
   
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. 
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CITY OF NEWBERG CITIZENS’ RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE AGENDA 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 30, 2011 
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. 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) 

 
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
 Approval of November 9, 2011 minutes (Pages 2-5) 

 
V. CONTINUED BUSINESS 
 

Conclude Water Rates Discussion 
1. O&M Reductions (Dan Danicic) 
2. Final Presentation (Deb Galardi) 

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

VI. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Present Stormwater Rates (Pages 7-11) 
2. Move Town Hall Meeting to February 8, 2012 

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

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 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 P.M.  Chair Rourke stated Norma Alley, City Recorder 
had researched information regarding committee quorums and it was determined a quorum is the majority of 
the actual serving members, not to include the vacant positions.  If there are five filled positions, three 
members would make a quorum. 
 
Chair Rourke also reviewed the revised meeting schedule, noting that the January 17 meeting has been 
rescheduled for January 18 and will be held at City Hall versus the Public Safety Building.  

 
II.  ROLL CALL 

 
Members 
Present: Tony Rourke, Chair Ernie Amundson, Jr. Beth Keyser  
  Charles Zickefoose  Mayor Bob Andrews, Ex-Officio 
Members 
Absent: Mike Gougler (excused)     
 
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 referred to page 2 of the October 5, 2011 minutes of the Citizens’ Rate Review Committee 
(CRRC).  He wanted clarification regarding Mr. Ernie Amundson’s question, and Mr. Dan Danicic’s reply, as 
to whether wastewater rates are ever tied directly to the water usage per month.  Mr. Grum interpreted that 
response to mean no matter how much he may conserve, if his usage falls below the established average 
minimum, he will still be charged the minimum, which he objects to.  It was explained that every resident’s 
sewer bill is based on their own individual average winter water use.  The minutes that Mr. Grum is 
questioning were only referring to the ‘snowbirds’ that have no winter water use at all.  In those cases the 
system wide average is used to determine those sewer bills only.   
 
IV. CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Approval of October 5, 2011 and October 18, 2011 minutes (Pages 2-10) 
 

MOTION #1:  Zickefoose/Amundson approved the Citizens’ Rate Review Committee minutes from 
October 5, 2011 and October 18, 2011, as written.   Motion carried. (4 Yes/0 No/1 Absent [Gougler]). 
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V. CONTINUED BUSINESS 
 
Water Rates Discussion (Pages 11-16) 
 

Ms. Deb Galardi presented the staff report with the use of a PowerPoint (see official meeting packet for full 
report).  She reviewed the debt service coverage, water revenue increase options and the preliminary rates and 
bills scenarios.  Ms. Galardi explained how net revenues divided by debt service must equal debt service 
coverage along with a cushion of 10%, so that in the event of unexpected and unbudgeted expenses, there 
would still be money available to cover debt service.  The projected debt service coverage (existing rates) for 
2011/12 is 0.9%.  Ms. Galardi stated the City has done an excellent job managing O&M costs and no 
additional debt service is projected.  Additional revenue is still required, however, to meet current debt service 
coverage.  The net revenue must be increased through water sales and/or a decrease in O&M.   Additional 
reductions in water use could further reduce projected coverage.  Scenarios (A/B/C) are based on revenue 
increase options and on billing charges staying about the same; the volume rate changes in the first year 
reflecting updated class peaking factors and the fixed charge increases to achieve targeted revenue for 
coverage.  Rates have been developed for all three scenarios in order to meet the debt service requirement.  
Ms. Galardi noted that the regional rate comparison shows a range for a ¾” meter of $4.50-$18.04 per month 
(with most over $10).  Newberg’s fixed charges are significantly lower.  The issue is not that the City of 
Newberg citizens are paying less but other communities recover more of their revenue from the fixed charge 
than from the volume charge.  Many other communities are increasing rates due to capital investments or 
issues to debt service.  
 
Mayor Bob Andrews asked for clarification on how additional revenue is generated.  Ms. Galardi replied 
connection and disconnection fees, interest income, and penalties.   
 
Mr. Amundson asked how revenue is determined for the future.  Ms. Galardi replied projections are based on 
the best information available.  The fund balance varies from year to year.  No additional grant monies are 
projected for the future due to unavailability. 
 
Chair Rourke asked why the O&M costs would be going up $200,000.00 per year.   Ms. Galardi explained 
one factor is health benefits/insurance costs.  These continue to rise and generally are in the 3%-6% annual 
escalation range.   
 
Mayor Andrews asked Ms. Galardi if her analysis indicates the City needs additional revenue of $568,236.00 
in order to meet the 1.1 debt coverage.  Ms. Galardi stated that was correct.    
 
Mr. Amundson asked if additional costs could be cut from O&M instead of raising rates.  Mr. Danicic replied 
it is ultimately the Budget Committee and the City Council who sets the budget but the CRRC can make 
recommendations.   In order to cut approximately $570,000.00 from O&M, staff would need to be reduced 
37%; ultimately eliminating one entire division.  Services would need to be seriously reduced.    
 
Ms. Beth Keyser asked if the CRRC has the power to reduce the O&M.  Mr. Danicic stated the CRRC can 
look at what needs to be done and make a recommendation to the City Council who would then consider what 
that would mean in regards to services.  Ms. Keyser would like to see the City cut expenses without a rate 
increase.  Chair Rourke stated a formal request can be sent to the Budget Committee recommending they take 
that under consideration.   
 
Chair Rourke stated if the CRRC chose not to increase rates; the City would need to cut $400,000.00 from 
O&M or sell $400,000.00 more in revenue than projected.  
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Mr. Zickefoose stated the City has made good management decisions in reductions already.  Further 
reductions will need to be carefully considered in order to keep the City from significant loss to services. 
 
Ms. Keyser asked if the State of Oregon would recognize a reduction in expenses as a plan in meeting the debt 
coverage.  Ms. Galardi replied yes, as long as the target is met, the State does not care if it comes from 
reductions or revenue.   
 
Mayor Andrews asked if the City does reduce O&M and at the same time reduces revenues, what is there to 
gain.  Ms. Galardi replied projected rates could continue to go down anyway at existing rates and with 
conservation.   If there is no flexibility in the O&M and there are no reserves in place, that is a risk.   
 
Mr. Amundson asked if there is a document explaining that the 1.1 debt coverage is needed.  Mrs. Nordyke 
stated whenever the City borrows money from Oregon Economic Development; debt coverage at 1.1 or 
greater is needed and is required by the documentation.  Mr. Danicic stated all of the documentation is 
included in the approved budget and can be given to the committee to review.  Mr. Amundson was satisfied 
with the explanation given by staff and does not require viewing the documentation. 
 
Ms. Keyser asked if there is any way to generate revenue on water other than through the City customers.  Mr. 
Danicic stated yes, but the question is can the City sell enough at a high enough price.  There have been 
discussions with the City of Dundee to provide them water but it is too expensive to make the connections.  
Excess capacity to Oregon Rain regarding springs is a possibility, but selling at 10 cents a gallon would only 
raise $50,000.00.  The other option would be to entice an industry that would buy the water.  Ms. Keyser 
stated it would be a good thing to pursue.   
 
Chair Rourke stated the economic downturn killed growth in Newberg and it could not be predicted.  Mr. 
Danicic stated projecting the need resulted in the debt.  The top ten users were asked to cut back water usage 
in the year 2000.  The decision at the time was a good one to increase the infrastructure. 
 
Mr. Amundson would like to see a 50/50 split.  The City of Newberg cannot continue to raise rates.  Mr. 
Danicic stated staff can show the committee what happens to the O&M as reductions are made and 
demonstrate what happens to the level of service and liability on the system.   
  
Ms. Keyser asked if there is a way to keep current staff while reducing the expense to maintain that staff.  Mr. 
Danicic replied the concept of privatization does not solve the problem.  The City will pay less in wages but 
without additional revenue we will not have enough for projects and service levels will suffer.  Chair Rourke 
stated cuts have already been made to O&M.  Ms. Keyser asked if the City has maxed out regarding 
reductions.  Mr. Danicic replied there are other cuts that can be done but there are risks as well.   Regarding 
privatization, staff is needed to manage the contractors; we would need to have at least three-to-four 
contractors on call, and would pay a premium for night-time or holiday work which can present some 
logistical questions.   
 
Mr. Danicic stated the question before the committee is whether they want to see a shift regarding fixed rates, 
regardless as to whether or not it increases the rates.  Does the committee want to change the rate structure 
methodology to recover more with fixed rates?  Once that has been decided, we will look at how to change the 
numbers that feed into the costs to mitigate the rate increase. 
 
Ms. Keyser’s understanding is that increasing the rate on consumption would not increase revenue.  Chair 
Rourke stated that is correct; people are conserving and if you increase the volume charge and people decide 
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to stop using the water, to a certain degree - it mitigates the increase.  Ms. Keyser asked if the City would be 
taking away the citizens’ control in terms of using less water and paying less if the fixed rate is increased.  
Chair Rourke replied no because any scenario only gets the City to 17% fixed, leaving 83% in the citizens’ 
control.  In the scenarios presented, any increase goes to the fixed portion and the percentage of volume goes 
down, giving a better predictability to City staff.   
 
Chair Rourke stated the CRRC needs a conceptual agreement on how to apply any increase or decrease. 
Personally he believes it should be changed to have the fixed side of the equation increased and drop the 
volume charge in certain categories as presented.  The CRRC has been presented with different scenarios 
dealing with fixed versus volume costs at the ratios of:  91/9, 80/20, 70/30, and 60/40.  
 
Mr. Danicic asked Ms. Galardi if the committee chooses a balanced budget with a zero increase in rates, can 
the methodology be adjusted with more going toward the fixed side.  Ms. Galardi replied yes.  Mr. Danicic 
stated the first question is should the methodology migrate toward a larger percentage of fixed cost within the 
overall budget, whether or not the fixed amount will be increased even greater.  Ms. Galardi stated it would be 
helpful to know if there is support to increasing the fixed costs and what that percent should be. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Blair Didway, a potential CRRC member, is a landscape architect who has lived in Newberg for six years.  
He has listened to the different rate structures presented for generating revenue to cover the debt.  He feels 
like there is another option for the committee to consider.  Perhaps something similar to what other utility 
companies do, which is charge a base fixed rate regardless of use.  For example, a base charge would be 
assessed for a certain amount of water.  If the customer uses less, they still pay the same.  Mr. Didway 
explained that there may be other factors to consider with this option that he may be unaware of as this 
process is all new to him. 
 
Mr. Danicic will analyze reduction in the budget to achieve the needed revenue with no rate increase and will 
bring that analysis to the November 30, 2011 meeting.  The committee will then make a decision on the fixed 
rate based on that information. 
 
VI. NEW BUSINESS:  
 
On December 5, 2011, the City Council will appoint applicants to fill the two vacant CRRC positions and the 
two positions with terms scheduled to expire on December 31, 2011.  

 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 P.M. 
 
 
 
Approved by the Citizens’ Rate Review Committee on this 30th day of November 2011.   
     

 
_______________________________  _______________________________________ 
DawnKaren Bevill     Tony Rourke 
Minutes Recorder      Citizens’ Rate Review Committee Chair 

Page 5



 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY 
LEFT BLANK 

Page 6



O:\Engineering\shared\Rate Review\2011 Meetings for 12-13 and 13-14 Rates\Notebooks\Section 5-Stormwater Rates\A1-Storm Mngmnt Fee Methodology.docx 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FEE METHODOLOGY 
 
All in-city customers of the City's water and wastewater systems and those persons otherwise 
responsible for impervious surfaces within the City, which contribute storm water runoff to the 
system or otherwise benefit from the system, are responsible for paying a stormwater 
management fee (SWMF). 
 
A just and equitable SWMF shall be fixed at such amounts to ensure the financial self-
sufficiency of the stormwater system.  Similar to the water and wastewater funds, the storm fund 
is a cost for service fee. 
 
The assessment of the SWMF is based on impervious surface area.  Impervious surfaces are 
those that impede the natural infiltration or surface water.  Rooftops, concrete, asphalt and patios 
are some examples of impervious surfaces.  The units for impervious surface area are equivalent 
drainage units (EDU).  An EDU is equal to the area of a typical single-family residential 
property.  This has been determined statistically as 2,877 square feet.  Therefore, all single-
family properties are by definition one EDU.  Determining the total impervious area, by either 
aerial photography or actual site drawings, then dividing by 2,877 calculates the EDU's for all 
other properties. 
 
The methodology to establish the stormwater management fee is depicted by the following 
figure: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A reduction of up to 50% of the monthly fee can be received for developed properties that have 
implemented stormwater measures exceeding minimum design standards, established best 
management practices for water quality improvements or established an educational program. 
 

Stormwater Management 
Revenue Requirements 

Revenue 
required from 
SWMF 

Non-SWMF 
Revenues 

Total number of 
EDU's 
(SF and non-
SF) 

Determine Total budget: 
• Engineering 
• Stormwater Maintenance 
• Capital Projects 

Divide by Equals EDU Value 
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Effective Avg. S/F Bill
Date (1 EDU/ESU)

Woodburn 24,085 n/a $0.00 n/a

Redmond 26,225 n/a $0.00 n/a

McMinnville 32,240 n/a $0.00 n/a

Wilsonville 19,525 Nov 2011 $3.72 2750

Keizer 36,570 Jan 2011 $4.02 Flat Fee

West Linn 25,150
Jan 2011

Next: Jan 2012 $4.82 2914
Newberg
(current) 22,230 July 2011 $5.29 2877

Tualatin 26,060
July 2008

Next: no plans $5.41 2640

Forest Grove 21,130 July 2011 $6.00* 2640 *Includes an add'l service charge (by CWS)

Tigard 48,090 July 2011 $7.25* 2640 *Includes an add'l $2.00 service charge

Oregon City 31,995
July 2011

Next: Jan 2012 $7.40 Flat Fee (S/F) Commercial varies.

Lake Oswego 36,620 July 2011 $9.60 3030

Milwaukie 20,290 July 2011 $10.64 2706

Sherwood 18,205
July 2011

Next: Jan 2012 $12.77* 2640 *Includes an add'l service charge (by CWS)

Portland 583,775 July 2011 $22.37* Flat Fee (S/F)

*Same for duplex.  M/F w/3 & 4 units = $9.32/unit/month.  
M/F w/ 5+ units = $9.32/1000 sq. ft.    Non-Res = 
$9.97/1000 sq. ft.

STORMWATER RATE COMPARISON
November 2011

City Population Sq. Ft/per
EDU/ESU Additional Comments

O:\Engineering\shared\Rate Review\2011 Meetings for 12-13 and 13-14 Rates\Notebooks\Section 5-Stormwater Rates\Stormwater Survey_2011.xlsx
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November 30, 2011 
Citizens’ Rate Review Committee  
Written Comments submitted into Record from Hank Grum 
 
 
 
Additional Water Revenue Needed 
 
At 7pm, Wednesday, November 9, I went to the Citizens rate Review Committee (CRRC) meeting.  
Two other Newbergers attended.  They were deciding if they wanted to serve on the CRRC.  The 
people who have complained bitterly about their $200 water bills were not in attendance. 
Consultant Deb Galardi presented revenue increase scenarios for debt service coverage.  Get the 
agenda packet with details here. 
 
Subtract from Water Sales Revenue (about $4.5 million, constant though 2015/16) the Operating and 
Maintenance Costs ( $3.5 million now and $4 million in 2015.16) to get the funds available ($987,000 
now and $435,000 in 2015/16)to pay principle and interest on debt (about $1.3 million).  To maintain 
the contractually require 1.1 ratio, additional needed revenue grows from $400,000 now to $945,000 
in 2015/16. 
 
This presentation did not include increases for capital investment, nor did it suggest cost cutting 
strategies. 
 
Factors Driving Costs 
 
The City Manager mentioned ever tightening regulatory requirements that require upgrades, and 
increasing costs of public employee benefits.  Seventy cents of each new revenue dollar is expected to 
go to employee costs and 30 cents to maintenance supplies such as new water pipes. (Some existing 
pipes are 100 years old). 
 
The ever “unpopular” suggestion of reducing staff and using cheaper contract labor received only 
cursory attention, but doesn’t have to die. 
 
The CRRC has no control over setting capital investment budget levels for upgrades required by the 
“green”-leaning EPA, State legislature, and DEQ. Question: When is our water “clean enough”?  We 
still have to provide food, shelter, clothing etc. for our families.  You can’t eat water that has the last 
part-per-billion of something removed, and you die a lot quicker from starvation and exposure to the 
weather. 
 
However, the CRRC can refuse to endorse the rate increases and push back on the Budget Committee 
and the Council. 
 
The final factor pushing cost is the Federal Reserve Bank and Congressional policy of inflating the 
money supply via debt financing of TARP and subsequent “stimulus” legislation. 
 
We elected a new “conservative” House of representatives to control debt-financed spending, but all 
we get is more debt.  Meet the new boss…same as the old boss. 
 
  



Going Forward 
 
We lost Measure 36-149, but  we didn’t lose the war.  Meet the new solution…same as the old 
solution: elect representatives at all levels of government that care about your individual rights and 
not collective “rights”. 
 
The good news is that we have at least two representatives (appointed by Mayor Andrews) on the 
CRRC who are looking to cut costs rather that just raising new revenue.  They are Ernie Amunson and 
Beth Keyser, and they are truly in “our corner”.  They need your support. 
The next CRRC meeting is November 30.  See agenda here when it becomes available here 
 
Water Bill Too High?  Do Something! 
 
Please, go to the meeting.  Thank them personally.  Or send email to them c/o City Manager. Find out 
for yourself why your water bill is $200 and will go higher through 2016 if you don’t say something.  
Mayor Andrews and City Manager Danicic are on the CRRC. 
 
Public Comments are heard at the beginning of the meeting.  You have no more than five minutes 
each, to tell them “my water is clean enough and I need a new winter coat” or if you must, “please 
raise my rates 25% over the next four years”.  Or tell them “Public employee costs are too high and 
I’m not paying it anymore”. 
 
YOU have  ask the CRRC to push back on the DEQ.  YOU have to ask State Representative Kim 
Thatcher and State Senator Larry George to push back on the DEQ.  YOU have to ask our incoming 
House Representative to push back on the EPA.  YOU have to ask Senators Merkely and Wyden to 
push back on the EPA and Presidential Executive Orders. 
 
Otherwise, enjoy your new water bill…much higher than the old bill. 
 
 
Yours in Liberty, 
Hank Grum 
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Meeting Agendag g
2

Water Rate Follow-upp
Revised rate assumptions

Stormwater Updatep

Additional options (3 options)



Revenue Increase Scenarios
3

Month
Fiscal Yr. Effective Prior Revised

1 Jul 12 10 1% 0 0%1‐Jul‐12 10.1% 0.0%
1‐Jan‐13 0% 0.0%

FY2013/14 1‐Jan‐14 9.4% 4.0%

FY2012/13

/
FY2014/15 1‐Jan‐15 0.0% 3.5%
FY2015/16 1‐Jan‐16 5.6% 3.5%

Minimum estimated for coverage



Key Water Considerationsy
4

Revenue
Further reductions in consumptions will erode coverage

Expenses/Reserves
Transfers from reserves are projected for CIP  
(replacement reserves <$500K in FY2015)
O&M cuts increase risk (limited to $500K contingency)O&M cuts increase risk (limited to $500K contingency)

Rate Structure
Increases in fixed charges will be perceived as rate g p
increases for some customers
Increase in fixed charges will reduce revenue instability 
over timeover time



Stormwater CIP (Adj for Inflation)( j )
5

PROJECT 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 TOTAL
Master Plan 0 258,750 0 0 0 258,750
Master Plan Projects 0 0 0 277,179 286,881 564,060
Vermillion Street Drain to Creek 152 000 0 0 0 0 152 000Vermillion Street - Drain to Creek 152,000 0 0 0 0 152,000

MULTI FUNDED PROJECTS
Crestview Drive Improvements 110,000 0 0 0 0 110,000
Springbrook Road (North only - S done by ODOT) 0 0 0 654,144 0 654,144

Total CIP $262,000 $258,750 $0 $931,323 $286,881 $1,738,954

Rates $152,000 $8,750 $0 $658,823 $161,881 $981,454
SDC $110,000 $250,000 $0 $272,500 $125,000 $757,500



Stormwater Financial Plan*
6

BudgetBudget
Fund/Description 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16

$744,577 $657,133 $570,324 $508,423 $234,061

Sales Revenue (existing rates) 766,458      $768,171 $769,885 $771,599 $773,377

Beginning Balance

Other Revenue
    Interest Income 3,000          3,057              2,686            1,848            930               
    Miscellaneous & Transfers 1,500          1,500              1,500            1,500            1,500            

$770,958 $772,729 $774,072 $774,947 $775,806Total Resources

Operation & Maintenance $689,901 $724,537 $760,974 $799,309 $839,646

Net Revenue Avail. For Capital 81,056        48,192            13,098          (24,362)         (63,840)         

*Based on 0% rate increases in all years; not sufficient to fund CIP in FY2014/15 
and FY2015/16

*W ld d i t l 10% l i i FY2014 FY2016 t h*Would need approximately 10% annual increases in FY2014-FY2016 to cash 
fund CIP



Key Stormwater Considerationsy
7

Revenue
Most stable of all the utilities due to 100% fixed charge
Sufficient to meet O&M and limited capital ($50K) in next 
2 years2 years
Rate increases needed to fund O&M and capital in years 3 
and 4 

Expenses/Reserves
Reserves drawn down to fund capital in next 2 years



City of Newberg
CRRC 2011-12
Water O & M
Reductions Proposed 11/30/11

2011-12 2011-12
Original Revised
Budget Budget Reduction Comments

Administration
PW Administration Payroll 52,847        33,883        18,964        Reduced FTE from .39 FTE to .25 FTE
Conservation Program 10,000        5,000          5,000          Not to be increased for COLA
Contractual Services 40,000        -              40,000        Will not budget each year but will use Contingency if necessary

Subtotals 102,847      38,883        63,964        

Engineering
Engineering Payroll 309,349      152,533      156,816      Reduced FTE from 3.97 FTE to 1.5 FTE
Office Supplies 1,000          500             500              Not to be increased for COLA
Dues & Meetings 5,500          1,600          3,900          Less FTE
Training & Travel 13,500        4,000          9,500          Less FTE
Contractual Services 25,000        10,000        15,000        Not to be increased for COLA
Books & Publications 2,500          300             2,200          Not to be increased for COLA
Recording Fees 150             150             -              Not to be increased for COLA

Subtotals 356,999      169,083      187,916      

Operations
Operations Payroll 610,955      500,883      110,072      Reduced FTE from 6.38 FTE to 4.5 FTE
Office Supplies 1,000          800             200              Not to be increased for COLA
Postage 4,200          4,000          200              Less FTE
Uniforms 1,200          1,000          200              Less FTE
Dues & Meetings 3,500          3,000          500              Less FTE
Training & Travel 8,250          7,000          1,250          Less FTE
Contractual Services 35,000        30,000        5,000          Not to be increased for COLA
Operating Supplies 76,195        75,000        1,195          Not to be increased for COLA
Fuel 5,000          4,000          1,000          Less FTE
Vehicle Maintenance 4,500          2,500          2,000          Less FTE
Equipment Repair & Maintenance 75,000        70,000        5,000          Less FTE
Building & Grounds Maintenance 4,000          3,500          500              Less FTE

Subtotals 828,800      701,683      127,117      

Distribution System
Distribution Payroll 573,775      553,608      20,167        Reduced FTE from 6.98 FTE to 6.73 FTE
Water Meters 100,000      20,000        80,000        Replacement only.  All radio read now
Water Meter Installations 25,000        20,000        5,000          Replacement only.  All radio read now
Waterline Repair & Maintenance 150,000      50,000        100,000      Combined 3 accounts into 1 and reduced funding

Subtotals 848,775      643,608      205,167      

Totals 2,137,421   1,553,257   

Total Reduction 584,164      
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City of Newberg
Summary of O&M Projections
Water Rate Study

Prior Revised Difference Prior Revised Difference
Personnel Services $1,528,548 $1,316,004 ($212,544) $1,621,098 $1,395,901 ($225,198)
     Salaries $993,732 $848,561 $1,043,497 $891,062
     Benefits $534,816 $467,443 $577,601 $504,839
Materials & Services $1,396,886 $1,118,347 ($278,539) $1,454,610 $1,153,134 ($301,476)
Central Services $547,250 $547,250 $0 $580,085 $580,085 $0
Capital Outlay $75,957 $75,957 $0 $75,995 $75,995 $0
Total $3,548,641 $3,057,559 ($491,082) $3,731,789 $3,205,115 ($526,673)
Minimum needed for Debt Coverage ($397,451) ($568,236)

FY2012/13 FY2013/14
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