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FROM: Lehua Weaver, Senior Public Policy Analyst, 
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ISSUE AT-A-GLANCE   

Currently, the City’s system of charging neighborhoods for enhanced levels of lighting is not serving the 

residents or the City well. When consultant Linda Hamilton briefed the Council at its August 2015 work 

session, the Council requested information about converting the current   Lighting Special Assessment 

Areas (SAAs - L01, L02 and L03) to a utility fee or surcharge account in the City’s Street Lighting 

Enterprise Fund.  In response, the Administration has provided a thorough transmittal that identifies the 

steps necessary to close out the SAAs and begin billing for operations and maintenance through the utility 

bills.   

The Council’s consultant has provided a recommended approach to dissolving the SAAs and converting 

them to a utility surcharge. The recommendation is to allocate additional General Fund money to resolve 

the issue of extensions with negative balances in order to convert the accounts by July 1, 2016. The 

recommendation is outlined in the consultant’s memo on pages 3 and 4 (attached). Ms. Hamilton’s 

recommendation is in keeping with the Council’s stated values of equity and financial oversight.   

If the Council would prefer to consider the issue in its component parts, Council direction is needed on 

several points:  

 The process to dissolve existing SAAs - whether to reconcile positive and negative account 

balances at the overall SAA level or at the smaller extension (neighborhood) level. 

PROJECT TIMELINE: 
Briefing: 11/17/2015 
SetDate: MM/DD/YYYY 
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 Timeline for converting - whether to allow time for a rate study by an outside consultant to 

establish appropriate rates for the utility surcharge, addressing the extension balances (both 

positive and negative balances), allowing time to get the SAA properties on the City’s billing cycle, 

etc.  

 Interim expenses and revenues - whether additional SAA assessment bills should be sent out to 

property owners for L01, L02, and L03 SAAs for fiscal year 2016, which triggers a Board of 

Equalization (BOE) hearing. The alternative is for the Council to weigh a potentially higher 

General Fund contribution against: 

 The costs - both direct and staffing related - to conduct the BOE process 

 The time it would extend the process to get all three SAAs through the BOE process 

and the operating costs for each month associated with the delay, confusion of timing 

of assessments. 

 The confusion that could be created for the SAA property owners with an assessment 

and a billing change - SAA and Lighting Fund surcharge - in the same year. 

 The risk that this process could delay the conversation from the complicated SAA 

process to the more transparent utility surcharge approach  

More information on options can be found below in the Policy Questions Section.  

In addition to the detailed information in the transmittal, the Administration will be prepared during the 

briefing to present the step-by-step process of closing the SAAs, converting those neighborhoods to a 

utility surcharge, and recommending options for the Council’s discussion.  

It should be noted that regardless of the Council’s direction, the process of converting the SAAs to a utility 

surcharge will take several months.  

Goal of the briefing: Review the process for converting lighting SAAs to a utility surcharge, and 

provide direction where options exist, identify the schedule moving forward, and whether to schedule a 

public hearing.  

 

POLICY QUESTIONS   

There are several steps involved to discontinue the Special Assessment Areas (SAAs) and begin using a 

surcharge on utility bills.  The specific steps are:  1) bringing the SAA accounts to zero (item 1 below), 2) 

setting up the new utility surcharge rate structure and budget (item 2 below), and 3) addressing ongoing 

expenses until those two items are complete (item 3).  

1) Step 1: Reconcile SAA accounts (L01, L02 and L03)  

A. General information about SAA accounts:  

i. There are three SAAs in the City and within those SAAs are 42 separate extensions 

(neighborhoods). By State Statute, each of the SAAs balance must be zero in order to 

dissolve or close them.  

ii. As of September 2015, the net balance for each of the three SAAs (L01, L02 and L03) is 

positive.  

iii. 13 extensions have negative balances totaling -$854,231 (Refer to Chart 1 for 

information about each Extension.)   
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B. Broad question: Should the balances be reconciled at the extension level or SAA 

level?  Info: 

i. Option A: Reconciling at the extension level would treat neighborhoods with positive 

balances separate from those with negative balances, would likely take more time, and 

reconciling the negative balances would require some combination of either an 

assessment billed to property owners or additional General Fund contributions.   If the 

Council would like to explore this option, please see question #1c.   

ii. Option B: Reconciling at the SAA level would allow for extensions that have built up 

positive balances to offset the extensions with negative balances and the SAA bottom 

line would be reconciled.  If the Council would like to explore this option, please see 

question #1f. 

C. If the Council wishes to reconcile at the extension level (Option A), the extensions would be 

split based on those with positive balances and those with negative balances, so that each 

extension grouping would be handled differently.   

i. Positive Balances - For extensions with positive balances, the Council could use their 

fund balances to pay for this year’s expenses (without an SAA assessment bill), and also 

have energy efficiency upgrades or other maintenance and repair work scheduled and 

paid for out of their available funds. Would the Council support using the funds in this 

way? (This would assume that positive balances would not be used to reconcile the 

bottom line of each SAA. Rather, the Council will need to choose either property owner 

assessments in neighborhoods with deficits, a General Fund subsidy in order to bring 

extensions with negative balances to zero, or a combination of both.) 

ii. Negative Balances - Reconciling the SAAs on an extension-by-extension basis will most 

likely require additional General Fund contributions toward the negative balances. 

Options 1 through 4 listed below are each stand-alone options to address the extensions 

with negative balances. These options would be necessary if item C-i (above) is selected 

and the positive balances are used for other expenses rather than for balancing the 

SAAs bottom line. The Council may consider each one individually or some 

combination of each.   

1. Option 1: The City has continuously contributed 25% to each of the SAAs.  

a) Would the Council support recapturing 25% of the positive 

extensions’ funds and applying it to the negative balances?  

i. Positive extensions total $1,406,020 

ii. 25% of that total is $351,504 that could be “returned to the General 

Fund” and applied to the extensions with negative account balances 

b) Under the same methodology, would the Council support 

allocating additional funding to apply to 25% of the negative 

balances? 

i. Negative balances total -$854,231  

ii. 25% of that total is $213,558 that would be a new general fund 

contribution to apply toward 25% of the negative balances 

2. Option 2: Use the City’s current budgeted 25% subsidy, currently $205,000 

approved in the 2015-16 annual budget. Would the Council support 

applying the full amount to the extensions with negative balances, 

rather than applying it across the board and further adding to the 

positive balances in some extensions?  

3. Option 3: If Options 1 and 2 above are supported by the Council, an additional 
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$85,000 would be needed to eliminate the negative extension balances and bring 

them to zero.  Would the Council support appropriating that additional 

$85,000 toward the negative account balances?  

4. Option 4: If the Council does not support options 1,2, and 3 above, does the 

Council support billing property owners through the annual 

assessment process?  

a) Staff could return with those scenarios to see the percentage increase that 

some property owners would experience.  

b) Billing the property owners will likely result in increases greater than 33%, 

which was the Council’s previous limit. 

c) Billing the property owners triggers the Board of Equalization process, 

which includes mailings and a public hearing.  

d) The total time for a Board of Equalization process is approximately 160 

days. Each of the SAAs would have its own BOE process. 

e) The billing cycle varies for each of the SAAs L01, L02, and L03 

5. Notes about these options with reconciling the negative balances:  

a) In addition to reconciling the negative balances, the ongoing monthly 

expenses within those extensions with negative balances is $39,000 per 

month until the SAAs are closed out and converted to a utility surcharge.  

(Addressed in Item #3 below.) 

b) If the Council is supportive of bringing the negative balances to zero 

through the options in items e-i, e-ii, and e-iii, it would result in a cost of 

$300,000 to the general fund above the $205,000 already included in the 

2015-16 annual budget. 

c) Addressing each extension provides equity within the SAAs, however the 

Council may wish to weigh the value of that equity with whether it is most 

equitable to all General Fund tax and rate payers to have such a large 

General Fund subsidy to resolve this.  

 

D. If the Council wishes to reconcile at the SAA level (Option B), the SAAs, L01 / L02 / L03, 

would be reconciled overall, using extensions with positive balances to offset the extensions 

with negative balances.    

i. L01 balance: $158,941 

L02 balance: $391,211 

L03 balance: $  1,637 

ii.   This would be the most expedient option to reconcile the SAA accounts and dissolve 

them.  

iii.  The Council may wish to weigh the value of expediency with a possible equity issue of 

whether it is appropriate to handle the positive accounts in that manner.  

iv.  The Council would still need to review budget estimates for ongoing monthly 

expenses. More information in Item 3 below.  

 

2) Step 2: Setting surcharge rates - The utility bill provides the necessary system to begin billing 
enhanced lighting residents through a monthly surcharge. The surcharge would appear as a line item 
with water, sewer, garbage, and basic lighting.  It would only be added to the bills of property owners 
within enhanced lighting areas.  
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a) Does the Council support hiring an outside consultant to perform a rate study to 
establish surcharge amounts?  This would cost the General Fund approximately $40,000.  

i) When the City established the current street lighting fund, a surcharge for SAAs was 
contemplated, but not adopted.  

ii) A multiple tiered system (likely no more than 3 or 4 tiers) could be established based on 
lighting density, intricacy of pole design, or other criteria.  

iii) The Council could confirm other budgetary goals for the surcharge, for example that the 
revenue collected is adequate to pay for ongoing operations, maintenance, energy efficiency 
upgrades, build up a fund balance, or other items. 

b) Time would be needed for an outside consultant to perform a rate study, but the Council could set 
a reasonable timeline for the study to be submitted and other preparation so that, if all goes as 
planned, the new surcharge could be functioning by July 1, 2016.  

c) If the Council does not support the expense or time necessary for a rate study, a new fee structure 
could be developed by Administrative staff.  

d)  Consultant Linda Hamilton notes that the City Administrative staff is fully capable of conducting 
the rate study, and having it conducted in-house could save time. The outside consultant 
approach does add credibility. One approach is for the Administrative staff to do the initial study, 
get the fee implemented, and have a consultant do an outside review. Any issues / changes 
identified by the consultant could be implemented after the appropriate public process and 
Council approval. 

 

3) Step 3: Handling interim expenses - depending on the direction on items 1 and 2 above, several 
months or more may pass. During that time, expenses continue for the existing SAAs.   

a) The minimum amount needed for monthly expenses for all SAAs is $60,000. It is $39,000 for 
extensions with negative balances.  

b) For expenses within extensions with positive balances, does the Council support using their 
available funds rather than billing those property owners?   (Property owners would still receive 
notice of the BOE hearings and a bill, but the amount due would be zero.) 

c) For expenses within extensions with negative balances, does the Council support billing the 
property owners or using General Fund money?  

i) Billing the property owners may result in increases greater than 33%, which was the Council’s 
previous limit. 

ii) Billing the property owners triggers the Board of Equalization process, which includes 
mailings and a public hearing.  

iii) The total time for a Board of Equalization process is approximately 160 days.  

 

4) Public Process - Currently, in order to enact the changes to a surcharge billing, there is no required 
public hearing. If the Council supports continuing to move in this direction, some engagement 
options may include:  

a) Send out a mailing to property owners within enhanced lighting areas to notify them of the City’s 
direction, and solicit their feedback.  

b) Hold a public hearing and/or open house, send a notice property owners who will be affected, 
plus additional advertisement so that others can participate.  On the November 17 consent 
agenda, is a tentative item to set the date for a hearing on December 1 to preserve options for the 
Council.    

Staff Note: A public hearing on December 1 may be premature - all property owners have 
been notified that this process is taking place and have been invited to sign up for updates. If 
the Council settles on direction for staff at the November 17 briefing, that direction could be 
formalized in a resolution on December 1 or 8 to maximize clarity in the public record. 
Information could then be sent to those property owners who have signed up for updates, or 
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an additional mailing could be sent to all SAA property owners to request feedback. Usual 
channels can be used to notify the general public.  

 

c) If the Council adopts an interim billing (item #3 above), the Board of Equalization process 
includes a mailing, two hearings, etc.   Investment of General Funds in the SAA would be the 
subject of a budget opening public hearing.   

 

ADDITIONAL & BACKGROUND INFORMATION   

General Fund contributions: Depending on the Council’s approval of different General Fund 

contributions, below is a tally of the total amount of possible General Fund support toward resolving the 

negative account balances. While General Fund contributions may not be the most desirable option for 

several reasons, it does buy expediency - it would assist in bringing the negative account balances to zero 

more quickly than other options.   

 Reconciling the negative balances:  

o 2015-16 Contribution:  $205,000  *Included in 2015-16 adopted budget 

o 25% of negative balances: $213,558   *New; not yet budgeted 

o 2016-17 Contribution:   $ 85,000  *New; not yet budgeted 

 Other Items: 

o Monthly Expenses   $39,000 for extensions with negative balances 

o Rate Study:    $40,000 

 

Sampling of Extension Outliers: During the August briefing, the Council requested a sampling of 

extensions with positive balances and negative balances to understand contributing factors. The last 

several pages of the Administrative transmittal provide that sampling as a budget history for those 

high/low extensions.  

It is difficult to recreate the reasons for all of the balances, but in general, expenses would have been 

related to: 

 scheduled replacements or upgrades. 

 unplanned damage replacement(s) or thefts of wire or other components. 

 the style or expense of the types of lights in any given extension. 

Income excess or shortfalls would have been related in part to: 

 annual assessments not being adequately adjusted. 

 agreements - either explicit or in effect - between the City and residents based on needed work 

and expense adjustments for the extension. 

 the small size of the extensions also contributes to the issue, because there are fewer property 

owners to share periodic large expenses.  

 

 

The following background information was previously provided in the August 25, 2015 staff report:  

Earlier this year, the City processed the annual assessments for Lighting District L03, which is one of the 
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three Lighting Special Assessment Areas (SAAs) in the City.   During the processing, the Council and City 

staff recognized that several neighborhoods (“extensions” in an SAA) had growing negative fund balances, 

because the amount property owners paid to the City over the years had not covered the expenses for the 

Street Light maintenance and operations, including some unforeseen costs.  As a result, the annual 

assessments were increasing significantly, and for some neighborhoods, significant increases were 

projected to continue for several years before the negative balances would be recovered.     

In order to assess the ongoing management of the SAAs, the Council requested broader attention and the 

City retained consultant Linda Hamilton to conduct a review of Citywide Lighting SAAs and provide 

recommendations.    

1. Regardless of the options to move forward with the SAAs, the negative balances in some of the 

extensions need to be addressed.  There are (at least) three levels at which to evaluate the negative 

balances:  a) between extensions, b) the City’s role, and c) priority of time vs. equity.  

a) Between extensions - when the extensions within each L01 and L02 are totaled, they have 

a positive balance overall, even though some extensions within that SAA have negative 

balances.  L03 has both extensions with negative balances and overall also has a negative 

balance. Totaling up at the L01, L02, and L03 level is legally allowed, because each major 

Lighting District L01, L02, and L03 respectively are the SAAs.  

 Should the extensions and their balances be addressed separately, or should each 

L01, L02 and L03 be summed together?   

 Would it help the Council to see a sample of the extensions with negative 

balances and some explanation of the contributory factors?  The consultant could 

select a few extensions with high positive balances and with high negative 

balances and provide reasons that contributed to the balance status - which may 

include the quality of poles that were selected to begin with, damages or theft that 

has occurred, or decisions made about expenses and annual assessments.  

 Within neighborhoods and different extensions, what is the Council’s initial 

direction for addressing the negative balances in an equitable way? 

b) The City’s role - Some of the negative balances are related to decisions made by the City 

for timing of repairs and billing assessments that did not adequately recoup the costs. In 

other situations, there may have been damages or theft that occurred that would be 

covered by the City, because the City is self-insured.  It is also possible that property 

owner decisions have played a role.  

 Does the Council support some financial responsibility by the City for some of the 

factors that contributed to the negative balances?  If so, to what extent?   

 Alternatively, does the Council consider that the property owners within the SAA 

extensions bear the full financial burden of the costs for their enhanced lighting, 

because it is a higher level of service than what other areas of the City receive, 

there is no “general public benefit” to their neighborhood’s lighting?   

 What is the Council’s direction for how to “fairly” address any potential City 

financial responsibility?  

c) Another decision point on how to address the negative balances may be an evaluation of 

priority:  

 Time:  is it more important to resolve the financial issues quickly so that the slate 

can be cleared and improvements can be implemented 

 Equity:   
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o is it more important to equitably address the causes for financial issues 

and resolve them  

o use of positive balances be used to offset negative balances 

o use of General Fund money to resolve issues within enhanced service 

areas 

 

2. Future of enhanced lighting areas 

o Does the Council hope to see options for the future creation of enhanced lighting areas in 

the City?  

 For Capital expenses, the SAA model would likely work well to assist 

neighborhoods with upfront costs.  

 For operating expenses, the Administration and the consultant suggest that for 

an SAA is the wrong tool for enhanced lighting area operating expenses.  There 

are some circumstances or criteria under which an SAA for operations (non-

lighting) work well, but for future enhanced lighting area operating costs, the 

utility surcharge would be the appropriate method for billing residents and 

establishing budgets.    

 It should be noted that the street lighting O&M SAA concept is unique in that 

it is the only SAA approach the City is using that does not identify solid costs 

up front.  The Downtown SAA for economic promotion sets a specific cost, 

and past sidewalk SAAs have also set specific costs.  The nature of this 

lighting SAA approach, where costs are charged based on internal City 

decisions amongst various divisions and departments, and not 

communicated clearly with property owners has placed the City in an 

unfortunate situation that may justify an unusual solution. 

3. Public Process - immediate and ongoing communication with SAA / enhanced lighting property 

owners should be improved regardless of what changes are made to the program  

o Most immediately, what is the timing for processing changes, and how much time and 

opportunity should be given to SAA property owners to provide input?   

o In the future, even if the SAAs are dissolved and shifted to the Enterprise Fund as a 

surcharge, ongoing communication should be improved for ongoing maintenance issues, 

capital improvements and other projects related to the lighting. Would the Council like to 

consider a legislative intent statement or other motion related to this?  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Linda Hamilton's Memo - Lighting Nov 17, 2015 (PDF) 

 Administrative Transmittal- Street Light SAA Options (PDF) 

 Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options (PDF) 

 Chart 1: SAA Fund Balance Tables (PDF) 
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M E M O R A N D UM 

To: Salt Lake City Council 
 Luke Garrott, Chair 

From:   Linda Hamilton Consulting 

Re:   Public Utilities Transmittal on Street Light SAA Options 

Date:   November 12, 2015 

I have reviewed the subject transmittal document and have the following comments. 

Overall Public Utilities' recommendations achieve what I understand to be the Council's 
objectives. 

1. Eliminates the general fund subsidy  
2. Brings negative account balances to zero over a one year time frame. 
3. Brings positive account balances to zero over one year. 
4. Ensures that those businesses and residents with enhanced lighting will pay for that 

benefit, if some form of surcharge is adopted. 
5. Provides consistency with the Council's over riding policy of maintaining equity. 

Broadly, I endorse Public Utilities recommendation to incorporate the SAAs into the Lighting 
Enterprise fund.  This provides the best possible management structure and would eliminate the 
role of the Treasurer's Office of billing the annual assessments and Engineering's responsibility 
for setting the assessments and participation in preparation of the annual budget. 

Their proposed absorption of the 25% of the deficit and 25% of the positive balances by the 
general fund and applying those numbers to the deficits owed by residents and businesses makes 
sense.  Given the City's past policy, it is logical to assume the City "owns" 25% of both the 
positive and negative balances.  When these two actions are combined together with two years' 
of the existing general fund subsidy, bringing negative balances to zero should be relatively 
painless. Moving the SAA properties into the enterprise fund has other benefits.   Extraordinary 
maintenance costs would be born over a much larger number of properties.  This has the 
advantage of eliminating large swings in payment amounts, which may create hardships for 
residents.  It also would have the benefit of eliminating the very inefficient mechanism of using 
liens to collect delinquencies. 

Public Utilities has provided two options for ensuring that positive balances are brought to near 
zero.  One would be to not assess any extensions with a positive balance and use the balance to 
pay for operations and maintenance until the account is near zero.  The second option would be 
to send out partial annual assessments and use the funds generated to upgrade the lighting 
systems for efficiency in those areas with positive balances.  If approved, Public Utilities, 
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believes the positive balances are high enough on some extension to employ several strategies.  
Where positive balances are sufficient Public Utilities would like to employ several strategies.  
They are:  (a) not have any assessment for the current fiscal year; (b) use the balance; to pay for 
(1) operations and maintenance; (2) catch up on deferred maintenance; (c) and implement energy 
efficiency  projects.  The strategies would be used in combination until positive balances are 
brought to zero.   

The question of whether the Council should authorize the convening of a BOE is a complex one 
that the Council should probably ask Public Utilities to explain if further detail is wanted.  The 
complexity is largely a result of the current SAAs all being on three different billing cycles.  In 
order to bring the SAAs into the Lighting Enterprise fund July 1, 2016, all SAAs would have be 
billed for a partial year so they would have an end date of June 30, 2016.  The advantage to 
having a BOE session is that sending out assessments in November would begin to bring some 
revenue into the SAAs.  Conversely this would result in SAA properties receiving a 33% 
assessment increase now and a different increase on July 1.  This may lead to confusion among 
property owners.  Also, there are administrative costs associated with the BOE and sending out 
assessments would limit the benefit of  revenues that would be generated from them.   

 There are a few other issues of which the Council should be aware. 

 I think the public outreach timeframe proposed in the transmittal is excessive.  Public 
outreach is costly.  Materials must be prepared and staff time spent.  Often long public 
outreach processes are not very effective due to waning of public interest over time. 

 During the public outreach period, Public Utilities employee(s) should be designated as 
the lead spokespersons.  Close coordination with Council staff during this period is also 
essential. 

 There are currently $147,000+ in delinquent past assessments.  When those properties are 
moved into the enterprise fund, those delinquencies will be difficult to impossible to 
collect.   

 Public Utilities proposes the hiring of a consultant to do a rate study for roughly $40,000.  
They likely have adequate in-house expertise to conduct the study but a consultant would 
bring third  party validation.   

However, I am aware that the direction the Council gave after the last briefing on this issue was 
that equity should be the guiding principle in coming up with a strategy.  The proposal eliminates 
the perceived inequity that would result from extensions with positive balances paying off deficit 
balances of other extensions.  The substitute in the proposed strategy is having the General Fund, 
which all property owners in the City pay into, fill in the void.  On the one hand an inequity is 
avoided, but on the other it could be argued that the inequity is being placed on all the other 
property owners in the City.  Having the General Fund pick up the slack is preferable because the 
pain is spread over a larger pool.   
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Conclusion 

This has been a complex and sticky issue for over a decade that has cost the general fund a lot of 
money.  I would address these problems head-on and get the issues resolved.  I would also rely 
on the City's general fund to solve this problem.  There are no other realistic alternatives and it is 
a practical use of general fund to solve a problem that, if not addressed, would continue to bleed 
the general fund of $800,000+ every four years.  In my opinion, the steps outlined below are the 
best and most practical options to bring the problem to closure.  This is a rational approach that 
is good public policy by ensuring that those with enhance service levels pay for it and the general 
fund, which constitutes the rest of the tax payers, would not continue to subsidize those receiving 
enhanced service.  

It should be noted that multiple approaches must be used in order for the strategy recommended 
below to achieve the end goal of bringing all SAA extension fund balances to zero.  It is much 
like a three legged stool.  The Council would, at a minimum, would need to approve A, B, C, D, 
E, and F below in order to eliminate fund balances to bring all property into the Lighting 
Enterprise Fund. 

A.  The City general fund should take care of its ownership of 25% of the negative 
balances, thereby reducing the liability of property owners. 

B.  The City general fund should take ownership of 25% of the positive balances, thereby 
reducing the surplus on properties in those extensions and freeing up those funds for 
other uses. 

C.  Once the City has taken ownership of 25% of the positive balances, those funds 
should be applied to the negative extension balances. 

D.  Use the current year $205,000 general fund appropriation to address the negative 
balances. 

E.. Use what would have been the 2016-17 general fund appropriation to address the 
negative balances. 

F.  Be prepared for an additional small general fund appropriation to eliminate all 
negative balances. 

G.  Eliminate the SAAs on July 1, 2016 and move the properties into the Lighting 
Enterprise Fund 

H.  Adopt a surcharge system within the enterprise fund to ensure that properties 
receiving enhanced service pay for it. 
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I.  Write off the $147,000+ existing delinquencies as uncollectable.  

J.  Do not convene a BOE because of the confusion of many extensions experiencing two 
different rate hikes in a seven month period.  The revenue collected would not be worth 
alarm and potential distrust the confusion would generate. 

K.  Ensure that a surcharge is implemented for Washington Square, Library Square, and 
many downtown areas that currently are not assessed but do receive the benefit of 
enhanced lighting. 

L.  Conduct a thorough and focused public outreach to ensure transparency prior to 
implementation.  The timeframe proposed by Public Utilities seems excessive to me.  I 
would consider condensing it.  Public Utilities employees should be designated as the 
lead spokesperson(s) during the public outreach, while maintaining close coordination 
with Council staff. 
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RALPH BECKER  JEFF NIERMEYER 
Mayor Public Utilities 
 
 

 

  

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
Public Utilities 

 
CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL 

 

 

Date Received: 10/01/2015 
Date Sent to Council:10/01/2015 

TO: City Council 
 Luke Garrott - Chair 
 
FROM: Jeff Niermeyer 
 
SUBJECT: Street Light SAA Options 
 
STAFF CONTACT:  
 
COUNCIL SPONSOR: Council District 3 - Stan Penfold/Not Required - 

Informational Only 
 
 
DOCUMENT TYPE: Information Item 
 
RECOMMENDATION: It is requested that the City Council provide direction to 

implement a sustainable program to fund enhanced street lighting, and to provide 

direction on interim assessments of existing Street Lighting Special Assessment Area 

(SAA) operating costs until a long term enhanced service fee or other sustainable funding 

program is established. 

 

BUDGET IMPACT: Potential savings to General Fund is about $200,000 per year. 

This is based on moving the current General Fund SAA administration to a cost of 

service fee for enhanced lighting and phasing out 25 percent General Fund contributions 

to the SAAs. 

 

BACKGROUND: This report provides: 

 

1) A step-by-step process on how the City could establish and move the existing 
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street light SAAs to an enhanced street light utility fee system along with options 

for Council consideration at appropriate steps in the process, 

2) Options for interim funding to allow the City to collect revenue for the SAAs until 

they can be moved to the utility fee enterprise as noted above, and 

3) An evaluation of the SAA extensions with the three highest positive balances and 

three lowest negative balances. 

 

A step-by-step transition from SAA to an enhanced street light enterprise Utility Fee. 

The Council requested in August 2015 that the Administration provide an approach on 

steps the City would need to take to convert the Street Light SAAs to a higher level of 

service surcharge utility fee as generally recommended in the Report on Street Lighting 

SpeUt1l Assessment Areas for the Salt Lake City Council, Linda Hamilton Consulting, 

August 2015 (the "Hamilton Report"). 

 

This report identifies options to bring extension account balances to near zero or at 

manageable levels while addressing the Council's objective of equity, value, and benefit 

to the properties within and between separate extensions in each SAA. 

 

Interim SAA funding and assessments. Until a decision is made for how the City's SAAs 

will be managed moving forward, the City continues to incur expenses to keep SAA 

lighting operating. For 2015-16, there is no offsetting revenue source unless annual 

assessments are mailed out or a surcharge is established in the Consolidated Fee Schedule 

and then implemented with invoicing on monthly utility bills. Each month the energy, 

operation, and maintenance (O&M) costs related to lighting all the SAAs is nearly 

$60,000. Of that monthly amount, about $39,000 is required to fund SAA extensions 

currently with negative account balances and $21,000 is for extensions with positive 

account balances. This memorandum provides options for interim funding. 

 

Comparison of high/low SAA extensions. To help inform the Council deliberation on 

addressing positive and negative balances, staff was asked to provide an evaluation of the 

SAA extensions with the three highest and three lowest balances. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

SAAs have been used to provide O&M funding for enhanced street lighting. Today there 

are 3 SAA's that include a total of 42 extension groups within those 3 SAAs. The 

extensions within each SAA vary significantly and are not grouped geographically or 

otherwise. Attachment A shows extension area locations. While the SAA program is 

well-suited to fund new capital improvements, the program is inefficient and not well-suited 

for sustainable O&M funding and administration. The Hamilton Report provides 

additional information and recommendations regarding problems with the existing Street 

Light SAA administrative framework. The general recommendations included resolving 

negative extension and SAA balances, provide options for SAA extensions to move into a 

surcharge system, include provisions for interim funding assessment until the surcharge is 

collecting revenue, and provide a public process for input and transparency in developing 

and implementing the potential changes. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options (PDF) 
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)
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Attachment: Admin Attachment 1_Stree Light SAA Options  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)



SAA Group Extension 
N b

 Extension Fund 
B l   9/11/2015 SAA Group Extension 

N b
 Extension Fund 

B l   9/11/2015 

Chart 1: Extension balances

SAA Group Number Balance on 9/11/2015 SAA Group Number Balance on 9/11/2015 

L01 13 ($39,318) L03 5 $16,474
L01 16 ($111,261) L03 9 $32,626
L01 17 ($12 588) L03 10 $75 647L01 17 ($12,588) L03 10 $75,647
L01 30 ($1,143) L03 11 $40,743
L01 49 $42,339 L03 12 ($338,700)
L01 61 $60,837 L03 19 $23,887
L01 62 $12,072 L03 20 ($1,938)
L01 63 $21 912 L03 22 $1 674L01 63 $21,912 L03 22 $1,674
L01 64 ($1,020) L03 23 ($113,204)
L01 65 $24,044 L03 24 ($63,148)
L01 78 $163,068 L03 38 ($26,755)

Net Balance $158,941 L03 40 $33,068
L03 42 $51,467L03 42 $51,467

SAA Group Extension 
Number

 Extension Fund 
Balance on 9/11/2015 L03 47 $69,985

L02 2 ($3,095) L03 50 $39,235
L02 6 ($119,472) L03 56 $21,074
L02 7 $95,678 L03 67 $42,828L02 7 $95,678 L03 67 $42,828
L02 8 $109,113 L03 69 $32,664
L02 46 $15,541 L03 70 $7,784
L02 51 ($22,587) L03 80 $56,225
L02 53 $38,190 Net Balance $1,637
L02 55 $86,618L02 55 $86,618
L02 72 $130,145
L02 73 $54,986
L02 74 $6,094

Net Balance $391,211

A
.3.d

P
acket P

g
. 139

Attachment: Chart 1: SAA Fund Balance Tables  (1377 : Special Lighting Districts L01, L02 and L03 Options)




