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Executive Summary

Introduction

SEMSWA has contracted with AMEC to review and analyze options for system
development fees to be charged for new development in the SEMSWA service area.
The project included, among other tasks, the analysis of various options to be
considered for the development fee. The options considered include the following:

1) Fees proportional to the costs of new facilities;
a. By individual basin
b. By basin groups
c. By individual basins where CIP costs exist and by basin group costs
where none exist
d. By the entire service area
2) Fees proportional to the costs of existing infrastructure
a. By groups of basins
b. By the entire service area

This memorandum explains the methods, calculations, and results of the analysis. The
above options were developed to consider the pros and cons of what the amount of the
fees should be based on planned total build-out of each basin. The issue of when
development will actually occur to enable collection of fees, how rapidly fees will
accumulate and the terms with which they will be used to fund and finance the projects,
is equally important, however was not considered as part of the options analysis.

Task Force

A Task Force was formed as part of this project to provide public comment on the new
fee structure. The Task Force’s role was to provide input and information of an advisory
nature. The input and information will be used, along with the analysis presented by
staff and the consultant, to formulate the proposed fees. The proposed fees will be
presented to the SEMSWA Board at a public hearing for public comment and
subsequent Board action.

Development Fee vs. Annual Fee

The annual fee charged by SEMSWA is not related to the development fee. However, it
is important to distinguish between the two fees for a better understanding of the rational
behind each of the fee systems.

The annual fee is charged by SEMSWA to every parcel owner within the service area
with impervious area. The annual fee funds the public portion of regional projects (with
possible additional funding from UDFCD, CDOT, and others). The annual fee revenue is
also used to fund all SEMSWA programs:

e CIP, maintenance and remedial projects,
o NPDES, Development Review, Design,
e Master Planning,
¢ Billing, customer service, finance, accounting, legal, and administration.
SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 4

Development Fee Options Technical Memo



Final 5/5/08

The development fee is a one time charge paid by new development to finance the
construction of developments’ portion of facilities needed to serve it. Development will
pay their portion through the development fee, the remaining portion, or the public
portion, of the projects will be paid with funds collected through the annual fee, UDFCD,
and other sources.

Development of Base Information

Definitions
It is helpful to define the following terms that will be used throughout this report.

System Development Fees are one time charges paid by new development to finance
the construction of public facilities needed to serve it.

Rational Nexus Principals —
¢ Relationship between new development and required improvements
e Cost must be developed rationally
e The costs attributed to new development should be reasonably proportionate to
their share

Best Available Information- the fees must be based on the best information available to
allow for the fairest and most accurate analysis.

Impervious Area — A hard surface area (e.g., parking lot) that prevents or retards the
entry of water into the soil, thus causing water to run off the surface in greater quantities
and at an increased rate of flow.

Off-site Projects- These are “regional projects” as identified in UDFCD master plans.

On-site Projects- These projects normally consist of curb and gutter, inlets, storm sewers
and small channels that convey the development’s drainage to the regional system and
are not included in UDFCD Master Plans.

Developable Area/Acres — The remaining part of a property that can be developed
based on the potential percentage as determined by the Arapahoe County
Comprehensive Plan and the City of Centennial Comprehensive Plan and the land use
type per the Arapahoe County/ UDFCD criteria.

Capital Improvement Projects

Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) were identified through the review of existing Urban
Drainage and Flood Control District (UDFCD) master plans and other documents and
adjusted per SEMSWA staff knowledge of the areas and the projects. A CIP master list
was developed in 2004 during the process of establishing the Authority. That CIP
master list was revised to include only the projects within the SEMSWA service area
(exclude those areas annexed by incorporated entities), removal of those projects which
are no longer necessary or relevant, and the addition of projects that were not identified
in 2004.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 5
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The master plans developed by UDFCD vary in age from 1987 to 2007. The costs
associated with each project were adjusted using current 2007 data from the
Engineering News Record construction costs indices for the Denver Metropolitan Area.
The total costs were then grouped into each basin, to calculate the total cost of new
projects in 2007 dollars per basin.

Approximately half of the basins do not have completed master plans. Without a
completed master plan, no projects are identified within those basins and therefore no
CIP costs are attributed to those basins. This does not mean that there are no projects
needed in those basins, only that they have not been identified through the UDFCD
master planning process.

The master project list is located in Appendix A. A summary of costs by basin group is
shown in Table E1.

Table E1: Summary of CIP Costs by Basin Group

# of Total Cost of Identified Projects

Basin Group Projects (2007%)

Basin Group 1 51 $ 34,952,000
Basin Group 2 35 $ 82,513,000
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7,732,000
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,092,000
Basin Group 5 3 $ 1,554,000
Total 104 $ 174,843,000

Basin Groups

The SEMSWA service area covers a large and diverse area in terms of land use, age of
development, receiving waters, and development activity. For this project, the
SEMSWA service area was to be initially divided into three major groups that
represented the diverse service area. The three groups included the area west of 1-25,
the area between 1-25 and Gun Club Road, and the area east of Gun Club Road. These
are the same groupings used during the original discussions of the formation of
SEMSWA.

After a brief analysis of the three areas, it was determined that a more accurate analysis
would be provided by dividing the service area into smaller groups. The areas were
divided into basin groups which share the same watershed which they drain to, similar
percentage of the basin developed, similar level of development activity, similar age of
development, same water district boundaries, and other special considerations. The
result is that SEMSWA was divided into an additional two Basin Groups for a total of 5
Basin Groups that consist of entire basins. A map of the service area and the Basin
Groups is shown in Appendix B, Figure 1.

Table E2 below shows the characteristics of each basin group. Figure 1 in Appendix B
shows the boundaries of each Basin Group. Table E3 lists the basins included in each
basin group.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 6
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Table E2: Basin Group Characteristics
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Basin Group Percent Average Level of Watershed
Developable Age Development
Activity
7% 30 years S. Platte
21% 15 years Medium Upper Cherry
Creek
3 6% 15 years Sand Creek
4 71% New Sand Creek
5 12% 20 years | Medium/ Low | Lower Cherry
Creek/ S. Platte

Table E3: Basins in each Basin Group

\ Basin Group 2 Basin Group 4

Basin Group 1

Bear Creek Antelope Creek Coal Creek
Big Dry Creek Cottonwood Creek First Creek
Coon Creek Dove Creek Murphy Creek
Dutch Creek Happy Canyon Creek Sand Creek

Greenwood Gulch

Lone Tree Creek

Lower Senac Creek

Lee Gulch

Piney Creek

Upper Senac Creek

Little Dry Creek

Saddle Rock Ranches

Little's Creek

Sampson Guich

Basin Group 5

SJCD(N) UDFCD ID 4406 5000

SJCD(S) Upper Cherry Creek Harvard Gulch
Slaughterhouse Gulch Upper Goldsmith Guilch Lower Cherry Creek
UDFCD ID 66 Windmill Creek Lower Goldsmith Gulch
UDFCD ID 67 Lower Goldsmith Gulch
Willow Creek Basin Group 3 Westerly Creek

East Toll Gate Creek

Unnamed Creek

West Toll Gate Creek

Estimate of Remaining Impervious Area

For each basin and basin group, the percent developable and the remaining developable
impervious acres were used to calculate the potential fee assessed per basin or basin
group. The remaining developable impervious acres were estimated using the
SEMSWA GIS information from the billing database and future land use information.

The remaining developable impervious area was estimated using the land use
information obtained from the Arapahoe County Comprehensive Plan and the City of
Centennial Comprehensive Plan. From the comprehensive plans, the land use for each

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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undeveloped or partially developed parcel was established and the impervious area
percentage for each land use type was applied according to standard Arapahoe County
and UDFCD criteria.

Additional data used to estimate the remaining developable impervious area was
obtained from the current SEMSWA billing database, including the existing impervious
area currently billed outside of the right of way. For each basin, the basin area within the
SEMSWA service area, the existing right-of-way area, the existing impervious acres, the
percentage not developable, and the percent developable were calculated.

Impervious Area

Existing impervious area was derived based on criteria established by SEMSWA for
stormwater billing for the annual fee program. The criteria include capturing structure
rooflines, parking lots driveways, private sidewalks and private streets. Other features
were excluded such as public streets (or right-of-ways), water-control features, and dirt
or gravel driveways. The “existing impervious acres currently billed” listed in Table E4 is
the impervious areas established for the annual fee program.

The “remaining developable impervious acres” listed in Table E4, was captured during
an on-screen digitizing process using aerial imagery provided by Arapahoe County. The
impervious area was then associated with the appropriate parcel and the percent of the
parcel that was developed for each property. The percent developable is the amount of
remaining potential impervious area up to the potential percent impervious for each land
use type.

Table E4 summarizes the remaining impervious area calculations for the basin groups.
The complete analysis can be found in Appendix C.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 8
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Table E4: Impervious Area by Basin Group
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Existing Remaining
Impervious | Developable
Acres Impervious
Basin Currently Acres
Acres Existing Billed (Outside
Basin within ROW (Outside ROW, To Be Percent Not Percent
Group SEMSWA | Acres ROW) Billed)® Developable® | Developable
Group 1
Total 10,797 2,019 2,816 793 93% 7%
Group 2
Total 14,335 1,832 3,048 3,073 79% 21%
Group 3
Total 5,067 902 849 324 94% 6%
Group 4
Total 27,381 296 115 14,818 46% 54%
Group 5
Total 2,151 331 698 256 88% 12%
Grand Total 59,731 5,380 7,525 19,264 68% 32%

(1) This figure represents all area within parcels that may not be developed, including existing impervious

area and all area that must remain undeveloped per land use designation.

(2) The developable area figure is derived from the potential %-development possible within each land use
category for undeveloped and partially-developed properties.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Option Analysis

An option under consideration in this Technical Memorandum is a developer fee that is
proportional to the costs of new facilities. This option allocated CIP costs to new
development based on the percentage of land that remains to be developed (shown in
Table E4). The total costs of the new facilities were established based on the CIP
master list, discussed above and shown in Appendix A.

The total CIP cost allocated to new development is equal to the total CIP cost multiplied
by the remaining percentage of land to be developed, from the impervious area
calculations discussed above. The development fee per impervious area is then the
developer share of the CIP costs divided by the remaining impervious area to be
developed in acres.

Example Calculation

Total CIP Costs = $1,000,000

Remaining % of Land to be Developed = 25%

CIP Costs Allocated to New Development = $250,000
Impervious Acres Remaining to be Developed = 100 acres
Development Fee per Impervious Acre = $2,500

Four sub-options were analyzed to compare the advantages and disadvantages and the
financial implications of each method or option. The four sub-options are:

1.a Basin by Basin

1.b Basin Group

1.c Basin by Basin plus Cost by Basin Group

1.d Entire Service Area

Recommended Option

Various options for system development fees were considered, including the four sub-
options for a fee proportional to the cost of new facilites, a buy-in approach and hybrids
that combined the options. The details of the options are included in subsequent
sections of this report.

The recommended option is Option 1.c. Option 1.c uses the best available information
for the basins that have identified projects and also applies a fee to the basins without an
identified project to provide SEMSWA revenue to build projects in these basins. This
approach generates approximately $41,000,000 potential revenue from the development
impact fees at total system build out. The revenue generated is slightly more than the
basin by basin (Option 1a) approach and less than the basin group (Option 1b) and
entire service area (Option 1d) approach.

Option 1c allows for the best relationships between new development and the required
improvements when compared to the other options considered. The system
development fees (SDFs) in basins with identified projects have a direct relationship to
the costs of improvements, while the others have an estimated relationship. The costs
are developed rationally and use the best information available, based on up to date

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 10
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master plans. For basins without identified projects, the costs were estimated using the
information available from the remainder of the basin group. Option 1c is a fair and
equitable system. Compared to the Options 1a, 1b, and 1d, this approach provides
direct equity, regional equity and lower administrative costs. It also provides for a good
level of financial flexibility since the funds can used anywhere in the basin group while
keeping the funds collected in a basin group within that basin group, i.e. the funds
cannot be transferred out of the basin group in which they were collected.

1.c. Basin by Basin plus Cost by Basin Group

An analysis was completed by combining the basin by basin approach with the basin
group approach. For this option, the developer pays fees for the specific basin the
project is located in; however, in basins with no identified projects, the basin fee equals
the basin group fee, calculated by a weighted average.

The developer fee per imperious acre is calculated as follows:
» Basin by Basin approach for basins with projects

Part 1. “Total Cost of Identified Project” per Basin multiplied by “Percent
Developable Area” per Basin equal the “Developer Share” per
Basin

Part 2: “Developer Share” per Basin divided by “Remaining Developable

Impervious Area” equals the “Fee per Impervious Acre”
» For basins without projects
Part 1: The “Fee per Impervious Acre” equals the Total Developer Share
for the Basin Group” divided by the Total Remaining Developable
Imperious Area in Basins with Projects.
Part 2: The fee per impervious acre is applied to all basins with no
projects

Table E5 below shows the fee per impervious acre for each basin for Option 1c. Option

1c applies the Basin by Basin fee for basins with identified projects, and the Basin Group
fee (calculated by a weighted average) for the basins without identified projects. Basins

listed in table E5, where the basin group fee applies, are highlighted.

For basins with identified projects, the fee per impervious acre is the same as the Basin
by Basin approach. The total cost of the projects is multiplied by the percent of
developable area to estimate the developer share of the projects. The developer share
is then divided by the remaining developable impervious areas for the basin to achieve
the fee per impervious acre. The potential fee assessed is equal to the fee per
impervious acre multiplied by the remaining developable impervious area. The potential
fees assessed assume that all of the remaining developable area will be developed
without regard to time frame to complete the development.

See Table E6 and its description for an explanation of how the weighted average based
group bees were calculated.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 11
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Table E5: Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin by Basin
plus Cost by Basin Group

Percent Remaining
Total Cost of [Developable Developable
Identified Area Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) Assessed (%)
Basin Group 1

Bear Creek 22% $ - 10 $ 3533 $ 35,327
Big Dry Creek 24 $ 18,297,000 7% $ 1,280,790 206 $ 6,217 | $ 1,280,790
Coon Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 3,533 | $ -
Dutch Creek 1 $ 462,000 9% $ 41,580 13 $ 3,198 | $ 41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 $ 933,000 12% $ 111,960 46 $ 2434 | $ 111,960
Lee Gulch 1 $ 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 12 $ 19,250 | $ 231,000
Little Dry Creek 9 $ 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 1450 | $ 227,580
Little's Creek 3 $ 3,061,000 2% $ 61,220 16 $ 3,826 | $ 61,220
SJCD(N) 12% $ = 19 $ 3,533 | $ 67,122
SJCD(S) 15% $ - 3 $ 3533| % 10,598
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% $ - 20 $ 3533 | $ 70,655
UDFCD ID 66 41% $ - 7 $ 3533| % 24,729
UDFCD ID 67 34% $ = 90 $ 3533| % 317,947
Willow Creek 11 $ 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 194 $ 1,654 | $ 320,960
Total 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 644 $ 2,801,470

Note: Existing fees in Dove Creek, Lone Tree Creek and Windmill Creek will remain the
same until the permits and property is transferred to SEMSWA.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Antelope Creek 2% $ - 12 $ 5761 | $ 69,128
Cottonwood Creek 6 $ 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 $ 5510 | $ 5,278,160
Dove Creek 3 $ 5,523,000 59% $ 3,258,570 390 $ 8,355 | $ 3,258,570
Happy Canyon Creek 2 $ 2,493,000 69% $ 1,720,170 231 $ 7447 1$ 1,720,170
Lone Tree Creek 2 $ 1,484,000 31% $ 460,040 328 $ 1,403 | $ 460,040
Piney Creek 4 $ 17,816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 $ 5454 | $ 534,480
Saddle Rock Ranches 4% $ - 0 $ 5761 [ $ -

Sampson Gulch 9% $ - 35 $ 5761 | $ 201,623
UDFCD ID 4406 0% $ = 0 $ 5761 | $ =

Upper Cherry Creek 6 $ 29,711,000 9% $ 2,673,990 303 $ 8,825 | % 2,673,990
Upper Goldsmith Gulch 7 $ 3,211,000 3% $ 96,330 12 $ 8,028 | $ 96,330
Windmill Creek 5 $ 7,413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 $ 4830 | $ 3,409,980
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Table E5: Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin by Basin
plus Cost by Basin Group (cont.)

Percent Remaining
Total Cost of |Developable Developable
Identified Area Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) | Assessed (9)
Basin Group 3

East Toll Gate Creek 1 $ 905,000 15% $ 135,750 146 $ 930 | $ 135,750
Unnamed Creek 7 $ 6,876,000 3% $ 206,280 63 $ 3274 | $ 206,280
West Toll Gate Creek 6% $ - 115 $ 1,637 | $ 188,198
Total 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 209 $ 530,228

Basin Group 4

$ 48,403,000

$ 16,637,090

Coal Creek 2 $ 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 12728 $ 1,183 | $ 15,059,850
First Creek 66% $ = 1689 $ 1277 | $ 2,156,069
Murphy Creek 3 $ 15,777,000 7% $ 1,104,390 239 $ 4621 $ 1,104,390
Sand Creek 37% $ = 95 $ 1277 | $ 121,271
Lower Senac Creek 2 $ 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 66 $ 7,164 | $ 472,850
Upper Senac Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 1,277 | $ -

$ 18,914,430

Basin Group 5

5000 0% $ = 0 $ 5,210 -

Harvard Gulch 1 $ 503,000 2% $ 10,060 5 $ 2012 | $ 10,060
Lower Cherry Creek 14% $ = 214 $ 5210 [ $ 1,114,940
Lower Goldsmith Guich 1 $ 530,000 4% $ 21,200 1 $ 21,200 | $ 21,200
Westerly Creek 15% $ = 35 $ 5210 | $ 182,350
Total 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 6 $ 1,328,550

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Weighted Average Basin Group Fees
The basin group fee was calculated as follows as shown in Table EG6:
The sum of the developer share for each basin group was entered for each basin
group as developer share of identified projects.
The remaining developable impervious area was summed for only the basins
with identified projects.
The fee per impervious acre was calculated by dividing the developer share by
the developable impervious area in basins with identified projects.
The potential fees assessed is equal to the sum for each basin group from Table

1.

2.

3.

4.

ES.

Table E6: Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities

5/5/08

Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
Identified Developable| Identified Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious Fees
Basin Group Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) | Assessed (9)
Basin Group 1 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 793 $ 2,801,470
Basin Group 2 35 $ 83,175,000 $ 17,431,720 3,073 $ 17,702,470
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 324 $ 530,228
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 14,817 $ 18,914,430
Basin Group 5 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 255 $ 1,328,550
Total 103 |[$ 175,570,000 $ 36,717,190 19,262 $ 41,277,148

The pros of this system are:
There is direct equity as development pays for its impacts within basins with
identified projects.

Money is collected in all basins within the basin group.

Administration of this method is not as costly as the basin by basin approach.
It is easier to accumulate enough money to build projects.
There is more revenue generated since money is collected in basins where no

projects have been identified through the master planning process and therefore
the fee would be zero in the basin by basin approach (Option 1a).
The total revenue generated reasonably approximates the cost of identified and
unidentified projects.

The cons of this system are:
It is less understandable than the other systems.
Developers in basins with no identified projects don’t have direct equity.
Therefore, SEMSWA has potentially more liability in these basins.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Existing Fees

Arapahoe County, ACWWA, and IWS charge developer fees for basins within their
jurisdiction. In most cases, the SEMSWA SDF will replace those fees collected by the

other entities. The list of existing fees is shown in Table E7.

Table E7: Existing Developer Fees
Four Square Mile Sub-Basins

1

~N OO O N

12
13
14
15

Sub-basin

Westerly Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek

Four Square Mile Average

Fee/ Impervious Acre
$11,477
$9,439
$4,289
$23,611
$8,313
$4,827
$5,635
$9,270
$9,735
$14,184

$10,078

Other Basins

Basin Fee/ Impervious Acre
Slaughterhouse Guich $13,316
Cottonwood Creek basin $4,349
Box Elder Creek Basin $8,616
Average $8,760
Overall Drainage Fee Average $9,774
ACWWA $14,540

All Basins
IWS $8,325

per impervious acre

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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OPTION 1: Fees
Proportional to Costs of
New Facilities
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Options Analysis

Option 1 Fees Proportional to the Costs of New Facilities
Developer

The option under consideration in this Technical Memorandum is a developer fee that is
proportional to the costs of new facilities. This option allocated CIP costs to new
development based on the percentage of land that remains to be developed. The total
costs of the new facilities were established based on the CIP master list, discussed
above and shown in Appendix A. The total CIP cost that is allocated to new
development is equal to the total CIP cost multiplied by the remaining percentage of land
to be developed, from the impervious area calculations discussed above. The
development fee per impervious area is then the developer share of the CIP costs
divided by the remaining impervious area to be developed in acres.

Example Calculation

Total CIP Costs = $1,000,000

Remaining % of Land to be Developed = 25%

CIP Costs Allocated to New Development = $250,000
Impervious Acres Remaining to be Developed = 100 acres
Development Fee per Impervious Acre = $2,500

Four sub-options were analyzed to compare the advantages and disadvantages and the
financial implications of each method or option. The four sub-options are:

1.a Basin by Basin

1.b Basin Group

1.c Basin by Basin plus Cost by Basin Group

1.d Entire Service Area

l.a Basin by Basin Approach

Allocating the CIP costs to new development by individual basin was analyzed. With this
option, the land developer pays fees according to the basin the project is located in. In
addition, the assumption was made that collected funds are only spent for projects in the
basin where they are collected. This assumption could be changed to allow funds to be
spent throughout the basin group.

The development fee per impervious acre is calculated as follows:

Part 1. “Cost of Identified Projects” per Basin multiplied by the “Percent
Developable” per Basin equals the “Developer Share” per Basin.
Part 2: “Developer Share” per Basin divided by the “Remaining Developable

Impervious Area” equals the”Fee per Impervious Acre”

The pros of this system are:
e This is a simple system and easy to understand for developers as well as the
public.
e There is Direct Equity- development pays for it's impacts within the basin.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 17
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The cons of this system are:

e The Basins with no identified projects will collect no fees and SEMSWA will be
left short on funds to build the projects that are needed but are not yet identified.
Existing rate payers will end up funding the projects.

Administration is costly as there are individual funds for each basin.

o It will be difficult to accumulate enough money to build projects since it is
restricted by basin.

e Regional benefits are not considered.

This system is not recommended due to the following issues:

e 25 out of 48 Basin do not have any projects identified and therefore do not have
any projects or project costs associated with them. Projects will be needed in
these basins.

e Total Revenue generated equal to the cost of the projects identified in the master
plans $38,905,376. which does not include costs for unidentified projects.

Table 1 below explains the Basin by Basin approach, separated by Basin Groups. As
shown in Table 1, basins with no identified projects have a developer share cost of $0,
and a fee per impervious acre of $0. In some instances, the remaining developable
acres in basins with no projects is significant, indicating that there will be projects
needed in these basins.

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 18
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Table 1: Option 1.a Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin by Basin

Approach
Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable| Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (20089%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre (%) Assessed ($)
Basin Group 1
Bear Creek 22% $ - 10 $ - $ -
Big Dry Creek 24 $ 18,297,000 7% $ 1,280,790 206 $ 6,217 | $ 1,280,790
Coon Creek 0% $ - 0 $ -
Dutch Creek 1 $ 462,000 9% $ 41,580 13 $ 3,198 [ $ 41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 $ 933,000 12% $ 111,960 46 $ 24341 $ 111,960
Lee Gulch 1 $ 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 12 $ 19250 % 231,000
Little Dry Creek 9 $ 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 1,450 | $ 227,580
Little's Creek 3 $ 3,061,000 2% $ 61,220 16 $ 3,826 [ $ 61,220
SJCD(N) 12% $ - 19 $ - $ -
SJCD(S) 15% $ - 3 $ - $ -
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% $ - 20 $ - $ -
UDFCD ID 66 41% $ - 7 $ - $ -
UDFCD ID 67 34% $ - 90 $ - $ -
Willow Creek 11 $ 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 194 $ 16541 $ 320,960
Total 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 793 $ 2,275,090

Antelope Creek 2% $ - 12 $ - $ -
Cottonwood Creek 6 $ 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 $ 5510| $ 5,278,160
Dove Creek 3 $ 5,523,000 59% $ 3,258,570 390 $ 8,355| $ 3,258,570
Happy Canyon Creek 2 $ 2,493,000 69% $ 1,720,170 231 $ 74471 $ 1,720,170
Lone Tree Creek 2 $ 1,484,000 31% $ 460,040 328 $ 1,403 | $ 460,040
Piney Creek 4 $ 17,816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 $ 5454 | $ 534,480
Saddle Rock Ranches 1% $ - 0 $ -
Sampson Gulch 9% $ - 35 $ - $ -
UDFCD ID 4406 0% $ - 0 $ -
Upper Cherry Creek 6 $ 29,711,000 9% $ 2,673,990 303 $ 8825| % 2,673,990
Upper Goldsmith Gulch 7 $ 3,211,000 3% $ 96,330 12 $ 8,028 | $ 96,330
Windmill Creek 5 $ 7,413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 $ 4830 $ 3,409,980
Basin Group 3

East Toll Gate Creek 1 $ 905,000 15% $ 135,750 146 $ 930 [ $ 135,750
Unnamed Creek 7 $ 6,876,000 3% $ 206,280 63 $ 3274 | $ 206,280
West Toll Gate Creek 6% $ - 115 $ - $ -
Total 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 324 $ 342,030

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Table 1: Option 1l.a Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin By Basin

Approach (cont.)

Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable| Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees
Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) | Assessed (9$)
Basin Group 4
Coal Creek 2 $ 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 12728 $ 1,183 | $ 15,059,850
First Creek 66% $ - 1689 $ - $ -
Murphy Creek 3 $ 15,777,000 7% $ 1,104,390 239 $ 4621 ($ 1,104,390
Sand Creek 37% $ - 95 $ - $ -
Lower Senac Creek 2 $ 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 66 $ 7,164 | $ 472,850
Upper Senac Creek 0% $ - 0 $ -
48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 $ 16,637,090

Basin Group 5

5000 0% $ - 0 $ -
Harvard Gulch 1 $ 503,000 2% $ 10,060 5 $ 2012 | $ 10,060
Lower Cherry Creek 14% $ - 214 $ - $ -
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 $ 530,000 4% $ 21,200 1 $ 21,200 | $ 21,200
Westerly Creek 15% $ - 35 $ - $ -
Total 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 255 $ 31,260
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1.b Basin Group Approach

The main problem associated with the previously described basin by basin approach is
that approximately half of the basins will not collected fees because there are no CIP
costs identified for those basins. To alleviate this problem, the same analysis
conducted for each individual basin was conducted for each basin group. Option 1b
looks at each basin group as a whole, treating the basin group in the same manner as
each basin was treated in Option la. In this approach the developer pays a fee
according to the basin group the project is located in. Funds can be used for projects in
the entire basin group where they are collected. All basins in the basin group are then
charged the same fee.

The development fee per impervious acre is calculated as follows:

Part 1: “Total Cost of Identified Projects” multiplied by the “Percent Developable”
per Basin Group equals the "Developer Share” per Basin Group
Part 2: “Developer Share” per Basin Group divided by the “Remaining

Developable Impervious Area” for Basin Group equals the “Fee per
Impervious Acre”
Part 3: All basins in the basin group pay the same Fee per Impervious Acre

The pros of this system are:
» ltis generally understandable by the public and developers.
» There is equity within each basin group as development pays for it's impacts
within that basin group.
* Money is collected in all basins within each basin group.
» Administration is not as costly as basin by basin approach.
» ltis easier to accumulate enough money to build projects within the basin group.
* Regional benefits are considered.

The cons of this system are:

» The costs are not directly related to each basin, developers in basins with high
costs are subsidized by developers in basins with low costs and vise versa. (This
approach is therefore in conflict with the rationale nexus principal that costs must
be developed rationally and using the best available information.)

» This approach ignores that better data, (i.e. best available information) is
available for some basins.

Table 2 below shows the basin group fee for each basin group. The total costs per
basin group were summed and then multiplied by the percent developable for the basin
group as a whole. The developer share is equal to the total costs multiplied by the
percent developable. The developer share is not equal to the sum of the developer
share on a basin by basin approach. The developer share is divided by the developable
impervious area for the entire basin group, resulting in the fee per impervious acre. This
fee is then applied to all basins within that basin group, as shown in Table 3.
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Table 2: Option 1.b Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Fee Calculation

by Basin Group

Developer
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
Identified Developable| Identified Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious Fees
Basin Group Projects (20083%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres) | Acre ($) Assessed (%)
Basin Group 1 51 $ 35,178,000 7% $ 2,462,460 793 $ 3105 |$ 2,462,460
Basin Group 2 35 $ 83,175,000 21% $ 17,466,750 3073 $ 5684 [$ 17,466,750
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7,781,000 6% $ 466,860 324 $ 1,441 | $ 466,860
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,403,000 71% $ 34,366,130 14817 $ 2,319 | $ 34,366,130
Basin Group 5 2 $ 1,033,000 12% $ 123,960 255 $ 486 | $ 123,960
Total 103 | $ 175,570,000 $ 54,886,160 19,262 $ 54,886,160
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Table 3: Option 1.b Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: By Basin Group

Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable| Developer Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (20083%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre (%) Assessed ($)
Basin Group 1

Bear Creek 22% $ - 10 $ 3,105 | $ 31,052
Big Dry Creek 24 $ 18,297,000 7% $ 1,280,790 206 $ 3,105 | $ 639,681
Coon Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 3,105 | $ -
Dutch Creek 1 $ 462,000 9% $ 41,580 13 $ 3,105 | $ 40,368
Greenwood Gulch 2 $ 933,000 12% $ 111,960 46 $ 3,105 | $ 142,841
Lee Gulch 1 $ 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 12 $ 3,105 | $ 37,263
Little Dry Creek 9 $ 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 3,105 | $ 487,524
Little's Creek 3 $ 3,061,000 2% $ 61,220 16 $ 3,105 | $ 49,684
SJCD(N) 12% $ - 19 $ 3,105 | $ 59,000
SJCD(S) 15% $ - 3 $ 3,105 | $ 9,316
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% $ - 20 $ 3,105 | $ 62,105
UDFCD ID 66 41% $ - 7 $ 3,105 | $ 21,737
UDFCD ID 67 34% $ - 90 $ 3,105 | $ 279,472
Willow Creek 11 $ 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 194 $ 3,105 | $ 602,418
Total 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 793 $ 2,462,460

SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees
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Antelope Creek 2% $ - 12 $ 5,684 | $ 68,207
Cottonwood Creek 6 $ 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 $ 5,684 | $ 5,445,215
Dove Creek 3 $ 5,523,000 59% $ 3,258,570 390 $ 5684 |$ 2,216,737
Happy Canyon Creek 2 $ 2,493,000 69% $ 1,720,170 231 $ 5684 |$ 1,312,990
Lone Tree Creek 2 $ 1,484,000 31% $ 460,040 328 $ 5684 | $ 1,864,333
Piney Creek 4 $ 17,816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 $ 5684 | $ 557,026
Saddle Rock Ranches 4% $ - 0 $ 5,684 | $ -

Sampson Gulch 9% $ - 35 $ 5,684 | $ 198,938
UDFCD ID 4406 0% $ - 0 $ 5,684 | $ -

Upper Cherry Creek 6 $ 29,711,000 9% $ 2,673,990 303 $ 5684 |$ 1,722,234
Upper Goldsmith Gulch 7 $ 3,211,000 3% $ 96,330 12 $ 5684 | $ 68,207
Windmill Creek 5 $ 7,413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 $ 5684 |$ 4,012,862
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Table 3: Option 1.b Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: By Basin Group

(cont.)
Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable| Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Group Projects (2008%) ROW) (20083) ROW) (acres) | Acre ($) | Assessed ($)
Basin Group 3

East Toll Gate Creek 1 $ 905,000 15% $ 135,750 146 $ 1441 | $ 210,375
Unnamed Creek 7 $ 6,876,000 3% $ 206,280 63 $ 1441 | $ 90,778
West Toll Gate Creek 6% $ - 115 $ 1441 | $ 165,706
Total 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 324 $ 466,860

Basin Group 4

Coal Creek 2 $ 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 12728 $ 2,319 | $ 29,520,963
First Creek 66% $ - 1689 $ 2319 | $ 3,917,419
Murphy Creek 3 $ 15,777,000 7% $ 1,104,390 239 $ 2319 | $ 554,330
Sand Creek 37% $ - 95 $ 2319 | $ 220,340
Lower Senac Creek 2 $ 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 66 $ 2319 | $ 153,079
Upper Senac Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 2319 | $ -

$ 48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 $ 34,366,130

Basin Group 5

5000 0% $ - 0 $ 486 -

Harvard Gulch 1 $ 503,000 2% $ 10,060 5 $ 486 | $ 2,431
Lower Cherry Creek 14% $ - 214 $ 486 | $ 104,029
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 $ 530,000 4% $ 21,200 1 $ 486 | $ 486
Westerly Creek 15% $ - 35 $ 486 | $ 17,014
Total 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 255 $ 123,960
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1.c. Basin by Basin plus Cost by Basin Group

An analysis was completed by combining the basin by basin approach with the basin
group approach. For this option, the developer pays fees for the specific basin the
project is located in; however, in basins with no identified projects, the basin fee equals
the basin group fee, calculated by a weighted average.

The developer fee per imperious acre is calculated as follows:
» Basin by Basin approach for basins with projects

Part 1. “Total Cost of Identified Project” per Basin multiplied by “Percent
Developable Area” per Basin equal the “Developer Share” per
Basin

Part 2: “Developer Share” per Basin divided by “Remaining Developable

Impervious Area” equals the “Fee per Impervious Acre”
» For basins without projects
Part 1: The “Fee per Impervious Acre” equals the Total Developer Share
for the Basin Group” divided by the Total Remaining Developable
Imperious Area in Basins with Projects.
Part 2: The fee per impervious acre is applied to all basins with no
projects

The pros of this system are:

» There is direct equity as development pays for its impacts within basins with
identified projects.

* Money is collected in all basins within the basin group.

* Administration of this method is not as costly as the basin by basin approach.

» ltis easier to accumulate enough money to build projects.

» There is more revenue generated since money is collected in basins where no
projects have been identified through the master planning process and therefore
the fee would be zero in the basin by basin approach (Option 1a).

» The total revenue generated reasonably approximates the cost of identified and
unidentified projects.

The cons of this system are:
» ltis less understandable than the other systems.
» Developers in basins with no identified projects don’t have direct equity.
Therefore, SEMSWA has potentially more liability in these basins.

Table 4 below shows the fee per impervious acre for each basin for Option 1c. Option
1c applies the basin by basin fee for basins with identified projects, and the basin group
fee (calculated by a weighted average) for the basins without identified projects. Basins
listed in table 4, where the basin group fee applies, are highlighted.

For basins with identified projects, the fee per impervious acre is the same as the basin
by basin approach. The total cost of the projects is multiplied by the percent of
developable area to estimate the developer share of the projects. The developer share
is then divided by the remaining developable impervious areas for the basin to achieve
the fee per impervious acre. The potential fee assessed is equal to the fee per
impervious acre multiplied by the remaining developable impervious area. The potential
fees assessed assume that all of the remaining developable area will be developed
without regard to time frame to complete the development.
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See Table 5 and its description for an explanation of how the weighted average based
group bees were calculated.

Table 4: Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin by Basin
plus Cost by Basin Group

Percent Remaining
Total Cost of [Developable Developable
Identified Area Developer Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) Assessed (%)
Basin Group 1

Bear Creek 22% $ - 10 $ 3533 | $ 35,327
Big Dry Creek 24 $ 18,297,000 7% $ 1,280,790 206 $ 6,217 | $ 1,280,790
Coon Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 3533 (% -
Dutch Creek 1 $ 462,000 9% $ 41,580 13 $ 3,198 | $ 41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 $ 933,000 12% $ 111,960 46 $ 2434 | $ 111,960
Lee Guich 1 $ 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 12 $ 19,250 | $ 231,000
Little Dry Creek 9 $ 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 1,450 | $ 227,580
Little's Creek 3 $ 3,061,000 2% $ 61,220 16 $ 3,826 | $ 61,220
SJCD(N) 12% $ - 19 $ 3,533 | $ 67,122
SJCD(S) 15% $ - 3 $ 3533 | $ 10,598
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% $ = 20 $ 3533 % 70,655
UDFCD ID 66 41% $ - 7 $ 3533 | $ 24,729
UDFCD ID 67 34% $ - 90 $ 3,533 | $ 317,947
Willow Creek 11 $ 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 194 $ 1,654 | $ 320,960
Total 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 644 $ 2,801,470

Antelope Creek 2% $ = 12 $ 5761 | $ 69,128
Cottonwood Creek 6 $ 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 $ 5510 | $ 5,278,160
Dove Creek 3 $ 5,523,000 59% $ 3,258,570 390 $ 8,355|$ 3,258,570
Happy Canyon Creek 2 $ 2,493,000 69% $ 1,720,170 231 $ 7447 1% 1,720,170
Lone Tree Creek 2 $ 1,484,000 31% $ 460,040 328 $ 1403 | $ 460,040
Piney Creek 4 $ 17,816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 $ 5454 | $ 534,480
Saddle Rock Ranches 4% $ - 0 $ 5761 |$ =

Sampson Gulch 9% $ - 35 $ 5761 | $ 201,623
UDFCD ID 4406 0% $ = 0 $ 5761 | $ -

Upper Cherry Creek 6 $ 29,711,000 9% $ 2,673,990 303 $ 8,825 3% 2,673,990
Upper Goldsmith Gulch 7 $ 3,211,000 3% $ 96,330 12 $ 8,028 | $ 96,330
Windmill Creek 5 $ 7,413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 $ 4,830 | $ 3,409,980

Note: Existing fees in Dove Creek, Lone Tree Creek and Windmill Creek will remain the
same until the permits and property is transferred to SEMSWA.
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Table 4. Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Basin by Basin
plus Cost by Basin Group (cont.)

Percent Remaining
Total Cost of |Developable Developable
Identified Area Developer | Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Share Area (outside | Impervious Fees

Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008$) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) | Assessed ($)
Basin Group 3

East Toll Gate Creek 1 $ 905,000 15% $ 135,750 146 $ 930 | $ 135,750
Unnamed Creek 7 $ 6,876,000 3% $ 206,280 63 $ 32741 $ 206,280
West Toll Gate Creek 6% $ = 115 $ 1637 | $ 188,198
Total 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 209 $ 530,228

Basin Group 4

Coal Creek 2 $ 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 12728 $ 1,183 | $ 15,059,850
First Creek 66% $ = 1689 $ 1,277 | $ 2,156,069
Murphy Creek 3 $ 15,777,000 7% $ 1,104,390 239 $ 4621 | % 1,104,390
Sand Creek 37% $ - 95 $ 1277 | $ 121,271
Lower Senac Creek 2 $ 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 66 $ 7,164 | $ 472,850
Upper Senac Creek 0% $ - 0 $ 1,277 | $ =

$ 48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 $ 18,914,430
Basin Group 5
5000 0% $ = 0 $ 5,210 -
Harvard Gulch 1 $ 503,000 2% $ 10,060 5 $ 2012 | $ 10,060
Lower Cherry Creek 14% $ - 214 $ 5210 [ $ 1,114,940
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 $ 530,000 4% $ 21,200 1 $ 21,200 | $ 21,200
Westerly Creek 15% $ = 35 $ 5210 | $ 182,350
Total 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 6 $ 1,328,550
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Weighted Average Basin Group Fees
The basin group fee was calculated as follows as shown in Table 5:

group as developer share of identified projects.
The remaining developable impervious area was summed for only the basins
with identified projects.
The fee per impervious acre was calculated by dividing the developer share by
the developable impervious area in basins with identified projects.
The potential fees assessed is equal to the sum for each basin group from Table

5. The sum of the developer share for each basin group was entered for each basin

4.
Table 5: Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities
Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
Identified Developable| Identified Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Projects | Area (outside | Impervious Fees
Basin Group Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008$) ROW) (acres)| Acre ($) | Assessed ($)
Basin Group 1 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 793 $ 2,801,470
Basin Group 2 35 $ 83,175,000 $ 17,431,720 3,073 $ 17,702,470
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 324 $ 530,228
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 14,817 $ 18,914,430
Basin Group 5 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 255 $ 1,328,550
Total 103 | $ 175,570,000 $ 36,717,190 19,262 $ 41,277,148

Option 1c combines the basin by basin approach and the basin group approach. In
Option 1c, the developer share is equal to the developer share in the basin by basin
approach. However, because you are adding revenue to basins that previously had no
fees assessed to them, the potential revenue is greater than the basin by basin

approach and is therefore not equal to the developer share.
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1.d. Entire Service Area Approach

An option considered was to apply the same fee for all basins and basin groups in the
service area. This analysis looked at the entire service area as one unit. In this
analysis, developers would be charged the same fee per impervious acre regardless of
which basin their project was located in.

The development fee per impervious acre is calculated as follows:

Part 1: "Total Cost of Identified Projects” for the entire service area multiplied by
“Percent Developable” for the entire service area equals the “Developer
Share” for the entire service area.

Part 2: “Developer Share” divided by the “Remaining Developable Impervious
Area” for the entire service area equals the “Fee per Impervious Acre”

Part 3: All basins in the SEMSWA service area pay the same Fee per Impervious

Acre.

The pros of this system are:
» ltis easily understandable by the public and developers.
* Money is collected in all basins within the service area.
e Administration is the least costly.
* It may be easy to accumulate enough money to build projects.
* Regional, service area benefits are considered.
* Most cities surveyed use this approach.

The cons of this system are:

» The costs are not directly related to each basin, developers in basins with high
costs are subsidized by developers in basins with low costs and vise versa. (This
approach is therefore in conflict with the rationale nexus principal that costs must
be developed rationally and using the best available information.)

 The fee is based on the total CIP costs identified, which will still leave SEMSWA
short on funds to build the projects that will be needed but are not yet identified.

» This approach ignores that better data, (i.e. best available information) is
available for some basins.

Table 6 below shows the method used to calculate the Entire Service Area approach.
In this approach, the total cost is equal to the sum of all identified projects. The percent
developable and the remaining developable impervious area looks at the SEMSWA
service area as a whole. The developer share is the total cost multiplied by the percent
developable. The fee per impervious acre is the developer share divided by the
remaining developable impervious areas. This fee is applied to all basins within the
service area.

Table 6: Option 1.d Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities: Entire Service
Area

Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
Identified Developable| Identified Impervious Fee per Potential
# of Projects (outside Projects | Area (outside | Impervious Fees
Basin Projects (2008%) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres)| Acre($) | Assessed ($)
SEMSWA Senvice Area 103 $ 175,570,000 32%| $ 56,182,400 19262| $ 2917 | $ 56,182,400
SEMSWA Basin Development, Permit and Review Fees 29
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The four sub-options presented under the “Fee Proportional to the Costs of New
Facilities” option vary in their ranking compared to the rationale nexus principals. Table
11 is a semi-qualitative ranking of the sub-options.

Rational Nexus Principals —

e Relationship between new development and required improvements
e Cost must be developed rationally
e The costs attributed to new development should be reasonably proportionate to

their share

Best Available Information- the fees must be based on the best information available to

allow for the fairest and most accurate analysis.

Table 7. Relative Ranking of Options According to Rational Nexus Principals

Principal Option la Option 1b Option 1c Option 1d
Basin by By Basin By Basin/ Entire Service
Basin Group Basin Group Area
Relationship Poor — only Medium- Entire | Best — good for | Poor- not well
between new new areas with basin group basins with related.
development master plans treated the mater plans,
and required are assessed, same. estimated for
improvements other basins others.
are left out.
Best for basins
with master
plans.
Cost must be Best for basins Poor Best Poor
developed with master
rationally plans.
Poor for others.
The costs Best for basins Poor Best Poor
attributed to with master
new plans.
development Poor for others.
should be
reasonably
proportionate
to their share
Fees should Average Poor Best Worst
be based on
the best
available
information
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The options have also been ranked according to related aspects including level of
simplicity, the direct equity, regional benefits, SEMSWA administration costs, and the
potential revenue generated. Table 8 below summarizes these qualitative criteria for
each option.

Table 8: Qualitative Summary of Options

Criteria Option la Option 1b Option 1c Option 1d
Basin by Basin |By Basin Group By Basin / Entire Service
Basin Group Area

Understanding Good Fair Fair Good

Direct Equity Best Low Medium Poor

Regional Equity Least Medium Medium Best

Financial Lowest Good Good Best

Flexibility

Administrative High Medium Medium Lowest

Cost

Revenue $36M $55M $41M $56M

Potential
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OPTION 2: Buy-In Method
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Option 2: Buy-In Method

Option 2 is the Fees Proportional to the Costs of Existing Infrastructure option or
otherwise called the Buy-in method. This option takes the total depreciated cost of the
stormwater infrastructure already built for the area and determines a dollar per
impervious acre to be charged for new development. The new development fee is
equal to the dollar per impervious acre fee as new development is “buying-in” to the
stormwater system already built. New development in the area would need to buy-in to
the existing system for use of the culverts, channels, pipes, and other stormwater
infrastructure currently in the ground. This section explains the methods, calculations,
and results of the option 2 analysis.

The pros of this system are:
e ltis generally easy to understand.
o Development pays for its share of the system already in place.
o Works best is areas mostly developed.

The cons of the system are:
e This method doesn’'t work well in undeveloped or mostly undeveloped areas.
¢ Infrastructure costs are estimated based on a limited survey.
e |tis difficult to estimate the existing infrastructure without a full inventory
assessment.

Estimate of Existing Infrastructure

An estimate of the quantities of the existing stormwater infrastructure was made based
on the information provided by Muller Engineering and AMEC in the Cost of Service,
Rate and Revenue Report.

The Muller Engineering report estimated the infrastructure based on a one square mile
area that was representative of the entire service area. Length of storm sewer and
culvert pipe were based on unit relationships of pipe length per square miles and
number of outfalls per square mile.

Major and minor channel lengths were estimated based on a compilation of UDFCD and
SEMSWA information used to generate stream maps. In addition, the percentage of the
major and minor channels was estimated per basin group.

The number of water quality and detention ponds was provided by SEMSWA.

Existing Infrastructure per Basin Group

The existing stormwater infrastructure was estimated per basin group. Stormwater
infrastructure was not estimated for Basin Group 4, as this area is fairly new.

The age of each Basin Group was estimated and varies between 15 years old to 30
years old. The percentage not developed and/or undevelopable was calculated for
each Basin Group. These assumptions were used to extrapolate the existing
infrastructure quantities throughout the service area by basin group.
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The quantities of the existing stormwater infrastructure per basin are provided in

Appendix E.

Value of Existing Infrastructure

The value of the existing infrastructure was estimated based on industry knowledge of
the unit replacement cost for each type of structure. The estimated cost of the water
guality and detention ponds was provided by SEMSWA.

5/5/08

The total replacement value of the infrastructure was depreciated based on the age of
the basin group. In addition, it was assumed that fifty percent of the infrastructure is
public assets and the other fifty percent is contributed assets. The contributed assets are

money that land developers put into the system at the time of development.

public assets portion is used in the development fee calculation.

Fee per Impervious Acre

The fee per impervious acre is equal to the public assets divided by the existing

impervious area currently billed.

Fee per Impervious Acre =

The fee per impervious acre varies from $5,709 to $13,965. The following table

summarizes the calculation.

Value of Public Assets

Only the

Existing Impervious Area currently billed outside ROW in

acres

Table 9: Option 2 — Estimate of Infrastructure Value for Buy-In Method Summary

Average Age of Total Fee Per
Infrastructure Total Basin Total Basin Depreciated Public Contributed Impervious Potential
Basin Group # (yrs) Area(ac) Group Value Value Assets Value Asset Value Acre Revenue
Basin Group 1 30 10,797 | $80,376,017 | $32,150,407 | $16,075,203 | $16,075,203 | $5,709 $4,525,142
Basin Group 2 15 14,335 | $107,492,520 | $75,244,764 | $37,622,382 | $37,622,382 | $12,343 | $32,386,469
Basin Group 3 15 5,067 | $33,885,901 | $23,720,131 | $11,860,065 | $11,860,065 | $13,965 $4,523,313
Basin Group 5 30 2,151 | $13,713,308 | $5,485,323 | $4,885,971 $599,353 $7,005 $1,749,469
Grand Total $43,184,394
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Summary Option 2

Option 2 considered assessing a fee for development based on the value of the existing
stormwater infrastructure. The SEMSWA service area is very diverse in terms of age,
development activity, and amount of existing stormwater infrastructure. The amount of
infrastructure in place was estimated based on a previous study and then extrapolated
for each basin group.

Option 2 was not considered beyond this analysis due to the following:

¢ The amount of existing infrastructure is a gross estimation, the actual amount of
existing infrastructure will be determined when a full infrastructure inventory is
completed.

e The public portion was funded by Arapahoe County and the City of Centennial,
not by SEMSWA. Therefore, SEMSWA may be required to reimburse Arapahoe
County and the City of Centennial a portion of the fees they collect.

e Equity in the buy-in option is not as great as the option 1 — fees proportional to
the costs of new facilities.
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Option 3: Hybrid
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Option 3: Hybrid

The hybrid option was to evaluate a combination development fee with Option 1: Fees
Proportional to the Costs of New Facilities, and Option 2: Buy-In Method. A hybrid
system may collect 50% of the fees proportional to the costs of new facilities and 50% of
the fees from the fees proportional to the costs of existing facilities. However, since the
buy-in option was not considered a viable alternative for SEMSWA, a hybrid of option 1
and option 2 is not applicable.

Hybrids were considered as part of option 1 — fees proportional to the costs of new
facilities. Option 1c, the recommended option, is a hybrid of both a basin by basin fee
and a basin group fee. In this hybrid, the basins with identified projects will be charged a
basin fees that is calculated based on the developer share of the CIP costs for that
basin. The basins without identified projects are charged a weighted average of the
basins in their group that do have identified projects. This system therefore combines
the basin by basin approach with the basin group approach to provide SEMSWA and the
development community a fair and equitable system.
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SEMSWA Development, Permit and Review Fees
SEMSWA Project List
Estimated
Total Cost
Basin | Study Location from Plan 20083
Basin Group | Year Project Destription ($10008) | S Year | ($1,0008) Comme nts
Dutch Cresk Count 1
Dutch Crask Total 462
Gresnwood Gulch i 7 Orthe r Culverts | es imats) 430 2004 456
Gresnwood Gulch i ? Maintenance - 3 projects 450 2004 ATT
(Greonwood Guich
[Count 2
(Greamyood Guich
T i G35
Les Gulch 1 1987 [Two Check Strustures 4355 2004 4,520
La Gulch Count 1
Lee Gulch Toal 4,620
Little Dry Cresk 1 Holly Street o Arapahos Road Crossing 38 2004 40
Litlie Dy Cresh i 1888 |MP impiovemenis Gof2i 218 2004 225
Little Dy Cresk 1 1989 [MP Improvemnents 8 of 21 315 2004 334
Arapshos to

Little Dy Cresk 1 2004 |Low flow stabilzation’ checks Quebec a8 2004 335

Bank Stabilization, low flow channsl and trail
Little Dry Cresk 1 2004 [replacement Shest 13 327 2004 347

Drop structures, cobble embankment - Spruce 5t
Litte Dry Crask 1 2004 [riprap low flow channel, veg thinning/wetland mitigatien Shest 7 362 2004 384

Erosion Gheck Structures, Bank Stabilization, low flow
Little Dy Cresk 1 2004 [channel and trail reslacement Shest 14 433 2004 459

Grouted sloping boulder drop structunes, low flow

channel and trail rzplacement, (2) §19° RCEC at
Litthe Dy Cresk i 2004 |Forest Strest Forest Strest 769 2004 218

Bank Stabilization, low flow channsl and trail Shown in Gree nwood
Little Dy Crask 1 2004 [replacement Shest 12 B0 2004 840 WVillage
Littla DIy Cresk
(Count 2
Littla DIy Creck
Total 3,793

1 1997 |Broadway Imgrovems nts 219 2004 875 Litlston doing study
East Davies Avenue Mark Hopkins Ballfisld Detzntion
1 1907 Fadliy 957 2004 1,028 unlsrwEy

Littes Cresk 1 1997 [Highline Canal Spillway Improvens nts 1000 2004 1,081
Littlas Creak
(Count 3
Littlas Creak Total 3,081
[Will oo Cresk 1 1989 [Water Control and Mobilz ation 19 of 21 28 2004 a0
[Will oww Cresk i 1989 [MP Improvements 20 of 21 47 2004 50
(W illoray Corasal 1 1989 [MP Improvements 100of 21 67 2004 71

Chedk structurs, rigrap embankme nt prote ciion,

grouted riprap at cutfall, veg maint'westland mitig.
(Willow Cresk 1 1980 |Geotectreveg Mineral, water controel and mobilization Shest 12 of 21 2l 2004 a5
(W illoray Corasal 1 2004 [Low-flow Channel and Trail Re placsmeant 16 of 38 11 2004 118

Check structurss, maint path surfacing, grading and
[Will ooy Crressk i 1989 (walls Shest 14 of 21 151 2004 160

chedk structures, riprag smbankment protection, veg.
[Will oo Cressk 1 1989 |maintwetland mitig. W ater control and mobilization Sheet 11 of 21 229 2004 242

Check strecturss, nprap embankment grotection,

fe1znd CMP/RCP, veg. maintéwetand mitig. Concrete
(W illoray Corasal 1 1988 |encasement, sewer lines Shest 13 of 21 3 2004 415

Developar Sham Costs 5-6-08
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SEMSWA Development, Permit and Raview Fees

SEMSWA Project List

Estimated
Total Cost
Basin | Stuay Location from Plan 20083
Basin Group | Year Project Dascliption [$10008) | S Year | ($1,0008) commeants

check struchures, niprap at footbridges, veg
thinningéwet and mifig., maint path surfacng, grading
[Will orw Cresske 1 1980 |and wallz Sheet 15 of 21 464 2004 4902
[Storm sewer, nprap at Gonfluence, embankment
protection, maint path surfacing, path crossing,

[Willow Cresk 1 1989 [retaining wall, initial veg thinningwetland mitigation Sheet 19 of 21 1040 2004 1,103
Lo flow channel and trail replacsment, 3 check
[Willow Cresk 1 2004 [struchurss Sheet 17 of 21 1178 2004 1,248
[Willow Creak
[Count 11
[Willow Creek Total 4,012
East Toll Gate Do Hill 2007 /2008 SEMSWA
Creak 3 2006 |Culverts at E. Crestline & E. Progress Cirds Subdivision, Gun and 2007 a0s project
[East Toll Gaw
Cresk Count 1
[East Tol Gate
(Crosk Total Q05

[Aurora to possibly anneT.
Channel stabilization
projects that will be
wearranted as the property
adjacent 1o the channsl

Goai Cresk 4 P800 |Cosl Gresh Trbuianes - drop struciures and channeis 5T00 IR B, 804 ars deveioped.
UIGra 1o possily anne .

Eastern most Channel stabilization
boundary last to be projects that will be
developed, possible warranted as the property

chance to be sdjacent to the channel

Coal Creek 4 1990 |Main Stem - multiple smaller proje cts- drop structures | annexed by Aurora 2000 1440 14,185 are developed.
Coal Cresk Count 2
Coal Cresk Total 23,160

[Need 12 construct pond to
provide regional
Murphy Creek 4 1990 |Regionsl pend E10 1990 a81 detention.
Channel stabilization
projects that will be
wearranted as the property
adjacent 1o the channsl
Murphy Creek 4 1990 [Trib - channel improveme nts 1300 1490 2,049 are developed.

fannel statlizansn
projects that will be
warranted as the property
adjacent 1o the channsl

Murphy Cresk 4 1990 [Channel |mprove ments 9100 1490 12767 are developed.
MUrphy Craek

E}OUHI 3

MUTphY Creak

Total 15,777

SEMSWA may be asked
tx partidpate, possibls
annexation by Aurora,
Senac Cresk 4 1990 |Trikutary Stem 2000 1990 3152 chech total cost

may be Al
[ty participate, possible
annexation by Aurora,

Senac Crask 4 1990 [Main Stem drop structures 4000 1490 5,305 chsch total cost

Sanac Cresk

Count 2

Senac Cresk Total 9,457

Unnamed Trik to W Cutfall 4407-05, [He FEMA flsodplain

Tall Gate 4 2003 [Outfall Channel, Chedk Structures 50+00 to 58+57 205 2003 342 delineation

Uninamed Trik to W Main 259200 to Check strustures to be
Toll Gate 4 2003 [Mein Channel, Chedk Stucturss 234+01 443 2003 510 implemented as nesded
Unnemed Trik o W Cutiall 440707, Mo FEMA floodplain

Toll Gate 4 2003 |Outall Channel, Chedk & Drop Structures 22400 1o 34+02 542 2003 525 delineation, Immediate
Unnamed Trik to W Cutfall 440707, Mo FEMA floodplain

Toll Gate 4 2003 [Outfell Channel, WO & Check Stuctures 0+00 to 22201 539 2003 T8 delinsation

Unnamed Trik to W Main 285:00 to Check structuras to ba
Toll Gate 4 2003 |Mein Channel, Chedk Stuctures 208+83 691 2003 To8 implemented a8 needed
Unnamed Trib to W Main 113200 to Imme diate nead for WO,
Tall Gate 4 2003 _[Main Channel, WQ &Check Structurss 141+01 1547 2003 1,998 Hamgden will fload in 25-
Developer Sham Costs 5-6-08 a7 872008
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SEMSWA Development, Permit and Review Fees
SEMSWA Project List
Estimated
Totdl Cost
Basin | Study Location from Plan 2008 8
Basin Group | Year Project Description (§1000s) | $ Year | ($1,0008) comments
Uninamed Trik to W Main 141400 to Imimediate need for WO,
Tall Gate 4 2003 |Main Channel, WO &Check Structunes 164+01 1708 2003 1,989 chedk structurs nesded if
[Unmamed ThD
W Toll Gate Count 7
[Unmamad THD o
W Toll Gate Total 5,876
i & year plam, approx
5500k left to =pend,
depa nded on the
Harvard Sulch g 500 2007 503 gurchass of the last home
Hamvard Gulch
[Count 1
Hamvard Gulch
Total 503
Lower Goldsmith
Gulch -] 2005 |North Secfion - Menaco/Eastman Project 500 2004 530
Lower Goldsmigh
(GUIch Count 1
Lower Goldsmith
Guich Total 530
Mainstem - Dy
Craek to County
Line (M1, M2, M3C)
- Channel Rehab
Meinztem Channel Inprovements from Dry Cresk to and Chedk
Cottonwood Craek 2a 1991 |County Line Structures (17) 11§ 1901 179
Need sasements through
the golf course to get to
the regional detention and
Tribs C1, G2 and (Wi pond or develop will
Cottonwood Cresk 2a 1991 |25 to Inverness Dr. c3 144 14991 224 stop
Tributary A - Reach
Cottonwood Cresk 2a 1991 |Trivutary A from Havana to Arapshos Road, 4 1101 190 1,713
Mainstem Channel Inprovements from Easter ta Mainatem - reach
Cottonwood Cresk 2a 1991 |Briarwood 1800 199 2801
Werify Costwifpproved
drewings (Mols
Cottorwood Creshk 2a 1991 |Tributary B - Caley Fond, Conveyance and WQ Tributary B 3408 199 5,303 Enginesring]
WEneI sam - Oy
Cresk o County
Line (M1, M2,
M3C), Channel
Rehab and Chack
Upstream Main stem Channel Imgrovements, Trbutary Structures,
C Channal Imgrovements, Trbutary B Caley Pond Tribastary C,
Cottonwood Cresk 2a 1991 |Corweyance and WO Tritutary B 3408 1991 5,303
[Cottonwood Craok
[Count 6
[Cottonwood Craok
Total 18,524
Outfall to Channsl
upstream of Pond D
241+00 (at 5. To be constructd with
Eagle St. Gul-ds- future development of
Diowe Cresk 2a 19687 |Dowe Caollector System (Plan ID DC-2) 5ag) 120 1487 1498 Camel propsriy?
(O Fand property, 95%
Jordam Road at design, need upstream
Hinsdal &, Channel channel e asement from
Diowe Detention and Water Quality Pond (Flan IDWC- | to Bronicos Ploay Carmel - very resistant o
Diowe Craesk 2a 1087 |D32) (37 +00 to 60+00) 1458 1987 2,404 date
Crwm D-1 progerty, nesd
M of Broncos Phwy [design, chanmel &8ss ment
(60400}, Chambars 15 Otars, Mo Sassmant to
Diowe Detention Pond, grass lined upstream channel to | to HW (70400 to HW, possibly for WO may
Dowe Cresh 2a 1967 |Otero (Plan 1D WQ-01, GLC-D2) Qe +00) 1772 1987 2921 be considersd

Devalopar Sham Costs 5-6-08
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SEMSWA Development, Permt and Raview Fees

SEMSWA Project List

Total Cost
Basin | Study Location from Plan 20083
Basin Group | Year Pinject Description (810003} | & Year | ($1,0005) comments
Dove Cregk Count 3
Dove Cresk Tolal 5,523
These propots would be
[drive n by Development of
Happy Canyon 2a 2004 |Green Aces Tributary 1100 2004 1,187 the sdjscent properties.
Thess propcta would be
drive n by Development of
Heppy Camnyon 28 2004 |Main stem 1250 2004 1,326 the sdiacent properies.
Happy Canyon
Count 2
Happy Cany on
Total 2,193
FAA Property - ne leass
Adgcsnt to Alrport agresmant nesd UDFCD
| amatras Deak ?a 1867 |l anstras Duantity/Duality Pond (Plan 00 A} Biuirsey A7H 2005 544 angronal
Broncos Phay to (Cren property and have
Laonstras Datantian Pand and w wl | Alrport (131450 ta anerovad sasian for Pond
Lonstres Cresk 28 1987 (ID L-2, GLC-12 158+00) 850 2005 B85 L2
Lonatres Creck
Count 2
Lonatres Creck
Total 1,484
Uppar Goldsmith
Guleh 2a 2005 |South - Meintenance Path 141 2004 150
Upper Goldsmith
Gulch 2a 2005 |Water Quality Enhancements - Arapahos Laks 338 2004 353 Same as alove
Upper Goldamith
Gukeh 2a 2005 |Channe Stabilizatisn and lmorove ments . of Peakview 350 2004 ar
Upper Goldamith
Gulzh 2a 2005 W ater Quality PendaW sthnds s 2004 a8
Upper Goldsmth
Gulch 2a 2005 _|Caley Crossing 473 2004 502
Upper Goldamith
Gulch 2a 2005 |Peakview Crossing 675 2004 716 Mot in Maser Flan
Upper Goldamith
Gulzh 2a 2005 W ater Quantity Ingrovements - Armpahos Lake B7S 2004 716 Same as aove
Upper @oldsmith
Gulch Count T
Upper Goldsmith
Gulch Total 3211
Nao sassment, small
undevalopabls parcsl in
Centennial. 4 lots divided
Arscahos to Jordan by the ceek - possible
Windmill Cresk 2a 19687 [Windmill Wistland Bottom low flow channs| {99+50 to 104+00) 300 2005 313 problematie.
Broneos te Fremont e property fee simple,
(14100 to 180+00) nead design, crosses
[Windmill Watlands and Gasslined channels widrops &|& from W -5 (0+00 to through undewsloped
Windmill Cresk 2a 1987  [wilow flow (ws of Blihik) B=00) Bas 2005 934 progarty
Dievelopsr Shars Costs 5-5-08 &7 572008
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SEMSWA Development, Permit and Review Fees

SEMSWA Project List

Estimated
Total Cost
Basin | Study Location from Plan 20088
Basin Group | Year Project Description (§1000s) | §Year | ($1,0008) comments
[(Crwen Poned props ry,
Upstream of Pond drainage sassmant for
(W indmill Detention Pond and upstream channel (Plan W4 to Alrport channel, UDFCD
'Windmill Cresk Za 19687 [IDW4) (190+00 1o 216+00) 1550 2008 1,569 approval
[Windmill Detantion and W atsr Quality Pond [ Flan D Nead lease agres ment
Windmill Cresk 2a 19687 [W1W2) 220+00 2608 1987 4,208 e Alrport, need design,
(W cullaet retrofit nes L
developer design
preparad but did not
receive final appoval and
was not constructed in
‘Windmill Crask 2a 2006 W indmill Water Cuality Pond (Plan ID 'W3) 5 of Brancos Phay 300 2007 302 2006.
nem
Count 5
[Windmill Creek
Total 7,413
Estancia at
Finey Cresk 2b Estanda Outfall (censtructed wiArap Rd Widening) Arapahos Rosd 100 2007 1M
Finsy Cresk b 1989 |Antslope Cresk Tributary 1641 1958 2,505 arsa mostly built out
runs through Aurara,
soms SEMSWA
Piney Cresk 2o 2003 _[Sampson Gulch Tributary 3818 1989 6,061 respensibility
Pingy Cresk Congider study for
1080 Ranches and bridgs zhannel stabilization’
Pingy Crash 20 2000 |Piney Cresk Mainstream sver Caley 5700 1999 4,049 maintenance
Piney Craak Count 4
Piney Creak Total 17 816
Valley County Cluk
(East Galey Drive)
ta Charry Creak
Upper Cheamy Cresk 2b Grade Contrel'Bark Stabdlization Resanvair a7 2004 857
lant thiz baing built by
CDOT as part of the
Southeast Regienal ParkerArapahos
Uppar Cherry Cresk 2o 1999 |Regional Detention Pond, Reach F-l, B-5 Dt ntfion Faciliny 2333 2004 2475 interchangs project?
Cornerstar t
Uppar Cherry Creek 2b S4-inch Storm Sewer Broncos Parkow ey 5017 2004 5,322
Diewalopsr Share Gosts 5-6-08 &7 5772008
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SEMSWA Development, Permit and Review Fees
SEMSWA Project List
Estimated
Total Cost
Basin | Study Location from Plan 2008 %

Bagin Group | Year Project Description (§10008) | & Year | {$1,0005) commeants
Should be constructsd
with Cornerstar

Cormarstar Development, cost shars
Upper Chermy Cresk 2o 1999 |54-inch Storm Sewer Disvel opment 6019 2004 6,385 by Aurcra
Valley Country Clul
Acres to Arapahos portions build as part of
Uppar Chermy Cresk 2o Grade ControlBark Stabilization Road 5360 2004 8,747 Arapahes Commons®
Arapahos County Devalopar has offsrsd to
liree to Tawgaws pay & large amount
proparty (Fattar's towards improveme nits for
Uppsr Ghermy Gresk 2b Grade ControlBark Stabilization Frops rty) 7453 2004 7.7 | devel opment
Upper Charry
(Crask Count [
Uppar Charry
20711

(Creek Total

Developar Share Costs 5-6-08 T 572008
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Appendix B — Impervious Area
Estimate
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SEMSWA Developable Area and Basin Group
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|Remaining
Existing O=
|imparvious Aoras Aoren
Existing | Cumenily Billed | {Cutside ROW. To| Permet Hot Porcant

Ensin Hame Basin Group | Basin Acres JR OW Aores]  (Dutside ROW) B Billed)™ ' | Dewlopable
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Figure 1 — Basin Group Boundaries
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

Option 1.a Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities

5/5/08

Basin by Basin Approach
Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable Impervious Fee per

# ol Projecls (oulside Developer | Area (oulside | Impervious | Polenlial Fees
Basin Projecis (20083 ROW) Share (2008%) | ROW) (acresj Acre (8] Assessed (3]
Basin Group 1
Bear Creek 22% b - 10 5 - § -
Big Dry Creek 24 § 18,297,000 7% § 1,280,790 206 § 6217 [§ 1,280,790
Coon Cresk 0% $ - 0 $ -
Dutch Creek 1 bl 462,000 9% 3 41,580 13 3 3,198 | % 41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 5 933,000 12% $ 111,960 46 B 2,434 | 5 111,960
Lee Gulch 1 § 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 12 $ 19,250 | % 231,000
Little Dry Crask a 3 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 1.450 | § 227,580
Little's Creek 3 & 3,061,000 29, B 61,220 16 B 3,826 | § 61,220
SJCDI(N) 12% § - 19 & - ] .
SJCD(S) 15% & - 3 5 - $
Slaughterhouse Sulch 3% b - 20 5 - §
UDFCD ID 66 41% $ . 7 5 - $
UDFCD ID 67 34% 5 - 90 b - s -
Willow Greek 11 § 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 194 $ 1,654 | § 320,960
Total 51 $ 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 793 $ 2,275,000
Antelope Crask 2% $ - 12 5 - § -
Cottorwood Greek 6 § 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 B 5510 | § 5278160
Dove Creek 3 3 5.523.000 599% § 3.258.570 390 $ 8355 | § 3,258,570
Happy Canyon Creek 2 3 2,493,000 599% § 1,720,170 231 $ 7447 | 8 1,720170
Lene Tree Crock 2 & 1,484,000 319 g 460,040 ferel- $ 1,403 | & 460,040
Piney Creek 4 § 17.816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 § 5,454 [ § 534,480
Saddle Rock Ranches 4% $ - 0 § -
Sampson Gulch 9% $ - 35 5 - §
UDFCD ID 4406 0% 5 - 0 s -
Upper Cheny Graek 6 §  29.711,000 9% $ 2,673,990 303 $ 8825 |5  2673.9%0
Upper Geldsmith Gulch 7 s 2,211,000 3% g 06,330 12 g 8028 | % 96,330
Windmill Creek 5 §  7.413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 $ 4830 [$ 3,409,980
Basin Group 3
East Toll Gate Creek 1 3 905,000 15% 3 135.750 146 b 930 [ § 135,750
lInnamead Craek 7 % AATAROD0 3% 3 206,280 63 3 3274 % 206,280
West Toll Gate Greek B% § - 115 5 - g -
Total 8 $ 7,781,000 $ 342,030 324 3 342,030

PA7271000035 SEMSW A Dev Fees\CIP Task- Option 1'\Developer Share Costs 5-6-08
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

Option 1.a Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities

5/5/08

Basin by Basin Approach
Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
ldentified Developable Impervious Fee per
# of Projects (outside Developer | Area(outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Projects (20083) ROW) Share (20088)| ROW) (acres) Acre (3) Assessed (3)
Basin Group 4
Coal Craek 2 § 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 12728 § 1,183 | § 15059,850
First Creek 6695 $ - 1689 5 - b -
Murphy Creek 3 5 15,777,000 7% § 1,104,390 239 $ 4,621 | § 1,104,380
Sand Creek 7% $ - 95 5 - 5 -
Lower Senac Greek 2 § 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 6 $ 7.164 | § 472,850
Upper Senac Craek 0% H - 0 5 -
$ 16,637,090 $ 16,637,090
Basin Group 5
5000 0% 3 = 0 b -
Harvard Gulch 3 503.000 2% g 10,060 5 b 2012 | § 10.060
Lower Cherry Creek 14% $ - 214 5 - § -
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 5 530,000 4% $ 21,200 1 § 21,200 | § 21,200
Westerly Craek 15% $ - 35 5 - b -
Total 2 $ 1,033,000 $ 31,260 255 $ 31,260
Option 1a Basin by Basin Summary by Basin Group
Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
ldentified Developable | Identified Impervious Fee per
#of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
|Basin Projects (20085) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres) Acre (3) Assessed (3)
Basin Group 1 51 $ 35,178,000 § 2,275,090 793 $ 2,275,080
Basin Group 2 35 $ B83.175.000 § 17.431.720 3073 § 17.431.720
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7,781,000 § 342,030 224 $ 342,030
Basin Group 4 7 § 48,403,000 § 16,637,000 14817 § 16,637,090
Basin Group 5 2 $ 1,033,000 5 31,260 255 $ 31,2680
|Grand Total 103 $ 175,570,000 $ 36,717,190 19262 $ 36,717,190
PA7271000035 SEMSWA Dev Fees\CIP Task- Option 1\Developer Share Costs 5-6-08 Page 2 5/7/2008
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

Option 1.b Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities
By Basin Group - Basin Group fee based on the percent developable for basin group as a whole
and the total remaining developable impervious acres

5/5/08

Developer
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
ldentified Developable |  Identified Impervious Fee per
# of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Group Projects (20083) ROW) (20088%) ROW) (acres) Acre (8) Assessed (8)
Basin Group 1 51 $ 35.178.000 7% 3 2,462,460 793 $ 3.105 |§ 2.462.460
Basin Group 2 a5 § B3.175.000 21% § 17,466,750 3073 $ 5684 |85 17,466,750
Basin Group 3 8 b 7.781.000 6% $ 466,860 324 $ 1.441 | 5 466,860
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,403,000 1% § 34,366,130 14817 $ 2319 |5 34366,130
Basin Group 5 2 § 1,033,000 12% $ 123,960 255 B 486 | § 123,960
Total 103 |$ 175,570,000 § 54,886,160 19,262 $ 54,886,160
Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
ldentified Developable Impervious Fee per
# of Projects (outside Developer | Area(outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Projects (20088) ROW) Share (20088)| ROW) (acres) | Acre ($) Assessed (8)
Basin Group 1
Bear Crask 22% 3 - 10 $ 3,105 | 8 31,052
Big Dry Creek 24 § 18,297,000 7% § 1.280.790 206 $ 3,106 | § 639,681
Coon Creek 0% 3 - 0 $ 3,105 | § -
Dutch Creek 1 5 462,000 9% $ 41,580 13 $ 3,106 | § 40,368
Greenwood Gulch 2 $ 933,000 12% 3 111,960 46 $ 3,105 | § 142,841
Lee Gulch i § 4,620,000 59 $ 231,000 12 5 3,105 | § 37,263
Little Dry Creek 9 5 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 157 $ 3,105 | § 487,524
Little's Creek 3 § 3,061,000 2% B 61,220 16 B 3,105 [ 3 49,684
SJCD(N) 12% $ - 19 $ 3,106 | § 59,000
SJCD(S) 15% $ - E $ 3.105 [ 3 9,316
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% 3 - 20 $ 3,105 | & 62,105
UDECD ID 68 M% b - 7 $ 3105 | § 21,737
UDECD ID 67 34% 3 = 90 $ 3,105 | § 279.472
Willow Creek 11 g 4,012,000 8% $ 220,960 194 $ 2.106 | § 602,418
Total 51 § 35,178,000 $ 2,275,000 793 5 2,462,460
Antelope Creek 2% 3 - 12 $ 5.684 | § 68,207
Cottonwood Greek 6 § 15,524,000 34% § 5.278,160 958 5 5684 | § 5445215
Dove Creek 3 3 5,523,000 59% §  3.258.,570 390 $ 5684 |§ 2218737
Happy Canyon Creek 2 $ 2,493,000 69% $ 1,720,170 231 B 5684 [ 5 1,312,990
Lone Tree Cresk 2 5 1,484,000 % $ 460,040 328 $ 5684 | & 1,864,333
Piney Creek 4 $ 17.816.000 3% 3 534,480 =] 5 5684 | § 557.026
Saddle Rock Ranches 4% b - 0 $ 5684 | § -
Sampson Gulch 9% 3 - 35 $ 5684 | § 198,938
UDFCD ID 4408 0% 3 = 0 $ 5684 | § -
Upper Cherry Creek 5] §  29.711.000 9% £ 2,673,990 303 $ 5684 | 8 1,722,234
Upper Goldsmith Guleh 7 b 3,211,000 3% $ 96,330 12 $ 5684 | & 68,207
Windmill Creek 5 5 7,413,000 46% § 3,409,980 706 $ 5684 | § 4012862
PAT2710000358 SEMSWA Dev Fees\CIP Task- Option 1'Developer Share Costs 5-6-08 Page 3 572008
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities
Basin By Basin plus Cost by Basin Group
Basin Group fee based on the sum of the developer share cost and the sum of the remaining
developable impervious acres only for the basins with projects

5/5/08

Developable
Developer Impervious
Total Cost of Percent Share of | Area in Basins
ldentified Developable | Identified | with identified Fee per
# of Projects (outside Projects projects Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Group Projects (20083) ROW) (2008%) (acres) Acre (8) Assessed ($)
Basin Group 1 51 § 95,178,000 $ 2,275,090 644 B 3533[§ 2801470
Basin Group 2 35 § 83,175,000 $ 17,431,720 3026 B 5761 |§ 17.702,470
Basin Group 2 2 §  7.781,000 $ 342,030 209 B 1,637 | § 530,228
Basin Group 4 7 § 48,403,000 $ 16,637,090 13033 B 1,277 | § 18,914,430
Basin Group & 2 & 1,033,000 $ 31.260 6 3 5210 | § 1,328,550
ﬁml 103 % 175,570,000 S 36,717,190 16,918 $ 41,277,148
Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Developable
ldentified Developable Impervious Fee per
# of Projects Area (outside| Developer | Area(outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Projects (20083) ROW) Share (20088) | ROW) (acres) Acre (8) Assessed ($)
Basin Group 1
Bear Creek 22% $ - 10 B 3533 [ % 35,327
Big Dry Creek 24 § 18,297,000 7% $ 1,280,790 206 $ 6217 | §  1.280,730
Coon Creek 0% -] - 3 3,533 | & -
Dutch Craek 1 & 462,000 9% $ 41,580 § 3,198 | § 41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 § 833,000 12% § 111,960 $ 2,434 | § 111,960
Lee Gulch 1 & 4,620,000 5% $ 231,000 § 18,250 | § 231,000
Little Dry Crask 9 & 3,793,000 6% $ 227,580 § 1,450 | § 227,580
Little's Creek 3 ] 3,061,000 2% $ 61,220 § 3,826 | § 61,220
SJCD(N) 12% - 3,533 67,122
SJCD(S) 15% - 3,533 10,598
Slaughterhouse Gulch 3% - 3,533 70,655
UDFCD ID 66 41% - 3,533 24,729
UDFCD ID 67 4% - 3,533 317,947
Willow Creek 11 ] 4,012,000 8% $ 320,960 § 1,654 | § 320,960
Total 51 § 35,178,000 $ 2,275,090 $ 2,801,470
Antelope Creek 2% ] - 12 3 5761 | 8% 69,128
Cottonwood Creek & § 15,524,000 34% $ 5,278,160 958 $ 5510 | § 5278180
Dove Crask 3 8 5,523,000 59% § 3,258,570 390 § 8,355 | § 3,288,570
Happy Canyon Creek 2 & 2,493,000 69% § 1,720.170 231 3 7,447 | § 1,720,170
Lone Tree Creek 2 & 1,484 000 % $ 460,040 328 3 1.403 [ § 460,040
Piney Creek 4 § 17,816,000 3% $ 534,480 98 B 5454 | § 534,480
Saddle Rock Ranches A%, -] - 0 3 5761 | & -
Sampson Gulch 9% -] - 35 3 5761 | % 201,623
UDFCD ID 4406 0% $ o 0 $ 5761 | % z
Upper Cherry Creek 6 § 29.711,000 9% § 2,673,990 303 3 BB25 | § 2,673,990
Upper Goldsmith Gulch 7 ] 3,211,000 3% 3 96,330 12 3 B.028 | § 96,330
Windmill Creek 5 § 7,413,000 46% $ 3,409,980 706 B 4830 [§ 3,409,980
PA72710000358 SEMSWA Dev Fees\CIP Task- Option 1'Developer Share Costs 5-6-08 Page 5 5/7/2008
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

5/5/08

Option 1.c Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities

Basin By Basin plus Cost by Basin Group

Remaining

Total Cost of Percent Developable
Identified Developable Impervious Fee per
# of Projects Area (outside| Developer | Area(outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
|Basin Projects (2008S) ROW) Share (20088) | ROW) (acres) Acre (8) Assessed ($)
|Basin Group 3
East Toll Gate Creek 1 b} 905,000 159% 3 135,750 146 b 930 | 3 135,750
Unnamed Craek 7 5 6. 87 6.000 3% 3 206,280 63 b 3274 | & 206,280
West Toll Gate Creek 6% ] = 115 5 1.637 | & 188,198
Total 8 $§  7.781,000 $ 342,030 209 $ 530,228
Basin Group 4
Coal Creek 2 § 23,169,000 65% $ 15,059,850 b 1,183 | § 15,088,850
First Crask 66% $ = 1689 5 1,277 | 2,156,089
Murphy Creek 3 § 18777000 7% S 1,104,390 239 $ 4,621 | 8 1,104,320
Sand Creek 37% § = 95 § 1,277 | & 121,271
Lower Senac Creek 2 ] 9,457,000 5% $ 472,850 66 § 7.164 | § 472,850
Upper Senac Creek 0% ] - 0 $ 1,277 | & 2
$ 16,637,080 $ 18,914,430
Basin Group 5
5000 0% $ = 0 $ 5210 =
Harvard Gulch 1 b1 505,000 2% 3 10,060 ] 5 2012 | % 10, 080
Lower Cherry Crask 14% 5 - 214 $ 5210 |5 1,114,940
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 5 530,000 4% 3 21,200 1 b 21,200 | § 21.200
Waestarly Creek 159% ] = 35 5 5210 | § 182,350
Tatal 2 £ 1,033,000 kS 31,260 ] % 1,328 550
Option 1c Basin Plus Cost by Basin Group Summary
Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developahle
Identified Developable | Ildentified Impervious Fee per
#of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
|Basin Group Projects (20085 ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres) Acre (8) Assessed (3)
Basin Group 1 51 § 35,178,000 § 2275090 793 § 2801470
Basin Group 2 35 § 83175000 5 17,431,720 3.073 3 17.702.470
Basin Group 3 8 $ 7.781.000 b} 342,030 d24 $ 530,228
Basin Group 4 7 $ 48,403,000 5 16,637,090 14817 3 18,914,430
Basin Group 5§ 2 $ 1,033,000 b} 31,260 255 $ 1,328,550
Total 103 £ 175,570,000 £ 46,717,180 19,262 & 41,277 148
P7271000035 SEMSW A Dev Feas\CIP Task- Option "\Developar Share Costs 5-6-08 Page & 5/7/2008
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SEMSWA Development Fee Options
Fees Proportional to Costs of New Facilities

Option 1.d Fees Proportional to Cost of New Facilities
Entire Service Area

Developer Remaining
Total Cost of Percent Share of Developable
ldentified Developable | Identified Impervious Fee per
# of Projects (outside Projects Area (outside | Impervious | Potential Fees
Basin Projects (200883) ROW) (2008%) ROW) (acres) Acre (3) Assessed (S)
|SEMSWA Sewvice Area 103 § 775,570,000 32%|% 56,182,400 13262[ 5 2917 [ § 56,162,400

Fee per Impernious Acre ($) Developer Potential
Share of CIP Fezs
Option Min. Max. Average Costs Assessed ()

Basin by Basin $0 $21,200 $3,665 § 26,717,190 | $36,717,190
Basin Group $486 $5,684 $2,607 $ 54,886,160 | $54.886,160
Basin by Basin plus Cost by
Basin Group $930 $21,200 $4.928 $ 368,717,190 | 541,277,148
Entire Service Area $2,917 $2.917 $2.917 E 56,182400 | $56,1862,400

Pi7271000035 SEMSWA Dev Fees\CIP Task- Option 1\Developer Share Costs 5-6-08 Page 7 5/7/2008
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Appendix D — Basin Group Maps and
Recommended Fee
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Basin Group 1

5-8-2008
Remaining Proposed Fees Known Existing Fees
Developable Fee per
Estimated Percent Impervious Area Impervious Total
#of |Project Costs| Developable (outside ROW) | Acre ($) option | Potential Fee
Basin Projects ($) {outside ROW) (acres) ic] Revenue ($) Fees Entity
[Basin Group 1
Bear Creek 30 22% 10 3.533 $35 327
Big Dry Creek 24 | $18,207,000 7% 206 6,217 $1,280,790
Coon Creek 50 0% 0 3,533 30
Dutch Creek 1 $462,000 9% 13 3.198 $41,580
Greenwood Gulch 2 $933,000 12% 45 2,434 $111,960
Lee Gulch 1] 54,620,000 5% 12 $19.250 $231,000
Little Dry Creek 9| §3793,000 6% 157 $1.450 §227,580
Little's Creek 3| 83061000 2% 16 $3,826 $61,220
SJCD(MN) 30 12% 19 $3,533 $67,122
SJCD(S) 30 15% 3 $3,533 10,558
Slaughterhouse Gulch 50 3% 20 $3,533 570,655 $13,316 | Centennial
UDFCD ID 66 30 41% T $3,533 $24 729
UDFCD 1D 67 30 34% a0 $3,533 $317,947
Willow Creek 11| $4.012,000 3% 194 $1,654 $320,960
Total 51| $35,178,000 644 $2,801,470
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Basin Group 2

5-8-2008
Remaining Proposed Fees Known Existing Fees
Developable Fee per
Estimated Percent Impervious Area Impervious Total
#of | Project Costs | Developable (outside ROW) | Acre ($) [option | POtential Fee
Basin Projects ($) {outside ROW) (acres) 1c] Revenue (5) Fees Entity
Antelope Creek 5 - 2% 12 3 5761 % 69128
§4,349| for portion in Arapahoe County
Cottonwood Craek 6| § 15,524,000 34% L] $ 5510 | & 5,278,160 $8,325| for porfion in INS
S0[ for portion in ACWWA
Dove Creek 3§ 5523000 55% 390 5 8,355 | § 3258570 514,540/ for porfion in ACWWA
[Happy Canyon Creek 23 2493000 69% 231 3 7447 [ % 1720170 ACWWA
Lone Tree Creek 203 1484000 N% 328 3 1,403 | § 480040 514,540 ACWWA
Piney Cresk 4|5 17,315,000 3% 98 $ 5451| 5 534430 SUE5 ﬁﬂ—w County per Gross Acre
Saddle Rock Ranches 5 - 4% 0 5 5761] 5 -
|Sampson Guich 5 - 9% 35 5 5761 % 201523
UDFCD 1D 4408 $ - 0% 0 [ 57618 -
Upper Cherry Cresk® 6|5 29711,000 a% 203 $ 8.825| 5 2673000 3 14540 for ﬁm% in ACUPNA
Upper Goldsmith Guich 7[8 3211000 3% 12 3 8028 % 96230
(Windmill Creek 5% 7413000 46% 706 4 4030 | % 34003800 F 14540 | ACWWA
Total 35| $83,175,000 3026 $17,702,470
* Note that Parker Jordan Metro District has set aside funding for new development projects.
** See ECCV davelopment impact fee schedule
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Basin Group 3

5-8-2008
Remaining Proposed Fees nown Cxisting Fees
Developable Fee per
Estimated Percent Impervious Area | Impervious Total
#of Project Developable (outside ROW) |Acre ($) [Option|Potential Fee
Basin Projects| Costs (§) |(outside ROW) {acres) 1] Revenue (§)| Fees Entity

Basin Group 3
East Toll Gate Creek 1 $005,000 15% 1456 $930 $135, 750 see ECCV rates

see ECCV rates
Unnamed Creek 7| ©6,876,000 3% 63 53274 $206,280 ECCV- Tallgrass*

ECCV- Copperleaf*
West Toll Gate Creek 50 G% 115 51,637 $188,198 see ECCWrates
Total 8| $7,781,000 200 $530,228
* Tallgrass and Copperleaf have existing agreements. SEMSW A Development Fees will not replace the existing fees in Tallarass and Copperleaf. Percent developable
and rem aining dewvelopable impenvious area excludes Tallgrass and Copperleaf
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Basiﬁ Group 4

5-8-2008

Remaining Proposed Fees Known Existing Fees
Developable Fee per
Estimated Percent Impervious Area Impervious Total
#of Project Developable (outside ROW) |Acre ($) [Option|Potential Fee
Basin Projects| Costs($) |(outside ROW) (acres) 1] Revenue (§)| Fees Entity
Basin Group 4
Coal Creek 2| $23.169,000 65% 12728 $1.183 $15,059.850
First Creek 50 66% 1689 §1.277 §2,156,069
Murphy Creek 3| $15.777.000 7% 239 54,621 $1,104,390
Sand Creek S0 7% 95 §1.277 $121,271
Lower Senac Creek 2 | 9,457,000 5% 66 57.164 $472 850
Upper Senac Creek 30 0% 1] §1.277 30
Total 7| 548,403,000 13033 5§18,914,430
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5-8-2008
Remaining Proposed Fees Known Existing Fees
Developable Fee per
Estimated Percent Impervious Area Impervious Total
#of |Project Costs| Developable (outside ROW) Acre ($) [option | Potential Fee
Basin Projects $) {outside ROW) (acres) 1e] Revenue ($) Fees Entity
|Bastn Group &
5000 - 0% 1] 5210 -
Harvard Gulch 1 503,000 2% 5 2012 10.060
Lower Chemy Creek m 14% 214 5.210 111494009 9922 | Arapahoe County (Average)”
Lower Goldsmith Gulch 1 530,000 4% 1 21,200 21,200
Westerly Creek 5 = 15% 35 ) 5210 % 1823500 % 11477
Total 2| $ 1,033,000 0% 6 5 - $ 1,328,550
* Fees vary by subbasin in 4 Square Mile area, the average fee is shown.
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Appendix E — Option 2: Buy-in
Method Calculations
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Estimate of Infrastructure Value for Buy-In Method
SEMSWA Development Fee Project

Group 1 Group 2 Lroup 3 Group 5
Estimated
[Type of Infrastructure Cuantity Unit Cost par Quantity Total Cost Cost per  Quantity Total Cost Cost par  Quantity Total Cost Cost per CQuantity Totsl Cost
IWvaraga Aga of Exialing Infrasinecium ¥ ES 15 15 30
reent Mot Devalopabla F Undevdopabia % TEH 154% B
a5in amea i 50u ams mikes am 188 234 T8 a4
lapad Parcal Araa am 120 148 -7 28
[Tatal iength of major chanmels 1] 121,782 134,158 55,548 T4
[Tatal lengih of minor channels ] 128,073 175,808 51,088 a514
major dnanmeks mprowvad oS &0,8E1 A% 40,247 oS AT A% 2353
mimar dnanmels mprovad 2% 1,518 2% anis 2% 127aT 2% T
d Major Channels ] 5 250 e0&91  §  GB04To2 5 250 4024671 § ILOGLETE 5 250 Z7.6TZR0 § 6583189 -1 250 232N §  SOLME
d Minor Channels ] - 55 518§ BT.260 -] 55 L8135 §  Le34.863 - 55 IZTEES0 §  TOEWTE -1 55 TEZED § 43004
tures in Channels
Drop Structrnes sach § 75000 115 $ aedaazd & 75000 & 3 oTigesz § T5.000 =3 § aemados § TOoOOD 5 4§ 233980
ining 'Wialls 1] 4820 F - a3 - 2mr 8 - 15 5 -
Paved Bika Pais m ey 5 25 02§ WT.008 -] 25 lagsT § 471,420 5 25 10085 0§ 4823 -1 25 Tal 3 1eTEl
Sawer Sywlems Public Asseis $ 11, 715040
Pipa 1w - 300 190487 § O7, 148088 -] 300 2400 0§ 68418831 - 300 8Os 518260180
Strect Inkits and Caich Basing wach § 10,000 a0 § 2803421 § 10,000 474 3 474LTE3 § 10,000 125 § LMEEF
Cutfalls wach § &30 a8 § ZOTaEe0 § &30 447 3 RTESG4T § &30 na 3  TERals
Manhadea sach § 5000 a0 § tLesiTil & 5010 474 § zavoes § 5010 125 § emdand
jon Pands. {for peak fow atieruation} wach $  LEERO00 3 8,888,000 § 235000 § 1,000,000
aier Chunlity Ponds {to improve waler quality per NPDES parmit) sach 3 - 3 aoledon 3 240000 - -
Conta Total Vales § BLITEOT § 107452020 %237 280, 801 $1a.TI3308
Vakes L] w Jams § 3z 1sa407 |70 3§ To2d4Ted ITO% $zaTea s | 40% § 5480323
BoAssate B § 18FLIE § 97,622.382 3 1L280,065 3 40871
winkd Asssts {Land Developers) B § 1aTnza § a7.e22.382 § 11280088 [ - - F: ]
Existing Impsrvious Area Currently Billad {Outside ROW) at 2,836 3,048 |44 [k
for Imipeni ous Ace 5 5,708 § 12.34% 3§ 13965 H 7,005

HOTES and ASELMPTIONS

THES 5 A BUDGETARY LEVEL ESTIMATE BASED ON BEST AVALABLE NFORMATION. INFORMAT DN FROM THE INFRASTRUCTURE INVENTORY WILL REPLACE THIS ESTIMATE.
1. Unlsss otherwing noled, esfimae based on measus menis in epresentatine o as compleied by Mulker Associates {not induding channals].
2 Lengths of major and minor channels taken from compilation of UDFCD and SEMSWA information used to genemie sneam maps
% Mornber of drop sruchms sstimaled at 10 per siam miks forimprons d major channals (Assems aisting slope of 1 2%, improved slope of 0.4%, then thers s 42 veriical test 1o build draps for parmile, sach drop is 4 fet).

4. Paredbie paths estimaied at 25% of mproved channels
5 Retaining wall length eafrrated at 7% of improved dharrsls

& Pipe length sofimated at 3 miles per DEVELOPED souane mils by Muler shady.

7. Assarmes ane inkeitmantole per 500 fect of sborm oowar.

& Dewsloped area in square miles taker from AMEC sstimale of basin aress Bmes % rot dewslopablis

A Depedaed Vawe = (Design Lile -Age of nFasinecure)Design Life

Dvatt 1 Existing Infrastrucius Value by Basin Groups




