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The Department of Public Utilities has prepared a budget for the Council’s review, which includes a
combined Operating Expenses and Capital Outlay budget of $118,252,132 for the water, sewer and

stormwater funds.

___Public Utilities Department 2010-11
Water, Sewer, Stormwater Budgets

Amended Proposed

2009-10 2010-11 Difference [% Chang
Revenue & other sources L
Senices Revenue $ 71,802,000 | $ 77,402,350 | $ 5,600,350 7.8%
Interest Income 770,000 660,000 $ (120,000)] -15.6%
Impact Fees 1,050,000 | 1,050,000 | $ - 0.0%
Bond Proceeds - 13,000,000 | $ 13,000,000
Use of cash resenes 44,049,264 21,361,782 $(22,687,482) -51.5%
Other Various Revenue Sources 4,600,450 4,788,000 | $ 187,550 4.1%

Total revenue & other sources| $ 122,271,714 | $118,252,132 | $ (4,019,582) -3.3%

Expenses Vi e R
Salaries, wages & benefits $ 24,855,469 | $ 25,077,863 | $ 222,394 0.9%
Materials & supplies 4,036,505 4,078,555 | $ 42,050 1.0%
Charges for senices 29,931,214 31,429,464 | $ 1,498,250 5.0%
Total operating expenses| $ 58,823,188 | $ 60,585,882 | $ 1,762,694 3.0%
Capital improvement 53,055,126 46-,206,250’ $ (6,648,876) -12.5%
Vehicles & equipment 5,108,400 4,975,000 | $ (133,400) -2.6%
Debt Senices 5,285,000 || 6,285,000 | $ 1,000,000 18.9%
Total Operating Expenses & Capital Outlay| $ 122,271,714 [ $118,252,132 | $ (4,019,582) -3.3%

This report includes some overall key points to the Department budget, and then provides some

information specific to each fund.

The Department of Public Utilities has also provided information and background on their Watershed
Land and Water Rights purchase program. A brief memo is attached for that item (Attachment A).




OVERALL KEY POINTS

Rate increases - For 2010-11, the proposed budget includes a rate increase in each of the three
funds, as follows:

. Amountoflincrease PER YEAR =
Water Sewer Stormwater Total
. SmallResidential | 6.00 2.88 Ln2.88 SEREATe
_ Average Residential | 1277 576 288 § 2141
. Apartment| 95531 25200 L02207:36.0 1 414167,
Manufacturing / Industrial 5,680.39 243400 43800 $ 8,552.39
 Commercial| 182745 2851 6000 § 19159

As the Council may remember, the Department did not originally propose any rate increases
last year, but did end up working with the Council to implement a rate increase for the
stormwater fund. (That rate increase was effective January 1, 2010.)

Water Rate Structure - The proposed budget includes adding a fourth tier to the Summer water
rates, as suggested by the Community Group and Public Utilities Advisory Committee. More
information is provided below in the section specific to the Water Utility (page 4).

Impact of Rate Increases to the General Fund - The rate increases in each of the utility funds
will have a negative impact on the General Fund. The 5% water rate increase will cost the
General Fund $121,955; the 4.5% sewer increase will cost $4,495 more; and the 6% stormwater
increase will cost $4,567. This totals a $131,017 increase. However the rate increases will also
increase franchise fee revenue to the General fund in the amount of $147,150 for an overall
positive effect of $16,133.

Capital Improvement Budget - The three budgets all include capital improvement projects
totaling $46,406,250. The Department has estimated that the favorable bidding climate has
contributed to a savings of approximately $18.8 million capital project costs. What is estimated
to cost $50.8 million to build in 2011 could cost as much as $69.6 million to build in 2015.

Future Fiscal Impacts - Each of the funds rely heavily on the use of reserve funds to maintain
the capital programs. This practice, even with modest rate increases, contributes to a shortfall in
future years where needed capital improvements outpace revenues and cash-on-hand.

Personal Services Budgets - Since the Department presents their budget to the Mayor and
Council before the General Fund, the personal services budget is generally tentative. They
follow what the General Fund and other budgets provide for employees, in terms of salary
adjustments and insurance splits. Most of the Department’s employees (77%) are 100 and 200
series employees with pay increases negotiated between the City and the American Federation
of State County & Municipal Employees Local 1004 (AFSCME). In keeping with this, there are
no proposed salary increases for employees. However, insurance costs did increase 11% across
all three funds. This will be split with employees. 26% is paid by employees and 74% by the
City. This may change as the Mayor's recommended budget is finalized, and any necessary
changes can be made prior to budget adoption. Retirement payments have also increased by
17%.




QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
As Council Members read this budget, you may want to keep two questions in mind:
1.~ As the General Fund has struggled with the economic crunch, the Department of Public Utilities

has tried to help mitigate any impact. For example, last year one major consideration for
delaying rate increases was because of the impact to the General Fund departments that would
pay the increased rates as well. In addition, on page 57 of the Department’s transmittal, there is
a list of charges from other City funds to the Department of Public Utilities. The Council may
wish to ask what the full impact has been to the Department of Public Utilities.

2. Although the rate increases help to defray the reliance on each fund’s cash reserves, the Council
may wish to inquire about increasing the use of reserve funds or reducing capital improvement
projects in the proposed budget to further delay a rate increase. The Council may also wish to
inquire whether there would be an estimate for how a delay would affect future rate increases.

For a more detailed view of each fund’s budget, please see the following pages.
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WATER UTILITY BUDGET, 2010-11

The operating budget for the Water Enterprise Fund for fiscal year 2010-11 is proposed to be

$44,882,576, which is an increase of $1,410,397, or 3.2%.

____________________ ~ WATERFUND
PROPOSED BUDGET
Amended _ Proposed Percent
2008-10 2010-11 Difference Change
Revenue & other sources ‘ :
Charges for senices| § 50,057,000{ $ 52,559,850 2,502,850 5.0%
Interest income 370,000] 300,000 (70,000)] -18.9%
Inter-fund charges 2,389,450 2,591,000 201,550 8.4%
Sale of used equipment 50,000| 50,000 - 0.0%
Impact fees 500,000} 500,000 - 0.0%
Grants and Other related 905,000} 905,000 - 0.0%
revenues
Bond proceeds -l TR -| #DIV/0!
Use of cash reserves 15,078,189 ' 9,611,976 (5,466,213)| -36.3%
Total revenue & other| $ 69,349,639| $ 66,517,826 (2,831,813) 4.1%
sources : '
Expenses SR 3 :

Salaries, wages & benefits| $ 16,313,790 $§ 16,301,187 (12,603) -0.1%
Materials & supplies 2,702,495 2,760,545 58,050 2.1%
Charges for senices 24,455 894| 25 820,844 1,364,950 5.6%

Total operating| $ 43,472,179 $§ 44,882,576 1,410,397 3.2%
expenses oo s :

Capital improvement 20,620,160 16,740,250 (3,879,910)| -18.8%

Vehicles & equipment 2,507,300| 2,145,000 (362,300)| -14.4%

Debt Senices 2,750,000} 2,750,000 - 0.0%

Total Operating Expenses| $ 69,349,639 $ 66,517,826 (2,831,813) -4.1%
& Capital Outlay : ‘ *

The key points reflected in the proposed budgets for the Water Fund include:

Revenue Items:

Water Rates ~ there are two components affecting water rates for 2010-11:

 Rate Increase: The proposed budget includes a five percent rate increase, which would generate
an additional $2,502,850 in rate revenue.

* Rate Structure: The Council may recall that over the past few budget years, the Department has
discussed the need to review the rate structure and consider changes. A community group was
convened to work with the consultant and generated some recommendations, which were
reviewed by the Public Utilities Advisory Committee (PUAC).

From that process came the recommendation to add a fourth tier to the water summer rates to
capture some of the highest water users, and ideally encourage more conservation. The fourth
tier would affect customers who use over 70 ccf in the month. Generally, these are the
customers with larger landscaped areas. That would primarily affect eastside and county



customers. Water wise landscaping and other conservation measures can help water customers
avoid paying the fourth ter prices.

In comparing the effect of the proposed rate increase to the current rate structure, versus a four-
tier structure, only the highest users are impacted. (Refer to page 50 in the Administration’s
transmittal.) The Council may elect to not implement the fourth tier. Although most of the
community group members and PUAC members were supportive, there were a few comments
in opposition.

Use of Reserve Funds - $9,611,976 of reserve funds will be used toward capital projects this year.
The cash balance after use of these reserve funds will be $13,387,594. The Department has a cash
reserve (or fund balance) target of 10% of operating expenses. The $13,387,594 would be 30% of the
2010-11 operating expenses. The healthy reserve balance has been critical to the Department's
ability to sustain the capital improvement program during these tough economic times. At the end
of Fiscal Year 2008-09, the cash reserves totaled $37,877,759. Based on future year projections, by the
end of 2012-13, it would be at $8,458,795 (or 18% of operating expenses).

Other Revenue Items -

* Interfund Charges: The Department is increasing their charge to the Sewer, Stormwater, and
Refuse Funds for the billing service provided. This will increase the water fund’s revenue by
$201,550.

* Interest Income: Decrease by $70,000 as the Fund’s cash reserves decrease.

Operating Expense Items:

Metropolitan Water District - Between the budget to purchase water from Metro and the annual
assessment for the Metro capital projects, the City pays $18,190,892 to Metro each year. This is
roughly 40% of the Water Fund’s operating budget.

e Purchase of Water from Metropolitan Water District: The largest increase to Water operating
expenses is due to the purchase price for water from the Metropolitan Water District. For the
proposed fiscal year, the average rate per acre foot will increase to $219, which is a $6 increase
per acre foot over last year. Metro implemented a seasonal rate last year, and the $219 per acre
foot averages the amount of water purchased at the winter rate, $113, and the summer rate,
$330.

In addition to the per unit cost increase, the Department is also planning to purchase 51,000 acre
feet this year, up from 48,000 in the past few years.

Both of these factors result in an increase to the budget of $945,000.

To take advantage of the seasonal rate structure, the Department intends to purchase additional
water in the winter to reduce usage of City wells.



The MWD has raised the rates for the past several years and anticipates rate increases in the
coming years as well.

Historical Future

Rate (per Planned

Year acre foot) Rates
2004-05 $150
2005-06 $163
2006-07 $175
2007-08 $188
2008-09 $200
2009-10 $213

2010-11 | - [5219 (3%)

201112 | | $226 (3%)

2012-13 $233 (3%)

2013-14 $240 (3%)

2014-15 $247 (3%)

2015-16 $254 (3%)

* Annual assessments for the Metropolitan Water District Capital Improvements: In addition to
the purchase of water, the department pays a $7 million assessment for Metropolitan Water
District capital improvements. These payments continue in 2010-11, and will continue for the
next 23 years. Sandy City is also making assessment payments to the Metropolitan Water
District for their share of project costs.

The Metropolitan Water District budget is set by the Metro Water District Board. The Council
has the opportunity to review the budget and give feedback, but does not approve the budget.
One significant change to the Council’s role in the Metro budget was made in this year’s
Legislative Session. For tax increases after January 1, 2015, the City Councils of Salt Lake and
Sandy cities will be the taxing authority and a vote by the Councils will be necessary in order to
approve a property tax increase. More information on the legislative changes will be addressed
in a report prepared on the Metro budget later in May.

Personal Services - (Overall decrease of $12,603)

Increase /

(Decrease) Description
$229,461 Increase to retirement payments (17%)
234,504 Increase to insurance costs (11%)

(399,022) Decrease for the 1.5% salary reduction in the
current fiscal year (their budget was not
amended at the time of adoption last year)

(63,521) Decrease due to classification changes

(14,025) Transfer of .5 FTE to the Stormwater Fund




* Materials and Supplies (increase of $58,050 or 2.2%) ~ The increase is due to the cost for recycled

paper forms, and the postage rate.

 Charges for Services (increase of $1,364,950 or 5.6%) - Charges for services is budgeted to increase

by 5.6% largely due to the increase in cost of water from the Metropolitan Water District already
discussed. The other larger changes include:

Increase /

(Decrease)
$223,000

45,600
34,000
30,000
87,350

Capital Budget

Description

Risk Management Premiums - their insurance
agency raised premiums based on dam risk.
Utility Costs

Bus Pass (to include FrontRunner)

Utah Lake costs

Other items (admin fees, evasive weed grant,
data processing, communication, various.

The following is included in the budget for capital improvements and purchases for fiscal year 2010-11.

* Capital Outlay - Vehicles & Equipment (decrease of $362,300 or 14%) - The $2,145,000 budgeted for

capital purchases allows the department to replace the necessary vehicles and make treatment plant
purchases as needed. For vehicles, some necessary heavy equipment replacements will be made,
and other vehicles will be replaced with an emphasis on fuel efficiency.

* Continuation of the existing capital improvement program - This budget of $16.7 million is in

addition to the assessments for the Metropolitan Water District capital improvements.

Proposed Water Capital Improvement Program
2010-11

Replacement of water lines and hydrants $ 7,939,250
Land Purchases (watershed purchases) $ 1,000,000
Reservoirs $ 555,000
Service Line Replacement & new connection $ 2,200,000
Treatment Plants $ 704,000
Pumping Plant Upgrades $ 1,150,000
Maintenance Buildings $ 745,000
Water meter replacement $ 100,000
Meter change out program $ 800,000
Culverts, flumes & bridges $ 510,000
Landscaping $ 432,000
Wells $ 575,000
Water stock purchases $ 30,000

Total Capital Improvement Program $16,740,250

The Department has decreased the budget for Capital Improvement projects by $3.9 million.



- Waterline replacement program - The Department plans to replace 34,000 feet of pipe (or 6.44

miles!).
- Water valve replacement - increase funding by $1 million for replacements and increasing the
number of valves - - this will reduce the time households go without water during shut

downs and main breaks, because the area affected by water shut-offs will be more limited.

- Water meter replacement program - As water meters age, they begin to inaccurately measure
water use (under read). The Department has determined that it is cost effective to replace
meters that are 15 years old. During the past five years, the Department has replaced 59,000
meters with about 22,000 of these being radio reading devices. The radio-read meters are
primarily in hilly areas and where meters are more spaced out or remote. Overall, the
technology for radio-read meters is changing ~ while the cost of reading the radio meters is
cheaper, the cost for the meter itself is still more than regular meters. As technology continues
to develop and prices go down, the radio-read meters will become more cost-effective. One
example of this is that when the radio-read meters were first installed, the batteries would
only last about five years, but technology has continued to evolve and batteries are lasting
closer to 10 years.

For more information about the Watershed Land fund, please see attachment A for a brief memo. A
transmittal from the Administration is also included in your packets.

QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
1. The Council may wish to ask about future projects that might require bonding.

2. The Council may wish to ask what percentage of users will see the most drastic increase to their
monthly bill due to the rate increases and rate restructuring.



SEWER UTILITY BUDGET, 2010-11

The operating budget for the Sewer Fund for fiscal year 2010-11 is proposed to be $11,835,189 which is
an increase of $309,349 or 2.7% over fiscal year 2009-10. The capital budget, including debt service, is
proposed to be $29,670,000.

_SEWER FUND
PROPOSED BUDGET

Amended Proposed Percent

2009-10 - 2010-11° Difference Change
Revenue & other sources F g P
Sewer senice fees $ 16,500,000  $17,242,500 $742,500 4.5%
Interest income 250,000 250,000 $0[ 0.0%
Permits 85,000 70,000 ($15,000)| -17.6%
Impact fees 350,000/ 350,000 $0| 0.0%
Other 645,000 655,000 $10,000| 1.6%
Bond Proceeds -0 13,000,000 $13,000,000
Use of cash reseres 20,075,040} ©.9,937,688| ($10,137,351)| -50.5%

Total revenue & other| $ 37,905,040 % @ 41,505,189 $3,600,149| 9.5%
sources
Expenses R R b
Salaries, wages & benefits § 6,764,583| 6953632 $189,049| 2.8%
Materials & supplies 1,221,310 $1,205,310 ($16,000)| -1.3%
Charges for senices 3,539,947 ' 3,676,247 $136,300( 3.9%
Total Operating Expenses| $ 11,525,840| $ 11,835,189 $309,349( 2.7%
Capital improvement 21,945,100 '$ 24,490,500 $2,545,400| 11.6%
Vehicles & equipment 2,499,100 2,244,500 ($254,600)| -10.2%
Debt Senices 1,935,000] 2,935,000 $1,000,000| 51.7%
Total Operating Expenses| $ 37,905,040 $ 41,505,189 $3,600,149| 95.5%
& Capital Outlay {lh T

The key points reflected in the proposed budgets for the Sewer Fund include:

Revenue Items:

* Rate Increase ~ A rate increase of 4.5% is proposed for 2010-11. This would generate approximately
$742,500 in additional revenue. Rate revenue is based on the water usage during winter months,
since that is generally the usage attributable to indoor water use, including showers, dishwashers,
etc. (which constitutes waste water). Therefore, these revenues are generally tied to the rate of
users’ conservation.

4% rate increases are planned for each of the next four vears.
P ¥

* Use of Reserve Funds - $9,937,689 in reserve funds will be used toward capital projects.

* Bond Proceeds - In order to accelerate the rehabilitation of the Orange Street Trunk Line to the
treatment plant, the Department proposes issuing $10 million in bonds. In addition, earlier this
year, the Council processed a bond issuance for $6.3 million for a digester cover replacement project
- this was the zero interest bond offered by the State using Stimulus Grant funds. The funding for
this project will be spread over three years. For 2010-11, $3 million will be budgeted.




Operating Expense Items:

* Personal Services - (Overall increase of $189,049)

Increase /

{Decrease) Description
$93,486 Increase to retirement payments (17%)

98,596 Increase to insurance costs (11%)

98,436 Increase for employees hired at a trainee pay
level, and are moving up to higher pay levels

(101,469) Decrease for the 1.5% salary reduction in the

current fiscal year (their budget was not
amended at the time of adoption last year)

o Materials and Supplies (overall decrease of $16,000) - There is an anticipated decrease in
instrumentation repair and supplies.

o Charges for Services (overall increase of $136,300) - This increase is due to:

Increase /

(Decrease) Description
$52,500 Increase to the Administrative Fees paid to

the General Fund
40,000 Data Processing charges

32,500 Professional & Technical Services
15,000 Bus Pass (to include FrontRunner)
(3,700) Various other increases / decreases

Capital Budget

The proposed budget reflects a total capital budget of $29,670,000 for capital improvement projects,
vehicle & equipment purchases, and debt service.

o Capital Improvement Projects (increase of $2.5 million)

Proposed Capital Improvement Program
Sewer Fund
2010-11
Collection Lines $15,155,500
Treatment Plant $ 8,200,000
Maintenance & repair shops $ 975,000
Lift Stations $ 160,000
Total Capital Improvement Program | $24,490,500

e There are two major projects for the Sewer Fund:

e Upgrade to the Orange Street Trunk Line, which is a collector line directly to the
Treatment Plant. A portion of the line collapsed last year, and caused a new urgency to
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upgrade the line. This will be a $10 million project and the Department intends to issue
bonds to pay for the project.

e Toward the end of 2009, the Council processed a bond issuance for a zero-interest bond
with the State for a $6.3 million digester cover replacement project. A $3 million portion
of that project will begin in 2010-11. This project is now expanded to include the
replacement of the digester walls due to determination which will increase the total cost
of the project to $8 million.

e Over the last two years, the Department has conducted a “Sewer Master Plan Study”. The
results of the study provided a condition assessment of the sewer lines throughout the City,

and a management plan for the repair or replacement to improve system capacity.

* Inaddition to these major projects, the Fund will replace 30,100 linear feet of pipe.

o Vehicle & Equipment Purchases ($254,600 decrease) - The budget is $2,244,500 for vehicles and

equipment, including trucks, dump trucks, and other maintenance & plant equipment.

QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

1.

2.

The Council may wish to ask whether the phase of the Sewer Master Plan Study has been
completed addressing growth and planning citywide, specifically for the Northwest Quadrant.
A few Council Members may have had a chance to tour the upgrade to the 1800 North sewer
line. The technique used to repair the line is a new technology. The Council may wish to ask for
more information about the project.
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STORM WATER UTILITY BUDGET, 2010-11

The operating budget for the Stormwater Fund for fiscal year 2010-11 is proposed to be $3,868,117,
which is an increase of $42,948 or 1.1% over fiscal year 2009-10. The capital budget, including debt
service, is proposed to be $6,361,000.

STORMWATER FUND
PROPOSED BUDGET
Amended Proposed | Difference Percent
2009-10 - 2010-11 , Change
Revenue & other sources _
Stormwater service fee $5,245,000 | $7,600,000 $2,355,000 | 44.90%
County Flood Control A _ :
Interest 150,000 | 100,000 ($50,000) | -33.33%
Impact fees 200,000 200,000 $0 | 0.00%
Systems constructed by 516,000 516,000 $0 | 0.00%
developers .
Other revenue 10,000 | 1,000 {$9,000) | -90.00%
Use of reserves 8,896,035 1,812,117 (57,083,918) | -79.63%

Total revenue & other sources $15,017,035 |  $10,229,117 | ($4,787,918) | -31.88%

Expenses i e e

Salaries, wages & benefits $1,777,096 | $1,823,044 $45,948 | 2.59%

Materials & supplies 112,700 112,700 $0 | 0.00%

Charges for services 1,935,373 1,932,373 ($3,000) | -0.16%
Total operating expenses | $ 3,825,169 | § ' 3,868,117 $42,948 1.12%

Capital improvement 10,489,866 | 5175500 | ($5,314,366) | -50.66%

Vehicles & equipment 102,000 [ 585,500 $483,500 | 474.02%

Debt Service 600,000 - 600,000 $0 | 0.00%
Total Expenses & Capital $15,017,035 $10,229,117 | ($4,787,918) | -31.88%

Outlay

The key points reflected in the proposed budget for the Storm Water Fund include:
Revenue Items:

* Rate Increase - Last year, even before the decision to adopt a mid-year rate increase for the
Stormwater fund, the Department had already planned for future year increases. This year, the
budget includes a proposed 6% increase. The intention of the Department is that the larger increase
this year would eliminate the need for an increase for the next few years.

The Administration had raised the likelihood of this rate increase, to pay for the Stormwater pieces
of the North Temple project - namely, the design of completing the Folsom Avenue conduit from
250 West to the Jordan River. This will serve to divert City Creek flows and alleviate the likelihood
of flooding along North Temple.

The 6% increase generates $460,000 in additional revenue. The remaining $1,895,000 in revenue
increase is due to recognizing a full year of revenue from the $1.00 increase effective January 1,
2010.
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e Use of reserves - Using the $1,812,117 from reserves would leave the balance at $3,998,221. Current
forecasts do not show use of reserves during 2011-12 or 2012-13. The Council may wish to ask if
there are more capital projects that could be completed using the cash on hand. This $3.99 million
in cash reserves also takes info account that the projected actual use of reserves for this year will be
closer to $4.5 million rather than the $8.9 million in the amended budget.

Operating Expense Items:

e Personal Services - (Overall increase of $45,948)

Increase /

{Decrease) Description
$25,208 Increase to retirement payments (17%)
25,672 Increase to insurance costs (11%)
14,025 Increase for employee transferred from the
Water Fund
5962 Classification changes
(24,919) Decrease for the 1.5% salary reduction in the
current fiscal year (their budget was not
amended at the time of adoption last year)

o Charges for Services (decrease of $3,000) - The change to this category is small. However, one item
of note, is $100,000 in continuing budget for the Riparian Corridor Study. $600,000 was originally
budgeted for the project, and this final amount should bring the study phase to completion. The
current study area is for City Creek and Parley’s. Red Butte and Emigration Creeks are complete
and projects are being identified based on the study results. There is $450,000 included in the
Stormwater capital budget for Riparian Corridor related projects.

Capital Budget

The proposed budget reflects a total capital budget of $6,361,000 for capital improvement projects,
vehicle & equipment purchases, and debt service.

e Capital Improvement Projects (increase of $382,000)

The proposed budget reflects a capital improvement budget of $4,290,000 for fiscal year 2009-10,
which is a 9.7% increase from last year.

Proposed Capital Improvement Program |
Storm Water Fund
2010-11
Collection Lines (28,100 feet of pipe) $ 4,435,500
Lift Stations $ 290,000
Riparian Corridor Improvements $ 450,000
Total Capital Improvement Program $5,175,500




QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

1. The Council may wish to ask about the Riparian Corridor Improvements. The residents
involved with the study have raised several questions, and as expected, several projects have
been identified. The Council may inquire how the administration of those projects will be
handled, including whether staffing may be needed, funding will be budgeted each year in the
future, and if so, for how long.

2. During the regional athletic complex discussion, some of the Council Members expressed
interest in considering establishing a fund for riparian preservation and restoration, similar to
the watershed fund. The Council may wish to discuss whether there is interest in considering
this mechanism now or at some future date.

3. The Council continues to receive complaints from citizens about significant drainage issues in
Districts 1, 2 and 6. The Council may wish to ask how the Department is handling major street
drainage issues and whether there is a long-term capital plan to address such issues.
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Additional Information

WATER BACKGROUND
Salt Lake City’s water delivery system to City and County residents depends on a complex network of
dams, aqueducts, water treatment plants, distribution reservoirs, and water mains. Upkeep and
maintenance of older systems and construction of new systems is very costly. The Department of
Public Utilities has over 91,000 water service connections. The Department maintains treatment plants,
wells, reservoirs, 1,222 miles of water mains, and 178 miles of conduit and supply lines.
Water Sources - For the 2008-09 water year (July to June; last full year available), below is a chart of
sources for City water. The total used was 97,175 acre feet. (Note: the water from Little
Cottonwood, Deer Creek, and CUP was delivered by Metro Water.)

Water Sources 2008-09 Water Year

City Creek, 7% 5 -

Aginpa s

Groundwater,
8%

Little
Cottonwood,
12%
SEWER FUND BACKGROUND

The Department of Public Utilities has over 49,340 sewer connections. The Sewer Fund maintains 641
miles of sanitary sewer pipe and connection lines. The reclamation plant treats an average of
35,000,000 gallons of sanitary sewer per day. Maintaining the sewer lines and operating the lift stations
and reclamation plant is accomplished with 99.85 employees. Effective January 1, 2001, sewer fees
were based on discharge strength as well as volume. Approximately 2,500 of the 49,340 accounts are
charged an additional fee because they discharge sewage with strengths greater than domestic or
residential sewer flows. This change sets rates so that residential customers or commercial customers
with domestic discharges do not subsidize customers with greater than domestic strength discharges.
This rate structure encourages businesses to reduce discharge strengths.
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STORM WATER BACKGROUND

The Department of Public Utilities maintains over 470 miles of stormwater pipe and collection lines
using 27.45 employees. It was 1991 when the General Fund transferred the entire storm drain system
under Public Utilities management. July 1991 began the implementation of a new stormwater fee
based on surface area. This last January was the first time rates have increased since 1991. No public
tax dollars have been used to help the system. Stormwater employees also monitor the snow pack
water content and manage the stormwater permit process.
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SUBJECT: Request for a briefing on proposed Public Utilities budget for 2010-2011

STAFF CONTACT: Jim Lewis, Finance 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, recommended to the Mayor the
adoption of the proposed budget for 2010-2011. The budget document is attached, providing a

1530 SOUTH WEST TEMPLE, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH B4115
TELEPHONE: BO1-4B83-6900 FAX: B01-483-68B18
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summary of major budget changes and capital improvement projects proposed for the next five-
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 finance the
rehabilitation of over 3 miles of large sewer trunk mains that are severely corroded and started to
fail along North Temple, Redwood Road and Orange Street.

Replacement of Sewer Digester Covers at the Waste Water Treatment Plant

This budget recommends the replacement of the sewer digester covers and wall repair at the
Waste Water Treatment Plant over the next three years at an estimated cost of $8 Million, of
which $6.3 Million will be financed by the zero interest bond sold to the State of Utah under the
2009 US American Relief & Recovery Act (ARRA).

Expand Valve Replacement Program

This budget recommends expanding our existing 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 2011-2012.

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, i.e. up from $213 this year. Metropolitan water is expected to cost $945,000 in 2010-11.
The Metro approved rate structure for the next five years is:

2010-11 $219af 3% 2012-13  $233af 3%

2011-12 $226 af 3% 2013-14  $240af 3%

2014-15 $247 af 3%

Stormwater 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 2010-11 budget year. The expected budget this year will be
$100,000 for FY 10/11. 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.

Maintain Strong Capital 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- 30,100 linear feet of pipe
Storm- 28,100 linear feet of pipe
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2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET

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

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

e 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.

e 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 Stormwater 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
vear of 2011-2012.
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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 $219af 3% 2013-14 $240 af 3%

2011-12 $206 af 3% 2014-15 $247af 3%

2012-13 $233af 3% 2015-16 $254af 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 study 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 of lines in the Green Ditch area which
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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 distribution 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.

Cumulative Waterline Footage
100 Years = Pipe Life

WATER LINE REPLACEMENT HISTORY
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Figurc L. Pipeline Age for the Salt Lake City Figure 2. Water System Repair and Replacement
Water Distribution System Program

The sewer collection system is a very corrosive environment with hydrogen
sulfide gases, sediment, roots and other factors that atfect 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 (Iigure 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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Figure 3. Pipeline Age for the Salt Lake City

Sewer Collection System
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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.

w0

Figure 5. Drainage Pipe Installation History
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1997
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Imperial & 2700 So Storm Drain .....
200 So Pump Station Jordan River. ..
Goggin Drain Improvements..........
Wilminglon Storm Drain..............-
900 South Storm Drain.................

CWA #2 Pump Station..................

City Creek Diversion

Upgrade Qil Drain Station..............
Westside Drainage Chanvels............
Replace Cross Drains in Av............

Detention Basin Telemetry

Figure 6. Partial List of Master Plan Projects
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WATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE FUND -

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

Nlustrates 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 will need further
rate increases over the next five years to continue the capital replacement
program.

e Cost of purchases from the Metropolitan Water District increases
This budget includes an anticipated increase in the cost of treated 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 $219af 3% 2013-14 $240af 3%
2011-12 $226af 3% 2014-15 $247af 3%
2012-13 $233af 3% 2015-16  $254af 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 $50,057,060 | $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 50,000 50,000 0 0.00%
Impact fees 500,000 500,000 0 0.00%
Comntributions 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 | (32,831,813} | -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 of the fourth tier, customers with
higher summer water usage will see an increase slightly higher than 5% and
customer with 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 $16,313,790 $16,301,187 (§12,603) -0.08%
Materials 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 2,750,000 2,750,000 0 0.00%
Capital outlay 2,507,300 2,145,000 (362,300) | -14.45%
Capital improvement program 20,620,160 16,740,250 (3,879,910) | -18.82%
TOTAL $69,349,639 $66,517,826 ($2,831,813) -4.08%
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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 FTE
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:

e 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:

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

e 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.

e Increase in Utah Lake costs of $30,000.
¢ Increase in data process costs of $40,000
¢ Increase in communication equipment maintenance costs $2,500

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

Capital Qutlay: 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 V2 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 CIP 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 Project Budget Amount
Replacement of water lines and hydranis $7,939,250
Reservoirs 555,000
Treatment plants 704,000
Wells 575,000
Maintenance buildings 745,000
Water meter replacement 100,000
Meter change out program 800,000
Culverts, flumes & bridges 510,000
Water stock purchases 30,000
Land purchases 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 downs 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 still 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.




2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET

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 $4.4 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 $0.48 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 will 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 | $17,242,500 $742,500 4.50%
Interest 250,000 250,000 0 0.00%
Permits 85,000 70,000 (15,000) | -17.65%
Other 135,000 135,000 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 20,000 10,000 | 100.00%
Bonds/Grants 0 13,000,000 13,000,000 N/A
Reserve Funds 20,075,040 9,937,689 | (10,137,351) | -50.49%
TOTAL $37,905,040 | $41,505,189 $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 $9,037,689 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
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Analysis of Expenditures

The expenditure budget for the Department 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 36,764,583 $6,953,632 $189,049 2.79%
Materials and supplies 1,221,310 1,205,310 (16,000) -1.31%
Charges for services 3,539,947 3,676,247 136,300 3.85%
Debt services 1,935,000 2,935,000 1,000,000 51.68%
Capital improvements 21,945,100 24,490,500 2,545,400 11.60%
Capital outlay 2,499,100 2,244,500 (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 Jadder 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.

11
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» Increase in Waste Disposal $30,000.

e 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 Qutlay: - 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 Capita) Improvement Program $24,490,500

12
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STORMWATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE FUND

SUMMARY OF MAJOR BUDGET ISSUES

The recommended budget for the Stormwater 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 will 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%

13
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Analysis of Estimated Revenue

An analysis of the 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 57,600,000 | $ 2,355,000 44 90%
Interest 150,000 100,000 (50,000) -33.33%
Impact fees 200,000 200,000 0 0.00%
Contributions by Developers 516,000 516,000 0 0.00%
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 1%t 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 by Developers: No change is expected.

Other Fees: No change is expected.
Reserve Funds: The Utility will use $1,812,117 from reserve funds this next vear.

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 supplics 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) -5(.66%
Capital equipment 102,000 585,500 483,500 474.02%
TOTAL 515,017,035 $10,229,117 | (54,787,918) -31.88%

14




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 with 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

Collection Lines 4,435,500

$

Riparian Corridor Improvements ) 450,000
b
$

Total 2010 — 2011 Capital Improvement Program 5,175,500

15
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StaffingSummary XLS
STAFFING SUMMARY
BY FISCAL YEAR
FULL TIME & FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS
AFPROFRIATION PROPOSED
NUMBER DESCRIPTION 1980 1990 1995 2000 2007 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 20!_0 2011
WATER UTILITY
5101 SOURCE OF SUPPLY 11.00 13.23 13.23 1225 1225 12.25 12.25 12.75 1175 11.75 11,75 11.75 11.25 11.25 11.25
5103 POWER & PUMPING 11.00 6.30 3.30 3.30 330 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30
5105 PURIFICATION 51.00 4300 4220 4720 4720 47.00 4700 4750 4750 4750 4670 4730 4680 4580 4580
5107 TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 141.00 116.87 109.15 11535 11135 109.70 411,70 11150 11170 11070 10870 109.20 109.20 109.70 109.10
5109 SHOPS & MAINTENANCE 4850 3335 2985 2735 2635 3240 31.40 3020 3080 3090 3090 2990 2980 2990 2990
5111 CUSTOMER ACCOUNTING & COLLECTIONS 4850 5250 4900 5300 5260 5155 5155 5055 4955 4955 4855 4355 4855 4655 4655
5113 WATER ADMINISTRATION 13.00 8.50 10.00 1400 1200 12.00 11.90 12.40 11.90 11.90 11.80 12.40 12.80 12.90 12.90
5113 PUBLIC UTILITIES ADMINISTRATION 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
WATER UTILITY TOTAL 32500 27475 25773 27345 26605 269.20 27010 26390 267.60 266.6_0 26280 26340 26290 25990 25930
SEWER UTILITY
5220 LIFT STATIONS 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
a; 5230 COLLECTION SYSTEM 3200 2898 3580 2792 31.92 2745 2745 27.05 26.50 26.50 26.20 256095 2595 2625 26.25
5260 RECLAMATION PLANT 5500 6200 6240 6480 6490 6490 6490 6390 6590 6590 6590 6450 6350 6250 6250
5280 ACCOUNTING & CUSTOMER SERVICE 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
5290 SEWER ADMINISTRATION 2.00 5.00 3.70 325 3.25 3.25 2.85 2.60 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.45 3.85 450 450
5290 PUBLIC UTILITIES ADMINISTRATION 0.00 1.00 0.80 0.80 .80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.40 0.40
SEWER UTILITY TOTAL 9600 10898 11050 10367  107.07 10280 10220 10055 10160 10160 10130 9990 10030 9985 9985
STORM WATER
5240 STORM WATER MAINTENANCE 12.50 1325 13.25 12.25 12.25 12,28 12.25 12.25 1225 1225 1225 12.25 12.25
5240 STORM WATER ENGINEERING & GIS 490 10.08 10.08 10.70 10,70 10.30 a.75 9.75 9.55 9.30 9,30 9.50 250
5240 STORM WATER ADMINISTRATIVE 2.40 3.15 3.15 3.15 2.65 2.40 2.30 2.30 2.30 255 2.65 2.90 2.90
5240 STORMWATER QUALITY 1.30 220 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.80
STORM WATER TOTAL 2110 2868 2868 2830 27B0 2715 2650 2650 2630 2630 2640 26.85 27.45

PURLIC UTILITIES TOTAL 421.00 383.73 389.33 405.80 401.830 400.10 400.10 397.60 39570 39470 390.40 389.60 389.60 386.60 386.60




Ll

Public Utilities
Number of Employees

Number of Employees

430 Decreases +Heist Management Audit :"‘;'nwginm ——
;: C Iid:l?of:r g +Blue Stakes 2. Regulatory Requirements
3. One-person shifts at water treatment plants g::r“ Sowsesseion
4 ----4. Used seasonat employees for seasonal work B mammase g DR M
10 5. Reorganization of Water Reclamation Plant ; c: &Tedlfornimlj 'sp&l =

supervisor positions
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MILLION GALLONS DELIVERED
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Millions

Public Utilities Operating
Revenue
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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)
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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
the amount of 5% each year for the next four
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Linear Feet
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WATER UTILITY

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR CIP
IMPROVEMENTS - No Rate Increase
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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 million
funded by a $10 million revenue bond issue and
related $1 million annual debt service.

~ 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
reatment Plant at 4% per year for the next four



SEWER UTILITY
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
CIP IMPROVEMENTS - No Rate Increase
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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 currently 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.



STORMWATER UTILITY
AVAILIBILITY OF FUNDS FOR CIP
IMPROVEMENTS - No Rate Increase

~ ~+ Funds Available for
CIP
-<DEPRECIATION
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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
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Effect of No Rate Increases

Water - Valve Replacement $ 1,000,000
Program

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

Water - Irrigation Culverts $ 500,000
Sewer - Replace Gladiola Sewer $ 1,000,000
Line

Sewer - New Secondary Digester $ 2,000,000
Stormwater - Red Butte Culvert § 200,000
1500 East

Stormwater - Red Butte Culvert $ 250,000

1300 E and 1000 South
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The channel in this reach appears indsed and posmbly swaightened/channelized. with a narrow canal-like shape.
The stream is fightly confined befween rez:dential homes on the rorth and Blaine Avenue to the scuth. The culvert
inlet at the bottom of the reach dogs periodically. A metal grate-style trash rack spans the chanrel in the middle of

- : the reach. and caphured debris and sediment are regularly dredged from the channel in this location. Trash is
2009 Emigration Creek Culvert prevalent in the reach.
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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 ccf) $0.88 $0.93 $0.93
% increase 56% 5.6%
Increase amount $0.05 $0.05
Block $1.35 $1.43 $1.43
% increase 5 9% 599%
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
$2.08

10.6%

$0.20
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Comparison of Existing and

Pro

Residential

nosed Structure Alternatives

City County
Description Current(ab) Proposed(@b) Current(@b) Proposed(ab)
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
L

« Nda AD And

Nasmlanse $lnm
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Comparison of Existing and
Proposed City Monthly Base Fee

Meter Size Existing(® b) Proposed®P) | Existing(@b Proposed!ab)

inches |

Y & 1 $7.44 |  $7.79 $9.87 $10.34
1% 8.87 9.29 11.80 12.36
-  9.67 10.13 - 12.88 13.50
3 16.54 17.34 22.15 23.24
4 17.74 18.60 23.77 24.94
6 25.81 27.08 34.67 36.38
8 4677 | 49.08 62.96 66.09
10 87.11 01.44 | 117.42 123.27

(a) Includes water purchases fee

(b) Base fee by meter size varies based on meter replacement cost ratios to a %” meter
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Annual Impact on City Selected Residential Customers

SMALL
RESIDENTIAL

AVERAGE
RESIDENTIAL

HIGH
USE RESIDENT

EXTREME
USE RESIDENT

1st- 2284 East

2nd— 24 North

3rd— 1951 East

203

1602

3248

126

141

343

$120.96

$318.40

$2,887.09

$5,939.68

$220.84

$242.74

$569.47

$126.96

4.96% increase

$331.17

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

UNITS OF CURRENT | 3 TIER RATES | 4 TIER RATES
ACCOUNT TYPE |WATER (CCF) RATES 5% INCREASE | 5% INCREASE

$126.96

4 .96% increase

933117

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




~ Annual Impact on City Commercial/Industrial

Customers
ACCOUNT UNITS OF CURRENT | 3 TIER RATES | 4 TIER RATES 5%
TYPE WATER (CCF) RATES 5% INCREASE INCREASE

Apartment $17,987.37 $17,987.37
Complex (e $17,052.06 5.42% increase 5.42% increase
. : - $91,972.31 $91,972.31
Dairy 94,521 $87,016.07 5.70% increase 5.70% increase
Manufacturin $104,070.14 $104,070.14
. g 96,476 $98,389.75 5.77% increase 5.77% increase
: $27,228.08 $27,643.08
Commercial 16,350 $25,815.63 5.47% increase 7.08% increase
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Projected Salt Lake City Production Requirements vs. Supply (Dry Year)

180,000
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Per Capita Water Use (gped)

Salt Lake City Conservation Trend

Documentation of Conservation Performance
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State Conservation Goal
(12.5% reduction by 2020,

/ 25% reduction by 2050)
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Comparison of Water Rates with the Price of Various Other
Liquids Purchased by Water Customers

-

CurrentSLCWater | $0.0018

Proposed SLCWater | $0.0019

coffee (biock) N s |

1 | |
clorine bleach | :::o
J 1 |

g ——
.1
Lowtatri | ;)

unleadedgasoine - | N ¢ b:

= |
|
Bottled Water (24 ct) $3.15
1 |

Price Per Gallon

|
automotive antivecze |V ¢ .o
| { [
1

coffee creamer | NN - <

Soft-drink concentrate —
l

Beer — pass
[
T | T L3 T T T T

$8.20 ’

& $1.00 $2.00 $3.00

$4.00

$5.00

$6.00

$7.00

$8.00

$9.00

$10.00

B Price PerGallon
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Sewer Rate Increase
Annual Impact on City Selected Customers

ACCOUNT TYPE

SMALL
RESIDENTIAL

AVERAGE
RESIDENTIAL

Dairy
7,6

Industrial
2.4

Commercial
2,1

2hd— 24 North

3rd— 1957 East

Average

Winter Water
Usage (CCF)

4

8

Based on
BOD and TSS

Based on
BOD and TSS

Based on
BOD and TSS

5

10

CURRENT
RATES
$1.32 ccf

$63.36
$126.72
$192,277
$54,101
$633.60
$79.20

$158.40

Proposed
4.5% RATE
INCREASE
$1.38 ccf

$66.24
$132.48
$200,929
$56,535
$662.11
$82.80

$165.60

ANNUAL
Difference
$0.06 ccf

$2.88

4.5% increase

$5.76

4.5% increase

$8,652

4.5% increase

$2,434

4.5% increase

$28.51

4.5% increase

$3.60

4.5% increase

$7.20

4.5% increase
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te Increase T
Im pact on :-:zf"%alected Residential Customers

Propnsed
CURRENT Rate

Equivalent RATES Increase Annual
ACCOUNT Residential $4.00 per $4.24 per Difference
TYPE UNITS ERU ERU $0.24 per ERU

SMALL RESIDENTIAL 1 $2.88
$ 48.00 $ 50.88 6% increase

AVERAGE 1 $2.88
RESIDENTIAL $ 48.00 $50.88 6% increase

Large RESIDENT 1.4 R
g $67.28 $ 71.23 6% increase

_ $438.00
Dairy 152 $ 7,296 $ 7,734 6% increase
r 60.

Commercial 21 $ 1,008 $1.068 s%?incrggse

2.88
2nd— 24 North [ $ 48.00 $ 50.88 6%?ncrease

e $2.88
3r9- 1951 East L $ 48.00 $ 50.88 6% increase
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PUBLIC UTILITIES
FEES AND CHARGES PAID TO THE GENERAL FUND
FOR SERVICES RENDERED
OR COLLECTED BY CITY ORDINANCE

ALTUAL E/s
2009 Public Utilities FY ?/ FY PROPCSED
2009 ACTUALS | [ 2009 ACTUALS ACTUALS 2009 2009/2010 fj 2010/2011
DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES WATER SEWER STORM TOTALS BUDGET "/; BUDGET
i Administrative Service Fees (General Fund) i : e Z i
Human Resources e 8 152,388 ' $ 30361 1§ 21157 . § 212,006 - § 205,031 f/ $ 293,430
City Attorney 131,565 i;'; 10,193 1,379 - 153,137 147,473 é 211,056
Accounting/Finance 90,808 31,017 6392 128,217 ' 123,474 "4’ 176,711
Purchasing & Contracts 83,036 17527 3,460 = 104,023 . 100,175 ,4 143,366
City Recorders 42399 3736 r245 7380 45,627é 65,300
Property Management 65350 1,448 226 . 67,024 - 64,545 ,/, 92,373
Budget and Policy 27,372 10,604 2,890 40,956 39.441 ;7; 56,446
Non-discretionary IMS Costs 22,213 - 7264 3344 0 32,821 - 31,607 /'//" 45,234
Treasurer's Office (cash mgt.) 12502 RV q02 ' EINTEIS 20,234 Z’ 29,101
City Council 7.658 957 n8 9333 o 8,988 g 12,863
i Mayor 14,206 O 8,228 ' 1,690 34324 33,054 7/ 47,306
i Community Affairs 2,520 1 235 o 1.697 5452 - 5,250 ﬁ 7,514
' ____Total Admin Fees Gt g 651,017 ' § 139,871 1§ 64,000 ' $ 856,688 - 8 825,000 é $ 1,180,700
o > 27 Pl 2 s
i Tax or Fee Authorized i S o - % 2 ',
Payment in Lieu-of-Taxes (General Fund) 370,319 368,706 };;’ 114,425 - 853,450 855,000 f 798,000
Franchise Fees (General Fund) 2,281,290 - 931,456 - - i 3,212,746 2,959,575 ’2 3,097,060
Franchise Fee on Stormwater (General Fund) - = .1 L. = = ? 450,000
Sub Total 2,651,609 - 1,300,162 114,425 4,066,196 3,814,575 7 4,345,060 |
Internal Service Fund Services i [ 3 2
Fleet Mgt. Services 1,026,624 387,297 220,745 1,634,666 1,616,000 »/ 1,626,000
City Data Processing (1MS) 457,776 190,350 - 162,150 810,276 877,400 ’://" 941,900
Risk Mgt. Admininstrative Fees (Gov. Immunity) 154,719 12,147 4 166,870 30,200 ?- 235,700
Risk Management Premiums & Charges 771,941 91,706 27,020 890,667 - 805,000 ? 827,500
! Sub Total 2,411,060 - 681,500 409,019 O 3,502,479 - 3,328,600 ///4’ 3,631,100
———7 Z =
Special Associated Charges (indirect benefit) B : i - 2 &
IFAS Maintenance (online financial system) 27,609 21,406 1,352 % 50,367 70,873 ? 93,364
Street Sweeping (Jeaf bags and sweeping) - = - 236,000 236,000 240,000 é 240,000
Street Sweeping (cost of 3 sweepers) - = % 175,371 - 175,371 - 175,371 % 175,371
Leaf Bags (General Fund) “ @ - 26,938 26,938 - 34,890 ? 34,890
{Trails Coordinator (1st payment 2009) New 37,500 - - 37,500 37,500 é 37,500
Sub Total 37.500 - - 438,309 475,809 558,634 é 581,125
&t e i 7 T Z
i TOTAL FEES, TAXES AND CHARGES 8 5,752,086 . $ 2,121 8 1027553 ¢ $ 8,001,172 ©© $ 8,526,809 ﬁ S 9,_’_737,985_}




GROUP A SYSTEMS WATER RATE COMPARISON
FROM 2008 RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTING GROUP

WATER RATE SURVEY

t. ;-‘.1-‘.-: s

SEATTLE, WA - MAY TO SEP $ 109.90
ATLANTA, GA $ 103.11
AUSTIN, TX - JUL TO OCT $ 98.98
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 3 9230
AUSTIN, TX - NOV TO JUN $ 90.02
SEATTLE, WA - OCT TO APR $ $8.00
LAUREL, MD $ 85.54
BIRMINGHAM, AL $ 84.96
LOS ANGELES, CA $ 81.66
EL PASO, TX $ 77.60
TUCSON, AZ $ 73.67
SAN ANTONIO, TX $ 70.83
SCOTTSDALE, AZ $ 68.30
PORTLAND, OR $ 68.27
KANSAS CITY, MO $ 67.52
HONOLULU, HI $ 67.08
CLEVELAND, OH $ 66.49
FORT WORTH, TX 3 66.30
MIAMI, FL $ 66.23
PHILADELPHIA, PA $ 65.97
LOUISVILLE, KY $ 62.69
PHOENIX, AZ - JUN TO SEP $ 62.14
DENVER, CO - MAY TO NOV $ 59.25
GROUP B SYSTEMS AVERAGE $ 57.70
ALBUQUERQUE, NM $ 54.21
CHARLOTTE, NC $ 53.70
CINCINNATI, OH $ 52.91
PHOENIX, AZ - OCT TO MAY $ 5174
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK $ 5111
DENVER, CO - NOV TO MAY $ 50,05
DALLAS, TX S 48.29
PUEBLO, CO $ 46.54
TULSA, OK $ 4514
MILWAUKEE, WI $ 43.89
BILLINGS, MT $ 39.95
OMAHA, NE - JUN TO OCT 3 38.96
SALT LAKE CITY, UT - PROPOSED CHANGE | $ 35.53
ORLANDO, FL $ 34.00
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 3 33.84
OMAHA, NE - NOV TO MAY $ 30.77

* Nonmanufacturing/Commercial based on 3,000 Cubic Feet (22,440 Gallons) Monthly.

**Salt Lake City based on current rates as of July 1, 2009.
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GROUP B SYSTEMS SEWER RATE COMPARISON
FROM 2008 RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTING GROUP
SEWER RATE SURVEY

SANTA ROSA, CA

SEATTLE, WA

ANACORTES, WA

RICHMOND, VA

SPRINGFIELD, OR

GREENVILLE, SC

AUGUSTA, GA

PLANO, TX

GRAND RAPIDS, MI

FAYETTEVILLE, NC

FORT LAUDEDALE, FL

NORTH LAS VEGAS, NV

MOBILE, AL

CHATTANOOGA, TN

DENTON, TX

GROUP B SYSTEMS AVERAGE

GREENSBORO, NC

YUMA, AZ

FORT WAYNE, IN

ARLINGTON, TX

SAVANNAH, GA

CHEYENNE, WY

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK

NAPERVILLE, IL

MADISON, WI

CARROLLTON, TX

BILLINGS, MT

SCOTTSDALE, AZ

SAN BERNARDINO, CA

ANCHORAGE, AK

EL PASO, TX

VIRGINIA BEACH, VA

LINCOLN, NE

ALLENTOWN, PA

ENGLEWOOD, CO

ALBUQUERQUE, NM

SALT LAKE CITY, UT - PROPOSED RATES

PEORIA, IL

SALT LAKE CITY, UT

mm%m%e@%%%%%%mm%m&e%&e&ee&eﬂmmmme@mm%%&eeeeeeeeeeemmm‘

WICHITA, KS

* Residential based on 1,000 Cubic Feet (7,480 Gallons) Monthly.

**Salt Lake City based on current rates as of July 1, 2009.
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PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
AREAX STORM WATER RATE COMPARISON - HAY, 2009

 MONTHLY

| RANRTNG S CITY OR DISTRICT NiME. b e
1 Portiand OR 16.82
2 Sacramento CA 11.31
3 Austin TX 7.15
4 Denver 5.81
5 OGDEN CITY 5.52
6 SANDY CITY 5.00
7 SOUTH JORDAN CITY 5.00
8 OREM 4.75
9 SALT LAKE CITY - PROPOSED 4.28
10 PROVO 4.03
11 AMERICAN FORK 4.00
12 BOUNTIFUL CITY 4.00
13 DRAPER CITY 4.00
14 SALT LAKE CITY 4.00
15 TAYLORSVILLE CITY 4.00
16 MURRAY CITY 3.55
17 PLEASANT GROVE 3.00

StormMay09.xls
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PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
AREA WATER RATE COMPARISON - DECEMBER, 2009

EhbhbbESvevawswo e

L N
WNF D W W

; COR DISTRICT.

PARX CITY - GRADUATED RATES (1)
MAGNA - GRADUATED RATES (2) 17.33 39.35 138.68 157.39 404.20 700.27
SOUTH JORDAM CITY - GRADUATED RATES (3) 47.15 76.92 377.18 307.69 584.87
DRAPER CITY - GRADUATED RATES (4} 35.37 82.07 282.95 328.27 511.23
SANDY CITY - QUTSIDE OF CITY 31.84 74.87 22z.82 374.34 597.22
SANDY CITY - INSIDE OF CITY (8) 23.17 62.21 162.12 311.07 80.80 554.06
KEARNS IMPROVEMENT DIST-GEADUATED 21.24 55.84 175.52 223,38 117.92 516.82
£¥ BCTTY e ; 3 o 21.77 64.80 174.16 259.20 433.36

- GRADUATED RATES ( 24.14 58.27 153.09 233.08 426.15
T T by o e S 3 16.24 48.00 129.92 122.00 79,60 401.52
CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE . 22.58 52.51 180.51 210.05 380.56
GRANGER - HUNTER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT . 16.85 40.71 134.77 162.82 £5.20 363.80
'WEST JORDAN CITY 22.30 37.77 178.41 151.08 228.4¢9
MURRAY CITY 16.11 48.17 128.88 192.68 321.56
JVHCD 11.10 26.73 88.82 146.91 80.00 215.73
RIVERTON CITY 20.10 37.52 160.80 150.08 310.88
PLEASANT GROVE - GRADUATED RATES (7} 11.98 46.09 55.81 184.36 2B0.17
BOUNTIFUL CITY - RESIDENTIAL HICH ELEVATION 14.80C 14.54 112.37 138.17 256.54
TAYLORSVILLE/BENNTCN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 11,72 33.12 23,79 132.47 15,80 242.06
BOUNTIFUL CITY - RESIDENTIAL LOW ELEVATION 13.41 31.18 107.27 124.72 231.9%
AMERICAN FORE 15.00 25.45 120.00 101.81 221.81
OREM 14.75 24.29 117.99 27.17 215.16
PROVO 12.32 24.10 28.56 9§.40 194.96

* BASED ON EIGHT MONTHS WINTER AND FOUR MONTHS SUMMER EXCEPT PARK CITY & SANDY WHICH ARE SEVEN MONTHS WINTER AND FIVE MONTHS SUMMER

(1)
i2)
i3)
i4)
(5)
16)
(7)
i8)

RATES
RATES
RATES
RATES
RATES
RATES
RATES

ARE
ARE
ARE
ARE
ARE
ARE
ARE

sz.

91/THOUSAND FOR 0-5,000 GALLONS, $4.&7/THOUSAND FOR 5,001-30,000 GAL IN SUMMER AND $4.035/THOUSAND IN WINTER

§13.7& FOR 0-6,000 GALLONS, $1.28/THOUSAND FOR &,001-18,000 GALLONS, & 51.44/TROUSAND FOR 18,0G01-35,000 GALLONS

s1.
51,
8l
51
59.

64 /THOUSAND FOR (-10,000 GALLONS AND $1.84/7HOUSAND FOR 10,001-28,000 GAL

§¢/THOUSAND FOR 0-5.000 GALLONS, $2.78/THOUSAND FOR 5,001-20,000 GAL, & SZ.99/THOUSAND FOR 20,001-50,000 GAL.

73/THOUSAND FOR 0-10,000 GALLONS & §2.12/THOUSAND FOR 10,0001-25,000 GALLONS

20/THOUSAND FOR (-5,000 GALLONS, S1.93/THOUSAND FOR 5,001-10,000 GAL, & S2.10/THOUSAND FOR 10.001-25,000 GAL.

00 FOR 0-5,000 GALLONS, §1.20/THOUSANDG FOR 5,001-10,000 GALLONS,$1.75/THOUSAND POR 10,001-15,000 GALLONS, & $2.50/THOUSAND FOR 15,001-50,00G GALLONS

INCULDES METROPOLITAN WATER PROFERTY TAX

WACCOMPDec09 . x1s



Utility

JAN
6,400

FEB
6,200

Historical Manthly
Averagas In Thousands

Memphis, TN

Amarillo, TX

AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON - WATER

INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS
Existing Rates - (Austin Average Water Consumption)

Salt Lake Cily, UT

S.L.C.- Proposed
Denver. CO
Phoenix, AZ
El Paso, TX

Charlotle, NC .
Dallas, TX
Arlington, TX
Austin, TX
Loufsvlils, KY
Houston, TX
Albuquerque, NM
San Antonig, TX
Portland, OR
Lubbock, TX
Forl Worth, TX
Abilane, TX
Round Rack, TX
Georgelown, TX
Corpus Chrisll, TX
East Bay MUD/Qakland

Cedar Park, TX A
Seallle, WA
San Marcos, TX
San Diege, CA

Pllugerville, TX

MAR  APR MAY  JUN  JUL  AUG  SEF  OCT  NOY  DEC MONTHLY ANNUALIZED
6400 8,800 2100 9300 10600 12800 11800 9400 7400 6,700 AVERAGE 3,500 GALLONS
S‘iG.Z(; S T
$18.57
| $18.58
$18.92
$21.07
$21.22
$z22.21
$22.43
$22.99
$24.17
$26.67
$26.69
$27.69
$28.53
$29.24
$29.69
$30.50
$30.65
$31.42
$35.12
$35.63
§36.34
$38.48
$38.92
$47.19
§18.40
$49.48

$50.67

R e et L SE

50 §10

$20 $30 $40 850 580 $70

Average Monthly Water BIll
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Utitity

Hislorical Menthly Averagss in

theusands

Sall Lake City, UT

S.L.C.- Propossd

Milwaukes. WI

Memphis, TN

Dallas. TX

Arlinglon, TX

El Paso, TX

Cenver, CO

Charlotie, NC

Georgelown, TX

Lubbock, TX

Albuquergus, NM

Hauston, TX

Loulsville, KY

Round Rk, TX

Porllaad, OR

Forl Werlh, TX

&bileng, TX

San Anlenlo, TX

Cedar Park, TX

Easl Bay MUD/Oeakland

Phoanix, AZ

Sen Diego, CA

Auslin, TX

Saaltle, Wi

Cerpus Chrisli, TX

Plugarvilla, TX

San Marcos, TX

Atlarz, GA

AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON - WATER
INSIDE CITY COMMERCGIAL CLASS
Existing Rates - (Austin Average Water Consumption)

63

JAN  FEB  MAR  APR  MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP  OCT  NOV  DEC MONTHLY ANNUALIZED AVERAGE
§35 528 555 587 660 811 863 942 1002 864  7AD BT 72,600 GALLONS
I—
’ $118.93
$149.08
$155.88
§181.77
$182.78
$1488.02
$189.00
§190.27
$193.00
§212.87
5213.62
5215.14
$217.85
§218.33
$219.61
$224.37
§231.47
$237.00
5284.04
$281.24
§304.19
7 $324.27
$329.18
$332.82
£343.01
$382.58
§462.92
$575.22
+ | i t + + f ~
$0 $100 $200 $300 §400 $500 3600 $700
Average Monthly Water 81




Utility

AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON - WASTEWATER
INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS
Existing Rates - (Austin Average Wastewater Flow)

Hislorical Monlhly Averages  Jay  FEG  MAR  APR  MAY  JUN  JUL  AUG  SEP  ©CT  NOV  DEC

in Thousands

Memghis, TM

4700 4700 4.500 100 $300 5200 5200 £300 5200 S.000 4800 4,800

$6.40

Sakk Lake City, UT 38.892
L

S.L.C.- Proposed
Amarilla, TX
Lubback, TX

Albuguergue, MM
Ei Paso, TX
Abllane, TX

San Anloale, TX
East Bay MUD/Cakland
Phoanix, AZ
Fort Worlh, TX
Arlinglon, TX
Daltas, TA
Flugarvills, TX
Round Rock, TX
Chariolle, NG |
Georgstown, TX
Corpus Civisli, TX
Laouisville, KY
Cedar Park, TX
Austin, TX
San Diago, CA
San Marcos, TX
Perlland, OR -
Houslon, TX
Seallle, WA

Atlanta, GA

59.15
$13.00
$13.07
$13.50
£13.52
$14.50
F14.97
$18.83
$19.70
§22.15
$22.97
$24.44
§25.52
§26.90
$27.07
$29.25
£29.28
$30.22
$33.80
$36.90
339.07
$11.42

£46.66

MONTHLY ANNUALIZED
AVERAGE 5,000 GALLOMNS

$59.43

36169

$0

$30 $40 $50

Average Monthly Wastewatar Blll

64

$60 $70




Utilty

Water and Wa;téwater Bill as a Percent of Median Household Income
INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS
{Austin Average Consumption and Flows)

ampii, v | 00

Sall Lake City, UT |0.5036% The percentage of median househoid income was calculated by

1

taking the results of each individual city's bill basad on that cily's
rates and lhe usage of the Austin average consumption and
flows. From lhose resulls, we divide the annual amount by lhe
individual cily's median income.

Amarillo, TX 0.7139%

Fhoenlx, AL 0.7305%

Median Incame source: hitp:/fwww.huduser.org/datasets

East Bay MUD/Oakland 0.7661%

Milwavkee, W 0.8087%

Arlinglen, TX 0.8263%

Charlalle, MC 0.8530%

Dallas, TX 0.8543%

Albuquerque, M 0,8696%

Farl Worlh, TX 0.9607%

Lubbock, TX 1.0416%

Abileng, TX 1.0425%

Round Rock, TX 1.0463%

Auslin, TX 1.0709%

San Anlonio, T4 1.0911%

El Pasa, TX 1.1243%

Georgelown, TX 1.1266%

Louisville, KY 1.1497%

Portland, CR 1.2183%

Cedar Park, TX 1.2272%

Pllugerville, TX 1.3232%

San Diego, CA 1.3499%

Seallle, WA 1.5343%

San Marcos, TX 1.5590%

Houslon, TX 1.6752%

Corpus Christi, TX 16373%

Atanla, GA 1.6702%

+ — t t + +

DO0% D 25% 0.50% D.75% 1.00% 1.25% 1.50% 1.75%
Average Monthly Waler and Wastewater 8I1I
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AWWA - Benchmarking Indicators

Years 2009 2008 2007 2006 | Low Med High
Debt Ratio 13.8% 14.8% 13.9% | 13.1% 21% 32% 46% )
Return on Assets 3.94% 4.58% 510% | 4.80% 9% 2% | 5.1% O
O&M costs per $1,341 $1,307 | $1,231| $1,201 $863 | $1,431 | $2,089 | AVG
Water MG
Processed
Direct costs of $398 $430 $381| $389| $245| $500| $781 o
Water Treatment
per MG
Direct costs of $450 $453 $435 | $436 | $622| $924 | $1471|
Sewer Treatment
per MG
O&M cost per $825 $819 $737 $735 | $1,067 | $1,960 | $2,616 ®
Sewer MG
pcessed

53.3 5.66 21.2 27.2 5 212 | 814 !
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AWWA - Benchmarking Indicators

Years 2009 2008 2007 2006 | Low Med High

MGD Water 0.33 0.33 0.33 Gsal. 015 0.24 0.33 )

Delivered per

Employee

MGD Sewer 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.33| 020 0.27 038 | o

Processed per

Employee

Billing Accuracy 2.6 2.7 2.4 2 2.6 71 16.1 ©

Errors per 10,000

bills

Complaints per 4.99 4.86 485| 104| 08 5.2 186 |AVG

1,000 customers

Technical Quality 1.38 1.59 1.08 3.9 2.3 6.2 16.4 )

Complaints per

1,000 customers

raining Hours per 16.2 18.1 18T 241 17.3 22.8 34.8 | AVG
$37.35 $36.89 $34.66 | $39.49 | $31.96 | $42.03 | $64.64
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AWWA — Benchmarking Indicators

Years

2009

2008

2007

2006

Low

Med

High

Water Monthly
Residential
using 7,500 gallons

(based on
proposed rates)

$17.09

$16.24

$15.02

$14.36

$21.44

$26.41

$32.04

Sewer Monthly
Residential

using 7,500 gallons

(based on
proposed rates)

$13.80

$13.27

$13.27

$13.27

$21.98

$30.61

$38.55




WATER UTILITY
ENTERPRISE FUND

BUDGET SUMMARY
FY 2011-13
Rata increase 5% Rate jncrease 6% Rate incraase 5%
AMENDED PROJECTED PROPOSED FORECAST FORECAST
ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
SOURCES 2008-2009 2009-10 2009-10 2010-011 201112 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 2,591,000 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
OTHER SOURCES
GRANTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES $6,337,335 $905,000 $905,000 $905,000 $905,000 $305,000
IMPACT FEES 1,615,394 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
OTRHER SOURCES 129,374 50,000 50.000 50,000 50,000 50,000
BOND PROCEEDS - - - - - 12,000,000
TOTAL 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 $58,483,843 $74,193,235
EXPENSES & OTHER USES
E DITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES $16,384,708 $16,313,790 $16,313,790 $16,301,187 $16,464,198 $16.628,840
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE 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 2,111,230 2,154,167
PROF & CONTRACT SERVICES 3,063.015 2,673,251 2,673,251 2,720,751 2,775,166 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 1,165,243
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE FEE 806,638 672,000 672,000 895,000 912,900 931,158
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 {435,763) (186.756) (186,7586) (124,756} {127.251) {129,801)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $42,475,818 $43,472,479 §543,472179 544,882,576 $45,836,398 $46.809,979
OTHER USES
CAPITAL OUTLAY $2,282,772 $2,507,300 $2,507,300 $2,145,000 $2,128,000 $2,255,000
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 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 2.750,000 3,950,000
TOTAL OTHERUSES $23,590,779 525,877,460 $25,677.460 $21,635,250 $18,808,200 $27,151,300
TOTAL USES $66.066,597 569,349,639 $69,149,639 $66,517,626 564,644,508 $73.961,279
CESS REVENUE AND OTHER
SOURCES OVER (UNDER) USES | $737.479 ($15,078,189) ($14,878,189) ($9,611,976) {$5,160,755) 231 .956|
OPERATING CASH BALANCES
BEGINNING JULY 1 $37,140,280 $37.877,759 $37,877,759 $22,999,570 §13,387,504 $8,226.839
ENDING JUNE 30 $37.877,759 $22,799 570 $22,999,570 $13,387,594 $8,226,839 $8,458,795
Cash Reserve Ratio 89% 52% 53% 30% 18% 18%
| Cash reserve goal above 10% |
Operating cash balance |s defined as 1ofal cash less restricled amounts for
bond covenants and ouislanding accounts payable.
Metropolltan water rates per acre 1. $188 $200 $210 $219 $226 5233

Watershed Increase requast

Plus 504 base rate



WATER UTILITY

CASH FLOW
ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

WATER SALES 755,580,475 | 50,057,000 | 52,550,850 55187843 | 57,047,035 60,844,506 | 63,886,826
OTHER INCOME 1,664,080 ' 2,389,450 2,581,000 2,591,000 2,591,000 2,591,000 2,591,000
INTEREST INCOME 723,551 370,000 300,000 250,000 | 200,000 200,000 | 200,000
OPERATING INCOME 57,968,106 ' 52,816,450 55,450,850 58,028,843 | 60,738,235 | 63,635,596 | 66,677,826
METROPOLITAN WATER ACCESSMENT (7,021,892) (7,021,892) (7,021,892)  (7,021,892)  (7,021,892)  (7,021,892)  (7,021,892)
METROPOLITAN WATER PURCHASES _(8,220,984)| (10,224,000) (11,169,000} (1 1.752.000)‘ (12,349,000) (12,960,000) (13,585,000)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES (27,232,942) (26,226,287) (26,691,684) (27,062,506}, (27.439,086) (27,821,598), (27,973,837)
NET INCOME EXCLUDING DEP. 15,4922{38_1' 9,344,271 10,568,274 12,192,445 I 13,928,257 | 15,832,106 18,097,097 |

i _ | - .
OTHER RECEIPTS / BOND PROCEEDS 1,883,241 0 ‘ "12,000,000 | -
IMPACT FEES 1,615,394 500,000 500,000 500,000 -500,000 | 500,000 | 500000
OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS 5,337,335 955,000 955,000 955,000 955,000 955,000 955,000 |
CAPITAL OUTLAY (2,282,772} (2,507,300) (2,145,000) (2,128,000) (2,255,000)| (2,055,000)  (2,185,000)
WATERSHED PURCHASES (1,752,010}, (1,000,000} (1,000,000) (1.000,000)| (1,000,000) (1,000,000){ (1,000,000)
DEBT SERVICE (2.765.434) (2,750,000) (2,750,000) (2,750,000))  (2,750,000))  (2.750,000)|  (2,750,000)
DEBT SERVIGE (NEW) 7 0 0 0. 0 (1,200,000) (1.200,000) (1,200,000)
OTHER INCOME & EXPENSE 2,035,754 {4,802,300) (4,440,000) (4,423,000)! 6,250,000 (5,550,000) (5,680,000)
AVAILABLE FOR CAPITAL 17,528,042 4,541,971 6,128,274 7,769,445 20,178,257 | 10,282,106 ‘ 12,417,097

i ! i
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS (16,790,563) (19,420,160) (15,740,250) (12,930,200) (19,946,300) i 14.685,000)‘ (17,485,000}
__ o R—— S N

CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) 737,479 (14,878,189) (9,611,976) (5,160,756) 231,957 l "(4,402,894) (5,067,903)
BEGINING CASH BALANCE 37,140,280 37,877.759 22,999,570 13,387,594 | 8,226,839 | 8,458,795 4,055,901
CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) 737,479 (14,878,189) (9,611,976) (5,160,756) 231,957 (4,402,894)| (5,067,903)
ENDING BALANCES 37,877,759 22,999,570 13,387,594 8,226,839 8,458,795 4,055,901 (1,012,001}
- R — | o . ‘ ' :
WATER DEBT SERVICE COVERAGE 6 | 3 4 4 4| 4 5
RATE CHANGE 4.,00% 0.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%
ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL WATER o . ] | - =
~ BILL (1997=$180.00) 353 353 371 389 | 409 | 429 451
Cash Reserve Ratio_ 89% 53% 30% 8% 18%! 8%, 2%
Metropolitan water rate 200 | 213 219 226 233} 240 247
Metropolitan we_lter purchases in acre feet 46,105 | 48,000 51,000 52,000 53,000 | 54,000 | 55,000 |
Water Supplied in Million Gallons 31,664 | 29,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 = 30,000 |
Revenue per million galions 1,755 1,726 1,762 1,840 . 1,932 2,028 | 2,130

I:\AcetgExcel\BUDGET\Budgst 2011\Cashflow 02182010.xlsx



Rali Lake Ory Corporatlen
Deparmmant of Public Uhilifies
WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Lasl Updale
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 2182010
2010 thry 2015
DESCRIPTION
59.03301-| 710.30 WATER RIGHTS & SUPPLY
[ 11— WATER STOCK PURCHASES
! iR SHOPS - 2720.10 - ' |
JPGRADE TO FAC FACiL!TY AND COST SHARMNG ] |
= 1 ‘,
: 5. ! | |
400,000 | p 10,000 050
N BASIN i ] 1 I 190,000
i y_ls_RAncN omcs |+~Ac)' I [ i IF 250,000 _ — 1 ! |
F ADMINISTRATION OFFICE (BATHRODM REHAE 2 PER rEAR] = | | E——— 30000 30,000, | i
006011 CITY CREEK GUARD HOUSE DEMO [ 1 - m a— ! 1
1 I i 140 12 600 [i] [1] ToT70 g0l
) = | | 1l 1 I ! 1
5 1-01301- 277210 TREA%‘IIENT FLANTS - 272030 [ I H T "
CITY CREEK 1 |
90701 ITY CR i 25,000 L i
04701 N CITY GREEX - - CLARIFIER CVERFLO. : NT [ 1 120,000 1 I’ -
00701 CITY CREEX - POWER AND TELEMETIRY TO THE mex‘: BEGS :NCLLémG GATE AND CONTROL DEVICES | 1 1 | £0 000 | 1 |
Q0701 514100103 [CITY CREEK - SECURITY CAMERA PROJECT | | 1 20,000 | |
_00701 514100105 |CITY CREEK - INTAXE _§Elgcfuﬁﬁ IMPROVEMENTS | I . | _ 12,000 ]
—00701! (CITY CREEX - COAGULATION | | 256,600
—o07on | |NEW PLUMBING OF C CT.ARIF!ER FOR R OVERFLOW { i =
09701, ON BAS REPAIR Tl ) I i ] B -~ B600,
04701 E A uw& E SEPARATION AND | | 1 ] | 1
60701 REEX BIKE TRAL FROM GUARD STATION TO PLANT (4 MILES - 12 FEET WIDE | i 1 i 1 ] 300 noét .
%;@1: SED BASING - SEISMIC - COLLECTCRS } i —| | 1 8,000.000
il H I, 5= | ! ! - {
_og7or1| REPLACE ALL OLD LARGE LINES b = 1 T | [ . | |
_ooyo1 | CITY CREEK, SLUDGE LINE CIPP __ i | 80,000 | | |
_ 00701 CITY CREEK - COAG AND FILTER BUILDING ROQF REPAIRD - MEMBRANE i 4 40,000 | - | i
00701 o }um'mé BEIQ '§11..m- AND POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION | i I = | - 1.000.606
00701 1 T i 18,000 | [ - [ 1,000,000
0070 i . 2. i 50,000 { 1 | S
0070 750.000|
0070 ) i _ | | 500,000
" oo7o ! 31— & e g—af 30,000 I
00701 concrele uildaet lo zlarifior and shudae beds | 3 1 #50,600] | \ ~
00701 Feplace PVO dhermesal lines on Nuoride and hvpozhkorie I S ] 506,600 | ] |
00701 | Foplace File building windows S s, 25 S W | 3 i 36,000 1 i ~ | .
__bodoi \Secutily Fonos for sludge bessibackwash lank | { 3 1 i 1 75000 | | |
_ ofo1| |Beeurity fancing for back of plant | B = 0.000| | il
wvah conerele around fluotde buiding e | 2 i 15,000 : i =l 5
Fitar audary! lovess poly 10omy' shop Tiooiing repairs | | 3 [ H i S|
~|Level sensors al siudos beds _ | | 2 12,000 H | i
Lighiing nf wadqs bes [ [z 12,000 _ =—p i [ =
| Mows hydrand - | | 2 15,0007 F 4
Efmctiic aelualor for cimthes offivant vaive N | | 2 15,000, !
~ 1 1 15,000 — 3 — ’_
Repisss, !'vd\:e collncior molor base mounts Lz 7.000 | =
iy PARLEYS . | | . .
__ o851 | PARLEY'S TP - REFURBISH ALL FILTER VALVES | ¥ 1 } } 100,000
o | SLUDGELINE __ = | L & | I = =
- LVE | A I 1,006,000 |
- = | 12— | I ! !
. hoeo| = | } t 4 :
T o % = — - I 50,506 i =
| oo | ¥ S_LACEMENT OF BOAT LAUNCH SYSTEM WITH WINCH | i | | ] ] _;3 g
il A K 1
— oo PARLEY EDSISTEN 1 o ! | | R
gl [PARLEY'S TP - REFLACE ALL FOST 5710 STORAGE TANK rw“Fo PLUMBING ] = | I H 1980
ol IPARLEY'S TP - REPLAGE §TAIRS ON 1T DELL DAM I I ] | | 20,000
T o {FARLEY'S TP - NEW WO AND PLC FOR NEW INETRUENTS & PLUGRDE, INCLUTWG P2 ARD. 'T{"ﬁ!-ﬂ'ﬁ ANDAL i | | | | | ] S
_Dosai] A& CULATION BASIN MIXING PADDLE REPLAGEMENT AND BAFFLING MODIFICATIONS | ! jg.gi i ! i
.-l + - i 300,000, } } 4 =
om0t - — ’ { { [ : i
mﬂﬂ 2 = | ! 50,000 i | ] o
_oosm | |Rentane froni pate | = l | 20,000
00801 | |Siudge bed sludy = ] zZ 1 ] 100,800 | o
I [Woman's 5 i i | 25,000
40F W

NocolgeoglbudgelFY2010t Qoshllow 9215201 D.udsx



Salt Lake Ciry Corporation
Depantment of Foblie Livities

WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Lasl Updals
$TX YEAR PROPOSAL 211312010
2010 thru 2015
TOST  PROJEGT GROWTH PRIDRITY  FEET OF FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL TR PROJECTS |
ICENTER __ NUIMBER RESCRIPTION % RAIING. FIF.E 2003:10 2010:41 2011-12 2012:13 2013:14 201415 DELAYED |
| | I ! ] N ! |
{ i i 1 f
| _|zeco L@NWbTD___ =———— v =1  A— [ . | - ! 5,
D - PLC, 10 AN DATA Hlsﬂv_vgv_convensm TO ETHERNET AND BLE PELAE;EME 1] | 100,000 | |
EFURBISH FILTER VALVES (POSSIBLE EXCEPTION CF FILTER EFFLUENT VALVE Pl | 100,000 1 I | | ]
] : B | ] I ! 8,000,000
L LOCATE FILTER GALLERY VO PANELS FROM BAD ENVIRENMENT | I | i | | 50,000 ]
TCHWOSH - HYPOCHLCRITE GENERATION. i I ) | 650,000 #3.000| s
yrbish wasin pates i | | 1 175,000 j | I - . -
Replace charm derves on flocculntors 1 | 2 | { 50,000, - ! "
|ROOF MOUNT HEATING Srs?Efvl FILTER BUILDING S I —1 1 f 25000 | 4 | -
. Relyrtsh of mum 2t filglet valves | I T | ! 168 060 | _ 12 006 660
L DRty ] 2 20,000 ! 1 |
- ] itolau Mcwur VFD dives | |- ! | 16,000 i 1
{Roplace tacikty upped and PLC I [ — I 35,000 [ |
Roplacs lovel sensars i sioeaas lanks | | | 10,000 | i . | |
Roplacs ol piudge raives [ [ 2 [ - 50,000 | ] ‘
eplace cumot on ciear wel landira I | - J— _ | i 40,000 ey | i 1 i
| Senimi wearadn on sadment Basin ] 3 | 6060, R | |
| Raplace o rolurbinh flash mixors | | 21— | | 46,000 “ |
{Roplace fose = 40 K miak channe 1 — 3 1 | 20,000 | |
lingtat pan and 1R camers i hiter buikding, snd erkance oste H | | 20| {
TMCC lce VFDs for the cumeos at recycin bagin with surme cootecon i | | 50,000 £ | I i
[buitng s house iha bring tank for el control i o | | 20550 reaa ]
IPave lewer diive I clanifior and widen ditve i 2 | \ | 10050 | i
§ H 4 e e i -~ PRS- s s IEER——
3 | ! I
1 VAT 7040601 1220.0001 360,000] ;.Eme 10,905,000 30,325,000
|
= I ] | 50,660 50,000 500607 50000 m.nm; 50,000
| _ioo% 500000 = B !
LM e ] | 100% 140,600 1.000,000 i I
| ALIKILTARY PLIWER | [ 25,500 — |
JALIARY POWER - G { HIL | 20,060 : ] |
_______[uvUPGRADE fiz00 S0P ] 50,560 H i I
51341672 | 1400 SOUTH LIFCRADE i | 500,000 ] i |
| 4500 SQUTH PRESSURE ZONE ] ] 550,600, =1 F |
[WT, OLIMPLIS BUA TATICN FULL !chuP mEh i [ ! 500,000 t i
JMILITARY PUME STATICH - FMAL POWER | ! | 500.000;
[ ALK AR CPOWER — EAST BENCH PRESGURE ZONE | 300,000,
| DAKHILLLS PUMP STAWJN MOTOR CONTROL, CENTERNVFDPUMP UPGRADE gLl | = I 350,000 |
. R FGNTIINE BLEU. V¥ . = | | 75,000 |
ARG BTH : { | 40,000
BOUMDAR ! | 500,900 |  —
AulelAHv POWER — 4500 S0UTH PRESSURE ZONE | | |
Pump Statien & Well Efficancy improvamenis Stely | | 100.000 | o |
HUHTH BENCH PLIMP STATION __ | - _i_ 10660 | 1.408.558 |
I | 1 Ta000] T350.000] 1@@0} Z 375'@'1‘
|{CULVERTS FLUMEE & BRIDGES - 273692 | sl j i r 1 ]
'C'E'M'EFIS O FLURE AT APFROX, PFOINT OF THE MOURTAIRICARMS WILLRIRS I I 1 1 200,006 | |
JORDAN SALT LAKE DUMP AT 13800 SCUTH . | 3 ‘I’ 50,000 200,000 T | S | PR | _
IVARIQUS LOCAT) | 1 50,000 £0.000 50000 50,000 5000 5600
WM N DRVERSIEN | | 80,000 I | |
MEASURING DEVICESFQRJSL AND EJ TANALS | S| 10.000 T | i
ITTLE COTTONWOCO PARSHAL FLU | I S 50,000 1 I i
2166 SOUTR T8 1700 SOUTH | i 100.000 190.000 106,000, ]
16200 SOUTH PUMPSTATION 37 VALVE INSTALLATION i i | |
|CANAL ASSET MANAGENENT AlD CONDITION STUBY I 100,000 _ _ i
| | 380,0001 510,001 1501 g'n'm 1.52@0: 50 ooo} mll 0
b10i301. 3773.10DEEP PUMP WELLS -2730.04 I { - : - e | |
01301 UPGRADE BUILDMG STRUCTURES - ONE FER YEAR | | | 100650 100,650 [T &&h‘ 100,000 1040, 000 100,000 | . i
01301 |BCE TREATMENT PROJECT - 1500 EAST WELL i | | | » 450,000 | | 5.000,000
01301 \STUDY TREATMENT CF PCE AT WELLS | — (o [ _15.000 |
01301 | 11:?14 ARD 27T SOUTH WELL “STATION UPGRADE (M PROGRESS) T ] | 200,000 h | | {
0m301] "~ 515240 | RED BU'rre i %, _3_ ] | __ [ | | 2500500
H UPGRADE . ] | 252,000 | |
#'ONTAINE BLEU -REHAS ] J | Lt !
NEFFS DRAW - VFO [ 1 25 000 | | 1
|WFLi14-wD | ] 34000 |
SUGARHOUSE PARK WELL -VFD l il 5 ‘ 60600, I
15TH AND 27TH SOUTH WELL . vFD , ! i 000, ]
78200 So Well - VFD _ | i 54,600
| i 200,000 e
HLLCREEK W\ : | 00,000
BFITON SPRINGS - REHAE : ] 200000 =
WELL 5 - REHAB _ ! | S 1 250,000
| ARTESIAN WELL 1 - REHAB il ] 350 00D)|
$OF 1%

1accty eecelibudge(F Y2040\ Cushficw 02182010 glsx



Hall Luke City Corporation
Diepanment of Pubiic [lihies
WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS Lazl Updale
SIXYEAR PROPOSAL 2182010
2010 thru 2015

CDST  PROJEGT CROWIH PRIORITY FEET OF FISCALYR  FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL TR FISCAL TR FISCAL TR PROJEGTS
CENTER HUMBER DESCRIPTION i EATING PHPE 2009-10 2010-11 2014-12 2042-43 2013-14 2014-15 DELAYED
EEH L N WELL 2 - REHAE ! ] B 250,000
] | I | | | T i
| : | { 272000 701 I D] B20.g00T 600,000 60,000 750,000
B = = ; e | L ] : |
-FT30.08 ; i
OAD REHABILITATION . 81,000 - =
A " 10,000 x
RMENTATIO RADE €8.000
TLITTLE DELL DAM s 40000
UDY & RESUFACE 50.000 i 1 1 3 00 000
! 5,000 P ]
M LITTLE DELL : L
""ra!n S_ystem Ackd F|th at Twin Lakes Dam 25,000
| CECRET LAK nw REHAB 30,000 i
01301 o ] i : [
f 305,000 100001 i D 00 6,200,000
I I 1 ] |
i i
| iy 200,000 — 1 i
i 14D 1 50.000 50,00 50,000
Ei
_ 51324461 | 160,000
513444158 e | 000 (0
N CONTROL CONTRACTY | . I |
ey L - £00,900
5 - i [ FEE000 260 000 . suuouz 5050 gug: BE0.000" ©.000,000
E1-04307-)  2775.10| DISTRIBUTION MAINS & HYDRANTS - 2730.08 1 i L
i |
CITY, COUNTY, STATE ARD MISE. DRIVEN PROJECTS o o I ! I (|
ECTS 200,090 200,000 200000 200,000, 200,000 200,000
I' 100,000
200,000
; : 44_00 00D 300,000 200000 200,000 200 0001 00.00CH 1,300,000
] 1 1
MISCELLANEGUS PROJECTS ] —— S
ALVES - COUNTY { [ 636,000 138000 738,600
PLACEMENTS 3 % 100,000 . 100, 0001 )
i ] L 100,000 100,000
INE UALVEi}IT | 762,000 263 000
ANT REPLACEMENTS | 440,000 400,000 400,000 1
E ] 300,000 300,000 ;
L *i 500,000 500, i
1 2 800000 2 800 0001 ‘H![)! 2 1] 1_5“000\ 1 8000001 [}
T T T -
s 2 ! 1
] & i
[ 1 i
5 1

5 Gl ¢ 1 3 _
512 TANSBURY WAY (2654 E) - ] ! !

B E (710N} TC TOTHIR.EEM : ] ] i i
513 HA STREET (770 N| TO TERRA HILLS DRIVE {950 E) 1 ! ] jl
51 _SIXTEENTH AVENUE (821 1,780 i i
5 ATTH AVENUE { .-um 2,180 _
513504083 | G102 187H AVERU - GO EAST TO LITTLE VALL 1,800 1

| S1as04psa (G192 GF &) : -‘}IIRTE NTH AV ENUE {851 _ a3
512504061 1 485 _
513301803 1,100
_513 30105
! i
= m = T
i 3 -
\

GOF 18



Salt Lake Ciry Corporation
Depiwtsment ol Public Dilicex

WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Last Update
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 2M8/2010
2010 thru 2015
[ 031 PROJECT GROWTH PRIORITY FEETOF  FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL Vi T TR R PROJE
w DESCRIPTION 2 2ALNG EIEE 201814 201112 2012:13 201314 201415 DELAYED
I ] [] ] ] []
0 NUE {3325 §i_ SANTA ROSA DRIVE (32?5 E) 10 EL SERRITC ORI TE ™= 1 580 | 122,500 _ . l_ = ] ] o
5S STREET (3370 £) - SANTA RGA AVENL m g& =1 L]l o—— 92500 : I
! I RN 60,000 _ { ]
2 ML L T 34 '")L 1 B ! e hars - ¢ [ !
112 CUl (3425 E) 10 V ET(J4/0E | 495 1, i |
‘| 12 lewmsTREEU!_.’MmEl cuwimn§ \[3 {4450 5 TO MILLCREEK CAN | ON [#OAD 13500 57 | 23 1 600 | 86,250 _ i 1 — 1

01301 573301861 |G11-2 LAURELCREST STREET (3185 E) - CRAIG DRIVE (2640 s:m UPLAND DRIVE (3760 S) === o ! 1,100 157,500 ~ i = l I

01301 513301804 (G112 47135 SOUTHSHANNA STREET - 2700 EAST TO 4140 SQUTH __ | [T 1,800 | 160,900 _ = ] |

01301] 513301805 [G11-2 OLYMPUS DRIVE (4185 5) - ccmrnsgumq_}_‘roj_igo_w g 006 | 82500 | b

01301, $13301562 G11-3 2830 EAST2088 EAST - FORT UNION BOULEYARD {7000 $) TO 7230 SOUTH__ i i | 1530 | 191,250 — ] 1 l

013071] 513301963 |G11-3 JONATHON DRIVE (7: iwsp PIPPIN DRIVE (3570 E TOMENDEFMS&F CLE B O, b 120,750 — I :

01301 1898 | G113 MACINTOSH | wgﬂm - WINESAP mor.r;;q } 7O RACQUE Y CLUB DRIVE (3665 E) ] e 1760 | 218,750 _ | | j_

01301 1987 | G113 NUTMEG STREET (7148 5)- NUTREE DRIVE (3375 E) TO PNE CONE STREET (3250 E) R I usl 65,625 _ [ | 1

01301 “ 513301985 (G113 SUNDRW¥ T CIRCLE (7230 5) - 7860 EAST TO END OF 1HE CIRCLE _ 1 % I ) 100,000 ~ [ i = |

01201| 513201988 G113 3050 EAST - F Wr_rumqu OULEVARD (7000 S)TO 7070 SOUTH | O'F._{_  — ] 47.500 ] | |

01301) 513301574 (G114 CHJ LANE (5280 S) - HLAND CRIVE (1570 E) 1 (2.} D 1450 181,260 ] ] |

01301 513301675 |G114 COBBLE £ (2520 € Hj ;T % 1 1160 | 137 800 I I |

01301 G114 BEAUMONT DRIVE (1840 E) - CONWAY ROAD (1740 E) TO 1} IMO [ )| | 1856 | 200,250 | = | I |

01301 573804902 |G10-3_COLUMBUS STREET (1 €)- mmnmeuusqsdomuomwrome END [ 1_,_750; 210,000 _ | I | e

_01301| 573301801 (G 10.4_CUMORAH DRIVE (4420 1. ABINADI ROAD 4180 ) 70 HELAMAN CIRCLE (8430 §) T I 580 | 69,600 L1 ! } e

01301 513301802 {5104 GILEAD WAY {4400 5) - ZARAHEMLA DRIVE (4215 £) TO END OF STREET oW I 1420 | 170,400 | | ] t

G301 Fremant Strest It | 4 41.000 ! ! ! +

Dﬂﬂti Foothill and 17th Seuth 30-inch Valve 4 1 1 75,000 | | | I ]

01301 wCl-. de Ln. o Hnrm Fluurwu 4 | { 100,000 | 1 }

31301 513501000 | 3000 Sous M — = e i — L 2800 320,000 ~ I I i i

01301 G114, ”éet&cu chLE(.'p?sbr HIGHLAND DRIVE [ 1970 €) TO END OF CECELIA CIRCLE[STSOS) | i i6d 137 400 1 i = ]
I _ TOTALS| | i 24370 A2 280 i | ]

#1301 573301000 612.1 3700 EAST - UPLAND DRIVE (3760 S) TO DEL MAR DANVE [ 3838 &) | | 1 575 | I
_ Bi301] 513301971 |G12-1 € eg.r_a_ksﬁiﬁﬂ AVENUE _(3_4:\5 Sj- i %] i 1750 | | |

_Giio1] E13301673 | 5121 3178 - 3300 SOUTH EN NUE I [ ) 2,080 | = I E

oidm | B30T c1§“ cELEﬁ_A\f aa_sp 1_ EAST TO EVERGREEN AVENUE (#4356 §) I [ T 1080 | I

o 612 EL VEﬁT: JENUE (2410 §) - TERRACE VIEW DRIVE 70 3175, !nst_, ] % | T il |

(10 g1§ 13170 REEN AVENLE (3435 5) TO MILLCREEK CANYON ROAD (3500 ) 1 [ I 8] |

[3E.7) 124 125 REEM .kvENUE_(:uas _|_ TOEND OF THE %) | 54D |

L] g2 SoUTH e 1 = 1
L # 125"’6"1LLE‘DRWEFSGELAF~F‘6 1 .31 | _750 | ‘ i
o G122 DA WAY [3535 £). APOLLO DRIVE (4135 8) TC — Tt I & | ! o

071301 | G122 MARE WAY 5010 E) - APOLLO DRIVE {4135 S) TO HERMES © RLERL i % I Bi0 | I i

0138 G12-3 3075 EAST - M) S ﬁ 3060 SOUTH _ fol [ | o] I ]
E G12-3 3060 SOUTH - !mﬁéﬁsvrao_l EAET | [ 0 —1 1
o] G12-3 3030 EAST - %860 SOUTH TO THE END OF THE STREET I o i 210 |

_01301] ‘G12-3 LISADRIVE (3215 E) - BELsanmums] TO OLYMPIC WAY (3280 E)_ I 0% | 80 | ]
01301 '312-3 CLYMPIC WAY (3380 s% LENDER WAY (1318 E) TO HAMPTON COURT (4060 S) — i 0% 6] |
0130 G124 WAb &wi‘mmm EACH STAEET (2810 E) TO THE Ent) OF THE STREET I 0% TA70 | = | S =

01301 gsz-a”i_ﬁﬁ? LO5E0M LANE (48600 S g 2180 EAST TO PEACH STREET 12810 E | 0% L w60 | [
T 01301 518808044 |G12:5 DEA T%‘mesﬂnuon AFRWAY AVENUE (2455 51 T0 STRATEORD AVENU® (280 S] | 04| i 1,600 | = =

01301 513504080 G125 BEVERLY STREET (1340 £)- STRATFORD AVENUE('&!D!S)Toz SOUTH I 0%/ ) 1000 | ] i :

01301 ST3505040 é ’Fs CHADWICK STF mzn E)- PARKWAY AVENUE {2460 5) TO STRATFORD AVENUE (7580 8) | %; 1 l.g;g I i
= ! — — L l 1 i

=== = === ! ot 4 {

o135 £70 EASY - HERTTAGE WAY {2760 5) 1O DARBEY DRIVE (20003} ! e { .
:Eﬁgx_'_ == X % Jsﬂlﬁ \f'ﬁllu;JE TO HERITAGE ¥rAT I 2;‘ i = ] ! 2
ot :@;wsg WA sosn 2530 EAST TO APPROX. 25/- EAST ] o ! 5 e I
_ o1301! 2900 SQUTH - DE\ Lix w,mi?;sofnozrwa\st_ ! % | !

__o1301, 2880 SOUTH Z_?UEJ‘S_L PRGN, 2730 ﬂg?ﬁ@ﬂmmmﬁﬁ AVENUE (700051 i ) { ]
S E | 2060:2085 SOUTH - 2790 EAST TO GRACE STREET (3100 E)_ | % I |
1301| 32 CREST gugﬂjwigugog:-aaocm | DARVE | §§)log§rq1.wumvsum'ﬁ 0% i |
1301| 1G13- PNDAKIME} - QAKYIE WDFHVEMZ?‘S'TUW:DH!VE 4350 5 % | S 4 : =1
by G13-2 PARK HILL DRIVE {2868 £) - EASTOAKS DRIVE (4450 5} TO FGRTUNA WAY {4725 §) [ ¥ ! e |
I IE FORTUNA WAY (4778 §) - PARK HILL DRIVE [3565 E) TO BROCMBANK DRIVE (3460 £) _ i o] | I
~ o 200 EASY - 400 SOUTH TO S00 SOUTH (EAST SIDE) o5l | 1 — i
~ o] MICHISAN AVENUE (980 S) - 1300 EAST TO 1500 EAST 0%, = ] H
_ 0| VIRGHIA STREET (1344 E) - CRESTLINE CIRELE (350 N)_TO FIETH AVENUE (280 N) | o [ | i
— 511} G134 HIDGEN OAKS DRIVE (3370 E) - RUSSELL PARK DRIVE (3350 5) NORTH TO THE END OF THE STR. o 1 3 ]
1301, 5134 GRAND GAKS DRFVE (M5 ) - RUSS&?ARKRQAD(ENgJ}‘QRUSﬂu PARK AOAD (BE3S S 0% i | I 4]
_0idi) G134 SCANDIA WAY (8250 S)/ NORDIC DRIVE (8200 S) - FILANDIA WAY (3025 E) TO DANISH ROAD 1 1 [ S i s 1 — | 1l

01301 ] ‘G134 SUPERNAL WAY (3875 E) - TOP OF THE WORLD DRIVE (3875 E) TO | LoHA LEECIACLE (h%e0S) = 0% = = b | I a
T 01861 G128 BARBEY DRIVE (2000 S) - 2570 EAST TO 2700 EAST | . B | ] g

01304 16128 WAINWRIGHT ROAD (3002 E) - BARBEY DRIVE {2800 5] TO 2800 SOUTH [ B 0 ] 1

01301 512-6 DEVEREAUX WAY (2660 E) - WARWRIGHT ROAD (2806 §1 TO 2600 $0UTH 0% | ¥ | ] | 1 o

3 VARIOUS =1 I o __,:i: ‘i‘ﬁ' 1 * ]
!-Eﬂmrﬁéb DRIVE {4060 51/ 3575 E . O IETREE ORIVE (2080 E) _ | 0% i 800 1 147,600 == 1
ILLS DRVE (7410 £) - MAG HrLgs Dmve ysughwgsrj ENG OF ThE MAIN % i 1,300 ] 221 001 |
E§blnreﬂa&$€ BENGAL BOULEVAAD (7800 §) TO 7634 SOUTH. ' % ] 1.100 = | 1&1% |
GAL (TE20 S) - 3500 EAST TO COUNTRY MOLLOW ORIVE (T6168] 0%, { 1,100 ! i 1300001
'ir GRTH STAR DI WEiﬂNbe!ﬁTFi!H OF THE STREET ﬁ ! s ! 1 120260 -i el
i _E_Q_Tj 1'HEJ Q.ﬁ,& TVER (APPROX, 1120 W) | 1 1,79 | ] ] 225 5501 !
NORT HORTH | [l i 850 | : i 89,7001 i

TOF 18
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Solt ke City Corpuration
DBepaniawem of Public Vhilitics
WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

1 BudparFY2010, 10201

M

Last Updste
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 2/18/2010
2010 thru 2015
[ COST _ PROJECT GROWTH PRIORITY FEET OF FISCAL YR FISCALYR ___ FISCAL VR FISCAL VR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR PROJECTS |
LCENTER __NUMBER, R 2 BATING L. 2009-10 2010-11 2011:12 2092:13
01301 "G14-2 DUFONT AVENUE {1335 N] - AMERICAN BEALITY DRIVE {1030 W) - 590 WEST I 0% 1 520 ' | I _87.800] ]
o G14-2 DULUTH AVENUE (1550 N) - 900 WEST 70 DEXTER STREET (B40 W) I [ S 1 &1 _ 748,150/
01301 G14-2 800 WEST - DULUTH AVENUE (1550 N) TO 1500 NORTH _ % S | R 3 | 38350,
013 G14.3 400 SOUTH - EMERY STREET (1170 ¥) TO APPROX, 1 145 WEST (SOUTH S10€ MAIN) [ ) i 26000,
01301 Gi4-3 400 SOUTH - GOSHEN STREET (1040 W) TO APPROX. 1150 WEST (NORTH SIDE MAIN} o &0 | 89,700/
01301/ |G14-4 7500 SOUTH - 3405 EAS' TO 3500 EAST 0% 70 N H | sa J50.
01301 |G144 AVONDALE DRWVE (3700 E) - 7850 SOUTH TO APPROX 3523 EAST (END OF EXTENSION) s 890 1 ] 15,700
01301 G144 BISCAYNE DRIVE (19745 E) -BENGAL BOULEVARD (a‘!ﬂn S) TO OAKVIEW CIRCLE (7725 S) 0% 20 1 J 600
01301 G144 2500 EAST - CHALET RQAD (5030 §) TC B300 S0UT ! (I 1,340 i 174.200]
01301 |G14.5 2700 EAST - 4215 SOUTH TO MAURICE DRIVE | 345_51 () 14600 | _ . 186 800 |
01301 |G14-5 NOADIC DRIVE (8200 5)/ SCANDIA WAY (8230 5) - FINLANDIA wu;saq_s 10 DARNISH Row:vm (23 038 | - ‘ 133,280
01501 |G14E 4260 BOUTH (WELL HOUSE MAIN) - GLENNA DRIVE (2575 £) - TO 2700 EAS 1 0% a0 | | 52,000
07381 Gu § U BFU . 22* WEP IN FRONT OF OSBOAMNE HALL NORTH THROUGH FARK\NG LoT ] o5, 800 | 250 000 I
VARIOUS 1 %) 3560 | f 80 600 |
l i 5065 | ~
. " wwtro | . — [ i ‘
_“ | 5% 9.298 | 2,000 oot |
|RE PROTECTICN - CREEN DITCH i 5% I 6944 | ) 1,500,000
NER FIRE FLOW PHASE Il 1 1] ] | 1,000 606
I CAPITOL BLVD. TO EAST CAPITOL STREET - 12° MAIN 00% | T | ! . %0060 | 1
! ﬁs!ermomoo:;g,mwem i | 1 20,000 i " . ,
gg : DOW AS 100% I 1 270,000 240055
_01301] - ORY ROAD -ENSIGN DOWNE PHASE i 1o0d] | l .00 50| 0§
01301} _ B:ﬂal.ms FROM TERMINAL RESERVOSS TG 300 EAST ALONG 1-80 (CONSULTANT) 100% & 1 | ) | 1
omt}y]‘s 3301555 00 EA EAST Egsgaj__‘fg 3600 SOUTH -PHAZE | - - 3 | ) 1,700.65] |
01301} K TREATMENT PLANT LINE . TANK TO WASATCH SLVD (247 100% o | v I I H
01301° casex;my;r_ul [INE TO MORRIS ABSEAVOR (12° OR 18” MATCH EXISTING) b Y I | 100,000 L )
01301 {2100 E1- 300 SOUTH TO 1360 SOUTH | i 4980 000
01301 EUSE 5] WweN] 4 ] 10,000 650
1 Blonie0 e naagn0 12,000 000
KRR 1 TS5
{ { =
= B { | ] 400,600 400,000
= S, I | ] 1,800 000 1,000,000
= 5 1 ] ] 400 000 400,000 -
1 | { 400,000 400,000 AD ] L 400,000 | L
i | | 500,000 100,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 |
== TE00.000 =100 000 350000061 .500,0001 35000001 [
| | | 1
| i 30,000 | . ]
i — H 25,000 _ | ==
i 3 1 70,000 _ | . | A
i I 3 | = S0.000, :
_ bodoT | “Revlace Asphial In parking kot | | | _ 100,000 | I—
~ Bo8bi, “Asphafi mad tn blow off box [ 1 2 12,000 _ | —
50607 [Asphall road in M. Bell Bam ] - ¢ 1 0.0055]
01751 ASPHALT SHOPS YARD | i 190,000 _ 1
o101 T EMPLYEE PARKING LOT | 1 e 75,000 ‘0 |
oD ! |ASPHALT PARLEYS PARKING LOT | | 50,000 [ i .
03201 51360030 | TERRACE HILLS pemnsmmon GARDEN | 10,00 { !
02201 51380038 |CITY & COUNTY BLDG DEMONSTRATION GARDEN | 10,000 i g
03201 51380014 | ADMINISTRATION BUILDING - CONSERYATION IMPROVENENTS _ | N ! 2l | 150.000]
00801 |NORTH SALT LAKE CITY BUCK AND RAL FENCE I | | | >t 30.000 |
E i —1 ] E 32,000 [ TOwe0 eo00s 0 150,000
oy —_— e, 4 | 1 d
TOTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS | 20,420,160 16,740,260 13,930,200/ 20,348,300 15,685,000 18,485,000 76,395,000
l 5755 0 AUTOMOBILES B TRUCKS | |
ANALS {174 TON 4 WHEEL DRIVE PICKUP i
TON "ICKJP EXT CaB DR 1 _ N y | | 4
O PU ] | ] } .i i
e | ! } } '
+ 4 - { {
‘; - | |
_MAIN &H I !
TRAINT | 174 TOM PICKUP EXT CAB _ '
aoF 13




Salt Lule Chty Carporufion
Depaament of Public Uilities
WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Lasl Updale
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 24812010
2010 thrua 2015
COST  PROJECT GROWIH PRIORITY FEET OF FISCAL YR FISCAL TR “FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR
CENTER ___ NUMBER DESCRIPTION % BATING PIPE 2008-10 2010-11 2011:12 201213 201314 2014-15 DELAYED
o301 MAINT| 1/4_TON PICKUP EXT CAB__ | 1 31061 | 28,000
g,zxn EADERS_§CA TYON P_u_ 3661 | 3% 000
0z | B | 30860 | |
2 i T 3080 1
= _!cvz:-} ~ 21.560 | =
- — 1 083 | 31,000 31.000 ]
et J 1 ] 31010 | 31,000 31,000
2301] DIST{ | TON DUAP §ish 35.000 T
0z301 DIST! 1 TON CAC WICOMPRESSOR I ] 45,000 B i
2301 DIST/CANYON PL 4X2 EXT CAB 552 5165 i 43,000 ~ i
(12301 EMNG | CANYON FU 4%4 EXT CAB_ i) i = 3 21,500 ¥
02301 FLEET 12 TONPU4XAEXTCAR 31u(m 1 24,500 I
02301f "MAINT (21/2 TON VAH TRUCK WISERVICE BODY 31625, 3oB60 ; — _ 300.000 _
02301 MARIT 10 YWHEEL DUMP TRUCK |FGEy ‘:mm i = 260,000 _
o.m _PARLEYS CANYOMN PU X4 EXT CAB | B = 21,500 _
READERS CANYON PU 27,000 ~ |
_ _ SHED CANYON PU 4X4 EXT CAB 21,500 _ [ |
SHED | 1/2 TOMN PU 44 LONG BED l 23,000 _ i
SQURCE | 1/2 TOM PU 4X4 EXT CAE = 3Bz | 24,500~
IVARIOUS e = T 1.300,660 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200 000
it - 5 SR — — -
: 875,000 930,000 1,200,000 1 zooooo! 1,200,000 1.200. ouoj] 0
' '2750.30| FIELD MAINT EQUPHENT - MOTIWVE | 1
03301 | (L TQN BUCKET WiUTILITY BED 250F Y = I 100,000 l
i | [BAGKHOE EXCHANGE PROGRAM — g — [ $0.000 0,000 ~ 0,000, 0000
[ira gl IBACKHOE dxd L) 1 171.000 ) 14
178 5] (WARICUS WPROVEMENTS - | 200,000 200,000
| r ) | 190,000 261,000 280,000 290,060 7
i 2760.19{ PUMP PLANT EQUIPMENT - WIP 277418 s L} L —— Y |
s _IMT, CLY NQTER CONTW F T . H ] 80,000/ ] i
02501; 57420000 DYER'S BN WELL (NEW MOTORH e I 27,000 it [
i it ELLISCH (AR COCLING i ] 1 Ty 8,000
(MOTGR REPL | 1 50,000 | | |
1 PS (UPGRADE #1 - PLI, .ﬂorog_grpn . 1 20,000 _ T I | s 2 - cile
02501 VARIOUS IMPROVEMENTS H | | 100,000 100 0001 100,000 1_@ 100,000
| | | 77,000 120,000 188,000 400,000] 100,000{ 100,000] 0
2760.20 TREATMENT PLANT EQUIFMENT - WIF 2774, 10 | 1
| |SHCURITY SYSTEM UPGRADE | E 46,000 1
00801 j_N LINE INSTRUMENTAT 08 | 50000 = z
0001 EATHENT PLANT PREVENTITIVE MA\NTENANCE FROGRAM | 160,000 i
| oband 800 600 = 1
00801 1 80000 = ! a
o061 H HIXEF _ 50,000 =
_OoEGT | TREFLACE ENTRANCE GATES AT LOWER END GF PLANT | | = _18,006 ]
_GoEG = TEAMPLING SITES Ih msm:aunoN SYSTEM ] | 150,600 1 =
01301 wo i L 50,000 e |
Al = ) 1 15,500 =
01301 T OF SOLABBEE INTAXE CONBUIT { 25,000 _ 25,600
oo | |MAG METER ON DESTRIBLTICH LINES i 50,000 — :
oRhT | |FRIEHED WATER MEASLIING DEVICE | 1 | | 20,000 ] = 7}_
01807 [WARIOLS 200,000/ 200,000 200,000 200,
1 795,000 235,000 zﬁ‘ 415,600 215,000 ﬁ C|
: ] |
| 60 355TELEMETRY ECUIPMENT : : | _
1 TELEMETHY IMFROVEMENTS ) 50,000 50,666 50 ,000] 55,560 56,000
01501 | IRRIGATION ECADA SYSTEM - PHASET& i | ] 50,000 I _ | j
60101 IWATER GUALITY PHOGRAM [ : 100,000 ] o | 3
01801 SCADA SYSTEM AEFLACEMENT | J» i 250,000 | 1 | il
. 1 200,000 250,000 50.0001 50,000 50,0001 50.000] 0
1 i
276050 DFFiCE FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT { i =
i 5000
1 30,000 30,000 36,6601
150,000 150,000 = =
F 50,000 X 0,000/
I 195 000 180,000 80,0001 80.000) 80,000 0
f | ] 1
- | N § ) 1 y
__Bi501 - | | - 6,000 20,000 20,600 20,000 20,001 76,000 i
. ol 7 TR i I 58,000 | ] o) i
01791 E!JEF(GENC\" PIPING ] 50,000 50.600| 50.000 50,000 50,000 |
515 B METROTECH 8100X LOCATOR i | i 2
-2 _{HE Piatiar j | : = - !
01601 LEAK DETECTION LOGGERS —__ — | ] 1B, = = |
| 01601]" HANDHELD A TER READING DEVICE | | ] 20,000 | : 20,000/
90F 19
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Sult Lake Giry Corperatlen
Department of Public Lhililic:
WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Lasl Update
S§X YEAR PROPOSAL 211872010
2010 thru 2045
COST  PROJECT GROWTH PRIORITY FEET OF  FISCALYR  FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISGAL YR FISCAL TR FISCAL YR ~PROJECTS
CENTER NUMBER DESCRIPTION k) EATING EIPE 2009-10 — 201011 201112 2012-13 201314 201415 DELAYED
01701) | | _ 50,000 50.000] 50,000] 50,000 _
01701 - 20,000 ] | =
02601 3 VEHICLE WMAN TRACKING SYSTEM - | T ab0;hpd
03201 HOSE REEL SYSTEM
|‘ | TTS.ED 160,000 iZO.ﬂ_DGI 120,000! 12_0.000 140,000/ 400,000/
[ L N | — | il B i
| TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY i ] 2,507,300 2.145,000 2,128,000 2.255 000 20550001 2 1850001 400,000
: Es -!— |
|TOTAL CAPITAL ‘ 22,927,460 18,885,250 16,058,200 23,201,300 17,740,000 20,670,000 76,795,000
.57 | 1
‘ | i
(]
|
|
A0 Aar 19
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SEWER UTILITY
ENTERPRISE FUND

BUDGET SUMMARY
FY 2011-13
Rate increase : 4.5%  Rate increase : 4% Rate increase : 4%
AMENDED PROJECTED PROPOSED FORECAST FORECAST

ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
SOURCES 2008-09 2009-10 2009-10 2010-11 201112 2012-13
REVENUES
METERED SALES $§ 17,080,740 $16,500,000 $16,500,000 $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
GRANTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES 807,998 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
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 - -
TOTAL OTHER SOURCES 1,510,933 860,000 1,860,000 13,870,000 3,020,000 720,000
TOTAL SOURCES $198,727 110 $17,830,000 $18,830,000 $31,567,500 521,332,200 519,674,488
EXPENSES & OTHER USES
EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES 56,055,901 $6,764,583 $6,764,583 $6,953,632 $7,023,170 $7,003,401
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 580,235 877,198 877,188 849,698 866,691 884,024
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
DTHER 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
TOTAL 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 $37,905,040 $30,605,040 $41,505,189 $26,171,557 $26,820,162
EXCESS REVENUE AND OTHER
SOURCES OVER (UNDER) USES [ 34184489  (520.075,040) (511,7/5.040) (59,937,689) (54.030,257) (§7.145.6/4)]
OPERATING CASH BALANCES
BEGINNING JULY 1 $ 33778021 % 37962510 § 37962510 § 26,187,470 § 16,249,781 & 11,410,424
ENDING JUNE 30 § 37062510 $ 17887470 § 26187470 § 16,249,781 & 11,410,424 § 4,264,750
Cash Reserve Ratio 385% 155% 227% 137% Q5% 35%

I Cash reserve goal above 10% |




SEWER UTILITY

CASH FLOW
CURRENT BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
2008-2009 2009-20010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
SEWER SALES 17,056,970 16,500,000 17,242,500 17,932,200 | 18,649,488 | 19,395,468 | 20,171,286
OTHER INCOME 429,604 220,000 225,000 225,000 225,000 225,000 225,000
INTEREST INCOME 741,524 250,000 250,000 175,000 | 100,000 100,000 | 100,000
OPERATING INCOME 18,228,098 16,970,000 17,717,500 18,332,200 18,974,488 19,720,468 20,496,286
OPERATING EXPENSES (9,850, 196)| (11,525,840)  (11,835189)  (12,002,357)  (12,172,162)  (12,344,672)  (12,519,918)
I
NET INCOME EXCLUDING DEP. 8,377,902 5,444,160 5,882,311 6,320,843 | 6,802,326 7,375,796 | 7,976,368
o - = ' R o |
IMPACT FEES 691,014 350,000 350,000 200,000 200,000 | 200,000 200,000
BOND PROCEEDS 0 1,000,000 13,000,000 2,300,000 | 0| ol 0
OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS 807,998 | 510,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 | 500,000
CAPITAL OUTLAY (725,563)| (2,299,100) (2,244,500) (1,739,000) (1,308,000) (1,589,000 (1,308,000)
ADDITIONAL DEBT SERVICE ! (1.000,000) (1,300,000) (1,300,000) (1,300,000) (1,300,000)
DEBT SERVICE (1,839,688) (1,935,000) (1,935,000). (1,935, 000)‘ (1,935,000) (1,935,000), (1,935,000)
OTHER INCOME & EXPENSE (1,086,239) (2,374,100) 8,670,500 (1,974,000))  (3,843,000)! (4,124,000) (3.843,000)
AVAILABLE FOR CAPITAL 7,311,663 3,070,060 14,552,811 4,355,843 2,959,326 3,251,796 4,133,368
i
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS (3,127,174) (14,845100)  (24,490,500) {8,195200)  (10,105,000)  (10,085,000) (8.435,000)
| ] _ o
CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) 4184489 |  (11.775,040) (9,937,689) (ﬁggggg?ﬂr (7,145,674) (6,833,204)| (4,301,632)
g
BEGINING CASH BALANCE 33,778,021 37,962,510 26,187,470 16,249,781 11,410,424 | 4,264,750 | (2,568,454)
CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) 4,184,489 | {11,775,040) (9,937,689) (4,839,357) (7,145,674)| (6,833204)] (4,301,632
ENDING BALANCES $37,962,510 $26,187,470  $16,249,781 $11,410,424 $4,264,750 ($2,568,454) ($6,870,086)
0, |
] I I 1 ] -
RATE CHANGE _0.00%] 0.00% 450% 4.00%) iomq_ 4.00% 4.00%
ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL SEWER ] — - ] ]
 BILL (1990=$76.80) 130.50| 130.50 136.37 141.83 147.50 153.40 159.53
Cash Reserve Ratio 385%. 227% 137% 95% 5% -212/9‘ -55%
Impact Fee per ERU 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
Number of ERU connections 1,382 700" 700 400! 400 400| 400
Debt Service Coverage 4.55 2.81 3.04 3.27| 2.10| 2.28, 2.47

I:\AccbgBxeel \BUDGET\Budgat 2011\Cashflow 02182010.xlsx



Saft Lake Ciry Corporanon
Depariment of Public Utilines
SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPRCYEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL
2010 thru 2015

Lasl Update
2/18/2010

PROJECT GROWT PR'$R'T FEETOF  FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCAL YR PROJECTS
ENTER NUMBER DESCRIPTION % _ RATING PIPE 2009-2010 2010 -2011 _ 2011-2012  2012-2013 2013 -2014 2014 - 2015 DELAYED
271010|LAND = | o |
12201 LAND B
—_— i | | | |
B | | 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
| i i I ] ] ]
2772.10|MAINTENANCE & REPAIR SHOPS - 272010 ; i " | -
_11201 PLANT SECURITY SYSTEM. -y B e | 125.000 ~ | i
19201 |EAST MAINTENANCE HVAGC | B ! 150,000
11201 524905524 340,000 B
11201 i  Desirat
11201 _ _ ] Desirable k! 150,0001 |
JHaoi {RE AP GPERATION BUILGING . !lmportani 300,000 ,ﬁf{, ‘s
11201 [REPLACE MATURAL (A5 LINE ] i imporiant! 60,000 500,000 | !
B i [ 0 975,000 00,0001 0 150,000 0 S00,000
i 1 ]
710101!“ Z772.10 LIFT STATIONS - 2720.05 L. ¥
10i01 IMP REPLACEMENT | 50.000 50,000 50,0001 " 50,000 50,000 '5‘0,0@‘_' e
10101 . . 1.700.000
10101 A EARHART DRIVE [350 M) LIFT STATION PUMP REFLACEMENT _!' | 110.000 =
S il oo i S T o iy ' ' | |
| i ] | | |
J 50,000 160,000 50,000] 50,000] 50,000| 50,000 1,700,000
- 11201] 2772.10 TREATMENT PLANTS - 2720.30 i | o \
11301 534005215 ODOR CONTROL = importanl, 200,000 300.000 = 5 |
_11201 524905207 iSEISMIC Important 100,000 100,000 L .
524905231 | CLARIFIER REBUILD {GNE UNIT PER YEAR) [ tmportant] 35,000 35.000 35.000| 35.000‘ 35.000/
524905228 UPGRAGE SCADA _ 250,000 ] !
524905232 DIGESTER GAS HOLDER REPLACEMENT AND WALL REPA(R Bond | 5.500.000 ] ]
1 524001 PRIMARY SLUDGE SCREEN EQUIFMENT REPLACMENT - ROTO STEP REBUILD + 450,000] . E
11351 524006241 TREATMENT PLANT PUMP STATION . Impo_r;@n_t‘_ 50.000
112011 REPLACE LIGHTS AT PUMP STATION - | important!
CONDITIONAL ASSESSMENT OF RAG RAKE BUILDING Importani E
HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS OF THE TRICKLING FILTER PUMP STATION Important
INSTALLATION OF WEIRS AND BAFFLES FOR SECONDARY CLARIFIERS S & 6 ! Impeortani 500,000 -
__ DDOR REPLACEMENT - 10 PER YEAR FOR THREE YEARS importani 50,000 50,500
Importan!
|Important, |
350000  3.5060,000 T
I . 500,000
524905197 ELEC‘I‘RIC GATE ACTUATOR 50,000 | |
5749052371 ALTERNATIVE GISTNFECTION SYSTER STUDY 5,000
THER ¢ ! - i __ 5000
i lmportant! et _367.100 2 &
oY I important 60000 T | |
MITIGATION PROGRAM ] . 2324200 + ) =i
Expand hfusnt Screens ) { I ¢ 7.800.000
TGaie Rapalr al Chlorme Contacl Basin | 765,000 1 ‘ J[ -
install strucwral br A he Gril Chambars 100,000
Installalion of New Aeraton Blower (First Exp - 0
Insizflaion of New Acration Blower {Second Expansion) 0 |
Replaco Heal Tracing cn Grease Linas S— 35 30,000 |
Replacement of Grit Channel Air Piping N 70,000 |
SCADA AND ELECTRICAL IMPROVERENTS Desirable ! 0 3,000,000 3,000,000
WAS Mechanical Thickening T “Dasirable i ] -
W TP FATILITIES PLAN . { Important| ' 300,0001
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Sair Leke City Corporarion Last Updale
Depormen: of Prblic Usiitties 2/18/2010
SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPRCVEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PRCPCGSAL
2014 thru 2015

PROJECT GROWT PR"S{’R'T FEETOF  FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR PROJECTS
ENTER NUMBER DESCRIPTION _%__ RATING PIPE 2009-2010  2010-2011  2011-2012 2012-2013  2013-2014  2014-2015 DELAYED
11201 |Evaporative Coolers for Cogen Hmoonam| 330,000 T =S
'n.!iﬁ. HYIRgeEn SUIMae LonTor ] DU LUy | 1 2 556 000| |
e R ST T W e B 5.042.100 £,200,000 3,659.200] 7,G85,000 5 885,000 5 0850001 26.100.000
10401 2773.10 COLLECTION LINES - 2730.14 [ = B R | = ] |
| CITY, COUNTY, STATE AND MISC. DRIVEN PROJECTS ~ _i_ i  —— fum
| 10401 525001707 | GLADIOLA STREET (2900 W) - 500 SOUTH 10 1820 SOUTH (PN 103007)_ ] n_'ngpr_‘!_ant[> 10,032 1,000,000 il
1900 EAST - 900 SOUTH TG : 2100 SOUTH (MISC REPAIRS NECESSARY) APPROX. 400LF q important{_ 5,300 ‘ i
10231 9¢ iE ST Imporiant, LI,
525002339 |ORANGE ST_ 42 INCH ACROSS NORTH TEMPLE Important{_ !
10401 525002401 'ORANGE ST NORTH TEMPLE TO PRE-TREAMENT PLANT Bond | Imporlant. 10,000,000 i i
10401] ~ 525002297 1300 EAST - SOUTH TEMPLE TO 500 S0UTH Important| _ | 20,000] |
L - | - £.332 1895000 11,000,000 0l 70,000 0 2,000,000
oL el 'OTHERPROJECTS | { [ il |
o4l EMERGENCIES - MISC. [QCATIONS | 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 0
_10401 MISC. PUBLIC SERVICE PROJECTS | ], 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
_10401 CONTRIBUTIONS BY DEVELOPERS ! 500,000 500,000 500,000, 500,000 500,000
10601 CLEAN LARGE DIAMETER TRUNK LINES i 500,000 500,000 |
| ] | i | |
I [ | ‘I' | 600,000 1,300,000 1,300,000] £00,000] £00.0001 800,000 i
[ I ]
e REPLACE VARIOUS COLLECTION LINES | i g
10401 525002405 |NCRTH TEMPLE -H00 WEST TOU AIRPORT "SEWER REPAIRS AND CIPP [ | 500,000  1.000,000 \
10401 : § 1,180 - 100,000
i - 75.000 i ] i~
“TO™ & 33 - £0.000 i 1" i~
T{500 NORTH - 1040 WEST TO T WEST SEC SOUTH SIDE - = 380 - 36,000 | i |
B 4172 1100 EAST - 400 SOUTH TO 500 SOUTH (WEST SIDEj 5 B70] - 25,000 | ] ) 7 |
525002415 BRYAN AVENUE - 1700 EAST TO 1800 EAST 5 Bas - 67,000 i
525002414 4TH AVENUE - "A"STREET TO CANYON RCAD ' 5 60| - 20,000
5250074151100 SOUTH - 840 EAST TO 800 EAST (SOUTH SIOE) g 720 - 18,000
575002416 300 SOUTH 400 WEST - NEC TO RIO GRANDE 5 404 - 18,000
575002417 1100 EAST - LAIRD (1205°8) TO 1300 SOUTH |: 5 304 . 13,000
525002418 | 400 SOUTH - UNIVERSITY STREET (1340 E) TO 1300 EAST (RURTHSIDE) T 5] 270 : 13,000
“BIB0024 1872000 EAST 1841 SOUTHTO 1895 SOUTH TR 4 i 11,000 - h i
525002420 | 700 EAST - 2692 SOUTH TO 2700 SOUTH 5 320 8.500 = -
525002420 |EASEMENT 1422 SOUTH - BEACON DRIVE 70 2300 EAS] N - 8.000
4211500 S0UTH - 2700 WEST TO REDWOOD ROAD PIPE REPLACEMENT - GESIGN WP 7A 4 - 150.000
2424900 EAST - 2986 SOUTH TO 2700 SOUTH — 3 - 245,000 I
523004425 {700 SOUTH - 4700 WEST TO 4600 WEST (NORTH SIDE) 42° PIPE 9. - 200,000
00 WEST = 1017 SOUTH TO FAYETTE AVENUE, (975 S} ‘ 1 - 160,000
i SOUTH - 233 EAST T 200 EAST (NORTH SIDE J I - 130,000 | '1’ -
10401 525002423 1500 SCUTH “Z700°WEST TU REDWODD ROAD CONSTRUCTION MP 7A ! i - i 1
o ELGIN AVERUE - 00 EAST TC 600 EAST - i : | :
0407 | 1700 NORTH 1-15 BYPASS PIPE {APPRIOX 725 WEST) ] T — I
|CINCOLN STREET - 2070 SOUTH TU 2098 SOUTH ; i '|' i '1’ i - | |’ | 1
JOUWEST - 250 NORTH TO 300 NORTH (WEST SIDE) 1 A 470 : i =
BRYAN AVENUE - 1700 EAST TO 1800 EAST . ] 4 f i : |
700 SOUTH - #40 WEST TO STATE STREET [SWC SOUTH SICE) | 4 o . | |
FIDWEST - 600 NORTH TO 700 NORTH T N =+ = |
CRANDALL AVENUE - D00'EAST T 1087 EAST T ) -
CHARLTON AVENUE ~7168 EAST TU 1100 EAST ‘ — =
[NDEPENOENCE BLVD. flAM: ROAD ) | - ) - |
700 SOUTH - #5 WEST TO 300 WEST (NORTH BI0ET 2
THARRISON AVENUE - 1300 EAST TO 1800 EAST ]
HARRISON AVENUE - 7800 EAST TO 1860 EAST ] 4 =
(100 SOUTH - 800 EAST TO 470 EAST (SCUTH SIDE) i B
| 300 SOUTH 800 TO 800EAST (SOUTH SIDE] i ] =
| 70407, | SUNNTSTOE AVENUE - 1736 EAST TO 1563 EAST™ I 4 ' '
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Salt Lake City Corporation

Deparmnent of Public Urnilitis

Last Update
211812010

SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PROPCSAL

2010 thru 2015

PROJECT GROWT PR‘sR'T FEETOF  FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR PROJECTS
NUMBER DESCRIPTION %___RATING PIPE _ 2009-2010 2010 - 2011 __2011-2012 _ 2012-2013 2013 -2014 _ 2014 - 2015 DELAYED
OUTH TO 500 SOUTH (WEST SIDE) | | 4 675 40,000 i ]
500 EAST - 500 SOUTH TO 600 SOUTH (EAST SIDE) I {4 f-?cL - 40,000 1 ! - i
* ELIZABETH STREET - CONDOS WEST SIDE 2570 SUUTH TO 2560 SOUTH 3 140 - 40,000 ¥
ALLEY EAST OF 1300 EAST - 150 SOUTH TO 100 S EAST SIDEIN YARDS a2 o - 35,000 j n i B
|CHICAGO STREET - 446 NORTH TO 500 NORTH = | mE 3 35000 = i
| 1600 EAST - RAMONA AVENUE TO 2700 SOUTH — | a EEE i 33,000
|PARK STREET - 2310 SOUTH TG 2346 SOUTH a 380 - 33,000 f
{1600 EAST - DOWNINGTON AVENUE TO WILSON AVERUE A ~ame| B 32,000 | | . -
CHARLTON AVENUE - RIGHLAND DRIVE TO 1100 EAST (RODCING ROUTE PROVIDE | a ! 25,000/ I [
COWNINGTON AVENUE - 1700 EAST TO 1800 EAST 4 | 7521 25,000 |
1200 EAST - 400 SOUTH TO 500 SOUTH ~(WEST SIDE) 1 | G0 - Z3 000 I | i
GO0 EAST - 600 SOUTH TO 700 SOUTH (EAST SIDE) ENS 7i5 - 22,000 i i | =)
700 SOUTH - 700 EAST TO 736 EAST {SOUTH SICE) — 4] 80| - 20,000 I |
{MARTON STREET- 444 NORTH TO 500 NORTH % 1 =200 v 20,000 i |
SHERIDAN ROAD - 1870 EAST TO 2010 EAST 4 i 5 - 18,000 J’
MAINSTREET - 1738 SOUTH T 1705 SOUTH  {EAST SIDE) I 4 27| == 12,5001 - |
100 SOUTH - 840 EAST TO 800 EAST (SOUTH SIDE) | 358 - ~8,5001 | -
GARFIELD AVENUE - 1500 EAST 7O 1200 EAST ) i i a1 i "t - - 75,000
300 SOUTH - 00O EAST TO 8§00 EAST (SOUTH SIDE) { @ | 1485 - i 42,000
|SO0 EAST - 500 SOUTH TO 600 SOUTH (EAST SIDEj [ e Pl R - B 3 R ] T T3B.000]
(1500 EAST - 2878 SOUTH TO 2800 SOUTH i | =S 370 < i 35000/
1500 EAST - RAMONA AVENUE TO 2100 SOUTH —3 1,780 = e 32000
| 1700 EAST - HARVARD AVENUE TO 1256'SOUTH 3 BAD| - 26,000}
{900 EAST - 700 SOUTH TO 800 SOUTH {WEST SIDE} N 716 ~27,000
11300 EAST - SIWMPSON AVENUE TU™ 7265 SOUTH - 6_604 - 20,000]
TALLEY WEST OF 90U EAST -850 SOUTH TQ 900 SOUTH [ - - 93] - 20,000
[3730 WEST - 1820 SOUTH TO 1670 SOUTH REPLACEMENT | | 1,100 - 434,408
400 SOUTH - 400 WEST TO RED GRANDE (NORTH SIDE) K | avs) - 9,500
500 SOUTH AND 1500 EAST - 18" PLUG VALVE i 5] - 100,000
1700 SOUTH = 4850 WEST TO GLADIOLA REPLAGEMENT il a4 9,000, - 9,682,200
1600 SOUTH -~ GLADIGLA STREET TU ORANGE STREET, PIPE REPLACEMENT e 7,000, i 4_ { | 8735088
STATE STREET 500 SOUTH DIVIERSION PIPE DOWNSTREAM OF DIVERSION - I A0 B ] ! 1.927063
500 SOUTH INTERCEPTUR - ORANGE STREET TG 1000 WEST - DEBIGN BTUDY MP 1 37 7050 100,000 1,200.000: 1,178,100
[ STATESTREET 500 S0UTH DIVERSION IMPROVEMENT — 3 | | 1 270,000
“GUARDSMAR WAY INTERCEPTUR MP S T | i i 53,500
500 SOUTH INTERCEPTOR -ORANGE STREET TO 1000 WEST CONSTRUTTION “FP i ‘nTooi ~7.800,000)
SO0 EAST - 2820 TO 2820 SOUTH 0. BED! [ 500,000f
524905238 MANHGOLE REHABILITATIONS | i 0 1] 500,000 _ \
“52450750 700 SOUTH 4700 WEST LIFT STATION WET WELL RELINING i |
1400 NORTH 1250 WEST BOX STRUCTURE REHABILITATION (AT PRE TREATMENT PL PL.ANT) | A=
ISTATE STREET - BELMONTAVENUE TOWILLIAME AVENUE (EAST SIDE] 335
|STATE STREET - 510 SOUTH TD $40 SOUTH (WEST SIDE) | 360 J
STATE STREET 1634 SQUTH(WESTSIDE)_ — = 375 |
|STATE STREET - KENSINGTON AVENUE 7O 33 NORTH | 380
|STATE STREET - 800 SOUTH TO 00 SOUTH (WESTSIDE 800 0 850 § EAST SIDE 850 10 800 §) 705 E
_ 525002208 AIRPORT ROAD 3700 WEST (490 N TO 600 ) | | 219
525002356 ZENITH AVENUE - 1186 EAST TO 1248 EAST | | 305
,COLORADO STREET - 1700 NORTH 1O GOODWIN AVENUE (1150 NORTH | N 5 230 |
{VIRGINIA STREET - SQUTH TEMPLE TO PERRY AVENUE I _# 320 | ol 1
________ TOOWEST (WARM SPRINGS) - 745 NORTH TO 780 NORTH i { 385 a {
10401| 525002300 (700 SOUTH - STATE STREET TO #50 EAST 'I ! 450 i i 1"
10401/ |AMERICAN AVENUE - 1400 WEST TO PUEBLO STREET H ! 375 i
10401 ICRYSTAL AVENLE - 7114 EAST 7O STRATFORD AVENUE | 325 B ] |
_10401] 525002366 IOLA STREET (280 SQUTH) - NAVAJIO STREET TO CONMCORD STREET 625 I |
10401 20 WEST - 500 SOUTH TO 600 SOUTH (WEST SIDE) | l smj 4
10401 200 WEST - 500 SGUTH 10 600 SOUTH_{EAST SIDE)_ i' 670 | ‘
10-:01 |STEWART STREET - 1218 SOUTH T0 1244 SOUTH o _350 l
10401| 625002368 400 NORTH - 500 WEST TO HODGES LANE (650WEST) | s 1,180 |
10401 7300 EAST LIFT STATION AT BONNEVILLE GOLF COURSE DISCHARGE PiPE AND 10 846 SOUTH i 535 |
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Saft Lake City Corporarion Las| Updale
Deparoment of Preblie Uritities 201812010
SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL
20140 thru 2015

PROJECT GROWT PR'SR'T FEETOF  FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR PROJECTS
ENTER _ NUMEER DESCRIPTION % RATING __ PIPE 2009:2010 20102011 _2011-2012 20122013 20132014 20142015 DELAYED
10401 1400 NORTH - 900 WEST TO 1000 WEST_(NORTH SIDE} [ ] | 665 | /35,000
001 00 NORTH - 580 WEST TO 500 WEST (NORTH SIDE) | T i )
10401 525002348 |'U" STREET - 1ST AVENUE TO SOUTH TEMPLE B - 39 ; ;
0401 525002371 |CHADWICK STREET - 2771 SOUTH TO 2800 SOUTH AND CK TG DEARBORNE 805 ! -
10401| 525002372 1800 EAST - 2240 SOUTH TO 2332 SOUTH 720 | {
| T10901; 200 SOUTH - 900 EAST TO 1000 EA [ 7]
10401] 1400 NORTH - 800 WEST TO 1200 WEST (NORTH SIDE) S |- 2,066 | :
04011 525002331 |HARVARD AVENUE (1125) SOUTH - 1800 EAST TO 1800 EAST | 735 1 19,000
10401 525002335,CORNELL CIRGLE (1733E 1300 §) i 4851 13000 |
{400 WEST - 100 NORTH TO 140 NORTH (WEST SIDE)_ ] B 5. 180000 . ,
{400 NORTH - 1000 WEST T0 1200 WEST (SOUTH SIDE) . kil 80,000 '
1200 NDRTH - 800 WEST 10

;N 43 | 360 115000 ' ' i
ORTH REFLA EC - i 3,00
524905240 CIPP REHAB 1365 W/| T 2300 NORTH 1

525002060 EASEMENT AT 7
525001944 400 WEST BETWEEN 100 SOUTH & NORTH TEMPLE (EAST SIDE) i

525002072 BELMONT AVENUE - 130 EAST TO 300 EAST [ |

525002125 VINE STREET - CENTER STREEET TO 300 NGRTH [ _]

525002199900 SOUTH - 700 EAST TO 950 SOUTH

525002221300 SOUTH - 800 EAST TO 800 EAST i
525002267 | APRICOT AV NORTH MAIN ST TO CENTER ST AND GIRARD AVE

526002271 |NAVAJO ST FROM 300 S TO 400 § o |

1800 NORTH REPLACEMEN

525002278 NORTH STATE ST -NORTH TEMPLE TQ 300 NORTH ; ) ' |
525002281|500 EAST 900 S TO 1300 SOUTH | | 1
E25002763 400 E 800 S 70 900 5

525002288 ALLEY NORTH OF SIMONDI AVE = ]
2 ]

RGWNING AVE 14008

_525002295]1500 E 1320 S TO HARRISON AVE
5250022971300 E SQUTH TEMPLE TQ 7560 § i L ve
5250022591800 S GLENDALE ST TO 1184 W K

525002306 ALLEY AT 900 E EROWINII‘JG AVE TO HARRISON AVE

525002307 BOOES00S TOB0DS s —
525002312 HARVARD AVE 1300E TO 1500 § | !

525(}02314- N'DRMADDIE GiR HARVARD AVE TO CIR TERMINUS

"525002315' P, RINCETON AVE 1500 E TG 1800 EAST

525002316 HARVARD AVE 1500 E 1800 EAST

“ 525002317 YALE AVE 1700 EAST [ TO 1900 EAST

525002318 HERBERT AVE 1700 EAST TO 1900 EA.ST

525002318 |MILITARY DR YALECREST AVE . TO9 BDD SOUTH

525002323 EASEMENT AT 7G0_W 500 N 10 630 N [ | [

525002 330|ALL EY WEST OF 900 E
_ 625002335 HARFORD ST 2700 S 10O ATKIN AVE [ | |
T 525002339 [SLC INTERN. AIRPORT | |

525002341(400 N MAIN ST, TO CENTER 5T

525002344 [ POST ST 300 STQ400 S ) ' N

1
!
LUt bt

800 N BECK ST TO PRE-TREATMENT PLANT |
'SEWER MASTER PLAN AND CONDITION STUDY _ ] i -
900 WEST DIVERSION STRUCTURE - 400 SOUTH TGO 600 SOUTH i _ 1

500 SOUTH STATE STREET DIVERSION MODIFICATIONS

INORTHWEST QUADRANT / TREATMENT PLANT (4700 WEST) | i ' |

10401 ] 525001662 1300 WEST BETWEEN 300 NORTH & WWTP (THOMPSON HYSELE. ENGlNEERING]

500,000, 10,000,000

_10401' 525002072 | NORTHWEST OiL DRAIN REMEDIATION STUDY i | _1 " g 8
B | 1\_a'_»*tsE&_!g;_nug;_ugE REPLACEMENT ) ] | ) | 2,000,000; 2,000,000 2,000,000]
i : | { 7251000 2855500 3586000 2.100.000 3.200.000 2,500,000 __ 42,816,759
B ' TOTAL COLLECTIDN LINES ] _ 5,746,000 15155500 4886000 2,920,000 4,000,000 3,300,000} 44 816.759]
) ' |
‘ ! ] | ‘ i ‘
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Sult Lake Cley Corporarisn Last Update
Depariment of Public Urlines ZHB2010
SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL (MPROVEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL
2010 thru 2015

PROJECT GROWT pR'emT FEETOF  FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR PROJECTS
ENTER NUMBER DESCRIPTION J % RATING PIPE 2008-2010 2010 - 2041 2011-2042  2012-2013 2013 -2014  2014.2015 DELAYED
2730.20| LANDSCAPING - WP 52-10401-2773, A0 [ | | B |
11201 524805219| ASPHALTING | 50,000 | 7
| . | |
- ‘otal Landscaping | g 0 0| 50,000] 0} [4]] 8]
I | L& I | | |
i "TOTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 14,845 100 24,490,500 91052001 10,105,000] 10,085,000 5435000 72516.750]

? | : '

275010] AUTOMOBILES & TRUCK

11001 | COLLECTION] 1/4 TON PICKUF EXT CAB . i —— { . ~ 25,000 35.000 [
11061; COLLECTION 1/4_TON PICKUP EXT CAB 4X4 | L = 35,000 ‘ ‘
11001 ENGINEERING 1/2 TON W/UTILITY Bf 31,000 ] ;
11001 ENGINEERING 1/4 TON PICKUP EXT CAB - 1 i
12301|_ TREATMENT 3/4 TON W/UTILTTY BED 40,000
12301 TREATMENT  1/4 TONPICKUP EXT CAB 4X4 i 25, I ] ;
| "11001, COLLECTION |37 TON PICK UP 44 | 35,000 ' |
11001" COLLECTION|3/4 TON PICKLP 4X4 W/SERVICE BODY 35,000
_11001 COLLECTION|3/4 TON PIC P 4X4 WEXT CAB ~ 38,000 ~
11001 COLLECTION|10 WHEEL DUMP 120,000
“11007 'ENQIN,E,EBWNGFF;NXQN,EQ 4X4 EXT CAB . 1 21,500
12301 TREATMENT|2/4 TON W/RACK { 26,000
1 i’ TREATMENT |1 /2 TON TRUCK WJ'FLATBFn J 35,000
TREATMENT |3/4 TON W/UTILITY BED i 7 29,500
~ i | TREATMENT 172 TON PICKUP EXT GAB WITH SHELL “HYBRID J l 24,000
TREATMENT |3/4 4%4 PICKUP ] 40,000 ——— e | I
~11001 COLLECTION|VARIOUS B : J - 400,000 400,000 400,600 00,000
| " ! | |
i [ 1 7 172,000 545000 400,000 200,000 400,000 400,000 0
I ]
] 750,30 CIELD MA : ;
T11001] COLLECTION BACKHO B 8.000 4.000 .000] §.00 0%_ §.000]
“11001! COLLECTION TV VAN 190,000 ] i

| 711001, COLLECTION VACTOR " r == 290,000 260,000

11001: COLLECTION VARIOUS : ! 300,000 300, 300,000 _300 5@4
| 12301] TREATMENT 10 WHEEL DUMP |
_12301; TREATMENT BROWNBEAR = T 500,000 ! ‘
12301, TREATMENT STREET R . 150,000 =] [ i
_12301 TREATMENT | OAGER REPLACEMENT . | . . = | .. _260000| _ = | =
. 973,000 488,000 569,000/ 308,000 sgg,uuoi 309,000 ] C
L ez g . | _|_ |
i 3760.20| TREATMENT PLANT EOUIPMENT - WIP 2774 10 i3 |
12201 o |GIAPHRAGM PUMPS_ i i 300,000 300,000 300,000 |
12201 52490028 | BLOWERS ~ . \ B 50,000 50,000 50,600| # 50,000 i
12201 PUMPS 150,000 150,000 150,60 150,000 150,600 150, 000
12201 COMPRESSORS - i | ; i 50,000 50,000 50,0001 50,060 50,060 50,000
1 550,000 550,000 550,000 550,000 550,000 550,000 ]
r i | i | 1 |
_ . ___ 2750.30|TELEMETERING EOU . i 1 I ol ) } e
_nat 52490514811 i UPGRADE - REPLACE ! 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10.0001 10,000/
| |
10,000 10,000 10,000 10.0001 16,000 10,0001 0
150F 19
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STORMWATER UTILITY
ENTERPRISE FUND
BUDGET SUMMARY

FY 2011-2013

Rate Increase 6%  Rafe increase 0%

Rate increase 0%

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 $ 5377785 $ 5245000 $ 6265120 $ 7,600,000 § 7,600,000 $ 7,600,000
INTEREST 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
TOTAL REVENUES $ 5660805 $§ 5405000 $§ 6425120 $ 7,701,000 % 7,701,000 § 7,701,000
OTHER SOQURCES
GRANTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES 324,123 516,000 516,000 516,000 516,000 516,000
COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL * - - - - - -
IMPACT FEES 629,675 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
BOND PROCEEDS - - - X 8,000,000 e
TOTAL OTHER SOURCES 953,798 716,000 716,000 716,000 8,716,000 716,000
TOTAL SOURCES $ 6614603 $ 6121000 $% 7,_141,120 $ 8,417,000 § 16,417,000 § 8,417,000
EXPENSES & OTHER USES
EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES $ 1661275 § 1777096 $ 177709 $ 1,823,044 % 1841275 § 1,859,688
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE 93,807 112,700 112,700 112,700 114,954 117,250
TRAVEL & TRAINING 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
PROF & CONTRACT SERVICES 905,022 883,879 883,879 883,879 636,435 649,164
PUBLIC SERVICES STREET SWEEPING 411,371 415,000 415,000 417,274 425619 434,131
DATA PROCESSING 167,850 187,500 187,500 169,500 172,890 176,348
FLEET MAINTENANCE 220,745 206,000 206,000 206,000 210,120 214,323
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE FEE 64,904 50,700 50,700 65,700 67,014 68,354
PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES 114,425 115,000 115,000 115,000 117,300 119,646
OTHER CHARGES AND SERVICES (91,672) (8471) (8,471) (10,745) {10,959) (11,180)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 3,653,827 3,825,168 3,825,169 3,868,117 3,662,129 3,716,953
OTHER USES
CAPITAL OQUTLAY 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 11,139,000 3,096,000
DEBT SERVICES 575,200 600,000 600,000 600,000 1,400,000 1,400,000
TOTAL OTHER USES $ 3164079 $ 11191866 § 7863000 $ 6,361,000 § 12,794000 § 4,861,000
TOTAL USES $ 6817906 § 15017035 § 11688169 $ 10,229117 § 16456128 § 8577953
EXCESS REVENUE AND OTHER
SOURCES OVER {(UNDER} USES ] $ (203303) § (8,896,035 $§ (4,547,049) § (1,812,117) $ (39,129) $ (160,953)
OPERATING CASH BALANCES
BEGINNING JULY 1 $10,560,690 $ 10,357,387 & 10,357,387 § 5,810,338 § 3998221 $ 3,959,092
ENDING JUNE 30 $10357,387 & 1461352 § 5810338 § 3.998,221 % 3,959,082 § 3,798,139
Cash Reserve Ratio 283% 28% 152% 103% 108% 102%

(

Cash reserve goal above 10%

Operating cash balance is defined as total cash less restricted amounts for
hond covenants and oulstanding accounls payable.



STORMWATER UTILITY

CASH FLOW
ACTUAL CURRENT BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET
YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
s 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
STORMWATER CHARGES 5, 311.Z§§+ 6,265,120 7,600,000 7,600,000 | 7,600,000 ! _7,800,000 7,600,000
OTHER INCOME 55,455 10,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 | 1,000
INTEREST INCOME 196,732 150,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 | 100,000
OPERATING INCOME =1 5,629,072 | 6,425,120 7,701,000 7,701,000 [ 7,701,000 | 7,701,000 | 7,701,000
OPERATING EXPENDITURES (3,653,827). (3,825,169) (3,868,117) (3,662,129) (3,716,953)| (3.772,698)| (3,829,368)
NET INCOME EXCLUDING DEP. 1,976,145 | 2,599,951 3,832,883 4,038,871 3,984,047 3,928,302 3,871,632
IMPACT FEES 629,675 | 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 | 200,000 200,000
(OTHER RECEIPTS/ BOND PROCEEDS 30,833 I 8,000,000 | )
OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS 324,123 516,000 516,000 516,000 516,000 | 516,000 | ~ 516,000
CAPITAL QUTLAY (581,548)] (102,000) (585,500) (255,000) (365,000)! (438,000) (560,000)
DEBT SERVICE (NEW) ) 0 (800,000) (800,000)! (800,000) (800,000)
DEBT SERVICE (575,200) (600,000) (600,000) (600,000) (600,000) (600.000) (600,000)
OTHER INCOME & EXPENSE (172,117)| 14,000 (469,500) 7__26_1_000 ' (1,049,000 (1,122,000)]  (1,244,000)
AVAILABLE FOR CAPITAL 1,804,028 2,613,951 3,363,383 11,099,871 2,935,047 2,806,302 2,627,632
| |

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS (2,007,331) (7,161,000) (5,175,500) (11,139,000) (3,096,000) (2.750,000) (2,700,000)
e ns. e o | I _
CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) (203, 303)1 (4,547,049) (1.812,117) (39,129)| (160,953)| 56,302 | (72,368)
BEGINING CASH BALANCE 10,560,690 | 10,357,387 5,810,337 3,998,220 3,959,091 3,798,138 | 3,854,440
CASH INCREASE/(DECREASE) (203,303) (4,547,049) (1,812,117) (39,129) (160,953)| 56,302 (72,368)
ENDING BALANCES 10,357,387 5,810,337 3,998,220 3,959,091 3,798,138 3,854,440 3,782,072

- o el el e ke -
DEBT SERVICE COVERAGE 3.44] 1 4.33 6.39 _ ﬁﬂ] _ 6.64! __6.55 6.45
RATECHANGE ~ 0% 17% 5.90% _0.00%! 0.00%; 0.00% 0.00%
ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL STORM WATER BILL _
__BILL (1991=$36.00) _$36.00 | _ $48.00 $51.12 _$51.12 $51.12 _$5112 $51.12
Cash Reserve Ratio 283.47% 151.90% 103.36% 108.11%| 102.18%! 102.17% 98.76%

z/18/2010

:\AccbgExcel\BUDGET\Budget 2011\Cashflow 02182010.xlsx




Sali Lake City Corporaton
Departorent of Public Utilites
STORM DRAIN CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL
2010 thru 2015

Lasi Update
3192010

acdgaxcahbudgeliF Y20 10\Cashlow 02192010 xlsx

COST  PROJECT GROWIH PRIORITY  FEETOF FISCALYR FISCAL YR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR  PROJECTS]
CENTER _ NUMBERS DESCRIPTICN % PIPE 2009 -2010 2010-2011 2011-2012  2012-13 2013-14 201415 DELAYED
| 53-10201 | 2772,10]LAND — s = i =
'LAND RIGHT OF WAY | 250,000 ‘ N
1 i | L
[ 250,000 0 o: o! o: 01‘ 0
6310301 | _ 2772.1D|LIFT STATIONS - 2720.05 i O =y, 8 —_ il ol _
10301 | _ 5348002 |VARIOUS PUMP STATIONS S { i 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
0301 L 53471018 |OIL DITCH LIFT STATION - 1250 WEST 2000 NORTH (NEW PUMPS AND CONTROL PANELS) i 190.000 | i
301 | 53471024 |OAKLEY STORM WATER LIFT STATION REHAB S | 200,000 s | : =
03 1400 SOUTH LIFT STATION-NORTH | { 750,000 ]
Jo3o1. | ) : ' 40,000
10301 (WESTPOINT PARK UNDERDRAIN LIFT STATION REHABILITATION | ) R (. 150,000 B /
10301 'NEW STAR LIFT STATION REHABILITATION 50,000 50,000 ,
{ [ 450,000 290,000 100,000] 100,000 150,000 50,0001 0
= | | ]
_ 2773.1 BUILDINGS. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR SHOPS 2720.10 ] o B
4 l =
53-10301 2773.10| DETENTION BASINS - 2730.20 i &
. 1 0 0 0! 0 0 ] 0
i |
_53-10301 _2773.10/COLLECTION MAINS - 2730.18 | , L =)
10301| 53470723 [TESORO (1200 NORTH - 600 WEST TO 850 WEST)_ 2100] 240,000 ‘ .
10301] 534740016 ____O_Uﬂ-!NES o | | 200,000 f
10301( 53470631 | 140,000 i 1
10301| 53470599 ~ i . ! 250,000 ]
10301 s_a_gooezs |DIL DRAIN J ! 1,000,000
103011 ) : 28,750 - ~
10301 | 10,000 | .
10301 | 5 28.750 _ B!
10301, 5900 SOUTH - 700 EAST I,OiwyDSDR STREET (860 E) | 252,000 r i
18301 1900 S 0 700 EAST f 610,000| |
0301, E34T0731 (500 FA 02100 SCUTH __ - { 350,000, -3
10301 LE TO 500 SCUTH . 250,000 — _
10301, - 2700 SOUTH TO STRAFFORD AVENUE | 113,000 | !
10301 &L | 65.000 | i
o301 ST STREET RECONSTRUCTION - 1500 E/ I | 0,000 |
10304 'MIDDLE BRIGHTON CULVERT REHABILITATIC | 50000
10301 | GLADIOLA STORM DRAIN - 500 SOUTH TO RAILRCAD CROSSING | ; 500.600 |
10301 _GLADIOLA STORM DRAIN - RAILROAD CROSSING 900 SOUTH { i, L 450,000
10301 GLADIOLA STORM DRAIN - 200 SOUTH TO 1300 SOUTH i 1 ~100,000
10301 DELONG STREET STORM DRAIN __ b— ] 550,000
0301 'RICHMOND STREET STORM DRAIN : | 150000
19331 53475005 BRIGHTON DRAIN WIDENING FOR SORENSON i | 266,000 266,000 266,000  266.000| |
10307 534750007 LEE DRAIN PIPE IMPROVEMENT UNDER BANGERTER (OR RAILRCAD ONLY)  § = i _ 500,000
l [ 1096000 1565600 18040001 1346000 1250000/ 500.000] 5
S 118 10000 000 |
REPARIAN CORRIDOR PROJECTS | P '
10301 | |EMIGRATION CULVERT AT 1500 EAST _ ] | [ 1 775.000 | _ | -
10301 |RED BUTTE CULVERT AT 1300 EAST & 1000 SOUTH - REHAB | 1 250,000 RaT
10301 |RED BUTTE CULVERT AT SUNNYSIDE AVENUE - REHAB L, ! __. 300,000 )
10301) 53470558 |IMMIGRATION CREEK AT 1300 EAST - CULVERT - REHAB o [ 385,000
10301, {RED BUTTE CULVERT REHAB AT 1500 EAST. ¥ 200000 . i
10301 [EMIGRATION CREEK REHABILITATOIN - REACH LEM_RO3A | ! ~115,000 !
10301 MIGRATION CREEK REHABILITATION - REACH LEM R038 ! L 135,000
30301 |EMIGRATION CREEK REHABILITATION - REACH LEM R04 B ’ 44,000 |
0301 [EMIGRATION CREEK REHABILITATION - REACH LEM ROSA AND REM 058 115.000
| | J I | !
_ | | 0 775,000 450,000 385,000 300,000 0 [ [
| ! | |
; (\LOCAL AREA PROJECTS (* WORK BY CITY CREWS) _ ' i . ] i |
10F3




Safi Like Ciiy Corporaion
Depariment of Public Usififies
STORM DRAIN CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
SiX YEAR PROPOSAL
2010 thru 2015

Last Update
392010

inaccigexesihudgel\W Y201 0\Cashilow G2152010 xlax

COST  PROJECT GROWTH PRIORITY  FEETOF FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR  PROJECTS
CENTER _ NUMBERS DESCRIPTION % RATING PIPE 2009 -2010 2010 -2011  2011-2012  2092-13 2013-14 2014-15 DELAYED
10301 | 534740016 VARIOUS PROJECTS B [ \ | 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000! 200,000
f 0 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,0001 200,000] 0
o \ ! | | _
0301 | AVENUE CROSSWALKS - "I sogoo 50000 50000 50000, 50000 50,0601 |
10301 | ! — 0 U 50,000 50,000 50,000| 50,000 /50,000
10201 SID VARIOUS STREETS — DIP STONE REPLACEMENT : = 50,000 50,0000 50,600 _50.000| 50.000{ .
10301 | CONTRIBUTIONS BY DEVELOPERS 4000, uuo 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000, 1,000,000 1,000,000
B 0{ 1,150,000 1,150,000 __1,150,000] 1,150,000 1,150,000] 1,150,000 0|
[
| |MASTER PLAN PROJEGTS i | m— i
10301 53470784  NC NPROJ 3000000 1,000,000 | S
10301 GATSBY DIVERSION e E—— _ 500,000
10301 [FOLSOM STORM DRAIN_ 200,000 500.000 7,500,000 | 8,000,000
10301 FOOTHILL DRIVE (2800 E) - EMIGRATION CRi T 500,000
10301 {sqo_ EAST - 800 SOUTH TO THE AVENUES 5 . - E 4,200,000
10301 11700 SOUTH 800 WEST [ - ¥ \ i I 400.000
JTOTAL COLLECTION LINES | [ 6421000 4885500 11,039,000) 2996,000]  2,600,000{ 1,850,000/ _ 11.600,000
i | |
{TOTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 7,161,000 5175500 11,139,000 __ 3.096.000__ 2.750,000] _ 2,700,000 __ 11.600.000
i j l ! ] : - [ 5
_2750.10 Molive Replacement Aulo & Truck B 5, z iy
i 1 TGN HD TRUCK W/DUMP o | SEpoosL el ] 38.000/ i _
i 10 WHEEL DUMP TRUCK _ _ x 120,000 s 120,000
BOBTAIL DUMP - 2 /2 TON N |- - 90,000 1
2 TON DUMP TRUCK . _ 65,000 65,000 |
34 PICKUP 4X4 . , - 65000 | & =
1.TONHD TRUCK W/UTILITY BED = i 40,000} 38 uggL :
1/2_ TON PICKUP EXT CAB WITH SHELL - HYBRID T = 40,000 =|
|GANYON PU 4X4 EXT CAR 1 21,500 17
- = { 38,000 151,500 200,000] 76,0001 155,0001 120,000 0
} e T -
'I"‘ 2760 30| Field Maint Equipment e [ o e —
_ 10201 | BACKHOE - REPLACEMENT PROGRAM - i 9.000 2,000 5.000 9,000 150,000/
" 10201 VACTOR TRUCK . [ 275,000 L 285,000,
10201 _ TRACK EXCATOR W/DOZER BLADE { | 130,000}
10201 TRANSPORT TRAILER o | ] S
10201 DRAG MACHINE _ . I ‘ 50,000 .
i 1» { 9.000 284,000 5,000 284,000 219,000 435,000 0
i ! ‘ !
v 27860. 301Te\emeterm- v - o1l | i
106201 _ |SCADA FOR LIFT STATIONS ] | | 25.000 25.000| |
] ! { | {
| | " [ } i 0 25.000 25000 0] 0] 0 0
i
| - = ! y i
| 2760.50{Ofce Eqiioment. 5 _ ‘
i ‘ | | \ | |
| ! 1 i \ 0 0 o ol 0l gl 0
1 { I 1 | 4 |
" ~5760.90{Other Equipment s . . -
10201 _ ICEMENT MIXER f | 6000 6,000 | 6,0001 |
10201 'GENTEREULLIC PUMP & POWER PLANT T -I 45,000 ey o i o
10201 REPLACEMENT RADIOS _ { e 5,000 5,000 _5.00_0:[ 5 gn__L 5.000 5,000
10201 4 PUMP __ - L 30.000
10201 TRUCK MOUNTED WELDER | - F \ 13,000
10201 24" HIGH CAPACITY PUMP & POWER UNIT T - 120,000 S i I
10701 |COMPOSITE SAMPLERS | i 10,0001 10.000 i
20F3




Salt Lake Citv Corpomian
Depariment of Public (hilitics

STORM DRAIN CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

SIX YEAR PROPOSAL

Last Update
311972010

2010 thru 2015
COST PROJECT GROWTH PRIORITY FEETOF FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR FISCALYR PROJECTS
CENTER __ NUMBERS DESCRIPTION % RATING PIPE 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012  2042-13  2013-14 2014-15 DELAYED
| I | = [
_ = { 57.000 125,000 21.000] 5,000 54,000 5.000 0
= s ] |
| !
- 1 _
| = = | S|
| s 102,000 585.500 755,000 365,000 438,000 560,000 0
| GRANDTOTAL "_ 7263000 5761000 _11.304.000, _ 3461000) _ 3.188,000| __ 3260,000] _ 11.600.000
| I [ ! I

30F3



Attachment A
Watershed & Water Rights Acquisition Fund

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 13, 2010

SUBJECT: Watershed Land & Water Rights Purchase Fund

STAFF REPORT BY: Lehua Weaver

CcC David Everitt, Jeff Niermeyer, Tom Ward, Jim Lewis, Rusty Vetter, Vicki

Bennett, Emy Storheim, Janice Jardine

During the last round of discussions regarding the City’s Open Space lands, the Council had
requested more information about the Department of Public Utilities acquisitions of watershed

lands.

The attached transmittal provides the history and value of the Public Utlities watershed
acquisition process and funding. Some items of note include:
Funding - When the Acquisition Fund was first set up in 1988, the money was generated by a
$0.25 charge to customers each month. Since its inception, the fee has been increased twice -
most recently, a few years ago to $1.00. This generates approximately $1 million per year for
land and water rights acquisitions.

Criteria - The transmittal also outlines the criteria used to evaluate purchases. These criteria
include:

Active Watersheds

Level of Development Threat, especially that which would affect water quality and/or
quantity

Opportunities for Partnership and Grant Funding

Availability of Funding

Parcel Size (used to pursue larger parcels, but has evolved to valuing smaller key
parcels too)

Value of Land relative to Appraised Value

Presence of Environmental Hazards and Liabilities

Non-Active Watersheds (for example, land in Emigration or Mill Creek Canyons)
Willing Seller

The next few pages provide a list of all the watershed purchases made since the beginning of the
program. Year-to-date, over 1,700 acres have been purchased, and $8,386,183 has been spent to
preserve these valuable lands.
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SUBJECT: Watershed Lands and Water Rights Acquisition Fund

STAFF CONTACT: Jeff Niermeyer, Director, Department of Public Utilities;
801.483.6785 or jeff.niermeyer(@slcgov.com

DOCUMENT TYPE: Informational; Text includes transmittal and attached references

RECOMMENDATION: City Council has requested information 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 Plan (the Plan)
as submitted by the Department of Public Utilities (the Utility) and adopted by City
Council on April 19, 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 formal program to fund the purchase of
lands within and adjacent to the watershed, and to purchase water rights.

As the Plan points out, even as early as the latter part of the 19" 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 PUAC* and City Council® minutes, and reported by media®.

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.”

! 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.

® “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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 | 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.

e 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.

Page 6 of 6



Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities

Report on Watershed Lands and Water Rights Acquisition Fund
April 2010

Table of Contents
Appendixes

Appendix A: Memorandum from LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. to city Council Regarding the Watershed
and Water Rights Acquisition Fund; January 30, 2007

Appendix B: Watershed Land and Water Rights Acquisition fund Chronology; From LeRoy W.
Hooton, Jr. memorandum dated January 30, 2007

Appendix C: Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities 1988 Watershed Master Plan; pages
77 & 78; Containing Recommendation #5 Regarding the Establishment of a Watershed Land and
Water Rights Acquisition Fund

Appendix D: Memorandum from LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. to Ray Montgomery, City Attorney,
Requesting a Resolution from City Council to Adopt the 1988 Watershed Master Plan

Appendix E: 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

Appendix F: 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

Appendix G: Salt Lake City Tribune, “Budget Plan May Aid Watershed,” February 24, 1988

Appendix H: Proceedings of the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah; Tuesday, April 5, 1988;
Pages 88-109 through 88-114

Appendix I: Salt Lake Tribune, Morning Edition, “Watershed Plan Approved by City Council;”
April 20, 1988

Appendix J: Briefing to City Council on 1988-89 Budget Process, Item 3
Appendix K: Salt Lake Tribune, “Water Costs Rising, Sewer Rates Down,” May 26, 1988

Appendix L: Proceedings of the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah Working Session with
Inclusions from 1999 Watershed Master Plan, pages 76 and 77

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



Appendix A

Memorandum from LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. to city Council Regarding the Watershed and Water
Rights Acquisition Fund; January 30, 2007



Memorandum

RE: Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Fund

Form: LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. LL@ ¢

Date: 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 of the
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 théf"fhé"fdhd is for b“otﬁ 'Water_shed 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 of the Cahoon Maxfield Irrigation Company.



Appendix B

Watershed Land and Water Rights Acquisition fund Chronology; From LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr.
memorandum dated January 30, 2007



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 of the 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 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. (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 Iﬁer 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)



April 20, 1988 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)

April Item 3: Briefing on 1988-89 Budget Progress. 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)

May 26, 1988 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)

April 22, 1999 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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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 city to
accept donations of land and water rights, and for
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 Forest at 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.

~77-

With a small addition to the average Salt Lake
Citywater customer’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.

Allrevenues from such anincrease 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-
pensivé 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 land 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 Sait Lake
City Watersheds

Recommendations: Salt Lake City should in-
itiate and maintain on an ongoing basis an infor-
mation campaign on the role of the canyons for
watershed and water supply, including 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
onwatershed 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 used areas in the watersheds reminding the user
public that their uses affect the water they drink.

A canyon guidebook that lists each jurisdiction’s
responsibilities, agency contacts and their phone
numbers, 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 Salt 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

-78=

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
niany 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 appropriation of
water nghts in the Wasatch canyon streams and
their ongoing committed purpose of providing
water supply for the Salt Lake Valley preverits Salt
Lake City from committing waters currently used
by the city to instream flows. However, Salt Lake
Cityrecognizes the value of retention of minimum
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.

Implementatlon 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 desert com-
munity,. Like other western states, Utah estab-
lished a system establishing water rights on the
basis of "appropriating" water to "beneficial” use
by diverting water from 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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SAUT ARG @M’ GORRORATION

LEROY W. HOOTON, JR.

DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF PUBI.IC UT".ITIES
JOSEPH S. FENTON “WATER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS PALMER DePAULIS
SUPERINTENDENT, WATER RECLAMATION 'WATER RECLAMATION MAYOR
WENDELL E. EVENSEN, P.E. 1530 SOUTH WEST TEMPLE
SUPERINTENDENT SALT LAKE'CITY, UTAH 84115

WATER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS

MEMORANDUM

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.
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ERARH%ENT OF PUBUC UTiLTIES:

Q) T
. SAID:
LEROY W. HOOTON, JR. SR .

DIRECTOR

JOSEPH S. FENTON WA ER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS PALMER DEPAULIS
SUPERINTENDENT, WATER RECLAMATION WATER RECLAMATION R MAYOR
WENDELL E. EVENSEN, P.E. 1530 SOUTH,- EMPL‘E" '
SUPERINTENDENT SALT LAKE‘CiTY JTAH 84115

WATER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS
N January 8, 1988

TO: Salt Lake City Council
RE: SALT LAKE CITY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN

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

Availability of Funds: There will be fio budget impact during the
current F. Y. 86-87 budget. Implementation of the plan recommendations
will be included in the Publiec Utilities Department's F. Y. 87-88
budget, at whiech time the Council can approve the appropriation

levels to fund specifiec 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 €ity 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
Valley receives 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.93-523) and the Water Pollution
Control Act (PL.95-500). 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
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the wasatch front population increases 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:

LEROY W. HOOTON, JR.
Director

/co
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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 BUDGET REVIEW
RECOMMENDED WATER RATE INCREASE TO FUND CANYON WATERSHED PROPERTY
ACQUISITION PROGRAM AND A DECREASE TO BALANCE THE 201 CASH FLOW 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 3/4" 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 nonth, 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".

BUDGET 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 Administrative Service fee being reviewed
in detail. Ms. Atwood seconded the motion, with all voting "Aye".

BUDGET 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, risk
management and administrative 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 committee is concermned about the administrative
service fee that is being charged to the Public Utilities Department.

He noted that it would be beneficial for the entire committee to review

the administrative service fees in more detail, dollar values, etc.

Mr. Lewis noted that he would prepare this information for the committee.
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: s
Pretreatment Ordinance Violation: %:iJEIN= ’é% ‘g?

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 lead to the v1olat10ns.
Judge Michael Hutchings of the Fifth Circuit Court lmposed ‘the maximum
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 Farm on 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 coming 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 from 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 Dam (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. Jercome 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
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.

J
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Salt Lake City Tribune, “Budget Plan May Aid Watershed,” February 24, 1988
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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 the Council
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 Jjurisdiction 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 - said he felt it would help clean up the area and be a nice addition
to the neighborhood. : :
(P 88-27, P 88-28)

Parking Lots and Nonconforming Uses

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

ACTION: Councilmember Godfrey moved and Counc1lmember Hor-
rocks seconded to continue the public hearing to May 3, 1988, at 6:30
p-m., and direct the City Recorder to re-advertise, which motion car-
ried, all members voted aye.

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

Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan

RE: A public hearing at 6:40 p. m.'to obtain public comment

- regarding a resolution adopting recommendations for the Salt Lake Clty

Watershed Management Plan.

ACTION: Councilmember Godfrey moved and Councilmember Fonnes-
beck seconded to close the public hearing, which motion carried, all
members voted .aye. :

Counc1lmember Kirk moved ‘and Coun01lmember Godfrey seconded to

adopt the resolution. After some dlscussion Counc1lmember Klrk w1thdrew
the motion.- - - :

88-109
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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 Utilities Director, ad-
dressed the Mayor and Council saying that much had happened to the Salt
Lake Valley since the pioneers settled it in 1847. He said the popula-
tion in Salt Lake County was now 700,000, that the Wasatch Canyons pro-
vided vast recreational opportunltles 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 city's. sérvice area and there were very stringent
drinking water standards mandated by federal aw. He said because of
the increasing demands on both water supply and the watersheds, it was
necessary to develop a plan to meet their future needs and this plan
addressed these issues. He said -the City's plan was based on water
supply and quality, and was,_ a companion study.to the County's plan which
‘would be premised on land use criteria.  He said that all governmental
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: sewer lines in Emigration and Big Cottonwood Canyons; - increasing

watershed enforcement programs; building a water treatment plant in the .

mid 1990'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 propoesal 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 that 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 from 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 to be aware of the major issues
relating to watershed in the canyons. He said they held a public meet-
ing in October 1986 and were provided with many comments .and concerns.
He said they also received written comments. He said they then began an
extensive data collection effort regardihg the quality of water in the
canyons, the current land 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 involyved then met in a series of
sessions to review the draft and determihe preliminary recommendations.
He said these were then reviewed and publishéd for_ comment in September
1987, after which another. meeting was held to obtain public comment. He
said the group of public officials again iewofged the preliminary recom-
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mendations and after many meetings with the Public Utilities 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 Use 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. Sargent Emigration Canyon Community: Councll
Dr. Howard Garber, Utah Wilderness A55001atlon

.Michael Budig, -Save Our-Canyons

- Jon R. Miller, Economics Professor, Uof 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 1land,K 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 Emi-

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 possiblity 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 wvalley. Mr. Norton expressed concern that the plan-did not
adequately address water conservation, the ground water contamination
problem, or use of culinary water for 1rr1gatlon purposes. He agreed
with the purchase of watershed land as long as it remained multi-use,

but felt it should be coordinated. with those doing the open-space plan.
Mr. Sargent asked whether the City could initiate the annexation- of
Emigration Canyon or if it had to. be done by residents, and if the 1989
schedule for annexation and sewer construction was feasible .or" p0531-
ble. He asked if the water supply would come with the proposed sewer -
_line and how far up the canyon it would go. He wondered what the antic- '
_ 1pated costs would be for both the City and re51dents.l ‘He 'said - sope
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disadvantages of the sewer line were: it would export water from the
canyon to the Great Salt Lake;, thus increasing demand on the city's
water supply; vegetation would dry out and increase fire danger; the
service load on the city'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 informed regarding those developments. 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 other sources could lead to acid deposition and other water
pollution. He said there had been . no analysis of road salting, mine
tailings, parking lots, or construction and its effect on 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 quality in that

. canyon had shown a slightly downward trend and that a sewer alone might

not alleviate the problem. He said that less drastic measures could be
implemented, such as requirements that picnic and recreation areas be
located adequate distances from the stream. He said that before a sewer
was advocated, pollution sources needed to be identified and the desired
level of development should 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 see 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 future demand and supply of
water in the wvalley. 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 Reclamation 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 would have generated mil-
lions ofldollars of taxes which could have been deducted from the tax

-crunch property owners were now feeling. -He said that private_ownership

of land. Wwas sacred -and should be' protected. He. said that approximately:
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66% of Utah was owned by government agencies, so no taxes were paid, on
these properties, which meant that 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 it 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 sell out.

) 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 the properties the city would be intérested in purchasing and
Mr. Hooton answered that the Forest Service owned 62%, private owners
20%, the city 18%, and the County 1%.

- Councilmember Kirk asked if Mr. Hooton was aware of the water
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 of, 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 used, 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 Mr. 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
extensive public participation but he had not heard Mr. Miller's com-
ments prlor to this meeting.

- Councilmember Godfrey said there had been a lot of input
regarding development in the canyons and asked Mr. Hooton what he saw as
being the dine between protecting water quality and preventing develop-
ment in the-canyons. Mr. Hooton said they had tried to focus on . water
quality and watershed protection issues:and allow the County to develop
their master plan with the city's input, as the County had jurisdiction
over the planning and zoéning. Councilmembér Godfrey asked if the city
‘could step in, if it became necessary, ' and tell the County that some-
thlng ‘was 1ot acceptable regarding land use, and Mr. Hooton said  that
‘the 01ty had extraterrltorial Jurisdlctlon to protect lts water supply.
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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-
'bility and the city was focusing on its responsibility and hopefully
they would both be doing a good job. Councilmember Godfrey asked if
conservation had been addressed, and Mr. Hooton replied that the city's
policy was  that water should be wisely used and not wasted and that
people should pay for what they used, so 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 cli-
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 multi-use purpose lands as long as it did not
affect water quality. Councilmember Godfrey asked Mr. Hooton about the
need for a sewer line in Big Cottonwood 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 water, to use flush trucks to keep the lines flowing.

Councilmember 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
comments 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 said they
had focused on the condition of the watersheds, how they were being
managed, and how they could continue to manage them 1n a way that would
assure good water supply and quallty. ,

(C 88- 678) _ - -
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Salt Lake Tribune, Morning Edition, “Watershed Plan Approved by City Council;”
April 20, 1988
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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 Public Utilities Department ~has done -an -

" excellent ~ job "of” setting aside reserves to fully

fund . present and future capital improvements and

" ‘depreciation.  Thé 201 Facilities Plan adopted- for

the sewer - utility has been especially helpful to
that fund in generating essential capital reserves.

Utility revenues ' and expenditures are highly
dependent upon weather conditions. If dry weather
occurs the 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 this
report to enable the City to relieve cost pressure

_on the General Fund. They are 1) to transfer the

storm sewer 1ift station maintenance from the Public
Works Department to the Public Utilities Department;
2) to charge the Public Utilities Fund for police
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.



Overview .of 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
capital deprepiation'and operating costs.

The utility has earned regional and national recognition for excellence and
operates as a sophisticated full-scale business enterprise..- It has its own
maintenance shop, engineering, and administration complex. Its nine member
public advisory committee meets monthly to review operational performance,
monitor capital improvements, and recommend poliecy. Funding for ‘the utility

is derived solely .from water and sewer fées, rather than taxes. ’

The utility consists of a 105 square mile culinary water distribution system
and an 85 square mile sanitary sewer service collection system. There are
three dams and water storage reservoirs, three water purification plants,
twenty-four deep wells and springs which provides the service area with a 144
million gallon treated water supply. Sewage is treated via a U45 Million
Gallon  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 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. 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 customer.



Budget Summary

The following is a summary of the combined utility budgets.

* The proposed budget reflects a'S% 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 negotiated
compensation increases had not been built in
to last year's budget because the details of
those negotiations. were unknown at the time
that the budget was proposed.

Benefits ;ﬁequestedl 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 reflects a 6% 1increase
compared to the current year but is 71% higher
than actually spent in FY 1986-87. This
inerease 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 1is also 19% 1lower than the
projected actual for the current year. It
reflects the dependence of the water utility
on weather conditions.

' Other Capital Outlay is 208% of the total
budgeted for FY 1987-88. This increase

-2



.. reflects major trunkline. replacement in the

. northwest quadrant. The.total cost for that

improvement is $6.555 million in FY 1988-89
and $16.555 million over the next six years.

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

Major Issues

The proposed rate changes will have no negative political ramifications and
will actually reduce the total utility bill for utility customers in all
major customer groups. . The department is prepared to document.'a variety of
scenarios demonstrating that fact, and Council. may wish to focus its energles.
and attentlon on other budget 1ssues with more serious ramlflcations. The
signlflcance 6f these proposed rate changes is that the. sewer utility 1is.
clearly in a stronger p051tlon financially than the water utlllty The 201
Program rate increase initiated in FY 1982-83 has enabled the sewer utility
to 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. 4

The spreadsheet immediately following the explanétion of the rate changes in

your blue 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 expenditures and the net financial position 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 wahef utility fund is dependent o6n weather condiiions' which

‘simultaneously affect demand for water and water availability. This fund's

profit margin decreases when its need to purchase supplementary water from
the Metropolitan Water District increases.

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 Utilities. BEnclosed 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.



iy

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
deficit. Publie Utility staff support a "fair and equitable" assignment of
the billing costs. )

Staff Recommendations on Major Issues

1) The Council should ask the Public Utilities staff to 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 Council staff as soon as the Public Utilities staff have

. ildentified that assumed weather condltlons or other essential budget
" assumptions have not occurred. ’ )

2) The Coun01l should requeét ‘the admiﬁistration to .determine the net impact

-to the Public Utilities Fund and the General Fund if the sewer .utility

assumes responsibility. for storm sewer 1ift 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

Administrative Service Fee'is increased to reflect costs to the Police and
Fire Departments to provide their services to the Public Utilities
facilities. ’

4) The Council should request the administration to make a recommendation
regarding the adjusting of the billing charge to the Garbage Enterprise Fund
for garbage billing. The net impac¢t on the Public Utilities Fund for the
'1988-89 proposed budget should also be 1dent1f1ed if they propose that this
charge be reduced.

Revenue Changes and/or Other Budget Adjustments
Staff recommendations 2, 3, & U4 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.

-l
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Salt Lake Tribune, “Water Costs Rising, Sewer Rates Down,” May 26, 1988
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Water costs rising,
sewer raes gown
5/26 (8
Salt Lake résidents will have to
pay an average $2.40 annual in-

crease in their water bills, starting
July 1, the City Council has decided.

However, residents will see a net
decrease in their bills, as sewer rates
will be decreased by an average of
$4.80 annually, said LeRoy Hootor,
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 with Inclusions from
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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 subject to appropriations from
congress and policies coming out of Washington, the department
needed to develop a strong relationship with congressional



PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH
WORKING SESSION
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
public, sschool 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



Chapter 5 Recommenidations

F. LAND USE/GRAZING

1. Grazing in the watershed.

Recommendation: Continue to support Forest Service efforts to phase out
grazing. |

Implemehtation: 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 inipacts 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 Waters.hed.and Water Rights Purchase Fund.

Recommendation: Increase funding of Public Uﬁlities Watershed and Water
Rights Purchase Fund. :

Implementation: Salt Lake City will address this issue by June 1, 1999.

Page 76



Salt Lake City Watershed Management Pian ‘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 important

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. Salt 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
businesses 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 innovaiive 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 ]uné
1, 2000.

Page.77
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Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities Watershed & Water Rights Purchase Fund,
July 1, 1989 through June 30, 2009



SEP 20, 2000
SEP 20, 2000
OCT 10, 2000
OCT 11, 2000

JUNE 05, 2001

JULY 31, 2001
DEC 19, 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
SEP 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

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOQOOD CANYON

‘WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

‘WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

CONSERVATION EASEMENT

FRIENDS OF ALTA - NINE LOTS

WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

LADY OF THE LAKE

'WATERSHED PROPERTY

FRIENDS OF ALTA - SIX LOTS

WATERSHED PROPERTY

[ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

LADY OF THE LAKE - LOT 17

[WATERSHED PROPERTY

LOT 43 FOREST GLEN SUB PLAT C

LAMBS CANYON

DONUT FALLS AREA

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON

LAMBS CANYON

LAMBS CANYON

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
SUB TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

2

0.2300 0.00
2.5500 0.00
0.2500 0.00
2.5600 0.00
5.1800 0.01
155.4100 0.24
0.2500 0.00
39.2600 0.06
0.2300 0.00
0.2200 0.00
0.2700 0.00
8.8200 0.01
9.8800 0.02
2.7500 0.00
45.4500 0.07
0.3200 0.00
4.7200 0.01
0.3700 0.00
0.5400 0.00
3.8800 0.01
142.7700 0.22
0.3500 0.00
248.00600 0.39
10.9100 0,02
21.0000 0.03
706.1700 1.10
1,681.2709 2.63

JULY 1, 1989 thru JUNE 30, 2009

BIG COTTONWOOD

LITTLE COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
LITTLE COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
LITTLE COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
LAMBS CANYON

BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
LAMBS CANYON

LAMBS CANYON
BIG COTTONWOOD

SALT LAKE COUNTY

SALT LAKE COUNTY

ROBERT L. & MARJORIE J. HOLT
SALT LAKE COUNTY

CORY WILSON

COALITION TITLE AGENCY

J. PHILIP COOK AND ASSOCIATES
J. PHILIP COOK AND ASSOCIATES

METRO NATIONAL TITLE

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

FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
SALT LAKE COUNTY

FIRST AMERICAN TITLE

UTAH POWER & LIGHT

J. PHILIP COOK AND ASSOCIATES
UTAH POWER & LIGHT

J. PHILIP COOK AND ASSOCIATES

FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
WESTERN DEVELOPMENT
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE

METRO NATIONAL TITLE

FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
SAGE ENVIRONMENTAL, LLC
METRO NATIONAL TITLE

SAVE OUR CANYONS
KENNETH FARR-BECKSTEAD
SIERRA PARTNERS

KEITH CARROLL TRUST
WRIGHT FAMILY TRUST
EMMA LYNNE D. CHACON
DOUGLAS THOMPSON

SUB TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

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‘i
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
278,835.88

6,718,2286.43

$

$,007,442.76
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SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT
WATERSHED & WATER RIGHTS PURCHASE FUND - CONTINUED

JULY 1, 1989 thru JUNE 30, 2009

2
SEP 30, 1990
FEB 29, 1992

FEB 29, 1993
APR 28,1994

MAY 11, 1994

JUN 21, 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

SWANER PROPERTY & RIGHT OF WAY
NEWELL W & DOROTHY F JENKINS
MT DELL PARD SD LOTS 10 & 11
D.EUGENE MOENCH

BIG COTTONWOOD

WATERSHED PROPERTY

PARLEYS CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

AT 7402 E 1-80 EAST FREEWAY

W/ CABIN & WATER RIGHTS

BIG COTTONWOOD

WATERSHED PROPERTY

PARLEYS CANYON

WATERSHED PROPERTY

CITY CREEK CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY

PARLEYS CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY
PARLEYS CANYON WATERSHED
PROPERTY & BIG COTTONWOOD
CANYON MINING CLAIMS
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY
LAMBS CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY
CATHOTIC PROTECTION
4771 S 600 EAST

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
‘WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY
LAMBS CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY

BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY
LAMBS CANYON
WATERSHED PROPERTY

SUB TOTAL

135.9700

0.21

115.3600 0.18
124.8700 0.20
150.8000 0.24
6.0600 0.01
5.7000 0.01
81.2480 0.09
118.7500 0.19
19.0600 0.03
14.0600 0.02
69.2400 0.11
0.1329 0.00
0.8900 0.00
1.5000 0.00
20.6300 0.03
1.5000 0.00
0.4200 0.00
0.9100 0.00
975.1009 1.52

PARLEYS

MT DELL PARK SD
BIG COTTONWOOD - 9600 EAST

BIG COTTONWOOD

PARLEYS
BIG COTTONWOOD

PARLEYS

CITY CREEK
PARLEYS

PARLEYS &
BIG COTTONWOOD

BIG COTTONWOOD
LAMBS

BIG COTTONWOOD
ARTESIAN BASIN
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
BIG COTTONWOOD
LAMBS

BIG COTTONWOOD

LAMBS

LANDMARK TITLE

AMERICA WEST TITLE AGENCY INC.
(MAXFIELD MINING COMPANY)

ASSOCIATED TITLE COMPANY

CUTLER FAMILY LIVING TRUST

GRANT M & LILLIAN L CUTLER

ASSOCIATED TITLE COMPANY

CONTRACT #019942215

PARKS DEPARTMENT

SALT LAKE COUNTY ASSESSORS OFFICE
CLAYTON PROPERTY C/O MARGARET JONES
CHRISTINE I DRAHEIM

UDOT & TAX COMMISSION

SALT LAKE COUNTY

THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

GARDNER, WW & WB INC.
BARTHOLOMEW DENNERY JR.

CHERYL BRIMHALL

IROBERT RENZA, ET. AL.

MARION SMITH
LYMAN SMITH
SUSANK. & PHILLIP C. SMITH

BURRELL TRUST,

SUB TOTAL

,500.00
139,123.62

850.00
51,416.66

1,000.00

324,272.04
99,125.00
§7,956.78

157.57
1,542.43

81,248.00

55,439.00
22,975.00
11,147.00
34,122.00
11,155.50
56,7‘53.47
37,585.00
15,6:25.00

1,785.00

8,371.40

4,064.46

$

1,289,214.33
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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

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

MAR 9, 2004
MAR 31, 2004
APR 21, 2004
NOV 25, 2008

MAY 27,2003 |EASEMENT PARLEY LOWER CONDUIT

527 N PERRYS HOLLOW DRIVE
644 W 200 N

1620 E 1700 S

1574 SOUTH JEFFERSON STREET

GRAND TOTAL

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

SALT LAKE CITY CANAL

1.9800 0.00
0.0000 0.00
0.0300 0.00
0.1000 0.00
0.2100 0.00
0.3800 0.00
1.4200 0.00
4.1200 0.01

$  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
$ -

SPRINGVIEW FARMS

GRABL, MARK & N LAND

SLC BOARD OF EDUCATION
SALT LAKE COUNTY REAL EST|
STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY
TRANSFER FROM SLC PROPER
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE

56,592.64
1,000.00
295.00
7,600.00
380.00
1,396,985.77

GRAND TOTAL

§ 1,462,853.41

OTHER STORMWATER LAND PURCHASES

SEP 22,2005 |DEED TO LEE DRAIN CANAL
SEP 21,2005 JCWA #2 DRAIN LIFT STATION
DEC 31, 2008 {MIDDLE BRANCH OF BRIGHTON CANAL

GRAND TOTAL

2.2900
1.9200

0.00
0.00

UTAH DEPT OF TRANSPORTAT]

BRIGHTON & NORTH POINT

500.00
58,745.00
170,720.00

GRAND TOTAL

§  229,965.00
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