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Q: Please state your name and business address? 1 

A: My name is Christopher P.N. Woodcock and my business address is 18 Increase 2 

Ward Drive, Northborough, Massachusetts 01532. 3 

 4 

Q: By whom are you employed and in what capacity?  5 

A: I am the President of Woodcock & Associates, Inc. a consulting firm specializing in 6 

water and wastewater rate and financial studies. 7 

Prior Experience 8 

Q: Please describe your qualifications and experience. 9 

A: I have undergraduate degrees in Economics and in Civil Engineering from Tufts 10 

University in Medford, Massachusetts.  After graduating in 1974, I was employed by 11 

the environmental consulting firm of Camp, Dresser and McKee Inc. (CDM).  For 12 

approximately 18 months I worked in the firm's environmental engineering group 13 

performing such tasks as designing water distribution and transmission pipes, 14 

sewer collection and interception systems, pumping facilities and portions of a 15 

wastewater treatment facility.  From approximately January 1976, I worked in the 16 

firm's management and financial consulting services group, gaining increasing re-17 

sponsibility.  At the time of my resignation, I was a corporate Vice President and 18 

appointed the leader of the group overseeing all rate and financial studies.  In my 19 

career, I have worked on more than 300 water and wastewater rate and financial 20 

studies, primarily in the United States, but also for government agencies overseas.  21 

I have also worked on a number of engineering and financial feasibility studies in 22 

support of revenue bond issues, I have helped draft and review revenue bond in-23 

dentures, and I worked on several valuation studies, capital improvement financing 24 

analyses and management audits of public works agencies.  In addition to my pro-25 

fessional experience I have also held elected and appointed positions on municipal 26 

boards overseeing public works functions. 27 

 28 

Q: Have your previously testified before state regulatory commissions or courts 29 
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on rate related matters? 1 

A: Yes, I have provided testimony on rate related matters before utility commissions in 2 

Rhode Island, Maine, Connecticut, New York, New Hampshire, Texas, and Alberta, 3 

Canada.  I have also been retained as an expert witness on utility rate related mat-4 

ters in proceedings in state courts in Arkansas, Florida, Massachusetts, Michigan, 5 

New Jersey, Maryland, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, as well as the Federal Court in 6 

Michigan.  I have been selected to several arbitration panels related to disputes 7 

over water rates and charges, I have provided testimony on rate related matters to 8 

the Michigan and Massachusetts legislatures, and I have provided testimony at 9 

administrative hearings on a number of occasions. 10 

 11 

Q: Do you belong to any professional organizations or committees?  12 

A: Yes, I am a member of the Water Environment Federation, the Rhode Island Water 13 

Works Association, the Massachusetts Water Works Association, the New England 14 

Water Works Association, and the American Water Works Association.  For the 15 

Water Environment Federation, I was a member of the committee that prepared 16 

their manual on Wastewater Rates and Financing.  For the New England Water 17 

Association, I am a member of the Conservation Committee and the co-chairman of 18 

the Financial Management Committee.  In my capacity as Assistant Treasurer for 19 

the New England Water Works Association I also sit on the Executive Committee 20 

and the Board of Directors as well as several other administrative committees.  For 21 

the American Water Works Association, I am past chairman of the Financial Man-22 

agement Committee and the Rates and Charges Committee that has prepared the 23 

manuals on Revenue Requirements, Water Rates, Alternative Rate Structures, and 24 

Water Rates and Related Charges.  I have been reappointed to and am currently a 25 

member of the Rates & Charges Committee. 26 
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Summary 1 

Q: Please describe your role in this proceeding. 2 

A: I have been retained by the Portsmouth Water & Fire District (Portsmouth) to re-3 

view Newport Water’s rate filing in Docket 3675.  I had been involved in a similar 4 

capacity in Newport’s last rate filing. 5 

 6 

Q:  Would you summarize your overall findings? 7 

A:  Although Newport’s filing in this docket is starting to address critical issues and 8 

provide information that assures ratepayers of fair and reasonable rates, several 9 

areas of concern remain:  10 

  11 

• I believe the amounts that are being requested for services from the City 12 

are overstated. 13 

• I am concerned that Newport’s projection of rate year sales are overly op-14 

timistic, and will continue to leave the Water Department short of needed 15 

revenues. 16 

• I believe that the amounts allocated to the City’s Wastewater Division are 17 

still understated and that the full cost should be recovered for the benefit 18 

of the water rate payers. 19 

 20 

  Since the last Docket (# 3578), it appears that Newport is (a) reporting to the Com-21 

mission, (b) restricting funds as ordered, to the extent possible,  and (c) beginning 22 

to work with its customers for an Island-wide treatment solution.  The reports don’t 23 

yet provide a true picture of the monthly cash position (an accrual basis would be 24 

more meaningful), but it is an improvement.  I hope and expect that the quality of 25 

information improves. 26 

Revenue Requirements 27 

Q: Have you reviewed the rate year revenue requirements as proposed by New-28 

port Water? 29 
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A: Yes, but   to help control Portsmouth’s  costs, I have not spent substantial time  re-1 

viewing issues that the Division is expected to consider.    However, I am con-2 

cerned about the increase in charges from the City of Newport that take funds out 3 

of the Water Department and; I have looked into these issues in  greater detail.  Af-4 

ter reviewing the Division’s testimony in this docket, I expect I will comment on 5 

other matters that I have not addressed herein. 6 

Q: Do you have any general comments on Newport’s claimed revenue require-7 

ments for FY 2006? 8 

A: I have looked at the Test Year (FY 2004) operating expense, the just completed 9 

year (FY 2005) and the proposed Rate Year (FY 2006) Expenses.  These are 10 

summarized on the following Table: 11 

Account   
Test Year     
(FY 2004) 

FY 2005  
(Unaudited) 

Rate Year    
(FY 2006) 

Operating Revenue Requirements     

Administration  
 $       
1,163,524  

 $       
1,329,889  

 $       
2,032,168  

Customer Accounts 
             
476,661  

             
456,593  

             
536,815  

Customer Services 
                         
-    

                         
-  

Source of Supply - Island 
             
406,243  

             
427,330  

             
455,087  

Source of Supply - Mainland 
               
16,936  

               
17,683  

               
95,663  

Treatment - Newport Plant 
          
1,304,989  

          
1,190,176  

          
1,352,566  

Pumping - Newport Plant 
                         
-    

                         
-  

Treatment - Lawton Valley 
             
890,469  

             
822,250  

          
1,026,354  

Pumping - Lawton Valley 
                         
-    

                         
-  

Water Laboratory 
             
187,215  

             
174,644  

             
213,952  

Transmission & Distribution Maintenance 
             
767,708  

             
787,789  

             
838,893  

Fire Protection 
                 
5,378  

                 
1,253  

               
14,000  

   Total Operating Requirements  
          
5,219,123  

          
5,207,607  

          
6,565,498  

Capital Revenue Requirements     

Contribution to Debt Service Account (3) 
          
1,521,815  

          
1,271,815  

          
1,378,768  

Contribution to Repayment to City Account (4)  
                         
-  

             
250,000  

             
250,000  

Contribution to Capital Spending Account (3) 
          
1,090,340  

          
1,090,340  

          
1,267,088  
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  Total Capital Requirements  
          
2,612,155  

          
2,612,155  

          
2,895,856  

Subtotal Revenue Requirements 
          
7,831,278  

          
7,819,762  

          
9,461,353  

Additional Rev Requirements (5) 
             
117,469  

             
115,749  

             
141,920  

 Revenue Requirements before Offsets 
          
7,948,747  

          
7,935,511  

          
9,603,274  

 Less: Revenue Offsets (6) 
           

(278,113) 
           

(157,768) 
           

(259,060) 

 Net Revenue Requirements 
 $       
7,670,634  

 $       
7,777,743  

 $       
9,344,214  

  1 

   One can see that there was virtually no change from FY 2004 to FY 2005.  How-2 

ever, an increase of about 20% is shown for the Rate Year.  I believe that the ex-3 

penses in FY 2005 showed little or no change from FY 2004 due to Newport’s re-4 

duced revenues, controls put on their expenses (see response to Div 1-41 and 1-5 

43), and staff vacancies.  However, even if the FY 2004 expenses increased 5% 6 

per year from FY 2004 they would be significantly less (almost $900,000) than 7 

those projected for the rate year.  Administrative salaries generally show a 35% in-8 

crease over two years.  The largest changes are in the Legal & Administrative and 9 

Data Processing line items where the rate year request of $800,071 is about 10 

$600,000 more than the test year amount of $193,800.  11 

 12 

City Services Charges 13 

Q: Have you reviewed the Legal & Administrative adjustments? 14 

A: I have.  These are shown on Newport’s Schedule RFC-C, and are the proposed re-15 

imbursements to the City of Newport.  The increase over the test year is nearly 16 

350%, or $400,000. 17 

 18 

Q:  Do you have any comments to Newport’s calculation of the proposed Legal & 19 

Administrative charges from the City of Newport to the Water Department? 20 

A: Yes.  I believe they overstate an appropriate allocation by almost $285,000 per 21 

year.  I have looked at the various departments and Newport’s explanations in vari-22 

ous data requests and the schedules attached to Mr. Smith’s testimony. 23 
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 1 

 Mr. Smith has taken the Water Department’s FY 2006 budget and divided it by the 2 

City’s budget, excluding schools and the library.  My first concern is that the Water 3 

Department budget value that was used significantly exceeds the cost of service as 4 

presented by Newport and thus I have adjusted it.  I have replaced the Water De-5 

partment budget with the cost of service in this docket. That adjustment lowers the 6 

percentage applicable to the Water Department.   7 

 8 

  My second general concern is that the school and library budgets have been ex-9 

cluded from the calculation.  I have read Newport’s testimony and data responses 10 

that the schools and library provide many services internally; however, the Water 11 

Department also provides many of these services and has a layer of administration 12 

or management from the Public Works Department that is already allocated to the 13 

Water Department.  The Administration costs presented in Schedule RFC 1 Sup-14 

plemental is nearly 1/3 of the total operating costs – this is not a trivial amount.  By 15 

comparison, the administrative costs in Pawtucket and Kent County’s recent filing 16 

were just over ¼ the operating costs. 17 

 18 

Q: Have you calculated an amount you believe is appropriate? 19 

A: Yes I have.  This is shown on the attached schedule that is a restatement of a part 20 

of Schedule RFC C.  First, I have made no adjustment to Newport’s calculation of 21 

the amounts for Human Resources, Accounting or Purchasing.  While I feel these 22 

are also generous given that the Public Works Administration and Finance staff 23 

provide some level of these services that other departments don’t have available, 24 

the calculations are not reasonable. 25 

 For several of the other City Departments I have calculated a new percentage 26 

based on the City’s total budget including schools and the library and using the 27 

cost of service I developed for the Water Department.  As I indicated earlier, I be-28 

lieve the schools and library are more similar to the Water Department, in terms of 29 
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services provided internally than many other departments of the City.  Accordingly, 1 

I believe the total budget of all these departments should be used.  I have not used 2 

the total school and library budgets, only those supported by Newport’s general 3 

fund – this has the effect of increasing the percentage over what would be derived 4 

if the total school and library budget were used.  I calculated 9.94% as the amount 5 

of the Water Department budget.  This was used to allocate costs to the Water De-6 

partment from The City Council, the City Manager, and City Services departments 7 

of the City. 8 

 9 

 For the City Solicitor’s office I used 50% of the 9.94% in recognition that the Water 10 

Department engages outside counsel for work such as this rate case.  I also used 11 

only 50% of the 9.94% for the Finance Administration.  I realize that Ms. Sitrin has 12 

probably spent an unusual amount of time in recent years on Water Department 13 

business.  However, Ms. Garcia was hired several years ago to assist with some of 14 

the Finance efforts and Newport has proposed funding for an Assistant Director for 15 

Finance in this docket.  With this staff, the continued reliance on Ms. Sitrin’s office 16 

should diminish significantly.  It seems unreasonable to request funding for a new 17 

finance position and continue to ask for time from Mr. Sitrin at the same level as in 18 

the past. 19 

 20 

 For the City Clerk and Assessment Departments I have only allocated 1% of each 21 

office.  From Newport’s data responses, it appears that these two departments pro-22 

vide very little, if any real service to the Water Department.  The property assess-23 

ment for the Water Department is no different than that provided to the schools, 24 

where Newport asserts there are essentially no services provided. 25 

 26 

 For the Collections Department I have used the percentage of the Water Depart-27 

ment budget to the total budget excluding schools and the library.  In this case it 28 
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does appear that the budget for those two departments should be excluded as little 1 

service is reported to be provided to them by the Collections Department. 2 

 3 

 Lastly, for Facilities Maintenance I have assigned 5% of the costs.  This is based 4 

on Newport’s data response (Div 1-17) that ¼ of a person’s time plus supervision is 5 

associated with the Water Department. 6 
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 1 

Q: Did you also review Newport’s proposed allocation for Management Informa-2 

tion Systems? 3 

A: Yes.  Again, I believe that Newport’s claim in this docket is overstated by about 4 

$190,000.  Based on the response to Div 1-25 it is clear that the School Depart-5 

ment will use the new general ledger and payroll systems so the exclusion of the 6 

School Department is not appropriate.  Further, in reviewing the response to Div 1-7 

19, it appears that the normal level of effort of the MIS Department for the Water 8 

Fund is about 5.5%.  Accordingly, I have allocated 5.5% of the MIS Department 9 

costs to the Water Department.  This calculation is also shown on the attached 10 

schedule 1. 11 

 12 

Sewer Billing 13 

Q: Have you reviewed the miscellaneous revenues that Newport has presented 14 

in this case? 15 

A: Yes I have.  16 

 17 

Q: Do you agree with the $10,560 that Newport proposes to allocate to the Water 18 

Pollution Control (WPC) Division for billing? 19 

A: No I do not.  The basis for this new allocation is found in Newport’s response to Div 20 

2-1.  In the past the WPC Division has received this service for free, with the water 21 

rate payers picking up the entire cost.  Newport is now proposing to charge the 22 

WPC Division, but only for a share of postage and contract services.  Newport is 23 

not proposing to assign any other costs, even though there is a clear service being 24 

provided and a benefit to the WPC. 25 

 26 

Q: What do you propose? 27 
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A: I propose that the WPC Division be assessed 1/3 (approximately the 33.21% pro-1 

posed by Newport) of the total costs associated with Customer Accounts.  Based 2 

on the proposed rate year expense of $536,815, this amounts to $178,938. 3 

 4 

Q: This is a large increase over the $10,560 proposed by the City.  Is that fair? 5 

A: First, I should point out that the WPC Division has been getting this service for no 6 

charge.  In addition, I have not allocated any of the Water Division overhead or 7 

administrative costs to my proposed WPC Division charge – this would add more 8 

than $150,000 more.  Lastly, I have not assigned any capital related costs associ-9 

ated with meters to the WPC Division.  In short, I believe the proposed allocation of 10 

$178,938 is a reasonable first step. 11 

 12 

Accrued Benefits Buy-Out 13 

Q: In response to Division 1-7, Newport agreed to restrict any allowance for ABB 14 

(Accrued Benefits Buy-Out).  Do you believe these should be restricted? 15 

A: In this case I do believe this allowance should be restricted.  Newport should be 16 

provided with sufficient funds to pay its operating expenses.  As explained in Ms. 17 

Forgue’s response to this data request, there is a degree of uncertainty with the 18 

proposed rate year expenses.  However, I don’t think Newport should have to 19 

scramble for funds to pay the ABB costs if they do indeed materialize.  It would be 20 

counterproductive if funds had to be diverted from another program to make these 21 

payments.  Accordingly, I recommend that the Commission restrict the allowance 22 

for ABB. 23 

 24 
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Projected Water Sales/Revenues 1 

Q: Do you agree with the sales and revenue projections prepared by Newport in 2 

this docket? 3 

A: As the Commission is aware, I have expressed concern in recent Rhode Island wa-4 

ter utility dockets that sales projections have been overly optimistic.  As a result, 5 

water utilities have not been able to earn the revenues allowed when sales come in 6 

below the forecasts.  It seems to me that there has been a trend with Rhode Island 7 

water utilities for decreased sales in recent years.  In part this may be related to 8 

weather conditions and resulting irrigation demands, but I think it also is related to 9 

wiser water use in the face of increasing water rates and sewer rates that are 10 

based on metered water sales. 11 

 12 

 I was very concerned that Newport’s original filing was grossly over estimating the 13 

rate year sales.  As a result of the data requests from Portsmouth and the Navy, 14 

Newport has supplemented its filing and revised the rate year sales estimates down 15 

considerably.  Newport has looked at an overall trend in sales from FY 2000 – 2004 16 

and is now projecting sales based on a very slight increase from the historic four 17 

year average. 18 

 19 

 Newport has provided us with sales for FY 2005 in response to Navy 1-4.  The FY 20 

2005 sales figures show a continuing drop in sales (that has resulted in a shortfall 21 

in revenues in FY 2005).  I believe the Commission should consider this more re-22 

cent information. 23 

 24 

 The table below shows the historic sales for FY 2000 – 2005 as well as my projec-25 

tion of sales for FY 2006 (the Rate Year) and FY 2007. 26 

 27 

Annual Consumption in 1000's Gallons  

  FY 2000   FY 2001   FY 2002   FY 2003   FY 2004   FY 2005  
 Projected 

FY 2006  
 Projected 

FY 2007  
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Residential 
       

682,937  
       

698,765  
       

773,872  
       

780,666  
       

736,577  
       

712,992  
       

758,019  
       

765,747  

Commercial 
       

703,460  
       

620,182  
       

561,576  
       

564,052  
       

640,632  
       

557,293  
       

541,165  
       

522,108  

Governmental 
         

20,634  
         

20,197  
         

19,222  
         

19,132  
         

23,134  
         

19,461  
         

20,582  
         

20,664  

Navy 
       

466,167  
       

450,247  
       

307,051  
       

348,222  
       

511,299  
       

417,869  
       

415,093  
       

414,602  

PWFD 
       

438,179  
       

442,582  
       

455,142  
       

451,723  
       

422,944  
       

429,465  
       

429,416  
       

426,390  

Sundry Billed 
        

5,866  
           

4,431  
           

6,353  
           

5,244  
           

3,992   
           

4,297  
           

4,003  
Total (in 
1000's Gal-
lons) 

    
2,317,243  

    
2,236,404  

    
2,123,216  

    
2,169,039  

    
2,338,578  

    
2,137,080  

    
2,168,571  

    
2,153,514  

 1 

 The projections above are based on a linear growth trend.  It shows the trending 2 

decrease when FY 2005 is taken into account.  If I simply use the method pre-3 

sented by Newport and calculate the compound growth trend I get an annual reduc-4 

tion of 1.61% and values that are similar to those above. 5 

 6 

Q: What sales values do you recommend in this case for the rate year? 7 

A: I believe the projected FY 2006 sales of 2,168,571 thousand gallons that I have 8 

shown above are reasonable. 9 

 10 

Q: How does this recommendation impact the increase requested by Newport? 11 

A: Newport’s Supplemental testimony (Schedule RFC E) shows total revenues from 12 

rates and charges under the existing rates and charges as $7,876,351.  With the 13 

adjusted sales values I have proposed and the additional revenues from charges to 14 

the WPC Fund for water billing, I calculate the total revenues under the existing 15 

rates and charges to be $7,808,045. 16 

 17 

Q: Should the Commission accept your recommendation for reduced rate year 18 

sales, won’t it result in higher rates for the Portsmouth Water & Fire District? 19 

A: Yes it will.  However, Portsmouth’s interest is to have fair and equitable rates for 20 

Newport that provide the Newport Water Department with sufficient revenues to 21 

provide safe and dependable water.  If Newport continues to run short on allowed 22 

revenues because of overly optimistic sales projections, there may be a short term 23 
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financial benefit to Portsmouth, but I believe the long term consequences are not in 1 

Portsmouth’s or Newport’s interests. 2 

Cost Allocation Study 3 

Q: In response to the Department of the Navy’s Data Request 1-2, Newport 4 

states, “Since the rates, and underlying allocation of costs to each party, ef-5 

fectively remained unchanged as a result of the settlement agreement in 6 

Docket 3578 it can be inferred that when the parties to the settlement agree-7 

ment agreed to the rates that were approved in Docket 3578, they also agreed 8 

to the underlying cost allocations.”  Do you agree with this? 9 

 10 

A: Absolutely not.  I believe that Portsmouth has been quite clear in prior dockets that 11 

the cost allocation studies put forth by Newport are not adequate, have not con-12 

formed to the Commission’s directives to Newport, and have not followed the direc-13 

tives and guidance that were provided in Docket No. 2049.  I understand that in the 14 

absence of an accepted cost allocation study the Commission has historically taken 15 

the position that there is a presumption of fairness or equity to the existing rates 16 

and charges.  This position dates back to a case I was involved with in the 1970’s 17 

and I believe still continues.  However, in this particular circumstance, the Commis-18 

sion had raised substantive issues with Newport’s rates and had ordered a study 19 

based on rather specific criteria.  The parties agreed to retain many of the rates in 20 

Docket 3578 but also agreed to change some.  I do not believe that the settlement 21 

in that case at all constituted an agreement to the underlying cost allocations.  In 22 

fact I believe the concerns that have existed for several decades remain and I 23 

would not like the Commission to believe that Portsmouth agrees with the assertion 24 

that the parties “also agreed to the underlying cost allocations”. 25 

 26 

 In my direct testimony in Docket No. 3578 I cited a number of issues or questions 27 

associated with the cost allocation study proposed by Newport in that docket.  28 

Those issues remain.   29 
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 1 

 In subsequent data responses (see PWFD 1-10, 1-11, and 2-2), I believe that New-2 

port has acknowledged that this filing does not represent a new cost allocation 3 

study and I urge the Commission to reflect this in its decision. 4 

 5 
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Q: Do you agree with Newport’s proposed across the board increase? 1 

 2 

A: Yes, I support that proposal.  Unless Newport prepares a new cost allocation study, 3 

I don’t believe the Commission has any choice but to revise all of Newport’s rates 4 

across the board. 5 

 6 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 7 

A: Yes it does. 8 

 9 

 10 

Attachments 11 

• Navy Data Request: 1-2, 1-4,  12 

• Division Data Requests, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 1-25, 1-41, 1-43, 2-1 13 

• PWFD Data Requests: see text for references 14 



CW Sch 1.0

266 Legal & Administrative
FY 2006 Budge Percentage Percentage

General Fund Less School & Library 46,904,339  69.67% 51.10%
Harbor 542,600       0.81% 0.59%
Water Fund 9,124,532    13.55% 9.94%
WPC 9,021,183    13.40% 9.83%
Parking 1,044,362    1.55% 1.14%
Beach 686,039       1.02% 0.75%
  Subtotal Budget 67,323,055  100.00%
School & Library 24,462,547 26.65%
  Total Budget 91,785,602  100.00%

Divisions/Functions to be Allocated: Total City Allocation to % Allocation 
Based on Percentage of Budget Budget Water Fund to Water Fund
City Council 130,230$     12,946$        9.94%
City Manager 296,918       29,517$        9.94%
City Solicitor 360,705       17,929$        4.97%
City Clerk 458,964       4,590$          1.00%
Finance Administration 329,332       16,370$        4.97%
Assessment 270,906       2,709$          1.00%
Collections 263,286       35,684$        13.55%
Administrative Services 134,628       13,384$        9.94%
Facilities Maintenance 602,116       30,106$        5.00%
Planning 1,037,343  -$                 0.00%

3,884,428    163,234        

To be allocated based on Payroll checks
Human Resources 231,323       13,440          5.81%

Based on Vendor Checks:
Accounting 340,285       36,785          10.81%

Based on Purchase Orders
Purchasing 90,000         13,419          14.91%
Total  Legal & Admin Costs 4,546,036    226,878        

Rate Year 226,878$      
Test Year 112,700$      
Adjustment 114,178$      

267 Data Processing
Total City Allocation to % Allocation 

Budget Water Fund to Water Fund

Management Information Systems 1,845,933$  101,526$      5.50%

Rate Year 101,526$      
Test Year 81,100$        
Adjustment 20,426$        

Recommended City Services Expenses






















































































