
 

 
City of Louisville 

City Council     749 Main Street     Louisville CO 80027 
303.335.4608 (phone)     303.335.4550 (fax)     www.ci.louisville.co.us 

 City Council 
Water Committee 

Meeting Agenda 
Friday, March 22, 2013 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL, 2ND FLOOR 
7:30-9:00am (Front doors will be unlocked at 7:15am) 

 
I. Call to Order 
II. Roll Call 
III. Approval of Agenda 
IV. Approval of Minutes from January 31, 2013 meeting. 
V. Approval of Minutes from March 8, 2013 meeting. 
VI. Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda 
VII. Update – Water Resources/Drought 
VIII. City Updates – Projects 

i. Utility Rate Study Consultant selection process. 
ii. Utility Rate Study Citizen Task Force. 

IX. Agenda Items and Date for Next Meeting 
X. Adjourn 9:00 am 
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City Council 
Water Committee 

-Draft - Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, January 31, 2012 

Council Chambers, City Hall, 2nd Floor 
7:30-9:00 am (Front doors will be unlocked at 7:15 am) 

 
 
I. Call to Order – Hank Dalton called the meeting to order at 7:30 am. 
 
II. Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

 City Council: Hank Dalton, Susan Loo, Bob Muckle (arrived at 7:37 am)   
 
 Absent: - None 
 
 Staff Present:.Malcolm Fleming, Dan Mathes, Kurt Kowar, Dmitry Tepo, Sid 

Copeland, Paul Bremser, Kevin Watson, Chris Rodriguez.   
 
    Public: Justin (RMCS), Rick (RMCS), Patrick (Dewberry), Allan (Dewberry) 
 
III. Approval of Agenda:  Agenda approved. 
 
IV. Approval of the Minutes:  The June 8, 2012 meeting minutes were approved as 

written. 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA:   
 1)  None 
 
VI. Update – Water Resources 

Water Supply & Demand Analysis – Dan provided a water supply update.  The City 
has a sufficient water supply this year, but may have shortages if the drought 
continues in future years.  The City continues to encourage voluntary conservation. 

 

VII. Legal 
 Alan Hill, City Water Counsel, provided an update on the City’s Marshall 

Lake/South Boulder & Coal Creek Ditch transfer case and other ongoing water 
cases. 
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VIII. City Updates – Water Projects 

i.    Drought Management Plan – The Plan will be updated to present several 
discretionary drought response tools and will be presented for Council’s 
approval.  Staff will continue working with surrounding municipalities to provide 
a consistent drought response message to residents. 

 

ii.  Facility Plans – Build-out water treatment facility needs have been identified in 
the Water System Facilities Plan.  Staff is identifying timelines for the facility 
projects that appear in the Plan.  The wastewater treatment plant evaluation 
indicated that improvements to that facility will need to be constructed in the 
near future to comply with State regulations and replace aging infrastructure.  

 

iii. Tap Fee Equivalents – Staff believes the existing multi-family tap fee 
equivalents should remain. 

 

iv. Long Term Utility Rate Setting – A utility rate study will commence this year.  
There will be a stakeholder involvement process as part of the study.  Possible 
outcomes could include adjusting costs for water rate tiers and City 
departments paying for potable and irrigation water use. 

 

v.  Windy Gap Firming Project – Not discussed. 

 

vi. Other – None. 

 

IX. Agenda Items and Date for Next Meeting. 
The next meeting will be scheduled for March of 2013 to discuss drought response 
and the utility rate study. 

 

X. Adjourn:  The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 am. 
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City Council 
Water Committee 

-Draft - Meeting Minutes 
Thursday, March 8, 2013 

Council Chambers, City Hall, 2nd Floor 
7:30-9:00 am (Front doors will be unlocked at 7:15 am) 

 
 
I. Call to Order – Hank Dalton called the meeting to order at 7:32 am. 
 
II. Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
 

 City Council: Hank Dalton, Susan Loo, Bob Muckle (arrived at 7:36 am)  
 
 Absent: - None 
 
 Staff Present:.Malcolm Fleming, Dan Mathes, Kurt Kowar, Dmitry Tepo, Kevin 

Watson.   
 
    Public: Rick Bruin (RMCS), Tim Walsh (Confluence) 
 
III. Approval of Agenda:  N/A 
 
IV. Approval of the Minutes:  N/A 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA:   
 None 
 
VI. Update – Water Resources 

Drought Update – Although there were several snowstorms during February and 
beginning of March, the overall situation did not improve materially and remains the 
same as presented at the January 31, 2013, meeting. 

VII. Legal 
1) N/A 

VIII. City Updates – Water Projects 
i. Tap Fee Equivalents – Kurt Kowar presented a memorandum titled Multifamily 

and Landscape Tap Fee Analysis (attached) and presented findings.  Key 
findings are an average multifamily unit uses 0.45 SFE indoor and 0.15 SFE 
outdoor, as compared to a single family house potable water consumption.  
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The current potable water tap fee structure appears consistent with the total 
consumption by multifamily units, but several options were presented if there is 
a desire to separate total demand into indoor and outdoor taps.  Additional 
findings indicate the City should charge 0.8 SFE, instead of 0.6 for multifamily 
wastewater service development fees.  The Memorandum recommends that 
irrigation taps be sized for instantaneous demand, as well as annual demand.  
It was discovered that in certain cases the City’s costs for irrigation supply were 
not recovered because of high total demand from smaller taps.  

a. Rick Bruin (RMCS) urged the City to consider a reduction of SFE 
equivalent for townhomes.  Mr. Bruin expressed agreement with the 
separate irrigation and indoor water usage tap system. 

b. Tim Walsh (Confluence) presented a packet with information on 
progress of the North Main Apartments project and asked for a 
consideration of tap fee reduction, which would result in a credit for 
Building #7 on this project from fees already paid by Confluence.  Mr. 
Walsh expressed agreement with the separate irrigation and indoor 
water usage tap system. 

ii. Other 
 

IX. Agenda Items and Date for Next Meeting. 
The next meeting will be scheduled for March 22, 2013, to discuss Utility Rate 
Study consultant and Utility Task Force selection. 

 

X. Adjourn:  The meeting was adjourned at 8:52 am. 















   

   
 

    Memorandum│	  Department	  of	  Public	  Works	  
 
To:	   Water	  Committee	  

CC:	   Malcolm	  Fleming,	  City	  Manager	  

From:	   Kurt	  Kowar,	  P.E.,	  Director	  of	  Public	  Works	  

Date:	   3/7/13	  

Re:	   Multifamily	  and	  Landscape	  Tap	  Fee	  Analysis	  	  

Background	  
 
The	  City	  of	  Louisville	  charges	  a	  Water	  Tap	  Fee	  under	  Municipal	  Code,	  Section	  13.12.040.A.3,	  
that	  is	  intended	  for	  the	  growth	  related	  capital	  expansion	  costs	  for	  water	  resources,	  water	  
supply,	  water	  storage,	  transmission,	  treatment	  and	  distribution	  facilities,	  related	  costs	  and	  
factors.	  	  The	  Water	  Tap	  Fee	  is	  established	  by	  and	  different	  customer	  classes	  are	  compared	  to	  
the	  use	  of	  a	  single-‐family	  detached	  residential	  home	  or	  Single	  Family	  Equivalent	  (SFE).	  	  The	  
current	  SFE	  or	  ¾”	  sized	  meter	  water	  tap	  fee	  is	  $24,140.	  	  	  
	  
The	  water	  tap	  fee	  was	  last	  updated	  in	  2010	  and	  is	  by	  code	  to	  be	  reviewed	  quarterly.	  	  A	  utility	  
rate	  study	  currently	  in	  the	  early	  initiation	  stages	  and	  scheduled	  for	  completion	  in	  the	  4th	  
quarter	  of	  2013	  will	  thoroughly	  review	  the	  tap	  fee	  cost	  components	  and	  update	  existing	  tap	  
fees	  as	  necessary.	  
	  
During	  the	  2011	  and	  2012	  calendar	  year,	  inquiries	  were	  received	  from	  various	  developers	  
working	  within	  the	  City	  regarding	  multifamily	  tap	  fees	  and	  the	  cost	  associated	  with	  this	  type	  of	  
development	  within	  the	  City.	  	  Multifamily	  tap	  fees	  are	  charged	  100%	  percent	  ($24,140)	  for	  the	  
first	  unit	  and	  then	  a	  minimum	  of	  60%	  ($14,484)	  for	  each	  apartment	  unit	  thereafter.	  
	  
In	  November	  of	  2011	  (RMCS)	  and	  February	  of	  2012	  (Confluence)	  letters	  were	  submitted	  to	  City	  
Staff	  with	  cost	  comparisons	  for	  multifamily	  development	  between	  Louisville	  and	  various	  other	  
Front	  Range	  municipalities.	  	  These	  letters	  were	  reviewed	  by	  Staff	  and	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  
regardless	  of	  the	  cost	  differences,	  the	  letters	  were	  not	  all	  inclusive	  in	  their	  cost	  comparisons	  for	  
various	  water	  fee	  components	  or	  had	  selected	  municipalities	  with	  significantly	  different	  cost	  
structures	  and	  water	  resources	  than	  Louisville.	  	  Neither	  submission	  nor	  associate	  inquiry	  was	  
deemed	  to	  provide	  enough	  due	  diligence	  or	  specific	  analysis	  to	  support	  a	  change	  in	  the	  City’s	  
tap	  fee	  methodology.	  
	  



   

In	  April	  of	  2012,	  RMCS	  submitted	  a	  letter	  and	  background	  information	  requesting	  consideration	  
to	  reduce	  the	  equivalent	  of	  a	  multifamily	  unit	  (MFU)	  from	  0.60	  SFE	  to	  0.30	  SFE.	  	  The	  
substantiation	  for	  this	  request	  was	  that	  Louisville	  did	  not	  have	  a	  residential	  housing	  component	  
that	  catered	  to	  young	  professional	  dual	  income	  families	  and	  senior	  or	  empty	  nester	  families.	  	  In	  
addition,	  it	  was	  also	  stated	  that	  multifamily	  units	  do	  not	  have	  outdoor	  uses	  such	  as	  turf	  areas,	  
pressure	  washing,	  and	  typical	  maintenance	  that	  may	  be	  associated	  with	  a	  single	  family	  
residential	  home.	  	  Given	  this	  additional	  specific	  data,	  City	  Staff	  performed	  additional	  research	  
to	  validate	  or	  disprove	  the	  new	  information.	  	  	  
	  

Analysis	  
	  
In	  an	  effort	  to	  understand	  each	  class	  of	  customer	  (MFU	  and	  SFE)	  and	  the	  components	  of	  usage	  
of	  that	  customer,	  Staff	  compared	  multifamily	  and	  single	  family	  residential	  indoor	  and	  outdoor	  
water	  consumption.	  	  Analysis	  was	  based	  upon	  actual	  meter	  data	  from	  the	  City’s	  utility	  billing	  
system,	  US	  2011	  Census	  estimation	  of	  2.43	  people	  per	  household	  for	  Louisville,	  and	  the	  
National	  Multi	  Housing	  Council	  estimation	  of	  1.9	  people	  per	  multifamily	  unit.	  	  Data	  from	  the	  
utility	  billing	  system	  was	  for	  the	  years	  2006	  –	  2012,	  excluding	  2007	  due	  to	  incomplete	  data.	  
	  
Overall	  Consumption	  Review	  
	  
Indoor,	  outdoor,	  and	  total	  usage	  for	  the	  study	  period	  are	  shown	  for	  both	  SFE	  and	  MFU	  
customer	  classes	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  comparison.	  	  Both	  sets	  of	  data	  show	  slight	  usage	  spikes	  in	  2010	  
for	  indoor	  usage.	  	  The	  City	  undertook	  a	  meter	  replacement	  program	  during	  this	  time	  period	  and	  
it	  is	  believed	  that	  the	  increase	  in	  usage	  is	  a	  reflection	  of	  the	  new	  meters	  reading	  with	  increased	  
accuracy.	  
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Indoor	  Consumption	  Comparison	  (GPCPD	  and	  Unit	  Comparison)	  
	  

Indoor	  water	  consumption	  was	  
reviewed	  to	  determine	  the	  base	  
demands	  of	  multifamily	  and	  single	  
family	  residential	  upon	  the	  water	  
system.	  	  The	  base	  demand	  
represents	  indoor	  usage	  only	  and	  
does	  not	  include	  outdoor	  irrigation.	  	  
Base	  demand	  is	  extrapolated	  for	  
the	  whole	  year	  based	  upon	  meter	  
readings	  from	  November	  through	  
February	  for	  each	  year	  when	  
irrigation	  is	  not	  a	  factor.	  	  Indoor	  
usage	  can	  be	  characterized	  by	  day-‐
to-‐day	  needs	  such	  as	  showering,	  
flushing	  toilets,	  washing	  clothes,	  

and	  using	  faucets.	  
	  
Specific	  to	  indoor	  water	  consumption,	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  regardless	  of	  multifamily	  or	  single	  
family	  classification,	  demographics,	  or	  unit	  size	  that	  indoor	  usage	  in	  gallons	  per	  capita	  per	  day	  
(GPCPD)	  was	  approximately	  the	  same	  with	  an	  overall	  indoor	  average	  for	  both	  customer	  classes	  
of	  60	  gallons	  per	  capita	  per	  day.	  	  On	  a	  per	  unit	  basis,	  apartments	  tended	  to	  use	  on	  average	  77%	  
of	  the	  indoor	  use	  of	  an	  SFE	  indoor	  use	  and	  42%	  of	  the	  total	  usage	  of	  an	  SFE.	  	  The	  comparison	  of	  
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the	  indoor	  usages	  at	  77%	  matches	  well	  with	  the	  population	  per	  unit	  comparison	  of	  1.90	  people	  
per	  MFU	  to	  2.43	  people	  per	  SFE	  or	  78%	  and	  provides	  a	  basis	  for	  validation	  of	  the	  methodology.	  
	  
Overall,	  indoor	  use	  for	  an	  SFE	  appears	  to	  be	  trending	  down	  and	  is	  most	  likely	  a	  function	  of	  
ongoing	  replacement	  of	  inefficient	  water	  appliances	  or	  fixtures	  with	  new	  high	  efficiency	  
appliances	  and	  fixtures.	  
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Based	  upon	  the	  data	  reviewed,	  indoors	  use	  between	  residential	  MFU	  and	  SFE	  customer	  classes	  
is	  similar	  per	  capita	  and	  dependent	  upon	  the	  average	  residents	  per	  unit.	  	  	  
	  
Comparison	  of	  indoor	  MFU	  against	  total	  SFE	  provides	  for	  a	  6-‐year	  average	  of	  0.42	  equivalents.	  	  	  
	  
It	  appears	  that	  the	  indoor	  component	  of	  the	  0.60	  SFE	  could	  be	  represented	  as	  0.45	  
equivalents.	  
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Outdoor	  Consumption	  Comparison	  (GPCPD	  and	  Unit	  Comparison)	  
	  
Outdoors	  water	  consumption	  can	  be	  mainly	  characterized	  by	  irrigation	  of	  landscaping	  and	  is	  
variable	  from	  year	  to	  year	  dependent	  upon	  seasonal	  effects.	  	  	  
	  
Both	  MFU	  and	  SFE	  residential	  customers	  have	  an	  irrigation	  component	  to	  their	  use.	  	  The	  
difference	  however,	  is	  that	  an	  SFE	  manages	  it’s	  irrigation	  practices	  while	  an	  MFU	  has	  common	  
landscaping	  areas	  operated	  by	  a	  management	  company.	  	  	  
	  
The	  common	  multifamily	  irrigation	  component	  places	  a	  demand	  on	  the	  water	  system	  and	  
should	  be	  accounted	  back	  to	  an	  MFU	  in	  order	  to	  properly	  compare	  customers	  in	  an	  equitable	  
manner.	  	  
	  
From	  a	  billing	  perspective,	  outdoor	  use	  by	  an	  SFE	  is	  more	  easily	  controlled	  through	  rate	  
increases,	  as	  the	  cost	  is	  directly	  passed	  on	  to	  the	  customer.	  	  In	  the	  case	  of	  MFU	  outdoor	  
watering,	  costs	  are	  typically	  distributed	  into	  the	  overhead	  of	  the	  management	  company	  or	  
distributed	  amongst	  the	  MFU’s	  within	  a	  complex.	  	  There	  is	  not	  as	  significant	  of	  a	  cost	  
disincentive	  for	  the	  MFU	  population	  to	  save	  water.	  	  This	  was	  most	  relevant	  in	  review	  of	  2002	  
post	  drought	  water	  conservation	  reductions	  by	  customer	  class.	  	  During	  the	  2002	  drought,	  single	  
family	  residential	  was	  able	  to	  reduce	  system	  demands	  by	  15%	  while	  multifamily	  only	  provided	  a	  
2%	  reduction.	  
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Based	  upon	  the	  data	  reviewed,	  outdoors	  use	  is	  fairly	  stable	  for	  MFU	  per	  capita,	  variable	  by	  
season	  for	  SFE	  per	  capita,	  and	  dependent	  upon	  the	  average	  residents	  per	  unit.	  	  	  
	  
Comparison	  of	  outdoor	  MFU	  against	  total	  SFE	  provides	  for	  a	  6-‐year	  average	  of	  0.13	  equivalents.	  	  	  
	  
It	  appears	  that	  the	  outdoor	  component	  of	  the	  0.60	  SFE	  could	  be	  represented	  as	  0.15	  
equivalents.	  
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Total	  Consumption	  Comparison	  (GPCPD	  and	  Unit	  Comparison)	  
	  
Review	  of	  each	  individual	  component	  is	  useful	  to	  determine	  how	  indoor	  and	  outdoor	  uses	  
influence	  the	  overall	  demand	  on	  the	  water	  system	  and	  their	  breakdown	  within	  a	  utility	  fee	  cost	  
structure.	  	  Overall,	  planning	  and	  administrative	  level	  functions	  revolve	  around	  a	  total	  impact	  to	  
the	  water	  system.	  	  This	  total	  impact	  relative	  to	  a	  single-‐family	  home	  is	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  current	  
cost	  structure	  for	  multifamily	  tap	  fees.	  	  
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Based	  upon	  the	  data	  reviewed,	  total	  use	  is	  fairly	  stable	  for	  MFU	  per	  capita,	  variable	  by	  season	  
for	  SFE	  per	  capita,	  and	  dependent	  upon	  the	  average	  residents	  per	  unit.	  	  	  
	  
Comparison	  of	  total	  MFU	  against	  total	  SFE	  provides	  for	  a	  6-‐year	  average	  of	  0.55	  equivalents.	  	  	  
	  
It	  appears	  that	  the	  total	  component	  of	  the	  0.60	  SFE	  is	  equitable	  if	  interpreted	  in	  a	  manner	  
that	  provides	  for	  both	  indoor	  and	  outdoor	  use	  to	  be	  included.	  
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Studio	  or	  1	  Bedroom	  MFU	  vs.	  2+	  Bedroom	  MFU	  
	  
Developers	  have	  proposed	  in	  discussions	  that	  a	  studio	  or	  1	  bedroom	  MFU	  should	  be	  charged	  a	  
different	  tap	  fee	  than	  a	  2	  or	  more	  bedroom	  MFU	  under	  the	  premise	  that	  one	  person	  uses	  less	  
than	  two	  or	  more	  people.	  	  While	  on	  the	  surface	  this	  may	  appear	  true,	  to	  create	  a	  fee	  structure	  
that	  is	  based	  upon	  the	  assumption	  that	  a	  1	  bedroom	  or	  studio	  MFU	  will	  always	  only	  be	  
populated	  with	  one	  person	  would	  be	  false.	  	  The	  residential	  population	  for	  these	  units	  could	  fall	  
anywhere	  between	  1	  to	  3	  persons	  per	  unit.	  	  	  
	  
It	  has	  also	  been	  observed	  that	  developers	  will	  attempt	  to	  “game”	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  system.	  	  
A	  bedroom	  is	  defined	  as	  a	  room	  that	  has	  a	  closet.	  	  Designs	  can	  be	  proposed	  that	  include	  a	  
bedroom	  and	  an	  office	  (a	  room	  without	  a	  closet).	  	  Often	  then,	  the	  office	  becomes	  inhabited	  as	  
a	  second	  bedroom.	  
	  
For	  the	  reasons	  stated	  above	  and	  as	  previously	  discussed	  with	  members	  of	  the	  Water	  
Committee,	  it	  is	  not	  recommended	  that	  a	  tap	  fee	  be	  considered	  in	  any	  specificity	  beyond	  the	  
traditional	  multifamily	  unit	  that	  currently	  exists.	  
	  
Irrigation	  Tap	  Fees	  
	  
Historically,	  the	  City	  has	  charged	  multifamily	  developments	  for	  0.60	  SFE	  per	  apartment	  unit	  
with	  the	  landscape	  water	  supply	  provided	  as	  a	  connection	  that	  is	  installed	  after	  the	  meter	  that	  
serves	  a	  multifamily	  building.	  	  Review	  of	  data	  has	  shown	  that	  this	  approach	  using	  a	  0.60	  SFE	  
equivalent	  per	  apartment	  appears	  equitable	  for	  both	  the	  City	  and	  the	  Developer.	  
	  
With	  the	  evolution	  of	  irrigation	  systems,	  accounting	  software,	  and	  better	  management	  
practices,	  modern	  multifamily	  developers	  have	  proposed	  installation	  of	  separate	  landscape	  
irrigation	  meters	  from	  the	  building	  meters.	  	  This	  allows	  better	  management	  of	  irrigation	  costs	  
and	  accurate	  billing	  of	  indoor	  use.	  	  Such	  a	  structure	  is	  also	  advantageous	  to	  the	  City	  in	  periods	  
of	  water	  conservation	  given	  the	  ability	  to	  apply	  a	  separate	  rate	  structure	  to	  an	  irrigation	  meter.	  
	  
The	  Municipal	  Code	  does	  not	  clearly	  indicate	  what	  components	  are	  included	  for	  a	  0.60	  SFE	  
multifamily	  apartment	  unit	  and	  goes	  on	  to	  indicate	  that	  all	  irrigation	  taps	  will	  be	  charged	  a	  full	  
tap	  fee.	  	  If	  interpreted	  and	  billed	  as	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  currently	  exists,	  Developers	  may	  be	  
overcharged	  for	  water	  resources	  dependent	  upon	  the	  size	  and	  nature	  of	  the	  various	  building	  
and	  irrigation	  meters.	  
	  
A	  byproduct	  of	  the	  multifamily	  tap	  fee	  research	  was	  review	  of	  how	  irrigation	  tap	  fees	  are	  
currently	  charged.	  	  Traditionally,	  the	  City	  has	  charged	  for	  an	  irrigation	  tap	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  meter	  
size.	  	  The	  meter	  size	  is	  calculated	  based	  upon	  the	  maximum	  instantaneous	  flow	  of	  water	  
through	  the	  meter.	  	  Meter	  sizes	  are	  charged	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  ratio	  of	  their	  size	  to	  the	  ¾”	  
SFE	  meter	  cost.	  	  In	  almost	  all	  customer	  classes,	  the	  meter	  size	  cost	  methodology	  provides	  
equitable	  cost	  recovery	  for	  the	  Utility.	  	  However,	  in	  cases	  of	  specialized	  industrial	  processes	  or	  
irrigation,	  the	  meter	  size	  will	  not	  always	  be	  reflective	  of	  the	  total	  amount	  of	  water	  used.	  	  



   

Therefore,	  in	  these	  cases	  it	  is	  important	  to	  use	  both	  instantaneous	  demand	  and	  total	  annual	  
demand	  to	  determine	  accurate	  costs	  for	  recovery	  when	  charging	  tap	  fees.	  
	  
Cursory	  review	  of	  historical	  irrigation	  meter	  usage	  and	  associated	  tap	  fees	  indicates	  that	  the	  
City	  has	  undercharged	  for	  water	  resources	  related	  to	  irrigation	  meters	  using	  the	  meter	  size	  cost	  
basis	  methodology.	  	  	  
	  
An	  actual	  ¾”	  irrigation	  meter	  scenario	  analysis	  is	  provided	  for	  context	  and	  review:	  
	  

	  
	  
Staff	  will	  be	  recommending	  revisions	  to	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  to	  clarify	  costs	  for	  how	  separate	  
landscape	  meters	  will	  be	  charged.	  
	  
In	  review	  of	  the	  multifamily	  data,	  it	  does	  appear	  there	  is	  a	  consistent	  irrigation	  component	  to	  
MFU	  use	  in	  the	  amount	  of	  0.15	  SFE	  per	  unit.	  	  Given	  this,	  it	  is	  feasible	  to	  consider	  one	  of	  the	  
following	  options:	  
	  

• Do	  nothing	  and	  maintain	  a	  0.60	  SFE	  per	  multifamily	  unit	  with	  irrigation	  supplied	  from	  
the	  buildings.	  

• Update	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  to	  maintain	  a	  0.60	  SFE	  per	  multifamily	  unit	  with	  a	  separate	  
irrigation	  meter	  included.	  

• Update	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  to	  require	  a	  separate	  irrigation	  meter	  charged	  in	  full	  and	  
reduce	  the	  existing	  0.60	  SFE	  to	  0.45	  SFE	  per	  multifamily	  unit.	  

 
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



   

Wastewater	  Tap	  Fees	  
	  
A	  second	  byproduct	  of	  the	  multifamily	  tap	  fee	  research	  was	  review	  of	  how	  wastewater	  tap	  fees	  
are	  currently	  charged.	  	  Traditionally,	  the	  City	  has	  charged	  multifamily	  wastewater	  tap	  fees	  
100%	  percent	  ($3,221)	  for	  the	  first	  unit	  and	  then	  60%	  ($1,932.60)	  for	  each	  apartment	  unit	  
thereafter.	  
	  
The	  data	  reviewed	  for	  the	  indoor	  component	  of	  MFU	  and	  SFU	  use	  indicates	  the	  City	  may	  be	  
currently	  undercharging	  based	  upon	  a	  0.60	  SFE	  per	  apartment	  unit	  tap	  fee.	  	  The	  6-‐year	  average	  
of	  indoor	  MFU	  usage	  to	  SFE	  usage	  is	  77%.	  
	  
It	  appears	  that	  the	  wastewater	  component	  of	  the	  0.60	  SFE	  is	  inequitable	  to	  the	  City	  and	  
would	  be	  more	  adequately	  represented	  as	  0.80	  SFE	  per	  multifamily	  unit.	  
	  
Summary	  
	  
Through	  2011	  to	  present,	  the	  development	  community	  as	  voiced	  concerns	  over	  the	  expense	  or	  
inequity	  of	  tap	  fees	  specific	  to	  multifamily	  residential	  developments.	  
	  
City	  Staff	  performed	  an	  internal	  review	  of	  multifamily	  residential	  and	  single-‐family	  residential	  
indoor,	  outdoor,	  and	  total	  water	  usage	  per	  dwelling	  unit.	  
	  
This	  review	  found	  that	  the	  current	  practice	  of	  charging	  0.60	  single-‐family	  equivalents	  per	  
multifamily	  apartment	  unit	  appears	  equitable	  for	  water	  when	  landscaping	  is	  included.	  	  
However,	  there	  are	  contradictions	  and	  exclusions	  within	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  that	  preclude	  the	  
ability	  to	  provide	  for	  separate	  building	  and	  irrigation	  tap	  fees	  in	  an	  equitable	  manner	  for	  both	  
the	  City	  and	  a	  Developer.	  	  It	  appeared	  that	  0.15	  of	  the	  0.60	  single-‐family	  equivalents	  per	  
multifamily	  unit	  were	  reflective	  of	  irrigation	  usage	  and	  could	  validate	  a	  reduction	  to	  0.45	  single-‐
family	  equivalents	  per	  multifamily	  unit	  if	  a	  separate	  irrigation	  meter	  was	  provided	  and	  paid	  in	  
full.	  	  This	  essentially	  recognizes	  that	  as	  unit	  density	  increases	  the	  cost	  of	  irrigation	  per	  unit	  
decreases	  and	  therefore	  charges	  for	  indoor	  and	  outdoor	  components	  are	  respective	  to	  their	  
actual	  equivalents	  as	  demonstrated	  from	  actual	  real	  world	  data.	  
	  
Additionally,	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  the	  current	  practice	  of	  charging	  0.60	  single-‐family	  
equivalents	  per	  multifamily	  apartment	  unit	  for	  wastewater	  is	  inequitable	  to	  the	  City.	  	  It	  appears	  
that	  the	  equitable	  charge	  would	  be	  0.80	  single-‐family	  equivalents	  per	  multifamily	  apartment	  
unit	  for	  wastewater.	  
	  
Finally,	  it	  was	  also	  determined	  that	  the	  current	  practice	  of	  charging	  based	  upon	  meter	  size	  for	  
irrigation	  meters	  does	  not	  provide	  full	  cost	  recovery	  of	  water	  resources	  to	  the	  City.	  	  A	  new	  cost	  
structure	  based	  upon	  the	  total	  annual	  water	  required	  per	  year	  for	  irrigation	  based	  upon	  a	  
single-‐family	  equivalent	  should	  be	  put	  into	  place.	  
	  
	  



   

In	  efforts	  to	  summarize	  the	  substantial	  changes,	  an	  example	  multifamily	  development	  is	  
provided	  to	  illustrate	  the	  impacts	  upon	  each	  component.	  
	  

	  
	  
Data	  supported	  fee	  structures	  will	  require	  revisions	  to	  the	  Municipal	  Code	  in	  order	  to	  
implement	  and	  administrate	  the	  new	  tap	  fees.	  
	  

Current	  Fee	  Structure Data	  Supported	  Fee	  
Structure

Water	  Equivalent 60% 45%
Units 227 227
SFE	  Water	  Tap	  Fee 24,140$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   24,140$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Calculated	  MF	  Water	  Tap	  Fee 3,297,524$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   2,479,178$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Irrigation	  Tap	  Fee 96,540$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   201,167$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Calculated	  Total	  Water	  Tap	  Fee 3,394,064$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   2,680,345$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
SFE	  Equivalents 136.60	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   102.70	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Irrig	  Equivalents 8.33	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   8.33	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Total	  	  Water	  Equivalents 144.93	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   111.03	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Wastewater	  Equivalent 60% 80%
SFE	  Wastewater	  Tap	  Fee 3,221.00	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   3,221.00	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Calculated	  MF	  Wastewater	  Tap	  Fee 439,989$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   585,578$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Total	  Water	  and	  Wastewater 3,834,053$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   3,265,922$	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  



   

   
 
    Memorandum│ Department of Public Works 

 
To: Water Committee 

CC: Malcolm Fleming, City Manager 

From: Kurt Kowar, P.E., Director of Public Works 

Date: 03/14/2013 

Re: Utility Rate Study Update 

Utility Rate Study proposals were received from seven companies and are summarized in the 
table below.  After initial proposal review, three companies were eliminated based on 
experience, insufficient amount of hours dedicated to the project, or not following requirements 
of the Request for Proposals.  Four companies were selected to advance to the interview process 
for final selection.  References will be verified for the finalist and staff’s recommendation 
presented to Council on April 2, 2013. 
 

BIDDER PROPOSAL PRICE INTERVIEW DATE 
Red Oak Consulting $115,440 March 18, 2013 
Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. $88,815 March 18, 2013 
NewGen Strategies & Solutions $87,690 Not Considered Further 
Merrick & Company $78,000 March 19, 2013 
MWH $74,890 March 18, 2013 
RG and Associates, LLC $34,882 Not Considered Further 
Frachetti Engineering, Inc. $33,095 Not Considered Further 

 
Below is a list of Utility Rate Task Force applicants, as of March 13, 2013.  Applicants 
submitted informal letters of interest, which will be presented to Council for final Task Force 
selection.   
 

Applicant BACKGROUND 
Steve Fisher Former Director of Budget for City of Boulder.  

Currently consults state and local governments on 
financial issues. 

Robert “Ned” Williams Former Director of Utilities for the City of 
Boulder.  Currently retired. 

Ashley Stolzmann Background in engineering with experience in 
water treatment and product supply chains.  HOA 
member. 

Joel R. Hayes, Jr. Licensed attorney managing a small non-profit 



   

organization, representing low income and elderly 
clients in civil legal matters. 

Drew Beckwith Policy manager for a non-profit law and policy 
organization focused on land, energy, and water 
issues in Western U.S.  Experience with tap fees, 
service rates, and demand management. 

Jay Turner Business owner with background in finance, 
economics, and financial planning. 

Alan McDaniel Background in optical company logistics and 
supply chain management for large customers. 

John Leary Waiting for qualifications submittal 
John Ewy Professional civil engineer with background in 

land development and water resources 
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