
   
ACCOMMODATION OF PHYSICAL IMPAIRMENTS: In order to accommodate persons with physical impairments, please notify the City Recorder’s office of any 
special physical or language accommodations you may need as far in advance of the meeting as possible and no later than 48 hours prior to the meeting.  To request 
these arrangements, please contact the City Recorder at (503) 537-1283. For TTY services please call 711. 
 
The Committee accepts comments on agenda items during the meeting.  Fill out a form identifying the item you wish to speak on prior to the agenda item 
beginning and turn it into the Secretary.  The Chair reserves the right to change the order of the items on this agenda. 
 
 
City of Newberg: Citizens’ Rate Review Committee Agenda  Page 1 of 1 

 
 
 
 
 

 
CITY OF NEWBERG CITIZENS’ RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE AGENDA 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 4, 2012 
7:00 P.M. MEETING 

PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING TRAINING ROOM (401 EAST THIRD STREET) 
 

Mission Statement 
The City of Newberg serves its citizens, promotes safety, and maintains a healthy community. 

Vision Statement 
Newberg will cultivate a healthy, safe environment where citizens can work, play and grow in a friendly, 

dynamic and diverse community valuing partnerships and opportunity. 
 
 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
 

1. Committee and Staff Introductions (updated membership list distributed at the meeting) 
2. Elect Chair, Vice Chair and Secretary 

 
IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

(30 minutes maximum, which may be extended at the Chair’s discretion, with an opportunity to speak 
for no more than 5 minutes per speaker allowed) 

 
V. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

Approval of November 30, 2011 minutes (Pages 3-6) 
 
VI. CONTINUED BUSINESS 
 

1. Conclude Stormwater Methodology Overview 
2. Planning Commission Report on Stormwater Management Plan (for information only) (Pages 7-24) 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Presentation on Wastewater Methodology, Rate Comparisons and CIP (Pages 25-42) 
2. Finance Director Memorandum and City Manager 11/12 Budget Message (Pages 43-47) 

 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
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CITY OF NEWBERG 
CITIZENS’ RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE MINUTES 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2011 
7:00 P.M. MEETING 

PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING TRAINING ROOM (401 EAST THIRD STREET) 
 

I.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
 

Chair Tony Rourke called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 
 

II.  ROLL CALL 
 

Members 
Present: Tony Rourke, Chair Ernie Amundson, Jr. Mike Gougler  
  Charles Zickefoose  Mayor Bob Andrews, Ex-Officio Beth Keyser   
   
Staff 
Present: Dan Danicic, City Manager   Janelle Nordyke, Finance Director   

DawnKaren Bevill, Minutes Recorder  
Others 
Present: Deb Galardi, Consultant 

 
III. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 
Mr. Hank Grum distributed an email (see official packet for full report) that he had previously sent to the City 
Council, dated November 22, 2011.  At the November 9, 2011 Citizens’ Rate Review Committee meeting there 
was mention of certain mandates requiring upgrades of the wastewater treatment plant.  Mr. Grum has not seen 
enough questioning of the assumptions that the City of Newberg must adhere to the upgrades that are mandated.  
He referred to the last page of the handout stating he sees recycled water as an issue needing transparency.  
Closer inspection of the loan application, which was the point source document that was discussed at the last 
Budget Committee meeting, and the $55 million loan application from the State of Oregon concerning the loan 
application, reveals the “need” to maintain Willamette River temperature at an optimum of 20 degrees 
centigrade for fish as a motivator to establish an expanded irrigation program.  He is not convinced that this 
issue has been investigated adequately. 
 
Mr. Grum asked the committee to also take a closer look at the pension costs for city employees.  He believes 
that they are being paid much more on the average than employees in other private sector agencies. 

 
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Approval of November 9, 2011 minutes (Pages 2-5) 

 
MOTION #1:  Zickefoose/Amundson approved the Citizens’ Rate Review Committee minutes from 
November 9, 2011, as written.  Motion carried. (5 Yes/0 No/0 Absent). 
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V. CONTINUED BUSINESS 
 
Conclude Water Rates Discussion  
 
1. O&M Reductions 

 
Mr. Dan Danicic began by addressing the question brought forward by Mr. Ernie Amundson at the last meeting.  
Mr. Amundson questioned whether 70% of the budget allocated to staff costs is reasonable.  Mr. Danicic did 
some research and found that although there is no one source to show what the labor percentage should be, he 
did find a report on www.constructionbusinessowner.com that stated, depending on the benefit package 
involved, employee related costs will typically account for 24%-33% for non-union contractors and 60%-70% 
for union contractors.  Mr. Danicic found another reference, not related to construction but rather on the food 
and beverage industry, which ranged from 40%-75% of sales.  An analysis was done comparing the relative size 
of labor costs at UPS, Fed-Ex, and the U.S. Postal Service in comparing a government agency to the two other 
entities.  The report showed the percentages of salaries at 82% for UPS, 71% for Fed-Ex and 89% for the U.S. 
Postal Service. 
 
There was also a report from Pennsylvania which looked at alternatives for toll roads.  It looked at the labor 
content comparison of two different plans.  Based on a report citing data from the Construction Estimator 
Handbook, the labor percentage of the project costs ranged from a low of 25% if looking at sub-grade and 
paving work to a high of 85% for the removal of infrastructure and improvements. Utilities were at 65%.  These 
show 70% is comparable.  The reason for the 70% is because the City does smaller projects overall and 
although many projects have a small amount of materials; it takes more than one employee to do the job.  All 
staff time is tracked as well as equipment and material usage on a project basis.  A recent project was a 300 foot 
waterline with a total cost of $48,000.00 of which $10,000.00 of that was strictly the labor cost which came out 
to 22% of the total project. When budgeting staff time; you need to account for sick time, holiday time, training 
time, and meeting time which typically is 20% of an employee’s time.  Including this time into the labor costs 
for the waterline project, calculates to 66% of construction costs which shows 70% as reasonable.   
 
Mr. Amundson was referring to the overall budget in labor and what the employees are doing when they are not 
working on a specific project.  That is why he believes using contractors would be helpful.  Mr. Danicic said 
contractors will charge for labor and equipment, which the City does not budget or pay for, as well as for the 
materials plus profit on top of that.  Mr. Danicic questions whether privatization would effectively save money.  
Mr. Amundson answered that when the contractor has completed a job the City would stop paying for benefits 
for that contractor.  Mr. Danicic stated the public works crew moves from one project to another.  They are 
doing all the same things that contractors do.  Mr. Danicic does not believe the 70% labor costs are 
inappropriate.   
 
Mr. Danicic stated the debt coverage can be achieved by either increasing revenue or by reducing costs.  He 
referred to the O&M handout (see official packet) and reviewed the proposed reductions totaling $584,164.00.  
This would allow us to meet the debt covenant with no rate increase.  Mr. Danicic does not feel it appropriate 
for the CRRC to vote on and set a water rate at this meeting due to the need to see the effect to all three funds; 
water, wastewater and stormwater.    
 
Mr. Chuck Zickefoose asked about the risk factor of these reductions.  Mr. Danicic stated the proposed 
reductions to the various line items will not put the City at risk for meeting the clean water rules and standards.  
It will, however, limit the money set aside for future capital projects which means the money may need to be 
borrowed when/if it is available.  The reductions shown are a combination of allocating staff salaries more 
appropriately and reducing certain line item costs for operations.  
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Ms. Deb Galardi pointed out the fairly significant reduction to the waterline repair and maintenance line item of 
the distribution system budget.  She explained that if major repairs are needed, in excess of the revised budget 
amount, then those additional funds would need to be pulled from contingencies. 

 
2. Final Presentation (Deb Galardi) 
 

• Percent Increase to Achieve Coverage (based on reduced O&M) 
 

Ms. Galardi presented the staff report with use of a PowerPoint (see official meeting packet for full report). She 
also referred to the water rate study and the O&M reductions handouts.  With assumed cost escalation there is a 
slight shortfall in fiscal year 2013/14.  Issues that need to be taken into consideration are:  water consumption 
which will cause further erosion in coverage; transfers from reserves which are projected for CIP (reserves are 
less than $500,000.00 in fiscal year 2015), and O&M cuts increasing the risk (limited to $500,000.00 
contingency).  Increases in fixed charges will reduce revenue instability over time but will also be perceived as 
rate increases to some customers.  Regardless of an overall rate increase, the rate structure must be determined.  
The rate structure can be changed to come from the fixed charges which will still cause rate fluctuation impacts.  
Stormwater is a 100% fixed charge which does have definite benefits.  
 
Chair Tony Rourke asked for statistics on suggested reserve balances.  Ms. Galardi stated it is based on number 
of days of O&M costs with a range of 30-180 days.  We assume a 60-day reserve balance in our contingencies, 
which is on the lower end but within planning standards.   
 
Mr. Amundson believes the first decision is whether to increase the fixed rate of consumption.  Chair Rourke 
agrees with Mr. Danicic’s earlier comment that the decision to increase should be reviewed later after the three 
systems have been analyzed.   
  
Ms. Beth Keyser believes the committee should wait regarding rates.  She has not heard enough about reducing 
staff and related expenses.  Chair Rourke stated of the $584,162.00 reduction shown, $250,000.00 are actual 
cuts.  Mr. Danicic clarified that some of the savings are due to shifting costs.  Eliminating a significant amount 
of staff makes him question whether the City would function well.  Mr. Danicic explained that staff has been 
cut every year; building inspectors, planners and engineers all have been cut in the last two years.  Ms. Keyser 
agrees there needs to be a change in the fixed/volume ratio but it will be more palatable to the public if they see 
the City making sacrifices as well. 

 
Mr. Mike Gougler stated at the last meeting he asked that the CRRC work towards changing the ratio of 
variable to fixed.  He did so with the understanding it will be perceived as a rate increase.  He questioned some 
of the logic in regard to concerns about city expenses.  As a builder, he contracts for the services at the time he 
needs them.  On the other hand, he cannot afford to contract out for a bookkeeper that balances the books.  
Changing the ratio between variable and fixed is a good long-term tactic.  Newberg chose to postpone necessary 
improvements to the water treatment plant and if future capital project money will be reduced, the City will be 
facing the same problems again ten years down the road.  Not raising rates caused the raised rates last year and 
it will happen again.  At this point, the CRRC has to change the ratio from a variable to a fixed rate structure 
with dependable revenue. Mr. Gougler stated the CRRC needs to be prepared so it is defensible to the people.    
Mr. Zickefoose emphatically concurred with Mr. Gougler.  
 

• Rate Structure Decision 
 

MOTION #2:    Rourke/Zickefoose moved to explore the possibility of an 80/20 variable/fixed ratio with 
flexibility to any other percentages; moving toward more fixed as a percentage of the total. Motion carried.      
(5 Yes/0 No/0 Absent). 
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VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Present Stormwater Rates (Pages 7-11) 
 

Mr. Danicic reviewed the capital projects portion of the stormwater budget.  It is rather straightforward showing 
$259,000.00 budgeted in fiscal year 2012/13 for a master plan update.  The Crestview Drive and Springbrook 
Road projects are multi-funded.  Vermillion Street is a local drainage problem and will be completed this 
budget year.   
 
Mr. Gougler stated the decision of the stormwater control and the adoption of the stormwater management plan 
will have budgetary impacts.  Mayor Andrews suggested staff obtain a copy of the Planning Commission 
Meeting Minutes discussing the stormwater management plan.  Mr. Danicic will forward a summary of that 
information to the CRRC prior to the next meeting.   
 
Ms. Galardi reviewed the stormwater financial plan (see official meeting packet for full report).  The 
stormwater rate is a fixed charge and is based on impervious area which does not change.  The only reason for 
reduction in revenue would be from a loss of customers, an increase in credits provided, or lack of growth.  
There is a small variance between the estimated and actual revenue in fiscal year 2011/12.  Revenues are 
holding with some deferral of capital and O&M expenses are right in line. 
 
Mr. Zickefoose asked if a closed business is still required to pay the stormwater fees for that property.  Mr. 
Danicic replied only as long as there is a utility account in place.  The question was asked if Suntron was still 
using water, although the building was not in use.  (Mrs. Nordyke has since confirmed that the utility bill shows 
that water is primarily being used for irrigation.) 

 
Chair Rourke prefers paying cash instead of paying a bank interest and is a proponent of adding to reserves.  
The capital improvement projects of $1.2 million for two years will cost over $500,000.00 in interest.   

 
2. Move Town Hall Meeting to February 8, 2012 

 
Chair Rourke explained the date was changed from February 1, 2012 to February 8, 2012 due to a scheduling 
conflict.  Further scheduling changes may take place as discussions proceed 
 
Mayor Andrews explained the new CRRC appointments will begin on January 1, 2012.  Ms. Keyser has not 
reapplied to serve on the CRRC.  Her last official meeting will be December 14, 2011.  

 
Chair Rourke will not be present at the next scheduled meeting of December 14, 2011 due to a work conflict. 

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at 8:50 PM. 
 
 
Approved by the Citizens’ Rate Review Committee on this 4th day of January 2012.     
   
_______________________________  ____________________________________________ 
DawnKaren Bevill, Minutes Recorder   Tony Rourke, Citizens’ Rate Review Committee Chair 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
December 8, 2011 

7:30 p.m. Regular Meeting 
Newberg Public Safety Building 

401 E. Third Street 
 

TO BE APPROVED AT THE JANUARY 12, 2012 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

I. ROLL CALL: 
 
Present: Philip Smith, Chair Thomas Barnes, Vice Chair 
 Art Smith Cathy Stuhr 
 Lon Wall Allyn Edwards 
 Kale Rogers, Student PC 
 
Absent: Gary Bliss (excused)  
 
Staff Present: Barton Brierley, Building & Planning Director 
 Steve Olson, Associate Planner 
 Sonja Johnson, Environmental Specialist 
 Alan Lee, Environmental Services Specialist 
 DawnKaren Bevill, Minutes Recorder  
 
   

II. OPEN MEETING: 
 

 Chair Smith opened the meeting at 7:30 p.m. and asked for roll call. 
 

III. CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 

Vice Chair Smith entertained a motion to accept the minutes of the November 10, 2011 meeting. 
 
Mr. Barton Brierley stated Mayor Andrews offered a correction to the minutes; to be listed as being present, not 
as a staff member. 

 
MOTION#1:   Barnes/Edwards to approve the minutes from the Planning Commission Meeting of November 
10, 2011 as amended. Motion carried (6 Yes/ 0 No/ 1 Absent [Bliss]). 
 
The Stormwater & Erosion Control hearing has been moved to the January 12, 2012 Planning Commission 
Meeting because the required code revisions are not yet complete.   
 
IV. COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE FLOOR:   
 
No items were brought forward. 
 
V. REVIEW OF PLANNING COMMISSION GUIDLELINES:  
 
Mr. Barton Brierley stated the draft should establish rules for conducting Planning Commission meetings, 
expectations for the roles and duties of Commissioners, rules concerning the Chair and Vice-Chair, procedures 
for scheduling of meetings and preparation of agendas, procedures for Planning Commission hearings and 
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public testimony, and expectations for the relationship between the City Council and the Planning Commission. 
Formal and informal discussions about the guidelines have taken place over the years; a Planning Commission 
Workshop was held on October 13, 2011 and there seemed to be consensus on many issues.  Those consensus 
items were incorporated into the draft.  A few issues that the Commission should discuss include:   
 
Attendance and Absences (page 18 of 33 of the official meeting packet): 
Section 3: There was general agreement that an excused absence is one where the commissioner provides notice 
before the meeting that he/she will not attend.  The draft allows that Commissioner to request an excused 
absence after the fact, which would be voted on by the Commission.   
 
Discussion: 
Chair Smith recommended Section 3, Rule 3.1 be reworded to say, “Four or more absences in a twelve month 
period” and “Two unexcused absences in a twelve month period.” 
 
Commissioner Edwards recommended striking the word, “excused” in the first sentence from Section 3, Rule 
3.3.   
 
The consensus of the Planning Commission agreed upon these changes. 
 
Voting and Abstaining from Voting (page 24 of 33 of the official meeting packet): 
Section 7, Rule 7.14: The draft proposes: “Commissioners shall vote on each motion brought before the 
Commission, or shall explain the reason for abstaining.”  
 
Discussion: 
Commissioner Barnes stated the more dialogue the better.  It is good to inform the Commissioners and the 
public as to the reason for abstaining. 
 
Commissioner Wall believes there should be an explanation given for abstaining. 
 
Commissioner Art Smith believes an explanation is reasonable.  
 
Commissioner Edwards referred to the email from Planning Commissioner, Gary Bliss regarding Rule 7.14.  
Mr. Bliss had asked if it was necessary that a commissioner who chooses to recuse themselves from an item go 
to the lobby.   
 
Mr. Brierley stated the draft proposes: “Commissioners who abstain from participating in a matter due to a 
conflict of interest shall retire to the lobby during the time the matter is under consideration. Commissioners 
may not provide testimony before the commission on any matter from which they abstain, but may designate a 
representative to speak to their interests.”   Mr. Brierley believes retiring to the lobby is a practical matter; the 
sound system can be heard in the lobby, and that way the commissioner’s facial expressions or body language 
would not impact the decision.  It is not a requirement but a decision should be established in the rules.  
 
Chair Smith asked if there was a meeting with four commissioners present, making a quorum, and then one 
abstains, is a quorum lost?  Mr. Brierley understands the reason for the person remaining in the lobby, and not 
leaving the building, is to keep a quorum present. 
 
Commissioner Stuhr agrees as she is the only member outside the city and in the future may have to recuse 
herself on some decisions if the city expands to the area where she now lives.   
 
The consensus of the Planning Consensus was to leave Rule 7.14 as written. 
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Time Limits for Testimony (page 23 of 33 of the official meeting packet): 
Section 7, Rule 7.7:  The draft proposes the principal applicant for a proposal will be allotted 15 minutes for an 
initial presentation, but may be extended to 30 minutes with prior approval of the Planning Director.  A 
principal opponent, if any, will be allotted time in the same manner as the principal applicant.  All other 
speakers will be given the opportunity to speak for no more than five minutes.  Speaker may share their time at 
the discretion of the Chair.  The Chair has the discretion to extend these time limits.  Speakers may address the 
Planning Commission for less than their allotted time.  
 
Discussion:    
Chair Smith asked how many times have there been applicants that needed more than 30 minutes for a 
presentation. Mr. Brierley replied approximately one time in the past three years.   
 
Commissioner Wall stated this issue is a philosophical discussion.  The time allotted needs to be equal and the 
Planning Commission should be careful to receive technical arguments during extended testimony. 
 
Commissioner Stuhr referred to the fourth sentence and suggested the language be changed to say, “All other 
speakers will be given the opportunity to speak for up to five minutes.”  She also suggested deleting the last 
sentence of Rule 7.7. 
 
The consensus of the Planning Commission was to accept Rule 7.7 with the suggested corrections. 
 
Written Testimony (page 23 of 33 of the official meeting packet): 
Section 7, Rule 7.8:  The draft proposes that a staff report come out 8 days (Wednesday) before the meeting; 
written comments are due Monday by noon; late written comments will be read out loud at the meeting and 
subject to time limits for speakers.  Currently the staff report is written 7 days in advance.  This rule allows 
them to have the staff report and submit comments which can be emailed and mailed, as well before the 
meeting.   
 
Commissioner Stuhr suggested deleting the first two words, “In order” and to begin the sentence with, “To be 
considered…”  
 
The consensus of the Planning Commission was to accept Rule 7.8 with the suggested correction. 
 
Further Issues for Discussion: 
Commissioner Wall referred to the Newberg Planning Commission Guidelines, (page 11 of 33), Item 4 and 
asked for clarification.  Mr. Brierley explained that is in regard to resolving personal conflicts.  
 
Commissioner Stuhr stated she has been working with Mayor Bob Andrews and Terry Mahr, City Attorney to 
prepare a guideline for the Chair person for each of the various committees.  In doing that, she made note of 
several editorial corrections to the Planning Commission Guidelines and reviewed each of those with the 
Commission. Mr. Brierley stated he would incorporate the changes and bring the guidelines back to the 
Planning Commission for a final review.  
 
Commissioner Stuhr passed out the draft form of the Public Comment Registration Form that is being 
considered.  Number four may vary per commission.  She asked for the Planning Commission to contact her or 
the Chair regarding any comments they would like to offer.  
 
VI. ITEMS FROM STAFF: 
Update on Council items:   
Mr. Brierley stated Commissioner Stuhr and Commissioner Philip Smith have been approved for reappointment 
to the Planning Commission by the City Council.  Training regarding land use planning is available in Salem on 
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January 29, 2012 from 9:00 – 4:00 p.m. The City of Newberg will pay the tuition for any Commissioners who 
choose to attend.  
 
The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for Thursday, January 12, 2012.  Election of the Chair and 
Vice Chair will be voted upon and the stormwater hearing will be held.  
 
VII. ITEMS FROM COMMISSIONERS:   
 
Commissioner Art Smith stated in regard to the upcoming Planning Commission vote on the TMDL 
Stormwater Code, he was surprised in the previous deliberations that the issues that needed to be discussed with 
the City Attorney had not already been discussed. He is hoping that discussions have since taken place and that 
the issues will be resolved prior to the January 12, 2012 hearing. 
 
Commissioner Wall thanked staff for their work and for the celebration that was held for them this evening.   
 
Commissioner Barnes stated he has observed the traffic flow at Fred Meyer with the addition of the gas station 
traffic and stated it has not changed. 
 
Commissioner Stuhr stated she had received an email from an individual who testified in regard to the proposed 
Stormwater and Erosion Control Codes.  He felt she was the only Commissioner who really cared and 
understood his testimony. Commissioner Stuhr said perhaps the Commission could have been of more help to 
this individual who was struggling and could have asked questions or referred questions to staff.  Discussion 
continued regarding acknowledging the concerns of the public and ways in which the Commission can be more 
helpful.  
 
Commissioner Stuhr suggested Staff provide a spreadsheet in regard to the Stormwater Management hearing to 
help explain that the City will not be implementing any more than what is required.   
 
 
VIII. ADJOURN: 
 
Chair Smith adjourned the meeting at 9:10 p.m. 

 

Approved by the Planning Commission on this 12th day of January, 2012. 

 

AYES: NO: ABSENT: ABSTAIN: 

 

 

________________________________ _____________________________________ 
Planning Recording Secretary Planning Commission Chair 
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WASTEWATER RATE METHODOLOGY 
 
For this rate study, the City of Newberg’s wastewater system has been reviewed, system revenue 
requirements (costs) projected, and wastewater rates developed. The basic principle is that rates 
are determined under a cost-of-service approach.  Under this approach, users are charged their 
proportionate share of the costs of the wastewater system, where the shares are based on the 
respective uses of the system.  This means that each user or user class pays for the services 
received.  The user or user class neither subsidizes others nor receives a subsidy.  This approach 
results in wastewater rates that are adequate to meet the financial needs of the utility and are 
equitable for as many users as possible. 
 
The attached figure schematically illustrates the basic steps involved in the rate determination 
process.  They include: 
 

 Estimation of annual wastewater system revenue requirements 
 
 Determination of revenue requirements (costs) that must be recovered from user charges 

 
 Allocation of costs to loading parameters, including flow (average and peak infiltration 

and inflow), biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), and suspended solids (SS) 
 

 Estimation of annual wastewater system user or user class sewage loadings 
 

 Calculation of the unit costs of wastewater collection and treatment for each loading 
parameter 

 
 Allocation of user charge revenue requirements to users or user classes 

 
 Computation of total revenue requirements by user or user class 

 
SYSTEM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

 
The first element of information required for a wastewater system rate study is an estimate of 
system revenue requirements.  A cash basis of revenue requirements was used.  Under the cash 
basis, system revenue requirements consist of operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses, debt 
service, and cash-funded capital outlays. 
 

USER CHARGE REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
 
The portion of annual system revenue requirements to be recovered through rates must be 
sufficient to recover annual system operation, maintenance, and replacement costs.  Other non-
rate revenues (e.g., interest income, permit fees, grants and SDCs) are used to offset a portion of 
system revenue requirements.  
 

ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO WASTEWATER LOADING PARAMETERS 
 
An analysis of the wastewater system’s treatment processes and design engineering judgment are 
used to separately allocate the system’s specific costs to wastewater loading parameters.  This 
results in estimates of annual system average and peak flow (Q) costs, BOD treatment costs, and 
SS treatment costs.   
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ANNUAL WASTEWATER SYSTEM LOADINGS 
 
An analysis of past water consumption records, in combination with estimates of the strengths of 
user class wastewater flows and/or sampling results, are used to estimate annual wastewater 
system loadings by customer class.  For this study, flow is measured in millions of gallons per 
year, while BOD and SS loadings are measured in pounds.  These estimates correspond closely 
to wastewater loadings actually monitored at the system’s treatment plant.   

 
CALCULATION OF UNIT COSTS 

 
Estimates of flow and pounds of BOD and SS treated are then used in conjunction with cost 
allocations to determine the unit costs of treatment by loading parameter for each customer class 
in each service area.  For example, that portion of a system’s costs determined to be associated 
with treatment of suspended solids, when divided by estimated annual pounds of suspended 
solids receiving treatment, yields a unit cost (dollars per pound) for suspended solids that is 
applicable to all users. 
 

DISTRIBUTION OF COSTS TO SYSTEM USERS 
 
Estimated annual system loadings typically result from aggregated estimated user or user class 
loadings.  Individual user or user class wastewater loadings, when multiplied by the unit costs 
applicable to that user, result in the proportional allocation of the annual costs to that user or user 
class.  Using this method in the distribution of system costs results in equitable distribution of the 
costs to the appropriate users or user classes. 
 

CUSTOMER CLASS REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 
 
Total revenue requirements by customer class are calculated by totaling the costs allocated to a 
given customer class.  To these costs must be added Infiltration and Inflow (I/I) costs which are 
not directly allocable to users based on their respective wastewater flows or loads.  Industry 
guidelines include different methods to allocate I/I costs to customer classes, based either on the 
number of connections or the average flow from customers, or a combination of the two.  The 
current methodology is based on allocation of I/I costs on the following basis: 20% based on 
flow, and 80% based on customers (including multifamily dwelling units). 
 
Billing costs generally do not vary substantially from customer to customer; hence, these costs 
can be allocated to users in the form of a uniform charge per bill. 
 
The end result of this process is an equitable distribution of system revenues that are recoverable 
through wastewater rates and charges to each user or user class. 
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to User or User Class 

Customer 
Costs  

# of 
Customers/ 
Dwelling 
Units 

Service charge per Account / 
Dwelling Unit  
(Includes 80% of I/I Costs) 

Non-Rates 

 
SCHEMATIC –  

 
DEVELOPMENT OF 

WASTEWATER RATES 
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City of Newberg:  Resolution NO. 2010-2886 PAGE 1 

 
CITY OF NEWBERG 

MONTHLY WASTEWATER SERVICE CHARGES 

Current Adopted Adopted 
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 

Service Charge ($/month) $11.94 $14.37  $17.54 

Multi-family per unit Charge $10.54 $13.08  $16.20 

Volume Charge ($/hundred cubic feet [ccf]):

Single Family Residential $5.43 $6.26  $7.18 
Multi-family Residential $5.43 $6.26  $7.18 
Commercial 1 $5.43 $6.26  $7.18 
Commercial 2 $6.65 $7.71  $8.92 
Commercial 3 $10.88 $12.74  $14.94 
Industrial $6.65 $7.71  $8.92 
Outside City $5.43 $6.26  $7.18 

Sewer Only (no water service) Flat Rate* 
includes monthly service charge $64.01 $58.19 $67.80

*based on 700 cf 

Note: 
Commercial 1 includes general businesses, public agencies, and schools. 
Commercial 2 includes mini-markets, car washes, mortuaries, industrial, and fast food/cafeterias. 
Commercial 3 includes restaurants. 
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Interoffice        
M E M O R A N D U M  
 
to: CRRC Committee Members 
 
from: Janelle Nordyke 
 
re: Staff Reductions / Financial Cuts for 2011-12 Budget Year 
 
date: December 28, 2011 
              
 
CRRC Members, 
 
The Committee has been discussing budget reductions in the utility funds.  The question was 
raised by Beth Keyser, stating she hasn’t seen any cutting back done by the City.  In other words, 
she hasn’t seen any tightening of the belt to the point that it hurts. 
 
On the following four pages is the Budget Message that Dan Danicic wrote for the 2011-12 
budget year that shows the many staff reductions and financial cuts that were made going into 
the 2011-12 fiscal year.   
 
In addition to those staff reductions, we also cut the following positions in the Engineering 
Division in August, 2011: 
 

1. Engineering Tech 3:  Retired and did not refill the position. 
2. Surveyor:  Due to the reduction in workload, the position was eliminated. 
3. Part-time Receptionist:  Due to the reduction in workload, the position was eliminated. 

 
The Maintenance Division saw a loss of an employee and the position has not been refilled. 
 
We revisited the O&M expenses for each utility and have reduced expenses to the point of just 
stopping short of being at a critical stage.   
 
The utility funds must have a sufficient reserve balance for when equipment breaks.  The cost of 
repairing and replacing equipment is in the thousands, sometimes hundreds of thousands, of 
dollars. 
 
We also need to put aside reserves for future repairs and replacements so that we don’t have to 
pay for the repairs and replacements with debt. 
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BUDGET MESSAGE 
 
To: Budget Committee 
From: Daniel Danicic, City Manager 
Date: April 15, 2011 
 
Re: Proposed Fiscal Year 2011/12 Budget 
 
 
 
I respectfully submit this proposed budget for consideration by the Budget Committee.   
 
In my twenty years of public service, this is by far the most challenging and difficult 
budget year.  While the stock market continues its slow recovery, it may be close to two 
more years before it reaches pre-recession levels.  I anticipate that the City will take 
another two years beyond this for our organization to recover - 2015. 
 
For the last three years, staff has effectively limited expenditure increases for 
materials and services to the maximum extent practical.  However, many costs such as 
utilities (PGE, NW Natural) and fuel (again reaching more than $4 per gallon) have 
increased beyond our control.  Revenue for FY 11/12 is expected to be 6% lower.  
Franchise fees will be lower due to reduced usage demands.  We are experiencing 90% 
collection rate on property taxes that, despite this recession, are still assessed at a 
lower value than the market.  The combination of these factors result in a $200,000 
deficit in the general fund.  Extrapolating the budget to 2015 results in a multi-million 
dollar deficit. This is clearly not sustainable. 
 
Given the general mood of the public’s reluctance for increased fees to fund local 
government at this time, I have elected to prepare a balanced budget that relies solely 
on budget cuts. 
 
General Fund 
 
In the General Fund, the most appropriate cuts were identified strategically by 
comparing service level needs.  Within the General, Fund police and fire have 
experienced increased number of service calls.  The library has seen an increased 
number of patrons.  There has been a sharp reduction in permits submitted to the 
planning and building department. This does not mean that the police, fire and library 
programs are unaffected by the need for budget cuts.   
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To address the General Fund deficit the following reductions are proposed: 
 

• For all General Fund staff 
o No cost of living increases 
o No step increases 

• Staff reductions 
o Assistant planner 
o Court position 
o Part-time Finance Secretary 
o Contract prosecutor, City Attorney to take on role. 

• Full-time Finance Secretary moved to Utility Billing fund (31-1320) 
• Vacant Information Technician position will be filled with a contract 

employee without benefits. 
• Planning Department Office Manager reduced to 0.8 FTE. 

 
During 10/11 the building department revenue shortfall resulted in the need to layoff 
one inspector and reduce an inspector and the permit technician to part-time status.   
 
City Hall Hours 
 
These proposed changes in staffing levels along with reductions made over the past 
three years will seriously reduce the ability to have staff consistently available at the 
front counter of City Hall.  To account for this, I propose that City Hall hours be 
reduced to 8:30am to 4:30pm Monday through Friday.  Also, we need to implement an 
automated phone answering system that can direct calls to appropriate departments 
when staff are not available or outside of business hours.  The City already has this 
capability, so there would be no additional expense to implement this program. 
 
 
Public Works 
 
Public Works has not been immune from the economy.  Through a combination of fewer 
utility accounts and reduced consumption, water and wastewater revenues are 3% to 
5% lower than expected.  As a result the following budget cuts have been taken: 
 

• For all Public Works staff 
o No cost of living increases 
o No step increases 

• Staff reductions 
o Maintenance Assistant Supervisor 
o Senior Engineer 

• Positions reduced to part-time 
o Engineering Secretary 
o Engineering Tech 2 (two positions) 

 

Note: police and fire 
union approval of no cola 
and step increases is 
required.  Should this not 
occur, additional staff 
reductions will be 
necessary.
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Outside Requests 
 
Each year, the City receives requests from local organizations to provide grant funding 
for various activities.  The following table summarizes the organizations, their fund 
request, and the amount I have proposed for the budget. 
 
 
Organization Request Amount Budgeted 

in FY 10/11 
Budgeted for FY 
11/12 

Tourism Fund (01-1110-592500) 
First Friday Art Walk for trolley 
operation (May 2010 to April 2012) 

$3,600 $0 $0 
Reconsider after final 
TLT revenue receive 
from FY10/11  

Newberg Camellia Festival 
(March 2012) 

$4,000 $4,000 $0 
Reconsider after final 
TLT revenue receive 
from FY10/11 

Old Fashioned Festival (events 
support) 

$10,000 $5,000 $5,000 

Visitor Center 
 (25% of estimated TLT) 

Contract $56,250 $81,250 

Subtotal  $65,250 $86,250 
 
Community Support (01-1110-592000) 
Newberg Downtown Coalition  
(Operating budget) 

$25,000 $10,500 $8,500 

Chehalem Valley Transit 
(operations) 

$23,570 $12,000 $18,000 

Your Community Mediators of 
Yamhill County 

$5,500 $5,500 $3,500 

Misc. Unallocated Funds  $1,000 $1,000 
Subtotal  $29,000 $31,000 
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Conclusion 
 
The proposed budget cuts have enabled the development of a balanced budget for FY 
11/12.  There is a practical limit to the number of staff positions eliminated before even 
the core functions of government cannot be maintained.  Without an improvement in 
the economy within the next year, the City will have to seriously consider increasing 
fees and/or issuing an operating levy or face continued staff and service level 
reductions. 
 
Action items to begin investigating during the FY 11/12 include: 
 

• Public Safety Dispatch – consider contracting the service with WCCCA. 
• Increase the transient lodging tax 
• Increase the trash collection franchise rate 
• Assess a franchise fee to the Stormwater Utility 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Daniel J. Danicic, MPA, PE 
City Manager 
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