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1. INTRODUCTION

Upper Country Water Improvement District is a Public Water System (PWS) in the State of Utah.
The District service area encompasses approximately 104 square miles and is located in the northern
portion of Duchesne County in the Uinta Basin. The District supplies culinary water for the
communities of Altamont, Altonah, Bluebell, Boneta, Mountain Home, Mt. Emmons, Sand Wash,
and Talmage (see Figure I-1). Peak user demand within the service area currently fully utilizes the
District’s existing water supplies. This report assesses the District’s need for additional water
resources over a 25-year planning period. The report describes the District’s existing water system,
evaluates its present and future water supply needs, and evaluates alternatives for meeting these
needs.
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2. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

The District was formed July 3, 1990, as a Special Improvement District in the State of Utah. As
organized, the District has the ability to levy taxes upon the land owners within the District service
area boundary to pay for the services provided. The current tax system levies those land owners
within the service area who elected to participate in the District’s PWS when it was originally
formed. Not all land owners within the District presently use water from the system, but most
expect to at some point in the future. Under the present system, those landowners within the service
area who elected not to participate in the PWS when the District was originally formed would have

to pay back taxes in order to join the PWS. Under State law, all tax paying landowners within the
service area of the District’s PWS must be afforded equal access to the District’s services.

Presently, the District’s water sources consist of two perennial springs located within the Ashley
National Forest. The Springs are in Cow Canyon which is situated within the Yellowstone River
Watershed immediately downstream from the Moon Lake Electric Association hydro project. Water
from the springs flow into the Yellowstone River approximately 700 feet downstream from the
existing diversion dam. The District applied for and obtained a special use permit from the Forest
Service in 1992 in order to develop these springs. The permit has been recently renewed with an
expiration date of 2011. The District has no other water sources but has maintained the most
reliable of the original Town of Altamont wells as an emergency backup water source. This well
is currently dry because of the drought.

a. Water Rights

When the District was first formed, it purchased a farm in order to obtain the water shares it had
rights to in the Dry Gulch Irrigation Company (DGIC). The water rights for these shares were then
transferred through change application to the three Cow Canyon Springs . The DGIC administers
these water rights and has allowed the District to divert them from the Cow Canyon Springs. Any
excess water right the District does not use out of the springs, the Irrigation Company stores in
Moon Lake and delivers to its users through a secondary ditch system. Since about 70 percent of
the District’s existing water users have irrigation shares in the DGIC, storage of the District’s
unused water has effectively decreased the demand on the culinary water system when secondary
surface water supplies are adequate. The DGIC delivers this water to its users until it runs out; after
the water is depleted, the demand on the culinary system increases. The District currently has
enough summer water rights in the Cow Canyon Springs for 10 years of growth prior to transferring
more Dry Gulch Irrigation Company water rights to the springs. The District will need to purchase



more water shares of the DGIC when that time comes. The winter water right is sufficient for many
years past the 25-year planning period. The Districts water rights in Cow Canyon Spring are
numbers 43-10445 and 43-11108.

The District has an additional 25 ac-ft of Central Utah Project Water that has been allocated for
their use. Because this water right is located in Starvation Reservoir and there are no facilities
available to deliver this water to the District, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is
presently using the water for in-stream flow maintenance on the Duchesne River in the District’s
behalf. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation pays the District’s yearly capital costs and assessment on
the water they use.

The Forest Service currently has water rights in the upper Cow Canyon Springs (spring 1) and
portions of these rights are delivered to a ranger station and two campgrounds through the District’s
water system. They have a total of 5.89 ac-ft or 3.65 gpm of water right. Approximately 2.25 ac-ft
or 1.39 gpm is delivered to the Forest Service facilities through the District’s water system. The
balance is for stock watering and is delivered as part of the bypass flows that were required by the
Forest Service as mitigation for the original development of Springs 1 & 2. The District supplies
the Forest Service its water as part of the permitted flow rate available to the District

b. Physical Facilities and System Operation

The original system was designed for 600 residential connections with each irrigating 0.25 acres
of ground. This amounted to a 844 gpm of flowrate requirement. Cow Canyon Springs 1 & 2 were
originally estimated at 900 gpm, but the total flow has since been measured at 756 gpm. This flow
is referenced in the special use permit whereby the district is obligated to bypass 225 gpm for
mitigation and permitted to utilize the rest in their system. This is also the flow that has been
reported yearly to the Forest Service. Measurements have been taken over the past several years
by District staff on weirs designed and inspected by Horrocks Engineers. Flows do not vary
significantly throughout the year.

Figure II-1 shows the combined flow allotments for the District’s two springs. The difference
between the total spring flow and the permitted flow available to the District is the amount the
Forest Service required the District to bypass as a mitigation measure to maintain the stream
channels fed by the springs.
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Figure II-1 Cow Canyon Spring Flowrates

The flow from the upper spring (Spring 1) has been measured at about 554 gpm while the lower
spring (Spring 2) was measured at about 202 gpm. About 110 gpm is delivered into the pipeline
year round. During periods of high water use, typically June through September, an additional 646
gpm is delivered into the pipeline to supplement the water supply. The spring collection areas were
designed to continuously bypass a minimum of 112 gpm each to maintain downstream and riparian
habitat. The bypass system has served its function very well.

The water quality of the springs is outstanding and requires no water treatment for consumption.
This includes disinfection such as chlorine. This fact alone saves the District a considerable amount
of money. Treatment costs are discussed in Section 3 of this Report.



The District’s water system consists of approximately 144 miles of distribution lines, five water
storage tanks, 19 pressure reducing valve (PRV) stations, and two spring collection areas.
Figure II-2 shows the distribution system and the District service area boundaries. The two upper
tanks were designed so chlorination systems could be installed if necessary. The tanks range in size
from 500,000 gallons (2) to 50,000 for a total of 1,300,000 gallons of storage.

The system operates on a gravity flow basis. The water enters the system at the springs and gains
pressure through approximately 2,400 feet of elevation change. In fact, the elevation change from
one end of the system to the other is great enough that (PRV) stations are required to bring the
pressure to safe operating levels for the District’s users. The advantage to this system is that no
pumping is required to operate the system. This eliminates the need for system-wide pumps and
minimizes operational and maintenance costs and reliability concerns.

The system was constructed in 1991 and 1992 and was financed through several different agencies.
The existing water system is in very good working condition and has very little leakage. The system
was designed and constructed according to the State of Utah Division of Drinking Water (DDW)
rules and standards. The District has had minimal problems or repairs with the physical facilities
in the system. Operationally, the system is unique and sometimes labor intensive in order to keep
it at an optimal level of service. It is unique in that its only water supply and most of its storage is
located at an elevation that is much higher than that of the District’s users which allows for a
gravity-based water distribution system. Most other supply options would require a pump-based
water distribution system. Most of the labor requirements entail maintenance of all of the PRV
stations and monitoring of the storage tanks to keep them as full as possible given the constant
permitted spring flow.

Water collected from Spring 1 & 2 is transmitted through a single line and several PRVs to where
it splits and flows into two 500,000 gallon storage tanks. These tanks act to regulate the flow and
pressure during daily fluctuations in water usage. The tanks also provide water storage for fire
flows. From the tanks, the water flows through distribution lines and PR Vs throughout the District.
Three other tanks with a total capacity of 300,000 gallons are located in various parts of the system
to help serve the fire flows and daily usage fluctuations in those parts of the system. The State
DDW rules require that each PWS maintain storage for fire flows according to local fire district
standards. The local fire district has determined that each fire hydrant should be able to supply 500
gpm for two hours. This translates to 60,000 gallons of storage water the District must maintain for
fire flows.
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C. User Fees and Conservation

The District maintains an aggressive water conservation program. It promotes conservation through
public education and water rates. They have two rate schedules whereby those who use more water
pay more for the water usage. They have a normal rate schedule and a conservation schedule that
can be applied during time of water shortages. The conservation schedule was recently developed
due to drought and water supply concerns and will be in effect for the summer months this year and
possibly other years as needed. An unofficial version of the conservation schedule was in effect
during the Summer of 2002 because of water supply concerns. The normal rate schedule will be
in effect during the winter months and times when there are not drought and water supply concerns.

Monthly costs for the normal schedule are based on a $30 base fee for the first 10,000 gallons of
water usage, $1.00 per 1,000 up to 20,000 gallons and $0.50 per 1,000 gallons after that amount.
Conservation rates are a $30 base fee for the first 10,000 gallons of water usage, $1.00 per 1,000
from 10,000 to 60,000 gallons, $1.25 per 1,000 for 60,000 to 500,000 gallons, $2.00 per 1,000 to
750,000 gallons, and $3.50 per 1,000 over 750,000 gallons.

The District’s normal rates are among the highest 6 percent in the State of Utah, Duchesne County,
and the Uinta Basin (Rural Water Association of Utah Survey, 2002). The Median Adjusted Gross
Income of the District’s users ($29,690) is 14 percent below the State average ($32,711). Under
the regular rate schedule the average monthly water bill is 1.5 percent of the Median Adjusted Gross
Income of the area compared to a State-wide average of 1.25 percent of the Median Adjusted Gross
Income of the State. This comparison does not include the taxes that are assessed on the landowners
within the district which would be in addition, nor does it include sharecholder fees in the DGIC.

Also as part of their public education program, the District sends out educational flyers, provides
information with water bills, and presents water savings and awareness presentations to local
schools. Outdoor irrigation testing equipment is available for users to borrow in evaluating and
improving their water usage. The District also has a couple of bulk water connections where the
local oil companies may purchase water for their use. It is the District’s policy to discontinue bulk
water service during times of limited supply.

The latest water use records in the Appendix show that over all water use declined by 7.6 percent
in 2003 while water use in the peak month of July was down 7.7 percent. This was during the same
period when the conservation rate schedule was applied.



d. Financial

A majority of land owners who voted in favor of formation of the District committed property taxes
toward General Obligation bonds to finance the construction. The District has loan obligations to
the Utah Water Resources, Utah Drinking Water Board, and Utah Community Impact Board. These
loans are various combinations of General Obligation bonds and Revenue bonds. The interest rates
are between 0.0 and 3.0 percent. The District’s annual budget for debt payment, administration,
system operation and maintenance is approximately $260,000. Approximately 40 percent of the
budget ($109,000) is funded from yearly taxes and 60 percent ($151,000) from impact and usage
fees. Currently, the District’s tax rates are set to collect the maximum allowable according to State
statutes. Additional bonding would be difficult under current conditions because the usage rates
and tax rate are high. In future years, more users would allow additional bonding capacity while
maintaining current tax and usage fee percentages. Information on the District’s financial situation
is included in the Appendix.

A certain amount of the revenues are required by State law to be earmarked for specific spending
accounts such as capital improvements, minor improvements, and operating reserves. The District
collects impact fees on each new connection to offset the cost of developing the capacity for each.
These funds can only be spent on those items that they are identified for. These fees are adjusted
periodically based on engineering estimates of required improvements.

e. Equivalent Residential Connections

It is helpful in a PWS’s planning process to establish a benchmark for water use by which they can
plan for future growth, analyze current water usage, and establish user rates. This benchmark is
handled a little differently among PWSs and is sometimes referred to by different names, but the
purposes are very similar. PWSs supply water to a variety of water users, which can include:
domestic, irrigation, agriculture, industrial, commercial, institutional, and other uses. Therefore,
it is helpful to equate all users to a bench mark water usage amount. Most PWSs in the State of
Utah have many more residential customers than other types. Therefore, it is sensible to equate all
users to a typical residential user in that system; hence the term, Equivalent Residential Connection
(ERC). A large industrial user may use as much water as several “average” residential homes and
be assigned an ERC value of 2.5 or more while a small commercial operation may use very little
water and be assigned a fractional ERC value of 0.5 or less (see table II-1 for actual District ERC
values). ERC values are assigned by each PWS for their own planning purposes. These values are
then reviewed by the DDW to verify they conform to State requirements.



i. State of Utah Requirements

The State of Utah Division of Drinking Water (DDW) has requirements for PWSs that cover the
minimum amount of source water required to meet the needs of its users. Specifics of the
requirements can be found in R-309-510 of the State of Utah Administrative Rules.

The amount of source water required is broken down into two parts for domestic use. The first is
indoor domestic water use, and the second is outdoor irrigation. The State’s flow requirements for
indoor residential use are standard throughout the State. However, the States’ flow requirements
for outdoor irrigation vary in different areas of the State according to climatological conditions.
State rules specifically require that a PWS in Duchesne County be able to supply 0.56 gpm per
home for indoor use and 3.39 gpm per acre of irrigated land. For its planning purposes, the District
had originally determined that the average residential landowner within its service area would
irrigate 0.25 acres of land. For an average residence with approximately 0.25 acres of irrigated land,
the monthly State mandated ERC including both culinary and irrigation water is about 1.40 gpm.
The State’s ERC requirements have a safety factor built into them to help insure that a PWS can
provide adequate water to its users and still have a little extra for emergencies.

The State Rule allows for a reduction in requirements if the PWS has sufficient data to show the
requirements are excessive. Data supplied must demonstrate with a 90 percent confidence level that
the proposed supply requirements will be adequate. These requests are evaluated on a case-by-case
basis by the DDW’s Executive Secretary. Currently there are very few PWSs in the State that have
been given areduction in requirements. When setting ERCs, the DDW must ensure that a PWS can
provide an adequate water supply to its users.

The DDW keeps track of the number of connections on each PWS and maintains an estimate of how
many ERC:s they are obligated to serve. The DDW also tracks the quantity of water available from
each water source and how much each ERC in that system requires. Whenever a PWS constructs
additions or improvements to their water system, they must get prior approval from the DDW. The
DDW will not approve such additions or improvements if the water supply can not meet the ERC
water demands. If, however, a PWS system were to connect more users to their system than they
have ability to serve, the DDW could do a number of things.

The DDW has a point system whereby they evaluate each system and grade them according to

several criteria, one of which is having enough water supply in accordance with the ERCs that were
approved by the State for the PWS. A PWS would lose points if they don’t have enough supply and
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could lose approved status. An un-approved system would lose funding opportunities, insurance
rates would go up, and in severe cases the PWS could be taken over and managed by the DDW to
ensure that the PWS is in compliance with the State-mandated rules and regulations. The State is
also allowed by statute to impose fines for not meeting State standards. Most PWSs in the State
monitor their own connections to keep them within DDW rules and the State encourages this
practice by not getting directly involved unless there are serious problems in meeting water supply
or water quality standards. Although the State has the option in statute to assume control of a water
system or impose fines, it rarely does so; but will work with the system to bring it back into
compliance. The inability of a PWS to provide service in accordance with the State-mandated
ERCs could be a serious problem.

ii. Upper Country System ERCs

Most of Upper Country Water users are residential, and the District originally established that an
ERC s equivalent to one home with 0.25 acres of outdoor irrigation. This equates to 1.40 gpm peak
flow required for each ERC. This was established in 1991 during the original design. It was also
used in 1997 when the District last updated its master plan. At the time of the update, the actual
peak usage was considerably less than the 1.40 gpm required by DDW rules. The District
established that for the purposes of planning they would use 80 percent of 1.40 gpm or 1.12 gpm
for each ERC in their system. General system usage justified this reduction; although specific data
required for an official DDW reduction in requirement was not available at the time.

Horrocks Engineers re-visited the District’s ERC calculations and believe that the 1.12 gpm
benchmark can be justified. The original study assumed that each home irrigated about 0.25 acres
of land. This assumption was acceptable to the State. After further analysis, the District has
determined that only about 30 percent of the current residential users actually irrigate outside their
homes with culinary water. The other 70 percent use secondary irrigation water. It is therefore
recommended that ERCs in the District’s system be based on 1.12 gpm or one home with 0.16 acres
of irrigation on average. This adjustment to the District’s ERCs does not require a specific request
for reduction of the State Rule to the DDW because it is based on observed irrigated acreage.
Additional reduction in ERC requirements based on this principle is not recommended because it
is not justified by actual data on irrigated acreage. Therefore, for the purposes of this planning
report an ERC of 1.12 gpm will be used for assessing the District’s present and future water supply
needs.

11



The District could request a reduction in the State-mandated requirement to provide 3.39 gpm per
acre equivalent for residential irrigating. However, the likelihood of having a reduction approved
by the State is low for several reasons. In the past few years of drought, the District has seen
increases in water use because of the unavailability of secondary sources of irrigation water. There
are no restrictions on outdoor water use in this system other than user rates and conservation efforts.
Many homes will not irrigate outdoors with culinary water unless secondary water is unavailable.
In other words, the system has to be able to supply outdoor water even if it is not used most of the
time. Also, future growth will require more water per home because new houses generally do not
have access to secondary irrigation water and will use culinary water for lawns and gardens. The
District has and will continue to evaluate its usage patterns on a regular basis in order to maintain
adequate water supplies forits users. The District identified inits 1997 Master Plan that they would
need additional water supply in 2003 based on actual usage and DDW requirements. Data in this
report demonstrate that this is the case even with the reduced ERC flow requirement of 1.12 gpm.

Table II-2 shows the number of connections and ERCs the District is obligated to serve. Those the
District are obligated to serve include all existing connections and those who have purchased
connections for future construction. The ERC calculations are from 2002 water usage data and
State mandated requirements. The average ERC per connection type is established by comparing
actual water usage. For example, the average industrial connection uses 2.68 times the amount of
an average residential connection and is assigned an ERC value of 2.68 and would need 3 gpm
water supply.

The existing system has a capacity to serve 600 ERCs. The system currently has a total of 599
connections (equating to 675 ERCs) that are in use plus an additional 57 connections (equating to
61 ERCs) that have been purchased but are not presently in use. Therefore the District has an
immediate need to develop additional supply for 136 ERCs to meet its current obligations and a
long-term need to develop additional supply to meet its 25-year planning projections.
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Table II-1 Duchesne County Upper Country Water Improvement District ERCs.

Connection Type Existing Connections Total ERCs
(Average ERC per Connections Purchased (ERCs), Obligated to
Connection Type) (ERCs” but not in use Serve

Residential(1.00) 513 (513) 31 (3D 544
Commercial(2.54) 17 43) 0 () 43
Industrial(2.68) 23 (61) 0 0) 61
Institutional(1.92) 15  (29) 0 0) 29
Stock/Property(1.19) 18 2D 26 (31 52
Ute Tribe(0.55) 13 (7 0 ) 7
Totals 599  (675) 57 (61) 736
Original State Approval 600 (600) 600
Deficiencies - (75) - (61) 136

! One ERC = 1.12 gpm for peak supply
f. Water Usage

The District maintains several different records on its water usage for different reasons. Each water
connection has a meter which is read and recorded on a regular basis. This is done mostly for
billing purposes but is also used for monitoring and planning. The District also has two “master
meters” at their two 500,000 gallon water tanks. These meters provide total water usage values for
State of Utah Division of Water Rights records. This data can also be used for planning, evaluating
peak demands, evaluating individual connection meter accuracy, and evaluating leakage and loss
at a system-wide level.

i. Usage History

Table II-3 shows the water usage records as maintained by the District on a yearly basis for the past
five years. Several factors can contribute to differences between total metered usage values and
master meter values. These could include leakage, un-metered water use from fire hydrants (fire,
flushing, water theft), freeze protection flows, meter accuracy (599 individual versus 2 master
meters), rounding due to dates meters were read (599 individual versus 2 master meters), recorder
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errors, and others. It is interesting to note that there is not a clear pattern of differences. The
average difference between the two metered values over the past five years is three percent. The
difference is relatively low compared to other PWSs in the State.

Table 1I-2 Duchesne County Upper Country Water Improvement District Annual Water Usage

Year ERCs'! Annual Total System Wide | Percent
Supply Individual Master Difference
Required by | Metered Usage | Meters (af-
State (ac-ft) (ac-ft) ft)
1998 612 440 196° 202 3.4
1999 626 450 251 283 12.8
2000 640 460 293 283 -3.3
2001 655 471 319 334 4.9
2002 675 486 3342 324 -2.8
Original System | 600 519
Approval

'One ERC = 1.12 gpm for peak supply and 0.72 ac-ft per year (0.44 gpm) for average supply
2 One or more of the individual values in monthly usage records were considered unlikely values because they were several
orders of magnitude higher or lower than expected. Average values for that month in other years were used instead.

Figure II-3 shows the monthly water usage for 2002 based on total metered usage. Attached in
Appendix A are the District’s monthly usage records from 1994 to present. The graph shows
several different items. The first is the 2002 Actual Usage. During the month of July, the District
used its entire allotted water supply from Springs #1 & 2 while still maintaining the mitigation
bypass flows. They averaged 450 gpm usage from the spring over the whole month while peaking
at 531 gpm for two weeks during that month. 531 gpm is the maximum flow available from the
springs. The second is the Average Usage over the year. The third is the Obligated Conn. Projected
Usage; this is the monthly average flowrate of water that would have been used had all of the
connections the District is obligated to serve been connected. The fourth line shows the Permitted
Spring Flow that is available for the District’s water system. The DDW ERC Reqr. Actual Conn.
line is the amount of flow that the DDW expects the District to have in their water sources to
maintain the number of ERCs that are connected.
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Figure II-3 2002 Water Usage Summary

The DDW ERC Reqr. Obligated Conn. line shows the flow for the ERCs the DDW would expect
for the District to serve all of its obligated connections. The Total Spring Flow line is the total
spring flow as measured by the District and Horrocks Engineers personnel at various times, most
recently February 2003. The difference between the Total Spring Flow and the Permitted Spring
Flow is the mitigation bypass flow required by the Forest Service. The graph shows that the District
is using its maximum allotment to serve its existing connections and cannot meet its obligation to
serve any of its obligated or new connections without additional water supply.

The total allowable flow rate from the springs is used only during the hottest portions of the summer
months. During those months when demand is less than the available flows for the system, the
unused water is bypassed with mitigation flows. The District has only used the total allowable flow
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rate from the springs in July of 2002 and has never before reached that amount. Total DDW
requirements for connected users matches the total flow rate of the springs. This point is exactly
where the District expected to be when planning for growth in the 1997 Master Plan, and that is
when they began the process of developing a new water supply.

g. Population Projections

Population projections are critical to PWS planning. They help determine when system
improvements are needed to keep abreast with user demands and State-mandated ERC
requirements. When these projections are made, the PWS can then begin planning to provide
needed improvements before they become critical issues. They can also prepare for the financial
burden of needed improvements by generating additional funds through taxes or user fees or by
seeking alternative funding sources through various private, federal, or State programs.

i. Planning Period

The standard planning period for a PWS Water Resources Master Plan is typically 20 to 30 years.
Typically, a PWS will update its master plan every 5 to 10 years. The State of Utah has projected
out even further for water resources. The State recommends that all PWSs prepare master plans and
requires master plans for certain funding applications. Most planning periods for PWSs are 20 to
30 years because they correlate to funding sources requirements and repayment periods. The
District has several funding loans to pay off and most will end around the year 2030. Therefore, the
District has chosen a 25-year planning period.

ii. Demographics

The District is located in the northern portion of the Uinta Basin of Utah. It is a rural area with
farming and ranching as the primary occupation. The growth projections in this area are somewhat
smaller than the urban areas in the State of Utah. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget
has projections for population growth throughout Utah. They have projected growth rates of
between 0.23 and1.41 percent per year in Duchesne County during the District’s 25- year planning
period. Actual growth rates of ERCs in the District have ranged from 1.32 to 2.96 percent per year
over the last several years with an average of 2.24 percent. A linear regression of past growth in
ERC’s was performed with excellent correlation. This regression was extended to project ERC
growth through the planning period. This method is conservative because it estimates higher growth
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than the State has projected for Duchesne County. This is expected because there is typically
greater growth in areas with a PWS in place.

iii. Projected Water Usage

Figure II-4 shows the water use projections for the planning period compared to the present
available water in the system. The bottom line shows the permitted water supply for use by the
District within its existing system. The other lines show the projected water use and DDW
requirements over the 25-year planning period. The projected peak water use gets closer to the
DDW requirements as more new homes are built that do not have access to secondary irrigation
water for outdoor use. It is assumed that all new ERCs will irrigate a full 0.25 acres while the
average ERC today irrigates 0.16 acres. The DDW requirements are based on1.12 gpm per ERC.
It is projected the District will need 1,124 gpm for peak daily usage and 1,161 gpm to meet the
State-mandated ERC requirements.

h. Conclusion

The District has allocated all of the water it is permitted from the Cow Canyon Spring #1 and # 2
during peak demand as allowed by the Forest Service Special Use Permit. The District can no
longer add connections to its system because it cannot supply any more peak demand. Currently
a moratorium is in place on selling connections and the District has turned away many applicants.
Additionally, the District cannot provide service to all of its obligated connections due to lack of
available peak water supply. Therefore, the District must develop additional water supplies to meet
both the short-term and long-term needs of its tax-paying users and to maintain compliance with
ERC requirements mandated by the State.
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Figure II-4 Water Usage Projections

3. WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES

The following sections discuss various alternatives for addressing the District’s need to develop
additional water supplies that will meet their present and future demands. They include No Action,
Conservation, Un-used Permitted Flow Storage, Mitigation Bypass Usage, Spring #3 Development,
Wells, and Surface Water Treatment. Each alternative will be discussed and evaluated according
to cost, feasibility, and environmental consequences.
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a. No Action
The no action alternative would leave the District right where it is at present. The District would
remain over-appropriated on its water supply and unable to meet either its short-term or long-term
PWS service needs. The District would also remain out of compliance with State-mandated ERC
requirements. The District would not be able to add any more connections or serve any more
people. In fact, the District would not be able to serve all the people they are obligated to serve.
Many people have purchased connections for use in the future and may want to connect at any time.
In addition to this concern is the fact that the District is a taxing authority and collects taxes from
land owners within the District. The District is obligated to provide reasonable service to all
participating land owners within the District. If the District cannot meet the service demands for
its obligated connections, the State could assume control of the water system and take all necessary

measures to meet the required service demand. All costs would be passed on to the District’s users.

No significant environmental impacts would result from this alternative, although there would be
significant socio-economic effects. The up front cost of this alternative is zero, but the potential
costs in loss of tax and usage revenue, legal challenges, connection buy back, tax refunds, and land
owners withdrawing from the District would be significant. Therefore the no action alternative is
not recommended.

b. Conservation

As mentioned previously, the District already maintains an aggressive conservation effort through
public education and graduated water rates. The success of these measures is evident in water usage
data. For example, the average water usage per ERCs in the winter months is around 0.19 gpm
compared to around 0.28 to 0.35 gpm in other communities Horrocks Engineers has studied. If
additional conservation measures were successful in saving 10 percent of water use, the effect would
be to extend water supply by approximately 3 years or provide enough water to serve all of its
obligated connections. Obtaining an additional 10 percent or greater reduction in use from
conservation is possible and highly recommended but does not provide a long term solution to
growth. Figure IlI-1 shows the affect a 10 percent reduction of water usage would have on the water
supply compared to projected needs. The figure also shows the affect of a 20 percent reductions in
DDW requirements. A reduction of this magnitude is not likely as noted earlier in the report nor
does it help meet the District’s long term needs. It is only shown here for comparison. This
reduction would only be temporary because the projected use will exceed the DDW requirements
in future years.
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Figure III-1 Effects of Conservation on Water Supply

Another area where water could be conserved is in leakage and un-metered water losses. There is
always a certain amount of water lost to leakage and other losses. As noted before, the system is
relatively new and has few physical problems. Older systems often leak more because of aging
infrastructure. Also note that the difference in measured flow between the master meters and total
metered use is around 3 percent which is relatively small considering the geographic size of the
District’s service area of 104 square miles. If water loss could be reduced to zero, the effect would
be to extend the water supply approximately 1 year. Bringing water losses down to zero is
considered unlikely.
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Another method of conserving water would be for the District to purchase water saving devises for
all residences in the District. Toilets consume the largest percentage of indoor water use at 27
percent on average (Utah Division of Water Resources). Low flow toilets could save half of that
amount. The amount of indoor water used by the District averages around 237 gallons per day per
ERC or 68 gallons per person. If all 600 residential connections were given a $100 low flow toilet
the water savings would amount to 14.5 gpm or three percent reduction in water use and would
provide for approximately one years worth of growth. The total cost would be near $60,000 or
$4,600 per new ERC capacity conserved. Other water savings devices like shower heads and
washing machines would either not provide significant water savings for future growth or would
cost much more per new connection than low flow toilets.

No significant environmental impacts would result from this alternative, although there would be
significant socio-economic effects because it would not meet the District’s long-term need. Costs
for this alternative are not addressed because of the difficulty of determining costs and the
likelihood that additional conservation measures would be significant enough to meet the District’s
long-term planning needs.

c. Un-used Permitted Flow Storage

The District is permitted to utilize approximately 531 gpm from Cow Canyon Springs # 1 and # 2
while bypassing a minimum of 112 gpm from each spring to maintain the downstream channels.
The District only utilizes the full 531 gpm of permitted flow during times of high summer usage.
During other times of the year, the un-used flow is allowed to flow down its historical channels.
Approximately half of the permitted flow or 350 ac-ft (114 million gallons) is un-used. This un-
used flow could support an additional 600 connections if it could be stored for later use. It is not
economically feasible for the District to construct culinary grade storage for that amount of water
($15 to 20 million based on recent construction projects); and even if it was, the water quality could
not be maintained for the eight month storage period because of stagnant water. Also, the DDW
will not allow the use of excess storage to supplement an insufficient water supply. In other words,
culinary grade storage is not an acceptable supply alternative according to DDW rules.

The only other option would be to construct surface water storage but the water would then have
to be treated before use or a delivery system constructed to supply the outdoor irrigation
requirements of the District. Treatment costs are discussed in section g. As mentioned in the
system description, the Dry Gulch Irrigation company already stores the District’s unused water
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Reservoir to be delivered to its users through the Ditch system. Additional water rights would not
be required under this option.

This alternative would provide enough water for the District’s projected water usage for
approximately 35 years and would bring the District into compliance with the State-mandated
requirements for the 25-year planning period. However, both the construction costs and long-term
operation and maintenance costs are prohibitive. The environmental impacts would likely be
limited to a construction area large enough to create a 114 million gallon storage facility and water
treatment plant or separate delivery system. The un-used permitted flow storage alternative is not
recommended.

a. Mitigation Bypass Usage

The District is permitted to utilize approximately 531 gpm from Cow Canyon Springs # 1 and # 2
while bypassing a minimum of 112 gpm from each spring to maintain the downstream channels.
Full utilization of the existing developed springs would add 225 gpm to the District’s water supply.
Figure II-2 shows the available supply compared to the projected usage and the State-mandated
ERC requirements. This alternative would provide enough water for the District’s projected water
usage for approximately 11 years, but would only bring the District into full compliance with the
State-mandated requirements for one year. Current water rights would be sufficient for this
alternative.

There is minimal financial cost associated with this alternative. The environmental impacts would
be of the loss of the stream channel and riparian habitats that are currently maintained by the
mitigation bypass flows. These environmental losses would have to be mitigated elsewhere. The
downside to this alternative is that it would not fulfill the State-mandated requirements for more
than a year. The District would need to proceed with planning for other water sources and funding
immediately in order to maintain water service to its current and future users. The very short-term
gain does not warrant the environmental loss if better alternatives are available.
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b.

Development of water from Cow Canyon Spring #3 would supply the most amount of benefit for
the least amount of cost. The District expected to need additional water sources in the future and
designed the system so that Spring #3 could be added with minimal effort and disruption to the
surrounding environment. Construction requirements would be limited to developing the spring and
connecting to the transmission line located directly adjacent to the spring area. Less than 7,700
square feet of wetlands and spring overflow channel would be directly impacted by the development

of Spring #3.

Cow Canyon Spring #3
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The design of the spring diversion would include bypass flows to maintain the downstream portions
of the spring channels and wetland areas as a measure to avoid/minimize indirect impacts. A
mitigation plan would be developed to replace the direct loss of wetland and aquatic habitats such
that there would be no net loss of these resources. Yellowstone River flows would not be impacted
because the same method of flow replacement would continue under the agreement the District has
with Moon Lake Water Users to replace the flow from the hydroelectric project which is located
immediately upstream of the Cow Canyon Springs. Development of the third spring would add an
additional 450 gpm to the system. Figure III-3 shows the available water compared to the projected
usage and ERC requirements if the Cow Canyon Spring #3 alternative is developed. This
alternative would allow the District to maintain high quality water service to its users and allow
them to plan for the development of other sources of water in the future when existing bonds are
retired. This alternative would not require any additional chemical or electrical usage.

This alternative would provide enough water for the District’s projected peak daily usage for 21
years; and it would bring the District into compliance with the State-mandated ERC requirements
for 15 years. Current water rights are adequate for 10 years at which time the District will be
required to purchase additional DGIC water shares and transfer the water right to the springs.
Money from impact fees can be collected during this period to purchase these shares. Development
of the third spring will not impair any prior water rights.

The District realizes that they will need new water supplies in 15 years or will be required to put
another moratorium on new connections. To address this the District would maintain and improve
its water conservation program and research new options for water supply to be implemented within
15 years. The District will identify these options early on to enable them to begin to collect impact
fees toward these improvements. They project to have an additional $2,000,000 in bonding
capacity in nine years and $2,500,000 in ten years.

The cost to develop the spring is estimated to be around $72,000 construction costs with only
around $1,000 a year for operations and maintenance. The cost per new connection would be
around $175 per ERC capacity developed. The District has been collecting impact fees for the past
several years to develop a new water source and has the money to complete these improvements
without bonding.
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Cs Wells

Developing wells is another alternative that was evaluated. There are two principal aquifer options
in this area. The first is the surface alluvium aquifer which is generally 200-feet deep or less. This
aquifer is recharged by surface infiltration from streams, ditches, precipitation, and flow from the
underlying bedrock aquifer. The underlying bedrock aquifer is recharged from bedrock flow from
the Unita Mountains to the north. Neither aquifer has yielded significant quantities of water to wells
in the past. A typical large well in this area would produce 150 gpm.

The aquifer concerns in this area are significant. The surface aquifer is very shallow and subject
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to contamination as well as fluctuations due to drought and other water use. The deeper aquifer has
water quality concerns due to the type of rock it travels through (USGS T.P. 62 1978). In fact, the
biggest reason the District was formed in the first place was because a large percentage of the wells
in the area were drying up and or having water quality concerns. All of the homes in the District
obtained water from wells before the District was formed. Approximately 50 percent of those were
experiencing significant degradation of water supply and or quality (Environmental Assessment,
Sitex Environmental, Inc, 1991). In fact, the Town of Altamont which had wells for their water
supply could only run the wells intermittently because of low water levels. These same wells are
dry again during the current drought. Some of the original residential wells are still being used for
irrigation and the District understands that some of these are again experiencing problems in this
drought although the number and percentage has not been determined. Of the last seven
connections added to the District, six were existing homes that were experiencing problems with
their wells.

Assuming a suitable ground water aquifer could be found with regard to both yield and quality, it
would take approximately two years to get a new well approved, designed, drilled, and equipt for
use at a cost of approximately $300,000 each. This does not include the cost to purchase land and
source protection easements. In addition, it would cost approximately $40,000 to develop a
hydrogeologic report that would identify suitable well sites. Three or more typical wells would be
needed to extend the water supply by an equal amount as the Cow Canyon Spring #3 alternative.
Annual operation and maintenance costs including electricity would be around $35,000 per year,
assuming that there would be no significant water treatment costs. Total costs for this alternative
could range from $1 to 1.5 million. The capital cost would be around $2,200 per new ERC capacity
developed. Inaddition, the District would have to locate and purchase water rights to be transferred
to the wells.

This alternative would provide enough water for the District’s projected peak day water usage for
approximately 21 years and would bring the District into compliance with the State-mandated
requirements for 15 years.

The District would have to bond for the money to construct new wells and raise user rates to cover
bond payments and O&M. As noted, the District already has some of the highest water rates in the
State of Utah. Environmental impacts would probably be limited to the individual construction
areas for the well development sites and the utility corridors that would connect the wells to the
main system. The District’s water needs are immediate and current bonds are already a large part
of annual budgets; therefore, developing wells are not recommended.
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d. Surface Water Treatment

Surface water treatment is the last alternative discussed in this report. Its principal flaws are the
capital cost to construct; time to put into operation; and annual O&M costs. The capital cost of a
650 gpd facility would be between $1,500,000 and $2,000,000 while the annual O&M costs would
be between $60,000 and $125,000 depending on the yearly operation time. These cost are
comparable to other communities in the area that own and operate water treatment facilities. This
option would take at least a year or possibly two to get approvals, design, and construct the facility.
The capital cost per new connection would be between $2,500 and $3,400 per new ERC capacity
developed.

The water treatment alternative would also require a means to obtain the water to treat either
through storage in adjacent reservoirs or stream diversions. Potential storage sites would be Moon
Lake, Starvation Reservoir, or Sand Wash Reservoir. Property would need to be purchased and
approvals obtained to construct the facilities. All but the Moon Lake option would require pumping
stations and pipelines to be built to deliver the water to the District.  The other option of stream
diversions is problematic because of several factors. The environmental concerns of constructing -
anew diversion on the Yellowstone or other stream would be significant. Overall costs for storage,
pumping, transmission and diversion have not been evaluated because of the overriding cost of a
treatment plant its self.

This alternative would provide enough water for the District’s projected peak day water usage for
approximately 30 years and would bring the District into compliance with the State-mandated
requirements for 28 years.

The District would have to bond for the money to construct treatment facilities and raise usage rates
to cover bond payments and O&M. As noted, the District already has some of the highest water
rates in the State of Utah. The alternative of constructing a surface water treatment plant is not
recommended.

2. CONCLUSION

The District has been planning for and pursuing options for supplying additional water to its users
and for projected growth. This process started in 1997 with their water master plan update. All of
the alternatives listed were discussed and evaluated but never written in a formal report. They
identified Cow Canyon Springs #3 early on as the most cost effective and beneficial to its customers
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and have been pursuing that option since that time. In the mean time, they have run out of peak
water supply for future users and are concerned about maintaining high quality water service.
Development of the third Cow Canyon Springs will provide the water needed through most of the
planning period and can be paid for under existing revenues without additional burdens on their
customers. Cow Canyon Spring development is the preferred alternative.
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[ESRIES

Forest Service

From: John E. Schiess, P.E. “Te.s MEMORANDUM
Date: August 5, 2003
Subject: Response to Comments on Upper Country’s Water Resources Planning Report

The following memo is to discuss the comments raised by the Army Corps of Engineers and EPA
on the Draft Water Resources Planning Report for Upper Country Water Improvement District.
The first 16 responses are directed toward the Corps of Engineer’s numerical comments. Many
of those responses will address the concerns of EPA. Other comments are added after. This
memo will discuss changes in the report, clarify points in the report or address why no changes
are made. Please contact me if you have any questions.

1. The report was updated to standardize the units to make it easier to understand and
compare.

2. The Town of Altamont well is dry and was also dry in 2002 and 2001 (see attached

operator notes). This well is turned on yearly to evaluate the equipment and sometimes

used to supplement surface irrigation in the Town of Altamont. The nature of the

District’s system is such that the greatest need for water comes in dry years when the

District’s users do not have access to surface irrigation water. This corresponds to the

time when the well is dry. The well by its self or in conjunction with other alternatives

will not provide the District with the water supply required for the immediate need or
future growth precisely because it is unavailable during times of greatest need.

Attached 1s the District’s water use records by month for the past 10 years.

4. We believe the District can get additional water rights from CUP through Starvation
Reservoir. The problem is not water rights but the ability to deliver the water to the
District’s system. This was addressed previously in the report. The Bureau of
Reclamation is currently using the District’s 25 ac-ft allotment from CUP for in-stream
flows and other purposes and is paying the District’s yearly capital payment and yearly
assessment on that water. The CUP does not allow anyone to sell their allotment at a
profit but will allow others to use it at cost.

5. The Forest Service holds 5.89 ac-ft of water right in the upper Cow Canyon Spring that
has already been developed. 3.64 ac-ft of that is for stock watering and is fulfilled by the
bypass flows already existing. The balance is delivered to Forest Service facilities
through the District’s water system. Development of the third spring will not affect the
Forest Services water right.

6. The District’s three lower water tanks are a 150,000 gallon, a 100,000 gallon and a
50,000 gallon tank.
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7. The typical industrial user on this system are the area dairy farmers, a gas company,
electric company and a few welders/contractors who dedicate less than one percent of
usage for outdoor irrigation. The potential for conservation savings from outdoor
irrigation from this segment of the District is limited. Overall conservation from the
industrial users is encouraged but the effect will be limited as well. Industrial users .
represent nine percent of the water use and it would take a 33 percent reduction in their
water use to extend the existing capacity for one years growth. I believe that the
established conservation rates will encourage conservation because of the nature of the
industrial user in this predominantly agricultural based economy.

8. Residential rates are also discussed and similar conclusions reached. The State of Utah
Median Adjusted Gross Income (MAGI) in 2001 was $32,476 while the same for the
District is $28,181. The average Utahan pays 1.25 percent of their MAGI for water while
the District users will pay 1.5 percent of their MAGI for water. This does not include the
cost many District users will pay for their secondary irrigation water or pumping of
private wells. I believe the District’s conservation schedule will encourage conservation. -

9. The District will need to develop another water supply even if significant conservation
were successful. Conserving 10 percent of the current water use would extend the current
supply for three years. Saving an other 10 percent would extend it another three years.
The District needs to conserve at least 10 percent just to take care of its connections that
it 1s obligated to serve aside from natural growth in the area. Storage options in
conjunction with conservation are addressed more fully Iater in this memo and in the
report.

10.  Data for reduction in requirements from the State Division of Drinking Water (DDW)
should be collected and possibly used for a reduction in requirement. The data submitted
must show that the peak day usage can be determined with a 90 percent confidence level
or that the District has a 10 percent cushion with any reduction. At best the DDW could
lower the requirements to what the District is currently using plus ten percent which is
still more than the permitted spring flow. This would not help the District meet its
obligation to the DDW or those who purchased connections but have not hooked on to
the system. If the District was successful in reducing demand by 10 percent, additional
reductions in requirement could be requested but this would take several years of data
while the District could not add any more connections. It is mentioned in the report that
the DDW has issued very few reductions in requirement across the State and looks at
these very closely. It is my professional opinion that obtaining the reduction needed by
the District to meet its obligation is unlikely.

11. There is no exact “safely factor’” used by the DDW. They have set minimum standards
for the State as a whole which they felt would give most systems a margin of error. Some
of the water systems we consult for use more while some use less. To their credit, the
District has shown that they use considerably less than what the DDW requires. If the
DDW were to issue a reduction in requirement, at best it would be what the District is
currently using plus 10 percent. This would still leave the District non-compliant.

12. The DDW will not punish the District for trying to make improvements to increase
supply or decrease demand. On the contrary, the DDW highly recommends both. The
DDW will punish the District if it does nothing to make improvements. What the DDW
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will not do is give reductions in requirements at a less than 90 percent confidence level.
Attached to this memo is the DDW concurrence letter concerning the Draft Water
Resources Planning Report

13. The move from 2020 gpd (1.4 gpm) to 1613 gpd (1.12 gpm)supply requirement is based
on irrigated acreage and not a reduction in the DDW requirements per acre. The District .
originally estimated that each ERC would have 0.25 acres of irrigation. From the start the
Districts users have been motivated to conserve culinary water because of the cost. If
they had surface irrigation rights, that is what they used instead of culinary because it cost
less. Culinary water is used only if surface irrigation is unavailable. During time of
drought, surface water is only available for part of the summer. The District settled on
1613 gpd because they felt the average irrigated acreage per ERC was closer to 0.16 acres
than 0.25 acres. The DDW has accepted this analysis and the District’s water usage
verifies that assumption. During dry years the District’s outdoor use per acre matches the
DDW requirements but is less during wet years. Users in the District consistently use less
indoor water than the DDW requirements. All calculations in the report are based on a -
source flow requirement of 1613 gpd (1.12 gpm) per ERC and not 2020 gpd (1.4 gpm).

14. Here again the current water usage verifies the assumption of 0.16 irrigated acres per
ERC on average. The secondary water sources are from the local irrigation companies
who supply surface water through ditches and a few people who use old domestic wells
for irrigation. The District purchased shares in a local irrigation company and the
company allows the District to divert these water rights from Cow Canyon Springs. Any
unused water right is stored in Moon Lake and distributed to company shareholders
through the ditch system. All of the water rights within Cow Canyon Spring are used for
the benefit of share holders and District users. Culinary demand would be greater if these
excess rights were not stored and used in the ditch system. This is evident in years of
drought because culinary water use increases when the surface waters are used up.

15. Putting restrictions on outdoor water use could save water. Here again the question is
how much and would it put off the need to develop new water sources. The answer is
that conservation is encouraged and beneficial but would only put off the need for new
supplies a limited amount of time.

16. All of these options would be possible and all may be beneficial but the fact still remains
that the District has an immediate need. It would be difficult for the District to set
different requirement on future users because of their taxing status. As noted in the report
State law requires that all tax payers within the District must be afforded equal access to
District’s services.

17. Storage costs were determined based on actual costs to construct culinary grade storage
tanks on projects we have designed. Current DDW rules state that the District shall have
sufficient source flow rate to meet the peak day usage. Storage and source are analyzed
separately to determine if they meet their separate requirements. The DDW has never
allowed extra storage to supplement an inadequate supply of water and staff at the DDW
have told me that they would not do so in this case. While this is not specifically stated in
the rules, they will provide a letter to that effect if required. Pumping and storing water
from wells presents the same problems with maintaining water quality and source
requirements that the excess spring water does. The Altamont well cannot be considered
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as part of the reliable supply of the District because it is not available during the peak
usage day.

18.  The conservation water rate structure was obviously designed to conserve water during
the summer months when the need is the greatest. Domestic winter use hardly ever
reaches the level where they pay more than the $30 base fee. Conservation of water in
the winter is encouraged and a good idea but does not improve the District current
situation. The conservation schedule does encourage both indoor and outdoor water
savings when the demand is the greatest.

19. One way the District could encourage water conservation would be to purchase water
saving devices for District users. Toilets consume the largest percentage of indoor water
use at 27 percent on average. Low flow toilets could save half of that amount compared
to standard toilets. The amount of indoor water used by the District averages around 237
gallons per day or 68 gallons per person. If all 600 residential connections were given a
$162 low flow toilet the water savings would amount to 14.5 gpm and would provide for
approximately one years worth of growth. The total cost would be near $100,000 or
$7,500 per new connection. Conversely the cost per new connection to develop the third
Cow Canyon Spring would be around $125 per connection. Other water savings devises
like shower heads and washing machines would either not provide significant water
savings for future growth or would cost much more per new connection than low flow
toilets.

20. One significant change to the report can be seen in section 2.a. and figures II-1 and II-2.
The original draft stated that the flow from the springs was measured at a little more than
675 gpm of which 450 was available for use by the District. The full flow was not
referenced in an attempt to be conservative and concerns about the accuracy of water
measurements. Figure II-2 showed that the full flow of 450 gpm was utilized during July
of 2002. This was a monthly average and not peak day suggesting that some days were
less than 450 and some were greater than 450 gpm. This would not be possible if the
total permitted flow were only 450 gpm. I have reviewed the measurement techniques
and the fact that the full permitted flow was utilized for approximately two weeks in the
month of July 2002 to determine that the measured flow is accurate. I have updated the
report to reflect the full flow as measured at 756 gpm with 531 gpm available for use by
the District. Figure II-2 now shows the permitted flow being more than the monthly
average of 450 gpm. This does not change the fact that the full permitted flow was
utilized and that the District has allocated its entire capacity in the developed springs.
The other figures were updated as well and an additional line shown that illustrates peak
day projections versus peak month projections as shown previously.

cc: File

O:\12003\0301-200Cow Canyon EA\corps and epa response memo.wpd
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4354543511

UPPER COUNTRY WATER

PAGE B2

UPPER COUNTRY WATER - FLOW TOTALS 2003
MONTH ALTONAH MTN HOME OTHER
METER USAGE METER USAGE USAGE
2002 - PEC 537,504,000 186,296,000
2003 - JAN 541,875,000]  4,371,000] 187,298,000] 1,002,000 3,000 3,000
TOTAL JANUARY USAGE 5,376,000
2003 - FEB | 545,259,000]  3,384,000] 189,184,000 1,886,000 6,000] 3,000
TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 5,073,000
2003 - MAR | 548,758,000]  3,499,000] 190,822,000 1,638,000 9,000] 3,000
TOTAL MARCH USAGE 5,140,000
2003 - APR | 552,894,000]  4,136,000] 192,913,000] - 2,091,000 12,000] 3,000
TOTAL APRIL USAGE 6,230,000
2003 - MAY 1 559,410,000] 6,516,000} 195,085,000] 2,172,000 31,000] 19,000
TOTAL MAY USAGE 8,707,000
2003 - JUNE 567,239,000  7,829,000] 197,029.000] 2,844,000 65,000] 34,000
TOTAL JUNE USAGE 10,707,000
2003 - JULY 1 577,642,000 10,403,000] 203,111,000]  5,182,000] 150,000] 85,000
TOTAL JULY USAGE 15,670,000
2003 - AUG | 585,920,000] _ 8,278,000] 206,909,000] _ 3,798,000]  243,000] _ 93,000
TOTAL AUGUST USAGE 12,169,000
2003 - SEPT | 593,278,000]  7,358,000] 210,687,000 3,178,000]  386,000] 143,000
TOTAL SEPTEMBER USAGE 10,679,000
2003 - OCT | 598,463,000]  5,185,000] 213,130,000] _ 3,043,000]  439,000] _ 63,000
- TOTAL OCTOBER USAGE 8,281,000
2003 - NOV 1 601,048,000 2,585,000] 215,295,000]  2,165,000] _ 443,000] 4,000
. TOTAL NOVEMBER USAGE 4,754,000
2003 - DEC | 603,835,000]_ 2,787,000] 217,331.000] __ 5,036,000] __ 447,000] 4,000
_ TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE 4,827,000
2003 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 97,813,000




UPPER COUNTRY WATER - FLOW TOTALS 2002

MONTH ALTONAH MTN HOME OTHER
METER USAGE METER USAGE USAGE
2001 - DEC 463,910,000 152,203,000
2002 - JAN 467,391,000f  3,481,000] 153,679,000] 1,476,000 2,000 2,000
TOTAL JANUARY USAGE 4,959,000
2002 - FEB | 471,532,000]  4,141,000] 156,141,000] 2,462,000 4,000 2,000
TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 4,143,000
2002 - MAR | 475,173,000]  3,641,000] 158,186,000] 2,045,000 5,000} 1,000
TOTAL MARCH USAGE 5,687,000
2002 - APR | 481,007,000] 5,834,000 160,897,000] 2,711,000 14,000] 9,000
TOTAL APRIL USAGE 8,554,000
2002 - MAY | 489,181,000] 8,174,000] 164,282,000] 3,385,000 62,000{ 48,000
TOTAL MAY USAGE 11,607,000
2002 - JUN [499,791,000] 10,610,000] 168,848,000] 4,566,000 197,000] 135,000
TOTAL JUNE USAGE 15,311,000
2002 - JULY | 510,838,000] 11,047,000] 174,653,000] 5,805,000 323,000 126,000
] TOTAL JULY USAGE 16,978,000
2002 - AUG [ 520,397,000]  9,559,000] 179,096,000] 4,443,000 456,000] 133,000
TOTAL AUGUST USAGE 14,135,000
2002 - SEPT [ 526,179,000]  5,782,000[ 181,590,000] 2,494,000 520,000f 64,000
TOTAL SEPTEMBER USAGE 8,340,000
2002 - OCT [ 530,406,000] 4,227,000] 183,408,000] _ 1,818,000 598,000] 78,000
TOTAL OCTOBER USAGE 6,123,000
2002 - NOV [ 533,368,000]  2,962,000] 185,164,000] 1,756,000 601,000] 3,000
TOTAL NOVEMBER USAGE 4,721,000
2002 - DEC | 537,504,000]  4,136,000] 186,296,000] 1,132,000 604,000 3,000
TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE 5,271,000
2002 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 105,829,000




- FLOW TOTALS

Upper Country Water

2001 P.O. Box 406
Altamont, Ut 84001
(435)454-3513
MONTH ALTONAH USAGE MTN. HOME USAGE OTHER USAGE
METER METER
DEC-00 386.660,000 121,050,000 0 0
JAN-2001 394,698,000 8.038,000 122,906.000 1,856,000 0 0
TOTAL JANUARY USAGE 6.894 000
FEB-2001 400.,505.000 5.807.000 123,545,000 639.000
TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 6.446.000
MAR-2001 404,408.000 3,903,000 125,212,000 1.667,000 0
TOTAL FEBRUARY/MARCH USAGE 5,570,000
APR-2001 408,460,000 4,052,000 127,836,000 2,624,000 0
;~' TOTAL APRIL USAGE 6,676,000
MAY-2001 416,572,000 8,112,000 131,352,000 3,516,000 88,000 88,000
TOTAL MAY USAGE 11,716,000
JUN-2001 425,176,000 8,604,000 135,511,000 4,159,000 133,000 45,000
TOTAL JUNE USAGE 12,808,000
JULY-2001 435,985,000 10,809,000 139,872,000 4,361,000 254,000 121,000
TOTAL JULY USAGE 15.291,000
AUG-2001 445,630,000 9,645,000 144 ,589.000 4,717,000 388,000 134,000
TOTAL AUGUST USAGE 14.496,000
SEPT-2001 452,554,000 6,924,000 147.567.000 2.978,000 520.000 132,000
TOTAL SEPTEMBER USAGE 10.034,000
OCT-ZOOl 457.578.000 5.024.,000 149,695 .000 2,128,000 573,000 53,000
| TOTAL OCTOBER USAGE 7.205.000
NOV-2001 460.539.000 2.961.000 150,806.000 1.111,000 576,000 3,000
~ TOTAL NOVEMBER USAGE 4,075,000 -
DEC-2001 463.910.000 3.371.000 152.203.000 1.397.000 578.000 2,000 .
TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE 4.770.000
2001 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 108.981.000

DATE SUBMITTED:__J

anuary 2. 2002
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Upper Country Water
P.O. Box 406
Altamont, Ut 84001
(435)454-3513

ALTONAH USAGE || MTN. HOME |  USAGE OTHER USAGE
METER METER
DEC-99 | 317,100,000 98,570,000 0 0
JAN-2000 | 320,290,000 | 3,190,000 | 99,490,000 | 920,000 0 0
TOTAL JANUARY USAGE 4,110,000
FEB-2000 | 320,290,000 | 0 99,490,000 | 0
| TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 0
MAR-2000 | 328,720,000 | 8,430,000 | 101,160,000 | 1.670.000 0
_ TOTAL FEBRUARY/MARCH USAGE 10,100,000
APR2000 | 334,270,000 | 5,550,000 | 102,350,000 | 1,190,000 0
N ” _ TOTAL APRIL USAGE 6,740,000
MAY-2000 | 341,260,000 | 6,990,000 | 105,160,000 | 2.810.000 0
- TOTAL MAY USAGE 9,800,000
JUN-2000 | 349,370,000 | 8,110,000 | 108,450,000 | 3,290,000 20,000 20,000
T romaLmmmusier 11,420,000
JULY-2000 | 359340000 | 9,970,000 | 112,260,000 | 3,810,000 70,000 50,000
- T TOTAL JULY USAGE 13,830,000
AUG2000 | 368,560,000 | 9,220,000 | 115250000 | 2,990,000 160,000 90,000
- - _ TOTAL AUGUST USAGE 12,300,000
SEPT-2000 | 374,580,000 | 6,020,000 | 117,370,000 | 2.120.000 190,000 30,000
| )  qotaL SEPTEMBER USAGE 8,170,000
OCT-200 | 379440000 | 4,860,000 | 119,250,000 | 1,880,000 240,000 50,000
| “  TOTAL OCTOBER USAGE 6,790,000
NOV-2000 | 383,220,000 | 3,780,000 | 120,240,000 | 990,000 280,000 40,000
| . ToTAL NOVEMBER USAGE 4,810,000
DEC2000 | 386,660,000 | 3440000 | 121,050,000 | 810.000 280,000 0
: TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE 4,250,000
2000 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 92,320,000

DATE SUBMITTED:

January 3, 2001

WP51FLOW.00



OW TOTALS Upper Country Water
P.O. Box 406
Altamont, Ut 84001
(435)454-3513

ALTONAH USAGE MTN. HOME USAGE OTHER USAGE
METER METER

DEC-99 242,640,000 81,030,000 0 0

JAN-99 245,850,000 3,210,000 82,080,000 1,050,000 0 0

TOTAL JANUARY USAGE . 4,260,000

FEB-99 248,890,000 3,040,000 83,090,000 1,010,000 0 0

TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 4,050,000

MAR-99 252,100,000 3,210,000 84,280,000 1,190,000 0 0

__TOTAL MARCH USAGE 4,400,000

257,810,000 5,710,000 85,400,000 1,120,000 10,000 10,000

6,840,000
40,000 30,000

262,520,000 4,710,000

IRRTARD 5,810,000
88,790,000 2,320,000 80,000 40,000

JUN-99 271,960,000 9,440,000

. TOTAL JUNE 11,800,000

91,320,000 2,530,000 120,000 40,000

282,670,000 10,710,000

13,280,000

AUG-99

293,060,000 93,430,000 2,110,000 170,000 50,000

| TOTAL AUGUST 1

12,550,000
260,000 90,000

SEPT-99 299,490,000 6,430,000 95,280,000

8,370,000

OCT-99 | 307,910,000 8,420,000 96,620,000 1,340,000 320,000 60,000

CTOBER USAGE _ 9,820,000

NOV-99 313,690,000 5,780,000 97,630,000 1,010,000 340,000 20,000

TOTAL NOVEMBER USAGE 6,810,000

DEC-99 317,100,000 3,410,000 98,570,000 940,000 340,000 0

TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE 4,350,000

1999 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 92,340,000

DATE SUBMITTED:__ January 5. 2000

WPS1FLOW .99




“LOW TOTALS

Upper Country Water

| 998 P.O. Box 406
Altamont, Ut 84001
(801)454-3513
/ MONTH ALTONAH USAGE MTN. HOME USAGE OTHER USAGE
f METER METER
DEC-97 197,390,000 0 61,100,000 0 0 0
JAN-98 197,390,000 0 61,100,000 0 0 0
FEB-98 197,390,000 0 61,100,000 0
— — .
MAR-98 203,510,000 65,000 65,000
. JANUATL 8,235,000
204,960,000 64,100,000 77,000 12,000
A 2,412,000
MAY-98 207,640,000 122,000 45,000
....... e e X | N 3’965’000
JUN-98 213,060,000 5,420,000 68,450,000 3,110,000 252,000 130,000
Bt At p—
JULY-98 220,870,000 7,810,000 72,510,000 462,000 210,000
12,080,000
AUG-98 227,990,000 7,120,000 74,690,000 2,180,000 602,000 140,000
1 | -
SEPT-98 4,780,000 77,600,000 2,910,000 712,000 110,000
e s 7,500,000
OCT-98 3,800,000 78,920,000 1,320,000 760,000 48,000
T . T0TALOCTO 5,168,000
NOV/DEC-98 | 242,640,000 6,070,000 81,030,000 2,110,000 760,000 0
i . : —
65,940,000

DATE SUBMITTED:

January 5, 1999
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E1.OW TOTALS

497

Upper Country Water

P.O. Box 406

Altamont, Ut 84001
(801)454-3513

. MONTH

ALTONAH
METER

USAGE

MTN. HOME
METER

USAGE

OTHER

USAGE

DEC-96

155,696,000

50,636,000

0

JAN-97

155,696,000

50,636,000

0

__ TOTAL JANUAR

FEB-97

50,636,000

0

155,696,000

__TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE

MAR-97

51,830,000

79,000

79,000

160,700,000

1,194,000

6,277,000

APR-97

99,000

20,000

164,050,000

3,350,000

850,000

4,220,000

MAY-97

168,790,000

4,740,000

790,000

139,000

40,000

5,570,000

JUN-97

174,420,000

54,350,000

234,000

95,000

5,630,000

__ TOTALIU}

920,000

6,645,000

JULY-97

181,570,000

7,150,000

56,060,000

394,000

160,000

8,980,000

AUG-97

56,060,000

394,000

0

181,570,000

__ TOTAL AUG

59,100,000

844,000

450,000

SEPT-97

191,820,000

13,740,000

879,000

35,000

OCT-97"

3,495,000

NOV-97

194,270,000

60,110,000

879,000

0

DEC-97

197,390,000

61,100,000

959,000

80,000

4,190,000

53,117,000

DATE SUBMITTED:

[-5-78

_WPS1FLOW.97




190 UPPER COUNTRY WATER FLOW TOTALS

MONTH ALTONAH USAGE MTN. HOME USAGE OTHER USAGE
METER METER

DEC-95 102,000,000 0 35,510,000 0 0 0

JAN-96 | 102,000,000 0 35,510,000 | 0 0 0
| | TOTAL JANUARY USAGE - 0

FEB-96 102,000,000 0 35,510,000 0 0 0

_TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 0

MAR-96 111,850,000 9,850,000 36,160,000 650,000 15,000 15,000

APR-96 116,110,000 36,630,000 470,000 17,000 2,000

4,732,000

27,000 10,000

MAY-96 120,850,000 4,740,000 | 38,700,000

~ TOTAL MA 6,820,000

126,500,000 5,650,000 40,950,000

2,250,000 67,000 40,000

- TOTAL JUNE US 7,940,000

43,400,000

JULY-96 133,000,000 2,450,000 122,000 55,000

AUG-96 140,620,000 46,170,000 2,770,000 282,000 160,000

UGUST USAGE 10,550,000

2,060,000 452,000 170,000

SEPT-96 147,530,000

9,140,000

152,360,000 1,610,000 692,000 240,000

6,680,000

692,000 0

NOV-96 152,360,000

692,000 0

50,636,000 796,000

155,696,000

. NOVEMBER-DECEMBE) 4,132,000

6 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 69,514,000




1995

LUPPER COUNTRY WATER FLOW TOorTALS

MONTH ALTONAH USAGE MTN. HOME USAGE OTHER USAGE
METER METER
DEC-94 | 62,415,000 23,490,000
JAN-95 | 63,720,000 | 1,305,000 | 23,575,000 | 85,000 0 0
 TOTAL JANUARY USAGE 1,390,000
FEB-95 | 66,035,000 | 2,315,000 | 23,855,000 | 280,000 0
s TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE 2,595,000
MAR-95 68,610,000 | 2,575,000 | 24,180,000 | 325,000 | o 0
e .  1f?5;Qi‘TOTAL MARCH”USAGE"” 2,900,000
APR-95 , 25,745,000 | 1,565,000 0
i B = 5,415,000
MAY-95 0
o S 5,000,000
JN-95 | 80,050,000 | 4,040,000 | 28,350,000 | 1, 155,000 | 15,000 15,000
o L e 5,210,000
JULY-95 | 84,800,000 | 4,750,000 | 30,590,000 | 2,240,000 | 40,000 25,000
Ll 7,015,000
AUG-95 | 89,300,000 | 4,500,000 | 32,800,000 | 2,210, 000 | 90,000 50,000
o SEEE g 3 6,760,000
SEPT-95 | 93,400,000 | 4,100,000 | 34,300,000 | 1, 500 000 | 130,000 40,000
Ll L 5,640,000
140,000 10,000
s 4,360,000
NOV-95 | 99,800,000 | 2,950,000 35,350,000 | 150,000 140,000 0
e _ TOTAL NOVEMBER USAGE™ | 3,100,000
DEC-95 | 102,000,000 | 2,200,000 | 35,510,000 | 160,000 140,000 0
o N ) - 2,360,000
51,745,000

Lt -1/-9¢




RY WATER FLOW TOTALS

MTN. HOME USAGE

METER

OTHER

USAGE

8,970,000

8,970,000 0

TOTAL JANUARY USAGE

8,970,000 0 i

23,400,000 | 975,000

232,000

L T . TOTAL FEBRUARY USAGE | 0 |
MAR-94 | 27,300,000 | 3,870,000 | 9,560,000 | 590,000 | 0 0 ;
S e UTOTAL JAN, FEB, MAR USAGE 4,460,000 |
APR-94 | 30,350,000 | 3,050,000 | 10,590,000 | 1,030,000 | 0 0
o TOTAL APRILUSAGE 4,080,000 ;
MAY-94 | 34,430,000 | 4,080,000 | 12,230,000 | 1,640,000 | 0 o ;
. o TOTAL MAY USAGE 5,720,000 ;
JUN-94 | 39,390,000 | 4,960,000 | 12,700,000 | 470,000 21,000 21,000 |
] | o | TOTAL JUNE USAGE 5,451,000 |
 JULY-94 | 43,950,000 | 4,560,000 | 14,900,000 | 2,200,000 | 39,000 18,000 §
o TOTAL Juiy UsagE 6,778,000 ?
| AUG-94 | 50,250,000 | 6,300,000 | 17,740,000 2,840,000 | 123,000 84,000
o TYOTAL AUGUST USAGE 9,224,000
SEPT-94 | 57,000,000 | 6,750,000 | 20,750,000 3,010,000 | 171,000 48,000
o TOTAL SEPTEMSER USAGE. 9,808,000
0cT-94 | 58,620,000 | 1,620,000 | 22,425,000 | 1,675,000 | 217,000 46,000
e o TOTAL OCTOBER USAGE | 3,341,000 -
i

15,000

60,995,000

TOTAL .NOVEMBER USAGE

3,365,000

| DEC-94 | 62,415,000 | 1,420,000 | 23,490,000 | 90,000 232,000 0 ;
- . TOTAL DECEMBER USAGE _ 1,510,000 |
1994 YEAR TO DATE TOTAL USAGE 53,737,000 !
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Department of Environmental Quality R E C E |V E D

Division of Drinking Water

Michael O. Leavitt 150 North 1950 West
Governor P.O. Box 144830
Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D. Salt Lake City, Utah 84114-4830

Executive Director (801) 536-4200

(801) 536-4211 Fax
(801) 5364414 T.D.D.
drinkingwater.utah.gov

Kevin W, Brown, P.E.
Director

July 18, 2003

Kirk Christensen

Upper Country Water Improvement District
P.O. Box 406

Altamont, UT 84001

Subject: Review of Water Resource Planning Report for Upper Country Water Improvement
District , System #07059, File #06227

On June 30, 2003, we received a copy of the above referenced water resource report from your
consultant, John Scheiss with Horrocks Engineering. As mentioned in the report, the District has
a special use permit from the Forest Service to use two springs, Cow Canyon Springs one and
two. The combined yield of the two springs was originally estimated at 900 gpm (2.0 cfs).
However, the combined yield has decreased to about 675 gpm (1.5 cfs) recently due to drought
conditions. We understand that the special use permit requires the District to bypass 0.5 cfs of
the combined spring yield for mitigation and allows diversion of the remaining 1.0 cfs for the
drinking water system.

The District estimated that the average residential landowner within its service would irrigate
0.25 acres of land. Public Drinking Water Rules require that sources are capable of meeting a
peak day demand, 800 gallons per day (gpd) for indoor use and 4,880 gpd for irrigating each acre
within map zone 3. Thus, the peak day demand for one residential connection is calculated to be
2020 gpd (1.40 gpm). The report indicates that the actual residential peak day demand is less
than this calculated demand. The report states that the 1997 and more recent water use data
justify a peak day demand of 1,613 gpd, 80 percent of the calculated demand. The report also
pointed out that 70 percent of the existing connections have access to secondary water for
outdoor use. It was concluded that the average irrigated land per existing residential connection
is closer to 0.16 acres rather than 0.25 acres.

The report pointed out that the drought has reduced the availability of secondary water for
irrigation and that new connections generally do not have access to secondary water for outdoor
use. Thus, an upward trend is expected in the average drinking water use per residential
connection. We understand that the District will continue to track and evaluate the water use
demand on a regular basis. We strongly encourage this effort for future planning.



Kirk Christensen
Page 2 of 2
- July 18, 2003

We understand that the District has 599 existing connections, 513 are residential and 86 are non-
residential. The 86 non-residential connections use the same amount of water as 162 residential
connections. The report concludes that the District has 675 existing equivalent residential
connections (ERCs). This District also has obligations to serve an additional 56 purchased
connections, 31 residential and 26 stock/property connections. The July 2002 water use data
shows that the District used the entire allotted water supply from Springs 1 and 2. Thus, it is
apparent that the District’s current source capacity (i.e., yields from Cow Springs 1 & 2) is
insufficient to meet the peak day water demands for both the existing and purchased
connections. As mentioned in the report, the District has a water conservation program that is
implemented through public education and water rates.

The report discusses several alternatives the District has regarding meeting future water demands
and developing additional source capacity. The alternatives include: 1) no action, 2)
conservation, 3) large reservoirs to store unused permitted flows, 4) mitigation bypass usage, 5)
Cow Canyon Spring #3 development, 6) well development, and 7) surface water treatment of
reservoirs. We encourage all conservation efforts. The report concludes that option of
developing Cow Canyon Spring #3 is the most beneficial with the least amount of cost and
disturbance. We concur with the conclusion that the development of Cow Canyon Spring #3
is a favorable alternative.

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please call me at (801) 536-4150.

Sincerely,

James Brough, P.E.
Environmental Engineer

cc: John Scheiss, P.E., Horrocks Engineers, One West Main, P.O. Box 377, American Fork City, UT 84003
Clark Tucker, Roosevelt Ranger District, P.O. Box 127, Roosevelt, UT 84066
Bob Leak, P.E., Regional Engineer, State & County Building, 152 E., 100 N., Vernal, UT 84078-2126
Daren Brown, Tri-County Health Department
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Arizona 6 iFredonia $350 $13.00! 15,000 $0.75
Beaver 6 iBeaver City 13.00: 12,000{$0.60-$0.90-$1.25
Beaver 6 Milford $894 $450! $18.00: 10000 $0.95 483 $598 100% Pres. $12.00 R
Beaver 6 iMinersville $1,250 Costi  $15.25} 10,500 $0.30-$0.50 273 $429 $29.00i150% Pres. $67.00
Box Elder 1 1Acme Water Variablei $1,600: $10.00i 25,000 $0.40 237 $2,500 7.50i Ditch $6.00
Box Elder 1 iBear River City 2411  $4,000 57.50
Box Elder 1 iBrigham City * 52121 $340 $7.00i 7,000 $0.90i 5388 1.176 $24.10
Box Elder 1 iCorinne * 285! $2,862i $1,616! $13.00! 7,000 $1.25-$150 2501 $2,022 $14.00iDitch $36.00
Box Eider 1 }East Grouse Creek {* 47 $500! $15.00
Box Elder 1 1Elwood Town * 225 $0i $2,500{ $15.00} 20,000 $0.50
Box Elder 1 !Garland ‘1 677 $0: $1,400i $12.75: 15,000 $0.50 578 None! 1 $22.30
Box Elder 1 fHoneyville [l 405} $2,000! $18.00: 30,000 $0.50 t
Box Elder 1 {Mantua * 235: $1,977 $475] $18.00i 1000 $0.85 203} $1,149 31.00¢Ditch
Box Elder 1 {Perry * 813 $2,030 $5801 $15.00i 10,000 $0.95 788; $1,795 11.50;60P/40D
Box Elder 1 iPlymouth * 129 s 17.501 20,000 $0.60
Box Eider 1 iPortage * 82 $750 15.00! 30,000 $1.00
Box Elder 1 iRiverside/N Grind * 315 i $4,000{ $16.00i 10000 $0.75{ None None
Box Elder 1 iSouth Willard ¢ 105 $0: $3,000i $22.00{ 17000 $0.75i None None
Box Elder 1 {Thatcher-Penrose  1* 235 $21.501 15000 $0.75 _
Box Elder 1 {Tremonton * 1750! $1,500 $530{ $13.00{ 12750 1.13! 1300 $750 $22.50
Box Elder 1 {Ukon Water Co * i 317 $400{ $15.00{ 12,000 1.00
- |Box Elder 1 {West Corinne * 530 $5.000; $26.00% 10,000 $0.65! None ) None H
Box Elder 1 {Willard 447;  $950 17.501 25000 $0.25
Cache 1 iBenson Cul Wtr . 510 $28.00! 15,000 $0.75
Cache 1 {Hyde Park * 843 $1,000 $29.00¢ 10000 $0.50-$1.00 686; $1.711 $25.00
Cache 1 iHyrum - 1680:  Cost 10.00¢ 10000 $0.45-30.65: 1700 1,268 $18.46:Pressure $10.10/mo
Cache 1 iLewiston 653! $1,760 $14.001 12000 $0.42-30.60 214! $1,250 511.00
Cache 1 iLogan * 14026!  $900 $8.95! 3000 $0.551 12323 $500 12.75
Cache 1 {Mendon * 300 $0i $1,750¢ $22.00{ 18000 $0.30¢ None 70% Pres. $14.25
Cache 1 iMiliville * 4061 $3,0000 $100i $20.00 0 $0.65! None 80% Ditch
Cache 1 iNewton * 230 $1,000 $500¢ $15.50i 20000 $0.30i None! - 80% Pres. $10.00,
Cache 1 iNibley * 595! $1.000i $1,095 $7.50 - $0.80i None 20D/10P
Cache 1 iNorth Logan - 1602{ $2,284 $0 7.11 0 1.57) 1533 $737 $17.85i250/75P
Cache 1 iParadise Town * 240 $2,050! $1.485! $24.00i 10,000 1.40 90% Pres.
-|Cache 1 iProvidence * 1344 $2,084 $185 9,25 10000 $0.40-31.15! 1244] $1,266 $27.65 IDitch $13.00
Cache 1 iRichmond - 6271 $991! $1,257{ $21.00i 1000 $0.80 E(E $554! 51,2781 $20.00i75% Pres.
Cache 1 iRiver Heights * 510 $1,720i $586! $25.50i 8,333 $0.40-30.55; 475; $1,193 $11.00160% Ditch
Cache 1 iSmithfield . 2190 $1,140 $100; $8.00: 6000 $0.50; 2119 $540 $21.75:55P/1D $60.00
Cache 1 {Wellsville * 862; $1,078 $725; $23.00! 20000 $0.40-30.60 736 $321 $20.50:10% Fres.
Carbon 5 {Columbia $750 14.00] 5,000 1.25 $750 $4.50
Carbon § iEast Carbon - 821 n/a} $1,500f $12.00{ 5,000 $1.25] 611 None $4.50iNone
Carbon 5 {Helper * 1200 $0: $300{ $12.00i 10000 $1.95{ 960 $0 $16.50120D/15P Pending
Carbon 5 {Price " 3837 $0! $700f $14.99 0 $1.50! 3600 $0 $0! $20.00i4% Ditch
Carbon 5 iPrice River WID 2347 : $8.00} 6000 $0.65
Carbon 5 |Scofield 100 $12.00 100 $750 . $7.00
Carbon 5 1Sunnyside ] * 184 $25: $36.00: 8000 - $3.00 184 $0 ) $24.00iNone
Carbon 5 iWellington * 700 $0: $1,150; $31.00{ 1000 1.95 600 $0 $17.25!100% Pres. $144.00
Daggett 3 iDaggett Co W/S * 2481 $2,000! Actuali $40.00! 10,000 $0.50{ None
Daggett 3 iFlaming Gorge 27.50 $1.50 -
Daggett 3 iManila . 435 Cost $800! $20.00i 12000 $0.76¢ 3851500+cost $11.50iNone
Davis 2 iBountiful * 1 10,053i $1.241 $5.50¢ 5000 $0.80: 8728 $1,556 $7.42iPressure
|Davis 2 {Centerville . 3912} $1.200i $4701 $11.75 0! $0.60-$1.00-$0.80i None 90% Pres. $60.00]
{Davis 2 iCentral Davis Swr - 9200{ $1,700 $16.00
Davis 2 iClearfield * 6739] $1,493 $65] $9.50i 10,000 $0.65-80.75] 4552 $473 $11.40iNone
Davis 2 iClinton * 2520 5400 $11.50{ 10,000 $1.50! 3301 1,725 $8.50
Davls 2 iFarmington 2300 5750 $8.50] 8,000 $0.70! 2951 1.700 $17.17160% Pres.
Davls 2 iFruit Heights . 1282  $550 12.751 8000 1.10] 1241 1,785 14.221100% Pres
Davis 2 iKaysville * 5436 10.00} 10,000 1.00} 4610 1,700 $18.92
Davis 2 iNorth Salt Lake * 1972{ $3,500 $250{ $15.00{ 12000 $1.25-$2.00f None None
Davis 2 1So Davis Co WID * 2006 $0 $850; $9.00! 3000 $0.85! None 100% Pres. $66.00
Davis 2 {South Weber * 12741 $1,207 $180¢ $10.75! 8000 $1.00] 1173} $1,473 $22.74
Davis 2 iSunset . 1644 30 400i $11.10: 10000 $0.40! 1471 $1,500 $10.60:None
Davis 2 iSyracuse * 3300; 3475 300: $12.70: 10000 $1.27! 2864 $0 $8.051100% Pres
Davis 2 iWest Bountiful * 1211 $975: $18.00: 12000 $0.60 II‘
Davis 2 {West Point * 14471  $421i $3001 $11.00 12000 $0.501 1705 $317 $11.501100% Pres. $25.00
Davis 2 {Woods Cross . 1750: $1,968 $45! $8.00i 8000 $1.00{ None 90% Pres. \.i/
Davis/Whbr 2 iNo Davis Unincorp  i* 50,000 $1,500 $5.80 N
Duchesne 3 Altamont 74 $10.00iDitch S
Duchesne i 3 |Duch Viy Trmi bl 3 27.00 -~ é
Duchesne 3 iDuchesne * 698 $0i $1,500i $19.50{ 10,000 $0.85 513 $1,0000 $11.50i95% Pres. $10.00 q ~t
Duchesne 3 iFruitland * 337i $4,000 $500! $30.00i 1000 $3.00{ None None 0:
Duchesne 3 {Johnson Wir Dist . 591! $934i 3566 $25.00{ 7000 $1.25 : u ¢
Duchesne 3 {Myton * 204 $0 $500{ $18.00i 12000 $1.00 180 $500; $18.00i20% Ditch \9’ °
Duchesne 3 iNeola * 200! $1,500 $21.50} 8000 $1.19¢  150i  $500 $9.50i{None L) f
Duchesne 3 {Roosevelt 1500! $1,000 i $12.00f 8000 _p $0.95! 1500{ $1,200 $18.00 i O
Duchesne 3 iTabiona * 109 $500f $12.00{ 13,000} _.#¥  $3.00 93 $600;} $14.001100% Pres $20.00 o~
Duchesne 3 {Upper Country * 650 $30.00; 10,000; 7" }.00 $0.50puvev
Emery 5 iCastle Dale * 579 57.00{ 10,000 5390 $700 $19.18:Pressure
Emery 5 |Cleveland 181 $350 57.50! 15,000 170 $650 $19.181Pressure
Emery 5 iElmo 118!  $500 7.50 $0.26 100 $500 $19.68:Pressure
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Emery 5 iFerron * 681 $9.00¢ 10000 $0.30 497 $650 $18.68
Emery § 1Green River . 450: $1,500 $6001 $11.50 $1.50 400:  $1,800 $18.50
Emery § iHuntinglon City * 653 $660i  $7.00! 15000 $0.60-$1.75 555 $4.00:1100% Pres, $55.00
Emery 5 iNorth Emery * 455 $0: $1,350i $20.00: 10000 $1.00-$1.50 )
Emery 5 10rangeville * 434 $0 $7! $8.00i 12000 $0.50-$0.75{ 419 n/a $4.001100% Pres. )
Garfield 6 {Antimony * 81 $0 $750! $20.00 0 n/a
Garfleld 6 iBoulder Farmstead 1* 91 $4,000i $18.50! 30000 1.00
Garfield 6 iCannonville * 1231 $2,750i $1,250! $26.50; 20,000 2.00i None 100% Pres. $660.00]
Garfield 6 iEscalante * 575! $1.000 $500{ $17.00i 15,000 $1.50-$2.00 460i $1.000 $26.00
Garfleld 6 {Hatch * 91 $1,000{ $17.00{ 10000 $0.50 Ditch/Pres.
Garfield 6 {Henrieville * 82 $0 $950! $16.00 95% Pres. $30.00)
Garfield 6 | Panguitch * 674 $0{ $1,000{ $16.00! 12000 1.00 665! $2,000} $23.00i85% Pres $48.00]
Garfield 6 {Tropic * 189 $0! $1,000{ $21.00{ 2,000 2.00 168 $0 13.00
Grand 5 iGrand Wir/Swr SA  |* 1089! $1,227 $925! $11.00 [} $0.50-31.25! 1103} $1,655 22.00110% Pres. $35.00
Grand 5 iMoab * 1775  $478 $825; $5.54! 2000 $0.44-$0.60} 1261! $1,303 18.65!None
Grand 5 {Thompson SSD * 38 $0!  $400! $25.00% 15000 $0.40
Iron 6 iBrian Head 1199{ $1,400 25.001 3,000f - 1.00{ 1,199 $873 $18.00
liron 6 {Cedar City * 5407; $1,200 13.00 0i $0.48-$0.60-$1.20{ 4311 $441 23.00
firon 6 iEnoch ” 775!  $600 $20.00: 30,000 $0.25-$0.40 775 $24.00{None
firon 6 iKanarraville * 163 $0i $3,000: $21.00{ 18000 $1.50 0 : 100% Pres. $90.00
liron 6 iMeadows Ranches i* 120 $1,500! $21.00 -
Iron 6 iNew Harmony * 104 27.00: 16,000 $0.65
Iron 6 iParagonah * 236i  $500i $500{ $15.00{ 10,000 $0.20-§1.00! None Pressure
Iron 6 iParowan 1077:  $450 $9.50!{ 5000 $0.25{ 1137 $646 $22.00{100% Pres.
Iron 6 {Summit 72 $1,000 11.50 30000 $0.15{ None
Juab 4 {Eureka 297 10.80 330] $1,000 $9.00{10% Ditch
Juab 4 iLevan 2680 $23.00! 40000 $0.75 :
Juab 4 {Mona - 285! $3,488 $750! $19.00; 20000 $0.42 |
Juab 4 {Nephi 1500; $900 $7.50{ 5000 $0.60} 1442! $1,000 $7.25160% Pres.
Juab 4 Rocky Ridge * 38 $0! $1,000{ $50.00} 20000 $0.65
Kane 6 iAlton * 561 $2,500! $1,500] $22.00! 10,000 2.201 None 100% Pres. $40.00
Kane 6 iChurch Wells 54 $2,500 15.00i 15,000 1.00¢ None
Kane 6 :Glen Canyon SSD  i* 225! $2,140 $500: $15.00% 10000 $1.15-$2.00: None
Kane 6 iGlendale . 206 $0! $2,500i $26.00f 12000 $1.50
Kane 6 iHilitop East * 101 $4,000i  $7.00
Rane 6 {Kanab * 1556! $2,378 $40: $25.00: 10000 $0.90 901 $904 $5.75170% Pres.
6 iLong Valley SSD 365! $1,000 11.76
6 iOrderville * 290 $0 $750! $15.00f 15000 $0.65 253 $1.000;  $11.75{Pressure
6 iStrawberry Vly Mut  i* 2 $0 $0:  $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0 $0.00
8 i Timber Trails * 62 $8.30
4 1Delta * 1055{ $600 $14.00; 8,000 $0.50 811 $800 $12.00i10% Ditch
4 iDeseret-Oasis * 174 $22.00¢ 10,000 $1.00
4 iFillmore " 915i $710i $1,650¢ $15.00i 10000 $0.50 882 $350{ $12.00!Pressure
4 {Hinckley * 260 n/ai $1,000i $12.00i 10,000 $0.50 180 n/a $20.00iDitch
4 iHolden 200{ $450 16.50! 25000{$0.50-$5.00-$7.50
4 {Kanosh 250f  $500 $11.00{ 20000 $0.25 80% Pres.
4 ilLeamington 85} $1,000 $12.00] 20000 $0.60 Ditch
4 {Lynndyl * 73 $0 Cost] $18.00f 10000 $0.75 0 $0
4 {Meadow Cul Wir 155 $8.00] 30000 $0.30
4 10ak City * 2331 $2,700f $1,200{ $20.00; 1500 $1.00-$1.25
4 | Scipio * 151 17.50; 20,000 $0.85
4 iSherwood Shores 81) $2,250 $15.00f 8000 $0.50{ None None
2 iCroydon 15 $6.00; 8,000 $0.00 Ditch
2 {Enterprise Estates  * 231 $1,750 $7501 $20.00: 8,000 $0.50{ None None
2 (Highlands Wir Co * 247 $0i $2,500f $12.00{ 6000 $0.60-$1.00 $27.26{Ditch
2 iMorgan * 880! $1,562iCost+$30 17.00¢ 14000 $0.85 855 $550 §$18.75127% Ditch
Morgan 2 iMountain Green 21 12.00¢ 12000 $0.12 3761 $2,000 $10.27
[Morgan 2 iRichville Pipeline * 48 $18.00{ 10,000 $1.00 0 $0 $0 $0.00
Morgan 2 iWilkinson Water 133 $8.00
Piute 4 i Circleville * 200 $12.00{ 10,000 $0.25
Piute 4 1Junclion * 150; $310 515.00; 15,000 $0.40 90% Pipe
Piute 4 iMarysvale * 323 13.00{ 20,000 $0.35-30.50
Rich 1 iBear Lake SSD 621 $750 $7.00{ 10,000 $0.20{ 1235] $2,250 $11.00
Rich 1 {Garden City * 580} $206{ $1,500i $14.00 15000 $0.25
Rich 1 iMountain Meadow 22 Free
Rich 1 {Randolph * 197 $1,000! $16.00{ 15000 $0.75
Rich 1 {Woodruff 60! $1,000 10.00! 1500 1.00
Sait Lake 2 iAlta * 83 $0 $60! $27.50{ 5000 2.50 22 $0 $33.34
Salt Lake 2 iBluffdale * 11301 $2,200 $300: $12.00: 10,000 $0.72-$1.20¢ 1100 n/a n/ai50D/50P $5.00
Salt Lake 2 1Copperton WID * 290! $1,200 $15.00; 10,000 $1.00-$1.50 100%
Salt Lake 2 iCottonwood ID . 24000 $1,830 $6.00
Salt Lake 2 iDraper * 2000! $1,050 21.00{ 5,000 $1.75 . $2,901 $15.02
Salt Lake 2 iGranger Hunter "1 26,302 $1,408 $297{ $12.00! 9000 $0.95( 25,000i $2,245 $11.00:None
Salt Lake 2 iHolliday Water Co  i* 3800{ $500{ $1,570i $10.00i 7,000 $0.85/$1.10; None
Salt Lake 2 iKearns ID * i 11,800] $1,652 $0i $10.00! 10,000 $1.10-$1.20! 11570{ $1,471 $12.00
Salt Lake 2 iMagna Water Co . 7200i $2,023i Varlesi $10.801 6000 $0.98-$1.10i 7200 $1,543 514.10iNone
Salt Lake 2 {Midvale * 28821 $1,000 $8.95{ 6000 $0.53] 2259 $600 $10.97
Salt Lake 2 iMurray * 9136{ $1,682 nfal  $5.00 0 $0.83{ 9,135 $1,040 $14.71
|Salt Lake 2 iNorth Salt Lake * 2084 $7.25{ 7,000 $0.72
|Salt Lake 2 !Riverton * 6146 i _$13.00{ 10,000{ $1.00-$1.10-$1.25
[Sa|t Lake | 2 {SL City Pub Uil 90457 $881 $1107 $7.55) 3,740 $0.74-$1.11! 48773 $500{ $3.60!None
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Utah 2 iCedar Fort 122 $6.00 0
Utah 2 iCedar Hills * 914: $683: $300! $9.75: 13,000 $172-586
Utah 2 :Eagle Mountain * 1268
Utah 2 iElk Ridge * 420i $3,005i $375! $25.00i 12,000 $1.00-§1.25{ 400! $1,700
Utah 2 iGenola * 275! $2,800i $600i $45.00i 40000 $0.60
Utah 2 iGoshen * 278 $32.00{ 40000$0.50-$1.00-$2.00
Utah 2 {Highland Wtr Co * 1900i $1,100; $475i $10.00i 6000 $0.60-$1.00
Utah 2 ilehi * 5748{ $940{ $337i $8.00 0 $0.80! 4832 $460 $9.00iPressure _ i$960 impct
Utah 2 ilindon * 1700{ $1,070 §14.00; 6000 $0.65! 2864! $1,348 516.52
Utah 2 {Mapleton * 1629! $1,238 $448 10.00{ None $0.60-$1.00 1119i $1,491 $37.86{25% Pres. $144.00
Utah 2 iNorth Fork SSD > 300 $800!{ $4,500! $15.00} 5000 $0.50-$8.00 60 $0 $64.00
Utah 2 {Orem * | 18500{ $1,104 $5.91 0 $0.39; 17400} $1,500 16.30
Utah 2 iPayson * 4216} $1.238] $438; $10.00 0 $0.55{ 3697 $1,025 22.70199P/1D $108.00
Utah 2 {Pleasant Grove * 4800: $650: $500;{ $6.20; 8000 $0.75{ 5000 $450 $12.071Ditch
Utah 2 iProvo ‘i 16,678 $994! $934! $8.47! 3740 $0.48: 15,902 $575 $4.26160% Ditch
Utah 2 {Riverton 4507 739 $7.70! 5000 $0.45! 4507% $2,901 $15.02
Utah 2 iSalem 1091 750 $15.00; 10000 $0.75¢ 1085{ $1,115 21.50170% Ditch
Utah 2 iSantaquin * 1582; $2,500; $250: $13.95i 8000: $0.21-$0.51-30.75! 14481 $2,300 $14.20:Ditch
Utah 2 iSaratoga Springs * 606 $0i $300: $6.00 594 30 $9.25:Pressure
Utah 2 iSpanish Fork * 6510 $485 $10.00; 4000 $0.77: 5600: $1,002 $17.05
Utah 2 iSpring Lake * 139 $15.00: 15,000 $0.40-$0.70
Utah 2 {Springville 60541 $1,400 $8.50! 8000 $0.55i 5000 $884 $18.80iDitch
Utah 2 iWoodland Hills City * 840! $3,000 $30.00 0i$0.83-2.92 None None
Wasatch 3 {Charleston WCD * 212! $5,000 Costi $20.00! 5000 $0.75 [1] $0 $0 $0.00{Pressure
Wasatch 3 {Danlels Domestic * 108 $13.00} 30,000 $4.00{ None 50% Ditch
Wasatch 3 iHeber City * 2655! $2,550 $9.60! 10000 $0.721 2501! $2,000 $20.60i40% Ditch
Wasatch 3 {Jordanelle SSD 31 $3,540 $15.00
\Wasatch 3 jMidway * 969} $2,100; $4,000i $10.00{ 20000 $0.50-3.2.00; 1014; $2,450 Variable {10% Ditch
Wasatch 3 {Rockville 4 150 $500; $15.00; 20000: $1.50-$2.00-$2.50
Wasatch 3 {Storm Haven - 52! $3,000 15.00! 8000 §$1.15! None 25%
Wasatch 3 {Swiss Alpine 85! $1,300 $13.00
Wasatch 3 iTimber Lakes SSD  {* 516 $4,5600! $45.00f 4000 $2.00{ None None
Wasatch 3 {Twin Creeks SSD * 1181 $4.725 $0i $30.00% 12000 $0.15 551 $3,541 $7.00iNone
Wasatch 3 {Wdind So Hills Irrig  i* 44, $1,500{ $250; $25.00i 7000 $1.00{ None
Washington i 6 iAsh Creek SSD * None 3,700i $1,995 $18.00iNone
Washington { 6 iDixie Deer SSD * 248! $2,000 $25.00: 12,000 $0.50-$1.00{ None
Washington | 6 {Enterprise * 484: $2,000: $525! $24.00i 24,000{ $0.50-30.75-$1.00; 383{ $2,500 $24.50
Washington | 6 iGunlock SSD * 100 $0i Usage! $35.00 0 $0.00i None None
Washington i 6 iHarmony Heighls B 93 $2,000¢ $25.00
Washington i 6 iHildale/Colo City * 797 n/ai  $150f $20.00i 10000 1.00;  730{ $1,000 $27.00120% Pres. $300.00
Washington : 6 iHurricane * 3550i $1,750i $5501 $12.00! 10000 $0.60-$1.20 Pressure $90.00].
Washington i 6 ilvins * 17951 $2,500!  $435! $20.00: 10,000 $1.20-$1.70] 1600 $1,800 $32.11{25% Pres.
Washington | 6 iLaVerkin * 1023; $1,976i $200+{ $18.00 0 1.18i 900 $15.00i Pressure
Washington | 6 ilLeeds * 170i $2,500 $16.00i 30,000 1.00
Washington | 6 iPine Vly. Irrigation 260 $1.450 $7.50 300 1.00
Washington { 6 {Santa Clara 1212  $600 $10.00{ 5000 $0.60-$0.65} 1283} $1,320 $31.13{7%
Washington ! 6 {Springdale 377! $2,500 $2.60{ 1000 $2.501 210{ $1,505 514.28{100% Pres
Washington i 6 {St. George 11,800] $1.000 $10.62} 5000 $0.561 19480; $1,160 $17.28
Washington | 6 } Toquerville * 245! $1,500 $10.50¢ 12000 $1.00-$1.25! 245! $1,995 $18.00:Ditch
Washington | 6 iVeyo * 300! $500{ $200! $20.00{ 20,000 1.00 None, 80% Ditch $4.00
Washington | 6 iVirgin * 179 $1,238f $500! $27.00: 15000 2.00f None
Washington | 6 {Washington * 3000{ $2,283; $225{ $12.00; 5000 $0.75! 3431 $2,150 $0.00i35% Ditch $60.00
Wayne 4 iBicknell * 192} $1,000 $29.00! 24,000 $1.00-$1.05 .
Wayne 4 iFremont Wirwrks * 163 $1,2501 $8.00! 8000 $0.80 0 65% Pres.
Wayne 4 iHanksville * 73i $1,350i $600! $20.00{ 10000 $4.00 78 $0 $10.50
Wayne 4 iloa * 285 $0i $1,000! $14.00! 13,000 $1.00-$1.20 n/a 95%
Wayne 4 iLyman * 100 $1,250; $10.00i 10,000 $0.80 0 95% Pres.
Wayne 4 iTorrey * 200i  $300 $20.00{ 30,000
Weber 1 iBona Vista i 5300i $705! $975i $7.00i 1000 $1.15
Weber 1 iEden 300{ $2,500 $8.00] 20,000 $0.50
Weber 1 {Farr West 711i $1,650 $13.50
Weber 1 iHarrisville 1021 $510 $10.85
Weber 1 {Hooper Water SSD  i* 2550} $2,534  $635! $10.60! 10000 $1.25
Weber 1 {Layton * 1 11,860 $7.20] 7000 $0.791 13774 $750 $14.06
Weber 1 iLiberty * 2581 $5,500 $20.00{ 20,000 $0.10 __B0%
Weber 1 {North Ogden * 4399: $1.015i  $307} $6.00 0 $1.50-$2.00f 4377 $79 $9.25{75% Pres.
Weber 1 {Ogden * 1 23,380 301 $629: $9.82! 3000 $0.92} 22,000 $325 16.32125%
Weber 1 iPlain City 13.00 °
Weber 1 iPleasant View * 1200{ $1.000 $10.00{ 8000 $1.50-$2.25{ 1236 $325 12.24}100% Pres
Weber 1 iRiverdale 1650 Cost+15% | $9.35! 15000 $0.70; 1746 765 11.49114%
Weber 1 iRoy * 8619: $680i $125! $10.46 0 $0.61-$1.34; 9619 280 21.50190% Pres. $120.00
Weber 1 iSouth Ogden * 46801 $1,334¢ $150:¢ . nla n/a 1.32i 4521 131 n/ai95% Pres. $1.15/th.gal.
Weber 1 iSouth Weber * 1221 $10.75! 8000 1.00
Weber 1 iTaylor W.Weber * 1385 $1,405{ $595i $10.00! 12000 $0.75
Weber 1 iUintah Highlands B 822i $1,060 $64i $15.00i 12000 $0.90-$2.50f 742i $1,000 $32.00iNone
Weber 1 {Uintah Town 293  $800 $10.00{ 15000:$0.60-$1.25-$1.50
Weber 1 W Warren-Warren 1701 $1,500 $30.00{ 15000 $1.00i None
Weber 1 {Wash Terrace * 2804] $694 $15{  $9.50 10000 $1.60{ 2778 $554 $10.50
Weber 1 iWolf Creek 2501 $1.500 $9.00! 12000 275 $9.00{95% Ditch
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Salt Lake 2 iSL City Sub SD#1 i* 49089 $865 $4.00
Salt Lake 2 1S L City SSD #1 4501  $475 $0.41 $5.55
Salt Lake 2 1S L Co Ctnwd 400! $1,490 8000 $0.50 $6.35
Salt Lake 2 iSLCoSA#3snowblrd  {* 148 $0i $1,500i $32.00i 8000 1.65{  148iniz 23.00iNone
Salt Lake 2 iSandy "1 26144 $1,580 $13.51 8000 1.08{ 10000{ $1,680 13.72
Salt Lake 2 {Solitude 1D * i 1170 $3,250! $30.00
Salt Lake 2 iSolitude Water Co  i* 15 $0:! $2,500; $0.00! 20000 n/a
Salt Lake 2 iSouth Jordan * 6000{ $800 $20.20 8000 51.08
Salt Lake 2 {South Salt Lake * 3274 $0i  $800i $9.60 5 $1.65{ 2203 $0 $2.30{None
Salt Lake 2 {Taylorsville/Benn. * 1 15175! $2,100 $0i  $1.50 0 $0.85: 15175 $1,000 $0.85{None
Salt Lake 2 Waterpro Draperindg.  }* 5068! $1,813} $1,150{ $24.00! 5000 $1.23-$2.411 None 35% Pres. $228.00
Salt Lake 2 !West Jordan * 1 12500] $1.050 $9.711 6000 $0.80-$1.10} 14706 $267 $18.08
Salt Lake 2 {White City * 3960 $325} $31.50! 7500 1,07} None None
San Juan 5 {Blanding * 1250 $0i $1,033! $15.20; 5,000! $0.63-30.83-31.04; 964 $0 $13.50{Pressure $137.00
{San Juan § iEastland SSD * 23 $0i  $700: $30.00{ 7,000 $2.00-$3.50
ISan Juan 5 i{Monticello * 5781 $1,130! $1,000! $18.00i 10000} $0.60-$0.70-$0.80! 521 $0 $16.00:Pressure $84.00
[San Juan 5 iSan Juan SA#1Bufr  i* 194 $0: $3,250¢ $20.00; 5000 $0.60-30.95! None None
San Juan 5 i8an Juan SSD #1 17 [¢] $500 $12.75
Sanpete 4 iAxtell SSD 71i $1,200 15.00: 10,000 $0.40
Sanpete 4 iCenterfield * 378: $1,500: $600! $13.00! 10,000 $1.00{ 349: $2,300 $20.00i80% Pres. $10.00 -
Sanpete 4 iEphraim * 1310¢ $3,010: $1,000! $10.80: 7,000i $0.45-$0.65-$0.75! 1080; $1,230 $18.00!None
Sanpete 4 iFairview * 532; $1,350i $940i $23.00i 8,000 1.00; None
Sanpete 4 iFayelte * 78 $0{ $1,000i $20.00{ 15000 $1.00-$1.30{ None 100% Ditch $6.00]
Sanpete 4 {Fountian Green * 260; 3500 $22.00! 8000 $0.15] 312i $2,662 $25.00!Ditch
Sanpete 4 {Gunnison * 623 $1,000] $13.50{ 3000 $0.80i 592 11.00{80% Pres $900.00
Sanpete 4 {Manti - 1016 $1,400{ $1.020{ $20.00{ 7000 1.00{ 1016 $1,200 15.00{98% Pres.
ISanpete 4 iMayfield “ 201 $22.00] 15,000 1.00
{Sanpete 4 {Moroni * 525 $0{ $1.500{ $12.00{ 1000 2.50f 436 $0} $14.00{Ditch
|Sanpete 4 iMt. Pleasant * 1107!  $865{ $811] $19.41: 3000 $0.50; 996f $1,272 $8.30{95P/5D $71.40
|Sanpete 4 1Spring City * 366 $0! $1,200! $20.00{ 5000 $.50-§1.00f 355 $0 $17.501100% Pres
|Sanpete 4 Wales 891 $600 $15.00; 12000 $0.75! None .
ISevier 4 iAnnabella * 237! $2,400; $750! $17.00! 15000 $1.50! None 98% Pres. $168.00
ISevier 4 iAurora * 327i $1,350) $650! $15.10{ 15,000 $0.50f 314 $720 $23.50196% Pres. $67.20
|Sevier 4 iAustin SSD * 45 12.00; 15,000 $0.20-$0.30 .
Sevier "4 iCove SSD * 461 $1,000 $500i $14.00i 4000 $0.50: None None
ISevier 4 iElsinore * 532 10.00: 20,000 $1.00 :
ISevier 4 iGlenwood * 177: $3,234 $0: $18.00: 10,000 $0.60{ None 100% Ditch
ISevier 4 1Joseph * 159 $0: $3,000! $17.00¢ 25000 $1.00i None None
ISevier 4 iKoosharem * 172: $3,497 $500! $15.00f 2000 $1.00-$1.50
ISevier 4 iMonroe * 681 $3,000 18.00: 10,000 $1.00 70% Pres:
ISevier 4 iRedmond * 2731 $1,300i  $600i $20.00i 10000 $1.25¢ 265 $1,200: $10.50{None
|Sevier 4 :Richfield 2000i  $450 10.00i 10000 $0.25{ 2460 $3,000 $22.00i70% Ditch
[Sevier 4 iSalina * 924:  $500 17.00i 8000 $0.75! 810 $1.175 $22.00i100% Pres
ISevier 4 1Sigurd * 1681 $3,131 $500i $12.00{ 10000 $1.20i None
ISummit 3 iCiuff Ward Pipeline  {* 65! $1.600{ $350i $20.00i 6,000 $0.50-$0.75-$1.00
ISummit 3 {Coalville * 450 $1,836{ $1,250! $10.00 $1.00-$3.00f 445i $2,206 $28.00:90% Pres. $216.00
{Summit 3 iCommunity Water 500] $3,750 10.00 0 2.88]  500; $4,750 $28.50
[Summit 3 {Echo * 32 $0! $1,500{ $15.00{ 8,000 1.25 17 $5.00iDitch
ISummit 3 {Francis . 267¢ $2,543! $250] $35.00{ 10000 $0.50f 244! $2,519 $20.00;None
Summit 3 {Gorgoza * 1500 $0:{ $1,000{ $32.50{ 12,500 $2.50-$3.00} 1000 $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 {Henefer 235! $900 12.00 232 $800 $18.75140% Ditch
ISummit 3 {High Valley Witr 205! $2,500 $20.00 0 12.25
Summit 3 {Kamas 493; $450 20.00: 20000 $0.25! 4801 $2,197 $16.00{Ditch
Summit 3 {Mountain Reg SSD 111 $35.00 ] $28.50
Summit 3 {Oakley * 300: $3,000 $0: $18.00! 15000 $0.05{ 200! $3,000 27.50
Summit 3 iPark City * 4500: $2,100i  $300i $18.00{ 5000;$1.44-$1.58-$1.73 3650i $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 iPine Min Mutual * 308 $2,000
Summit 3 iSilver Springs 603 $2,750 $39.50{ 5000 $4.50 6031 $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 iSnyderville SID 7103 4,750 $28.50
[Summit 3 iSummit Co #3 * 86] $4,000 $27.00i 20,000 $2.00 86! $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 iSummit Park 401 700i Costi $30.30{ 10000 $0.20f  401{ $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 iSummit Wtr Distrib 620 350 $28.69 0 620! $4,750 $28.50
Summit 3 {Wdland Hills Mut 30 $450 $20.00i 24000
Tooele 2 {Dugway-Carr Fac * 100 Incl.wirent iincl.wirent
Tooele 2 {Dugway-Engl Vig * 450! Incl.wirent iincl.wirent 497 100% Pres.
Tooele 2 {Grantsville s 1694 $1.0611 $1,275} $15.00{ 7000 $0.70! 1891i $1,175 $20.00
Tooele 2 iLake Point ID * 190 . $2,958 $8.33
Tooele 2 10phir Canyon * 45 $20.00
Tooele 2 1Stansbury Park * 1000 $1,636 $30¢ $20.00! 25000 $0.60-$0.75! 1000! $2,807 $45.00{None
Tooele 2 iStockton * 227: $2,800 $500{ $17.00i 16,000 $2.00
Tooele 2 iTooele * 4937 $1,100 10.00 0i$0.67-$0.75-$1.00 6577: $1,830 $23.71
Tooele 2 iWendover * 300 $800i $17.25¢ 7500 2.30 247 $759 11.65
Uintah 3 iAshley Valley W/IS  i* 29761 $1,300i $700: $15.00: 10,000 120! 14221 $1,300 $19.00:50% Ditch.
Uintah 3 iBallard SSD > 290 $2,200{ $1,800{ $20.00{ 10,000 1.10 84 $1,200{ $18.00!None
Uintah 3 iJensen WID * 503 $2,000i $17.50;{ 1000 $0.80
Uintah 3 iMaeser WSID * 877i $750i  $750i $14.00i 10000 $1.40{ 567 $425 $26.00i80% Pres.
Uintah 3 {Ouray Park WID * 116 15.00} 10,000 $0.90
Uintah 3 iTridell-Lapoint * 396 $0! $2,500i $15.00 0 $0.50{ None None
Uintah 3 iVernal * 2512{ $700i $706{ $24.00i 8000 $1.60f 1961 $1,350 18.70
Utah 2 {Alpine * 1160 $2,500 $6.00i 8,000{$0.90-$1.40-$2.80 $25.491Ditch
Utah } 2 jAmerican Fork i 5520} $800{ {  $8.00; 6,000{ $0.60 [ $25.00{Ditch




MEMO

TO: Dennis Wenger, Frontier Corporation USA Project Manager
FROM: Justin Robinson, MAcc

RE: Duchesne County UCWID Improvement Feasibility Analysis
DATE: December 16, 2003

ATTACHMENT: Cash Flow / Constraint Model with Assumptions (13 pgs)

Scope of Analysis & Sources of Information

1 completed a feasibility analysis of various water improvement options to be implemented by the Duchesne County
Upper Country Water Improvement District (hereinafter “DCUCWID”). I have reviewed information prepared by
Seeley, Aycock & Associates, CPAs (DCUCWID’s engaged CPA firm & hereinafter “Seeley™); and have compiled
their information and compared it against and utilized it in conjunction with further relevant information collected
from sources believed to be reliable, including the following: Duchesne County Property Tax Values from 1970 —
2003 and Duchesne County Property Values (Tax Basis) by Taxing District for 2003, posted to the Duchesne
County Website by Ms. Diane Freston, Duchesne County Clerk / Auditor, as of September 2003. My feasibility
analysis is limited to information that was: 1) provided by Seeley; 2) obtained from the Duchesne County Website;
and 3) provided by Van Christensen at the State of Utah Auditor’s Office.

Property Tax Revenue

Future property tax valuation projections were initially estimated based on the past 34 years of available tax data,
which resulted in an annual percentage growth rate of 5.5059%. It is important to note that in reviewing the past 34
years of property tax valuations, significant swings in valuations were noted throughout the years analyzed, and a
constant growth rate is not in reality likely. Therefore, a one percent (1.0%) growth in projected tax valuations has
been assumed for this model to maintain a conservative approach. Based on my somewhat limited knowledge of the
economic history of the area, it is my perception that the property tax valuations somewhat followed the up- and
down-swings of the oil and gas industry that are so prevalent in the area. I have based projected tax revenue to
DCUCWID on the effective property tax rate for the year 2003, which was 0.3363%, multiplied by the
corresponding annual projected property tax valuation. Once again, fluctuations in the tax revenue could materially
affect the model, especially if the area experiences a negative tax growth, as has occurred at various times
throughout the 34 year tax record history.

Operating Revenue & Expenses

Operating revenue and expenses were established by Seeley based on current figures and projections provided by
DCUCWID on new hookups in the next three years. Given the materiality of these numbers, holding them constant
will not materially affect the results of this study, unless a determination is made by DCUCWID to significantly
increase the rates charged to water users, thus materially raising revenue; or an election to implement a water
development project by DCUCWID requires a significant operating expense budget. Either of these scenarios
would require insertion into the model to determine feasible outcomes. However, it is unlikely that DCUCWID will
raise water rates, due to the fact that the district already has one of the sixth highest water user rate charges in the
State of Utah.
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Debt Compliance Issues with Utah State Law

In July 2003, the Board of Trustees of DCUCWID received notice from the Office of the State Auditor that stated
that DCUCWID’s general obligation indebtedness was in excess of legal limits as of the year ended December 31,
2002. The notice referenced Section XIV-3 & 4 of the State Constitution and directed that if the general obligation
debt exceeded legal limits, it must be reduced to the legal limit immediately. On November 24, 2003, Mr. Van
Christensen, of the State of Utah Auditor’s Office, confirmed that accordingly, the district must maintain a general
obligation debt level at or below 2.4% of the current property tax valuation. The DCUCWID Debt Repayment
Schedule provided shows 2003 total outstanding debt to be in excess of $4.7 million. Of this $4.7 million,
approximately $1.023 million is general obligation debt. The property tax valuation for the DCUCWID taxing
district shows 2003 property tax valuation at $43,874,451. In order to be in compliance with Utah State Law,
general obligation debt must be at or below $1.053 million. Given the existence of $1.023 million in current general
obligation debt, DCUCWID’s hands are effectively tied in securing additional general obligation debt to acquire
additional water improvements in the near future.

General Obligation Debt Compliance Constraints

Given the 1.00% projected tax growth scenario, the district will need to retain cash as its major component of
infrastructure growth. Per the constraints of the model, and provided the district chose to utilize all cash being held
in the unreserved account in excess of $500,000, a $2.0 million development project could be completed in 2012.
Maintaining the same factors, a $2.5 million development project could possibly be completed as soon as 2013,
based on the assumptions placed in the financial analysis. Thus, interim water development projects of this
magnitude must be pursued via other non-general obligation debt.

Cash Flow Constraints

The model illustrates the ability of available excess cash flow to service debt for a water improvement project as it
progresses throughout the years. Again, a major component of the cash flow as the years progress is the property
tax revenue generated from the property valuation growth rate factor utilized in the model. Based on the
assumptions, available annual cash flow to support a 30 year, zero percent interest loan could be available
immediately at limited amounts, which would grow over time. Additionally, DCUCWID has an existing amount of
cash, approximately $1.5 million, of which $1.0 million could be added at any time to the cash flow debt capacity
constraint to determine the ultimate size of the water improvement project that could be feasible. The district has
expressed a desire to maintain a $500,000 cash cushion in unreserved cash to serve as a buffer to any unforeseen
cash requirements.

Inflation Factors

The model does not account for any inflation. It is likely that inflation will vary from time to time, and I would
suggest that as inflation factors rise, the corresponding water rates will need to be adjusted accordingly. I would
anticipate that property values may not correspond proportionately with the rise of construction costs and other
economic factors. Given this fact, I would hesitate to reliably predict how inflation may affect the model.

Conclusion

DCUCWID is faced with a unique set of challenges... it must develop solutions to overcome its current shortage in
water supply, while adhering to the debt compliance and cash flow constraints to which it is subject. Again,
providing the district chose to utilize all cash being held in the unreserved account in excess of $500,000, a $2.0
million development project could be completed in 2012. Maintaining the same factors, a $2.5 million development
project could possibly be completed as soon as 2013, based on the assumptions placed in the financial analysis. The
modeled projections for these two scenarios are attached to this memorandum. Due to the various constraints facing
DCUCWID, a combination of alternatives likely will be necessary for the long-term success of a water supply to the
DCUCWID... a smaller expenditure in the short-term to get the District by until a long-term solution becomes
feasible.
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users Current Users: 650 25 10 10 10
Increase % in Users 3.85% 1.48% 1.46% 1.44%
Actual Actual Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Cash Flow from Operating Actlvities
Operating Revenues $ 260,818 § 292,682 § 290,000 § 290,000 § 290,000 § 290,000 $ 200,000
Operating Expenses $ (176,690) § (185374) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (180,000) $ (190,000) § (190,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ - $ - $ - $ (1,000) $ (1,000) § (1,000) § (1,000)
Operating costs of new treatment plant $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ - $ - $ 11,150 § 15610 § 20,070 § 24,530
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ - $ - $ - $ (7,300) § (10,220) § (13,140) § (16,060)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 85,128 § 107,308 § 100,000 $ 102,850 § 104,380 $ 105,930 § 107,470
Cash Flows from Investing Activitles
Investment Interest $ 77,859 § 41,367 § 38,000 $§ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ 4172) $ (13221) § (10,000) $ (10,000) " § -.(700,000)- $ (10,000) $ (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (5,500) & (6,658) % (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 68,187 $ 21,488 § 22,000 $ 4,000 $ (686,000) $ 4,000 § 4,000
Cash Flows from Capltal Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 8,400 § 19,300 $ 8,000 § 40,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) - 8 -8 - 5 - 8 - §-. 7 700000 S - % -
Principal Pmts on Existing Debt $ (158,800} & (158,800) $ (158,800) § (168,800) § (158,800) $ (158,800) $ (158,800)
Principal Pmts on New General Obligation Bond Debt $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ -
Princlpal Pmts on New Revenue Bond Debt 8. L. $. Lo 8 -5 e § . (23,833) § . (23,333) § (23,333)
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash 3 (15,000) § (15,000) § (15,000) & (15,000) § (15,000) § (15,000) $ (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ (166,400) $ {154,500) $ (165,800) $ (133,800) $ 618,867 $ (181,133) § (181,133)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Activities Effective Tax Rate: 0.3310% From 2004 on, taxes recv'd based on '03 Effective Tax Rate * Estimated Property Tax \
Taxes Received $ 124,690 $ 145216 § 145216 § 146,668 $ 148,135 § 148,616 $ 161,112
Miscsllaneous Revenues $ 5813 _§ 8986 § 7,000 § 7,000 % 7000 § 7000 $ 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 130,503 $ 164,202 $ 152,216 § 153,668 $ 165,135 $ 166,616 $ 168,112
Net increase {Decrease) In Cash $ 118,418 § 128,498 $ 108,416 § 126,718 § 92,392 § 85413 § 88,449
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,193,582 § 1,312,000 $ 1,440498 § 1648914 §$ 1,675,632 § 1,768,024 § 1,863,437
Net increase (Decrease) in Cash $ 118,418 $ 128,498 $ 108416 § 126,718 $ 92392 §$ 85413 § 88,449
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 1,312,000 § 1,440498 $§ 1,548,914 § 1,675632 § 1,768,024 § 1,853,437 § 1,941,886
Property Tax Valuation Growth Rate Factor: KRS OO0
Property Tax Valuation {Actual in '03, Estimated after) $ 39,411,636 § 41,583,216 $ 43,874,451 $ 44,313,196 § 44,766,327 $§ 45,203,891 § 45,655,930
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value) 240% $ 1,062,887 $ 1,052,987 $ 1,052,887 $§ 4,052,987 $§ 1,052,987
Existing General Obllgation Debt Load $ 1,173,000 $ 1,098,000 $ 1,023,000 $§ 948,000 $ 873,000 § 798,000 $ 723,000
Projected General Obllgation Debt Load $ . $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . $ -
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt L.oad $ 29,987 $§ 104,907 $ 179,987 $ 254,987 $ 329,987

See Assumptlons as Attached

Frontier Corporation USA
(435) 753-9502 10f6 Last Revised 12/16/03



Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % in Users 1.42% 1.40% 1.38% 1.36% 1.34% 1.32% 1.31%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estlmated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 200,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 280,000 § 290,000 § 200,000 $ 280,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (180,000) $ (180,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000) § . (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000).
Operating costs of new treatment plant $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (125,000) § (125,000) § (125,000)
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 28,990 $ 33450 § 37910 § 42370 §$ 46,830 $ 51,290 § 55,750
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) 3 (18,980) § (21,900) § (24,820) § (27,740) § (30,660) $ (33,580) § (36,500)
Net Cash Flow from Operatlons $ 109,010 $ 110,560 $§ 112,080 $ 113,630 § (9,830) $ (8,290) $ {6,750)
Cash Flows from Investing Actlvities
Investment interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $§ 20,000
System Additions / Improvemants $ (10,000) $ (10,000) § (10,000) & (10,000) $ (2,000,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) § (6,000) $ (6,000) § (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ {6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 § 4,000 § 4,000 $ (1,986,000) $ 4,000 $§ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capltal Financing Actlvities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 §$ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 455,000 $ - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) § - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Principal Pmts on Existing Debt $ (159,800) $ (156,800) $ (159,800) $ (158,800) $ (160,800) $ (168,800) $ (160,800)
Princlpal Pmts onh New General Obligation Bond Debt $ -3 -8 -8 - $ (15,167) § (15,167) $ (15,167)
Principal Pmts on New Revenus Bond Debt * - - $ (23,333) ' § .(28,333). § . (23,338) § - (23,333) § (23,333) . $ . (23,333) §$ (23,333)
(Increass) / Decrease in Reserved Cash $ (15,000) § (15,000) § (15,000) § (15,0000 $ (15,000) $ (15,0000 § (15,000)
Net Cash {Used) / Provided by Capltal Financing $ (162,133) $ (181,133) § (182,133) § (181,133) $ 266,700 $ (196,300) $ (198,300)
Cash Flows from Non-Capltal Financing Actlvities Jaluation
Taxes Received $ 152,623 §$ 154,150 § 155,691 § 157,248 § 168,821 § 160,409 $ 162,013
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7,000 § 7000 § 7,000 § 7,000 § 7,000 § 7000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capltat Financing $ 159,623 § 161,150 $ 162,691 § 164,248 § 166,821 $ 167,409 § 168,013
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 90,500 $ 94,666 $ 96,648 $§ 100,745 $ {1,673,309) §$ (33,181) $ (32,037)
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,841,886 $ 2,032,386 § 2,126,952 $ 2,223,600 § 2,324,345 § 751,035 § 717,854
Net increase (Decrease) in Cash $ 90,500 § 94,566 $ 96,648 $ 100,745 $ (1,673,308) § (33,181) § {32,037)
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 2,032,386 $ 2126952 $ 2,223,600 § 2,324,345 § 761,035 § 717,854 § 685,817
Property Tax Valuation (Actual in ‘03, Estimated after) $ 46,112,489 $ 46,573,614 $ 47,039,350 $ 47,509,743 $ 47,984,841 $ 48,464,689 § 48,949,336
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value $ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 1,082,987 § 1,062,987 § 1,062,987 $ 1,062,987 § 1,052,987
Existing General Obligation Debt Load $ 648,000 $ 573,000 $ 498,000 $ 423,000 $ 348,000 $ 273,000 § 198,000
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 455,000 $ 439,833 § 424,667
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Oblligation Debt Load $ 404,987 $ 479,987 $ 554,987 § 629,987 $ 249,987 $ 340,163 $ 430,320

See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % in Users 1.28% 1.27% 1.26% 1.24% 1.23% 1.21% 1.20%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 280,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 260,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) § (190,000) § (160,000) $ (190,000) § (160,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
Qperating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ (1,000) $ (1,000 $ (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000) § (1,000) $ (1,000)
Operating costs of new treatment plant $ (126,000) $ (126,000) $ (126,000) $ (125,000) $ (125,000) § (125,000) $ (125,000)
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 60,210 § 64,670 § 69130 § 73,500 $ 78,050 $§ 82510 ¢ 86,970
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (39,420) $ (42,340) § (45,260) § (48,180) % (51,100) § (54,020) § {56,940)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ (6,210) $ (3,670) § {2,430} $ (890) $ 850 § 2490 $ 4,030
Cash Flows from Investing Actlvities
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000
System Addltions / Improvements $ (10,000) § (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ {10,000) § (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) § (6,000) % (6,000) $ (6,000} § (6,000) $ {6,000) § (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $ 4000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $§ 4,000 $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) $ - $ - $ - § . $ - $ - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) ) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ B
Principal Pmts on Existing Debt $ (158,800) $ (160,800) § (148,800) $ {136,800) $ (137,800) § (139,800) § (140,800)
Principal Pmts on New General Obligation Bond Debt $ (16,167) % (15,167) $ (15,167) $ (15,167) $ (15,167) $ (15,167) $ (15,167)
Principal Pmts on New Revenue Bond Debt . ™ ; . . $ .(28,333) - 8§ .(23333) 8. 1 {23,333) § - (23,333 -6 . (28333 § .. (23333 § . (23,333)
(increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash $ (15,000) $ (15,000 § (15000) § (15,000) $ (15,000) § (15,000) § (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ (196,300) $ (198,300) $ (186,300) $ (174,300) $ {175,300) § (177,300) § (178,300}
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financlng Actlvities
Taxes Received $ 163,633 $ 165,269 $ 166,922 § 168,591 $ 170,277 $ 171,080 ¢ 173,700
Miscellaneous Revenues 3 7,000 § 7000 $ 7000 § 7,000 $ 7,000 $ 7,000 § 7,000
Net Cash {Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 170,633 § 172,269 $ 173,922 § 175591 $ 177,277 $ 178,980 $ 180,700
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash $ (26,677) $ {25,701) $§ (10,508) $ 4,701 $ 6,927 $ 8,170 $ 10,430
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 685,817 $ 658,940 $ 633,239 § 622,731 §$ 627433 $ 634,360 $§ 642,530
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ (26,877) $ (26,701) $ {10,508) $ 4,701 $ 6,927 $ 8,170 § 10,430
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 658,940 $ 633,239 § 622,731 § 627,433 § 634,360 § 642,630 $ 652,960
Property Tax Valuation (Actual In ‘03, Estimated after) $ 49,438,830 $ 49,933,218 § 50,432,550 § 60,936,876 $ §1,446,244 $ 51,960,707 § 62,480,314
Legal Capacity Allowable General Qblligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value $ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 4,052,987 $§ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 1,052,987 § 1,052,987
Existing General Obilgation Debt Load $ 123,000 $ 48,000 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 410,006 § 395344 § 380,683 § 366,022 $ 361,361 $ 336,700 § 322,039
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 519,981 § 609,642 § 672,303 § 686,965 §$ 701,626 $ 716,287 $ 730,948

See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 1.18% 1.17% 1.16% 1.14% 1.43% 112% 1.10%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 § 290,000 $ 280,000 $ 290,000 § 280,000
Qperating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) § (190,000) $ (180,000) $ (180,000) § (180,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ (1,000) $ (1,000) §- (1,000) § (1,000) § . (1,000) $ (1,000) § (1,000)
Operating costs of new treatment plant $ (125,000) $ (125,000 $ (125,000) $ (125,000) § (125,000) § (125,000) $ (125,000)
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 91,430 § 95800 $ 100,350 $ 104,810 $ 109,270 § 113,730 $ 118,180
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (59,860) $ (62,780) % (65,700) $ (68,620) $ (71,540) § (74,460) $ (77,380)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 6,570 $ 7110 $ 8,650 $ 10,430 $ 11,730 § 13,270 $ 14,810
Cash Flows from Investing Activities
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 § 20000 § 20,000 § 20,000 § 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) § (10,000) § (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000 § (6,000) § (8,000) § {6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) ! Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 § 4,000 § 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Flnancing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 § 16,000 §$ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds (30 YT 0%) : $ - § - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Principal Pmts on Existing Debt $ (142,800} $ (143,800) $ (144,800) % (146,800) % (148,800) $ (150,800) $ (152,800)
Principal Pmts on New General Obligation Bond Debt $ (15,167) $ (15,167) § (15,167) § (15,167) 8 (15,167) $ (15,167) $ (15,167)
Principal Pmts on New Revenue Bond Debt $. . (23383). § (28,333 § - . (@3333) § - (23,333) § .. .. .(23333) . § . .. (23333) 8 (23,333).
(Increase) / Decrease In Reserved Cash $ (15,000) $ (15,000} $ (15,000) § (15,000} § (15,000) § (15,000) $ (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ (180,300) $ (181,300} $§ (182,300) $ (184,300) $ (186,300} $ (188,300} $ (190,300)
Cash Flows from Non-Capltal Financing Activities
Taxes Received $ 175437 $ 177,191 § 178,963 $ 180,753 $ 182,560 § 184,386 § 186,230
Miscellaneous Revenues 3 7,000 § 7,000 % 7,000 $ 7,000 $ 7000 § 7000 $ 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 182,437 $ 184,191 § 185,963 $ 187,763 §$ 189,560 $ 191,386 § 193,230
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 11,707 $ 14,009 $ 16,313 § 17,643 $ 18,990 $ 20,356 $ 21,740
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 652,960 $ 664,666 $ 678,667 $ 694,980 § 712,623 $ 731613 $ 761,969
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 11,707 $§ 14,001 $ 16,313 $ 17,643 § 18,990 $ 20,356 $ 21,740
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 664,666 $ 678,667 $ 694,980 § 712,623 § 731,613 § 761,969 § 773,709
Property Tax Valuatlon {Actual In '03, Estimated after) $ 53,006,117 $ 53,535,168 $ 54,070,520 § 54,611,225 § 85,157,337 § 55,708,911 $ 56,266,000
Lagal Capacity Allowable General Obllgation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value $ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 § 1,052,987 $ 1,052,987 $ 1,052,887
Existing General Obligation Debt Load $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 307,378 $ 292,717 $ 278,056 $ 263,394 $ 248,733 $ 234,072 $ 219411
Legal Capacity / {Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 746,609 $ 760,270 $ 774,931 § 789,592 $ 804,253 § 818,915 $ 833,576

See Assumptions as Attached
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New Users
Increase % in Users

Cash Flow from Operating Activities

Operating Revenues

Operating Expenses

Cash flow from system improvements
Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development
Operating costs of new treatment plant
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user)
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user)

Net Cash Flow from Operations

Cash Flows from Investing Activities
Investment Interest
System Additions / Improvements
Equipment Purchases
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing

Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%)
Revenue Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%)
Prlnclpal Pmts on Existing Debt
Principal Pmts on New General Obligation Bond Debt
Principal Pmts onh New Revenue Bohd Debt - .
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing

Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Activitles
Taxes Received
Miscellaneous Revenues
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financlng

Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year

Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year

Property Tax Valuation (Actual in '03, Estimated after)

Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load {2.4% of Property Value

Existing General Obligation Debt Load
Projected General Obligation Debt Load

Duchesne County Upper Country Water District

Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

10 10 10 10 10 10 10
1.09% 1.08% 1.07% 1.06% 1.05% 1.04% 1.03%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year 2029 2080 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
$ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000 § 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 290,000
$ (190,000) § (190,000) § (190,000 $ (190,000) § (190,000} $ (190,000} § (190,000)
$ (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000) § (1,000) -§ (1,000) § (1,000) $ (1,000)
3 (125,000) § (125,000) § (125,000) $ (125,000) $ (125,000) $ (125,000) $ (125,000)
$ 122,650 § 127,110 § 131,570 $ 136,030 $ 140,480 $ 144,850 § 149,410
$ (80,300) $ (83220) § (86,140) $ (89,060) $ (©1,980) § (94,900) $ (97,820)
$ 16,350 § 17,890 $ 19,430 § 20,970 $ 22,510 § 24,050 § 25,590
$ 20,000 $ 20,000 % 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000
$ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) § (10,000) $ (10,000) & (10,000) § (10,000)
$ (6,000) § (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000)
$ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 § 4,000 § 4,000
§ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000
$ - 3 - $ - $ - $ . 3 - $ -
R  $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 - 3 -
$ (154,800) $ (156,800) $ (156,800) $ 91,800) $ (91,800) & (83,800) & (43,800)
$ (15,167) $ (15,167) § (15,167) § (15,167) $ (15,167) § (15,167) $ (15,167)
-8 (23,333)°.§ .- (23,333) § (233899 . (23383). % ... (23333 8 . . (23333) § -..(23,333)
3 (15,000) § (15,000) $ (15000) § (15,000) ¢ (15,000) $ (15,000) § {15,000)
$ (192,300) $ (194,300) $ (194,300) $ {129,300) $ (129,300) $ (121,300) § (81,300)
$ 188,092 § 189,973 $ 191,873 § 183,781 § 195729 § 197,687 § 199,663
$ 7,000 §$ 7,000 § 7,000 $ 7000_%§ 7000 § 7000 § 7,000
$ 195,092 $ 196,973 § 198,873 § 200,791 ¢ 202,729 $ 204,687 $ 206,663
$ 23,142 3 24,563 $ 28,003 $ 96,461 $ 99,939 § 111,437 $ 164,953
$ 773,709 $ 796,851 § 821,414 § 849,416 § 945877 § 1,045,817 § 1,167,253
$ 23,142 § 24,563 $ 28,003 $ 96461 $ 99,939 § 111,437 § 164,953
$ 796,851 § 821,414 $ 849,416 § 945877 $ 1,045817 § 1,167,253 § 1,312,207
$ 56,828,660 $ 57,396,946 § 57,970,916 $ 68,550,625 $ 69,136,131 § $9,727,493 § 60,324,767
$ 1,052,987 $§ 1,052,987 § 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 1,082,987 $ 1,062,987 $ 1,062,887
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 204,750 $ 190,089 $ 175428 § 160,767 $ 146,106 $ 131,444 § 116,783
$ 848,237 $ 862,898 $ 877,569 § 892,220 § 906,881 § 921,542 $ 936,203

Legal Capaclty / (Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load

Frontier Corporation USA
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2 Million Proposed Water improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 1.02% 1.01% 1.00%
Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2036 2037 2038
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ (1,000) § (1,000) § (1,000)
Operating costs of new treatment plant $ (125,000} $ (125,000) $ (125,000)
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 153,870 § 158,330 § 162,790
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (100,740} § (103,660) $ (106,580)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 27,130 $ 28,670 § 30,210
Cash Flows from Investing Activitles
investment Interest $ 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ (10,000 § (10,000) $ (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) § (6,000 $ (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Proceeds (30 Yr 0%) $ - § - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds . (30 Yr 0%) $ - § - $ -
Principal Pmts on Existing Debt $ (43,800) $ (43,800 § (43,800)
Principal Pmts on New General Obligation Bond Debt $ (15,167) § (15,167) % (15,167)
Principal Pmts on New Revenue Bond Debt . § (23,333) . §. BETIESS AT
{increase} / Decrease in Resesved Cash 3 (15,000) & (15,000} $ (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capltal Financing $ (81,300) $ (57,967) $ (87,967)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Flnancing Activities
Taxes Received $ 201,660 $ 203,677 § 205,713
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7000 § 7000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capltal Financing $ 208,660 $ 210,677 $ 212,713
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash $ 158,490 § 186,380 § 188,957
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,312,207 § 1,470,697 $ 1,656,077
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash $ 156,490 § 185,380 $ 188,957
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 1,470,697 $ 1,666,077 $ 1,845,033
Property Tax Valuation (Actual In ‘03, Estimated after) $ 60,928,016 § 61,537,295 § 62,152,668
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obllgation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value $ 1,052,987 $ 1,062,987 § 1,052,987
Exlsting General Obligation Debt Load $ - $ - $ -
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 102,122 § 87,461 §$ 72,800
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obllgation Debt Load $ 950,865 § 965,526 $ 980,187
See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users Current Users: 660 25 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 3.86% 1.48% 1.46% 1.44%
Actual Actual Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Cash Flow from Operating Actlivities
Operating Revenues $ 260,818 § 292,682 § 290,000 §$ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000
Operating Expenses $ (175,690) § (185,374) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000)

Cash flow from system improvements

a, (1,000 (1,000 °

(1.000)

24,530

Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) - - 3 - (7,300) (10,220) (13,140) (16,060)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 85,128 $ 107,308 $ 100,000 102,850 104,390 105,930 107,470
Cash Flows from Investing Activitles
Investment interest $ 77,859 $ 41,367 $ 38,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 § 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ 4172) $ (13.221) § (10,000) $ (10,000)  §. -{700,000) & (10,000) § (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (5,500) $ (6,658) § (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 68,187 $ 21,488 $§ 22,000 $ 4,000 $ (686,000) $ 4,000 § 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Actlvities
Impact Fees $ 8,400 § 19,300 § 8,000 $§ 40,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000 $§ 16,000
Genergl Obligation Bond Proceeds”: $ . $ - $ - $ - 3 - $ - 3 -
Revenue Bond Proceeds . $ - 8 - § ] - 8 700,000 ' § - 8 -
Principal Pmts on Debt (16 $ (158,800) § (158,800)

"Pringipal Pmts on"New Genegral Obligation Bond (30Yr.0

Princlipal Pmts on New Revenue Bond (30 Yr 0%) : R 3 ) - $ LR T % Lo o8 .:(28,333) § $ - : (23.333),
(Increase) / Decrease In Reserved Cash $ (15,000) $ (15,000 § (15,000) $ (15,000) $ (15,000} $ (15,000) § (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ {165,400) $ {154,500) $ (165,800) $ (133,800) § 618,867 $ (181,133) § {181,133)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Activities Effective Tax Rate: 0.3305% From 2004 on, taxes recv'd based on '03 Effective Tax Rate * Estimated Property Tz
Taxes Received $ 124,600 $ 145216 $ 145,000 § 146,450 $ 147815 § 149,394 § 150,888
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 5813 § 8986 §$ 7,000 § 7000 § 7000 § 7,000 $ 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 130,503 § 154,202 § 152,000 $ 153,450 § 154,915 § 166,334 § 167,888
Net Increase {Decrease) In Cash $ 118,418 $ 120,498 $ 108,200 $ 126,500 $ 921711 § 85150 $ 88,224
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,193,582 § 1,312,000 $ 1,440,498 $ 1,648,698 $ 1675188 § 1,767,369 § 1,852,559
Net Increase (Decrease) in Cash $ 118418 §$ 128498 $ 108,200 $§ 126,500 § 92,171 $ 85,190 § 88,224
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 1,312,000 $ 1,440,498 $ 1,548,698 $ 1,676,198 § 1,767,369 $ 1,852,569 § 1,940,784
Property Tax Valuation increase Factor (based on 34 year historical apr) %: & 1415
Property Tax Valuatlon (Actual In ‘03, Estimated after) $ 39,411,635 § 41,583,216 § 43,874,451 § 44,313,196 $ 44,756,327 $ 45,203,801 § 45,655,930
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obllgation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Value) 240% $ 1,052,987 $ 1,063,517 $ 1,074,462 $§ 1,084,893 $ 1,095,742
Existing General Obllgation Debt Load $ 1,173,000 § 1,098,000 $ 1,023,000 $ 948,000 $ 873,000 § 798,000 $ 723,000
Projected General Obligation Debt Load
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obllgation Debt Load $ 20,987 ¢ 104,987 $ 179,987 § 254,987 § 329,987

See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % in Users 1.42% 1.40% 1.38% 1.36% 1.34% 1.32% 1.31%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Cash Flow from Operating Activlties

Operating Revenues $ 200,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000
Operating Expenses $ (1980,000) $ (190,000) § (180,000) § (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (180,000)

Cash flow from system Improvements
,000) § (1,000) § (1,000) $ (1,000)

(128,000):§ -£125,000).

Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development
-+ Operating costs of héw.water surface trea it

Revenue increase from new customers 910 42370 § ,830 § 31 290 55,750
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) (18,980) (21,900 (24,820) § (27,740)_8% (30,660) $§ (33,580) (36,500)
Net Cash Flow from Operations 109,010 110,550 112,090 $ 113,630 § 115170 § (8,290) {6,750)
Cash Flows from Investing Activities
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20000 § 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ (10,000) $ (10,000} $ (10,000) $ {10,000) $ (10,000) 2,800,000): § {10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) § (6,000) $ (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000) (6,000) $ (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 § 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ (2,486,000) $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation-Bond Proceeds T8 -8 -8 -8 -8 R 76,000 § .
Revenue Bond Proceeds ' $ - $ - $ - § - $ - $ - $ -
Pnnclpal Prts on Debt $ (169,800) $ (158,800) § (168,800) % (158,800) $ (160,800) $ (158,800) § ] (160,800)
Piincipal:Rrits on'Neve.General Obligation'Bond (30°YF 0%): 4 P aA R g N 17(26,867) 5. .. 1 (26,867):
Principal Pmts on New Revenue Bond (30 Yr 0%) N . 8 . . (23,333) §. - (23,333) § . (23833 % . (23,833) § . (23,333)
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash $ (15 000) § (15 000) (15,000)_$ (15,000) § (15,000)_$ (15,000) § (15,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ (182,433) § (181,133) (182,133) § (181,133) $ (183,133) $ 569,000 $§ (209,000)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Actlvities ax Valuation
Taxes Received $ 162,306 § 153,920 § 185,460 § 157,014 § 158,584 § 160,170 $ 161,772
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7000 § 7000 § 7000 $ 7000 $ 7000 § 7,000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 159,336 § 160,920 § 162,460 $ 164,014 $ 165,584 $ 167470 § 168,772
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 90,273 § 94,337 $ 96,416 § 100,511 § 101,621 $ {1,758,120) $ (42,978)
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,940,784 § 2,031,057 § 2,125,394 § 2,221,810 § 2322321 §$ 2,423,842 $ 665,822
Net Increase {Decrease) In Cash $ 90,273 §$ 94,337 $ 96,416 $ 100,511 § 101,621 § (1,768,120) $ (42,978)
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 2,031,057 § 2,125,384 § 2,221,810 $ 2,322,321 $ 2423942 § 665,822 § 622,844
Property Tax Val
Property Tax Valuation {Actual in '03, Estimated after) $ 46,112,489 ¢ 46,573,614 § 47,039,350 $ 47,508,743 § 47,084.841 § 48,464,689 § 48,949,336
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load {2.4% of Property Valu S 1,406,700 § 1,417,767 § 1128944 § 1,440,234 § 1151636 $ 1,163,153 § 1,174,784
Existing General Obligation Debt Load 648,000 § 573,000 $ 498,000 § 423,000 § 348,000 $§ 1,049,000 § 948,133
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 776,000 § 750,133
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 404,987 $ 479,987 § 554,987 $ 629,987 $ 704,987 $ 3,987 § 104,853
See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Million Proposed Water improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
increase % In Users 1.28% 1.27% 1.26% 1.24% 1.23% 1.21% 1.20%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 280,000 $ 280,000 $ 280,000 $ 200,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 § 290,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (160,000) § (190,000) § (190,000) § (190,000} $ (190,000) $ (190,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
~ Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Developm: (1,000 § $ {1,000)
“sOperating costs,of new. water stiface treatriient plant 25,000! i 125, ; 25,000
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 60,210 § $ 82,510 § 86,970
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (39,420) 3 (42,340) (45,260) $ (54,020) § (66,940)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ (6,210) $§ (3,670) $ {2,130) $ $ 2490 § 4,030
Cash Flows from Investing Activities
Investment Interest § 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000 $§ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000 §$ 20,000
System Additions / improvements $ (10,000) § (10,000) $ (10,0000 $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000} $ (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) % (6,000) § (6,000 $ (6,000) $ (6,000 $ (6,000) $ {6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $§ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 § 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 16,000 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000 § 16,000
General Obligation-Bond- Proceeds " i § - - - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Revenue Bond Proceeds $ - - - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Principal Pmts on Debt $ 58,800) $ $ (137,800) § (139,800) $ ) (1 40,800)
Principal Pmts.of New. General Qbligation:Bond: (30 Yr 0%): ; (26,867) % ¥ 8 (25,867)7 1 (268878 1(25,867):
Princlpal Pmts oh New Revenue Bond. (30 Yr0%) - . $ (23,333) ,333) it $ (23,3330 8 - ;. (23333) & (23,333)
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash 3 (15,000) (15,000) {15, 000) $ $ (15,000) § (15000} $ (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ (207,000) $ {209,000) $ (197,000) $ (185,000) $ (186,000) § (188,000) § (188,000)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financlng Activities
Taxes Received $ 163,380 § 165,024 § 166,674 § 168,340 § 170,024 § 174,724 173,441
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7,000 % 7,000 § 7000 § 7,000 § 7,000 $ 7,000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 170,380 §$ 172,024 § 173674 $ 176,340 $ 177,024 $ 178,724 § 180,441
Net Increase {Decrease) in Cash $ (37,820) $ (36,646) $ (21,466) $ (6,260} $ (4,026) $ (2,786) $ {629)
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beglnning of Year $ 622,844 §$ 585,024 $ 548,377 § 526,921 $ 520,672 $ 516,646 § 513,860
Net increase (Decrease} in Cash $ (37,820} $ (36,646) $ (21,456) $ (6,250) $ (4,026) § (2,786) § (629)
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 565,024 § 548,377 $ 526,921 § §20,672 § 516,646 $ 513,860 § 513,331
Property Tax Val
Property Tax Valuation {Actual in ‘03, Estimated after) $ 49,438,830 $ 49,933,218 $ 50,432,550 $ 50,936,876 $ 51,446,244 § 51,960,707 § 52,480,314
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Valu $ 1,186,532 $ 1,198,387 $ 1,210,381 § 1,222485 $ 1,234,710 $ 1,247,057 § 1,269,528
ExIsting General Obllgation Debt Load $ 847,267 § 746,400 §$ 672,533 $ 648,667 $ 620,800 § 594,933 § 569,067
Projected General Obllgation Debt Load $ 724,267 § 698,400 $ 672,533 § 646,667 $ 620,800 § 594,933 § 569,067
Legal Capacity / {(Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 205,720 $ 306,587 $ 380,463 $ 406,320 $ 432,187 $ 458,063 $ 483,920

See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 1.18% 1.17% 1.16% 1.14% 1.13% 142% 1.10%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Cash Flow from Operating Actlvities
Operating Revenues $ 280,000 § 290,000 $ 280,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) $ (190,000) § (190,000} $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000)

Cash fiow from system improvements

Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Developme 3 1,000, (1,000 8 (1,000) $ (1,000) $ (1,000)
Operating.costs ¢f nevy:water'surfaceitreatment plan i 5,001 25/ 126,000): 125,000):% 125,000):
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ $ 100,350 § 104,810 § 108,270 $ 113,730 § 118,190
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (59,860) (62,780) % (65,700) $ (68,620) § (71,540) % (74,460) $ (77,380}
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 5,570 7410 $ 8,650 § 10,190 $ 14,730 $ 13,270 $ 14,810
Cash Flows from Investing Activitles
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 § 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000}
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) $ (6,000) % (6,000}
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4000 $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
impact Fees 3 16,000 § 16,000 16,000 § 16,000 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000
Genheral Obligation Bond Progeeds, .. $ -8 - - 8 - -8 - 8 -
Revenue Bond Proceeds . . $ $ - § - - % - 8 -
Principal Pmts on Debt ) $ $ 143,800) 148,800) $ (150,800) $ (152,800)
Pilncipal Rmits.on New General Qbligatior-Borid (80 Yr Q%)% &1 g (25,867)¢:8 (26:867) (25:887)::8: (28,887) 8. 7. (25,807)
Princlpal Pmts on New Revenue Bond (30 YrQ%) - = IR B R crc ) B T O S $ (23,338) -§ (23,333) §: .. (23,333)
(increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash 3 $ (15,000) % (15,000) $ (15,000) § (15,000} {15,000) $ {15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ {191,000) $ (192,000) $ (193,000) $ (195,000) $ {197,000) (199,000) $ (201,000)
Cash Flows from Non-Capital Financing Actlvities
Taxes Received ' $ 175,176 $ 176,928 $ 178,697 § 180,484 § 182,289 § 184,112 § 185,853
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7,000 $ 7000 § 7000 $ 7000 § 7000 § 7000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 182,176 $ 183,920 § 185,697 $ 187,484 $ 189,289 $ 191,112 § 192,963
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 746 $ 3,038 $ 5347 § 6,674 $ 8,019 § 9,382 § 10,763
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beglnning of Year $ 513,331 § 514,077 § 517114 § 622461 $ 629,135 § 537,154 § 546,535
Net increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 746 $ 3,038 § 5347 § 6,674 § 8,019 § 9,382 § 10,763
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 514,077 § 517,114 § 622,461 $ 529,136 § 537,164 § 546,536 $ 657,298
Property Tax Val
Property Tax Valuation {Actual in '03, Estimated after) $ 53,005,117 § 63,635,168 $ 54,070,520 §$ 54,611,225 § 55,157,337 § 55,708,811 § 56,266,000
Legal Capaclty Allowable General Obiigation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Valu $ 1,272123 § 1,284,844 §$ 1,297,692 §$ 1,310,669 $ 1,323,776 $ 1,337,014 § 1,350,384
Exlsting General Obligation Debt Load 3 543,200 § 517,333 $§ 481,467 § 465,600 $ 439,733 § 413,867 § 388,000
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 543,200 § 517,333 % 491,467 § 465,600 § 439,733 $ 413,867 $ 388,000
Legal Capacity / {Reductlon Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 609,787 $ 536,653 $ 561,620 $ 587,387 $ 613,263 § 639,120 $ 664,987

See Assumptions as Attached

Prepared by Frontier Corporation USA 40f6
(435) 753-9502 Last Revised 12/16/03



Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Million Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 1.09% 1.08% 1.07% 1.06% 1.05% 1.04% 1.03%
Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year: 2028 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
QOperating Revenuss $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 290,000 $ 290,000 § 290,000 $ 280,000
Operating Expenses $ (190,000) § (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000) $ (190,000} $ (190,000)

Cash flow from system improvements

_Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development {1,000 (1,000, (1,000) § (1,000
" Operating costs.of new water surface treatment plant { 125,000):8:7; ] 26,000);: 25,000)
Revenue increase from new customers ($4 127, 131,5 $ X ,490 § 144950 §$ 149,410
Expense increase from new customers ($292 / user) $ (80,300) § (83,220) (86,140) § (89,060) (91,980) $ (94,900) $ (97,820)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 16,350 $ 17,890 18,430 $ 20,970 22,510 $ 24,050 $ 25,590
Cash Flows from Investing Activities
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000 % 20,000 § 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000
System Additlons / Improvements $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) $ (10,000) & (10,000) $ (10,000) % (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000)_$ (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000) § (6,000) $ (6,000) 8 (6,000)
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capital Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 § 16,000 § 16,000 $ 16,000 $ 16,000 16,000 $ 16,000
General Obligation Bond Ptoceeds: i 8 -8 - § -8 - § - -8 -
Revenue Bond Proceeds . ] - $ - $ - $ - $ - - $ -
Principal Pmts on Debt . ) § (154,800) $ (156,800) $ (156,800) $ (91,800) § (91,800) (83,800) $ (43,800)
Pririoipal. Pmts en New General Qbjigation:Rond. (30-Yr'Q9%) & "(25:8 «+ (26,887)1 (25,8678 5,867) “§: (25,867 (26,867)..§ . - (25,867):
Principal Pmts on New Revenue Bond (30Yr0%) . $ -(23,883) § . (23,339) §_ _(28833). ¢ . "(28,383). %' 1(23333) § . .(23,339) §. (23,333)
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash $ (15,000) $ {15000) § (15,000) $ (15,000) $ (15,000) § (15,000) $ (15,000)
Net Cash {Used) / Provided by Capital Financing $ {203,000) $ (205,000) $ (205,000) $ (140,000) $ (140,000) $ (132,000) § (92,000)
Cash Flows from Non-Capltal Financing Activities
Taxes Received $ 187,812 § 188,680 § 191,587 $ 183,603 § 195,438 § 197,382 $ 199,366
Miscellansous Revenues $ 7,000 § 7000 § 7,000 ¢ 7,000 $ 7000 § 7,000 $ 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 184,812 $ 196,690 $ 198,687 $ 200,603 $ 202,438 $ 204,392 § 206,366
Net Increase (Decrease) In Cash $ 12,162 §$ 13,580 $ 17,017 § 85473 § 88,948 $ 100,442 $ 143,956
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 557,298 $ 569,460 $ 683,040 $ 600,058 $ 685,531 $ 774,478 $ 874,921
Net Increase {Decrease) In Cash $ 12,162 $ 13,580 $ 17,017 § 85473 §$ 88,948 § 100442 § 143,956
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 569,460 $ 583,040 $ 600,058 $ 685,531 $ 774,479 $ 874,921 § 1,018,878
Property Tax Val
Property Tax Valuation (Actual in '03, Estimated after) $ 56,828,660 $ 57,396,946 $ 57,870,816 § 58,650,625 § 59,136,131 § 59,727,493 § 60,324,767
Legal Capacity Allowable General Obligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Valu $ 1,363,888 § 1,377,527 § 1,391,302 § 1,405215 § 1,419,267 § 1433460 $ 1,447,784
Existing General Obligation Debt Load $ 362,133 § 336,267 § 310,400 $ 284,533 § 258,667 $ 232,800 §$ 206,933
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 362,133 § 336,267 $ 310,400 § 284,533 § 258,667 $ 232,800 § 206,933
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obllgation Debt Load $ 690,853 $ 716,720 $ 742,587 $ 768,453 § 794,320 $ 820,187 $ 846,053

See Assumptions as Attached
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Duchesne County Upper Country Water District
Cash Flow Analysis for $2.5 Milllon Proposed Water Improvement Project

New Users 10 10 10
Increase % In Users 1.02% 1.01% 1.00%
Estimated Estimated Estimated
Year. 2036 2037 2038
Cash Flow from Operating Activities
Operating Revenues $ 200,000 $ 290,000 § 280,000
Operating Expenses $ (180,000) $ (190,000 $ (190,000)
Cash flow from system improvements
_ Operating costs of Cow Canyon Spring #3 Development $ (1,000 § - (1,000)
.. - Operating casts of new water suifage freatment plan 5,01 125,000);
Revenue increase from new customers ($446 / user) $ 153,870 § $ 162,790
Expense increase from new custorners ($292 / user) $ (100,740) § {103,660) _§ (106,580)
Net Cash Flow from Operations $ 27,130 § 28,670 $ 30,210
Cash Flows from Investing Actlvities
Investment Interest $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 20,000
System Additions / Improvements $ (10,000} § (10,0000 $ (10,000)
Equipment Purchases $ (6,000) $ (6,000 § (6,000
Net Cash Flows (Used) / Provided by Investing $ 4,000 $ 4,000 $ 4,000
Cash Flows from Capltai Financing Activities
Impact Fees $ 16,000 $ 16,000 § 16,000
General Qbligation Bond Proceeds: 8 -3 - 8 -
Revenue Bond Proceeds . : $ - $ - $ -
Principal Pmts on Debt $ (43,800) $ (43,800) $ (43,800)
Pringipal-Pmts onh New General Qbligation:Bong (3.Yr 0% & (26,867)" 5,867) 25,867).
Pringipal Pmts on New Revenue Bond (30YrQ%) "~ = . . 8 .(23,333) % 3,333) - (23,333):
(Increase) / Decrease in Reserved Cash $ (15,000) $ (15,000) § (15,000)
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Capltal Financing $ {92,000) $ (92,000} $ (92,000)
Cash Flows from Non-Capltal Flnancing Activities
Taxes Received $ 201,360 § 203374 $ 205,407
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 7,000 $ 7000 § 7,000
Net Cash (Used) / Provided by Non-Capital Financing $ 208,360 § 210,374 § 212,407
Net Increase {Decrease) in Cash $ 147,490 $ 151,044 $ 154,617
Unreserved Cash Balance- Beginning of Year $ 1,018,878 $ 1,166,368 $ 1,317,411
Net Increase {Decrease) in Cash $ 147,450 $ 161,044 § 154,617
Unreserved Cash Balance- End of Year $ 1,166,368 $ 1,317,411 § 1,472,029
Property Tax Val
Property Tax Valuation (Actual in ‘03, Estimated after) $ 60,928,015 § 61,537,295 $ 62,152,668
Legal Capaclity Ailowable General Obligation Debt Load (2.4% of Property Valu $ 1,462,272 $ 1,476,895 $ 1,491,664
Exlsting General Obligation Debt Load $ 181,067 $ 165,200 $ 129,333
Projected General Obligation Debt Load $ 181,067 § 155,200 $ 129,333
Legal Capacity / (Reduction Needed) for General Obligation Debt Load $ 871,920 $ 897,787 $ 923,653
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Assumptions for Cash Flow Analysis of $2M and $2.5M Proposed Water Improvement Projects

Projected tax revenue was initially based on the actual 2003 effective property tax rate multiplied by a growth factor of 5.5059%, which is
the average annualized growth rate of property valuations in Duchesne County as listed by County Auditor Diane Freston on the
Duchesne County website, www.duchesnegov.net. The average growth factor was based on a 34 year period of record: 1970-2003
However, due to the currently economomic conditions and the uncertainty of future conditions, a 1% growth factor was used for the model.
Thus, this is considered a very conservative estimate of future tax revenues.

Per Utah State Statute, the general debt obligation of the DCUCWID cannot exceed 2.4% of the current year's property tax base,
which is projected to grow at an annual average rate of 1% as noted in Assumption #1.

The $50,000 to $65,000 development cost of Cow Canyon Springs #3 will be paid with existing reserved funds in the District's
accounts. Annual operation and maintenance costs are estimated by the District to be $1,000.

The model assumes that $500,000 must be retained in unreserved funds for emergency purposes, as indicated by District Board Members.

Additional storage tanks will have to be built in 2005 or later, at an estimated cost of $700,000, which wili be funded with revenue bond proceeds.
The new tanks are independent of the water development alternatives under consideration, and will have to be built regardless of future water projects.

A new surface water treatment project is estimated to cost $2-2.5 million, according to the District's estimate. This estimate
includes land and right-of-way acquisitions, plant and distribution infrastructure costs, and equipment. Annual operation and
maintenance for this project is estimated to cost $125,000 according to the District's estimate.

Base line cash flow information, projection for new hookups and resulting hookup revenue, and other projections not specifically illustrated were
provided by the District. The model assumes 25 hook ups to be immediately connected in the summer of 2004, and 10 per year thereatfter.

All new debt is assumed to be 30 year 0% debt.

Inflation factors have been held at 0% for the model due to their unpredictability, with the exception of the growth rate on Property Tax Valuations,
as noted in Notes #1&2.





