Combined Utility System
Recommendation for Rate Increase

Budget and Fiscal Affairs Committee
April 19, 2010
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Best Practices Case — Key Measures April 6th Case
CIP Annual Investment $370m

o $50m annual to provide funds for “pay as you go”

Customer classes were at following cost of service

o Single Family 84.8%  Cost of Service
o Multi Family 103.8% Cost of Service
o  Commercial 111.1% Cost of Service

Monthly increases for average user were projected

as follows:

o Single Family $46.87/month to $52.74/month ~ $5.87 average increase
o Multi Family $26.34/month to $35.44 $9.10 average increase
o Commercial No “average” bill 20.1% average increase
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Issues Raised at Committee and Since

Multi family rates above cost of service
Muiti family rates for HUD tax credit properties

High water consumption at older multi family
complexes

Commercial rates above cost of service

Single family rates below cost of service
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Multi Family Rates

0 Propose to bring multi family rates to 100% cost of service

o Will remove $8m revenue from April 6th case
o Equivalent monthly increase as follows

Current 1st Proposal New Proposal A New Proposal
$26.34 $35.44 $34.07 $7.73
Memo (SFR) $46.97 $52.74 - $5.87

o Propose to create a $14m conservation rebate program

O Will design specifics with participation of HAA/initially targeted at complexes with >200%
average consumption

O Conservative plan will be to City Council by June 1 — 3 year program

0 Propose to also utilize this fund to control increases on HUD

projects to allow for 3 years to get to full multi family rates
m Current estimate of cost is $3m/will include in Council Presentation prior to June 1
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Single Family Residents

Currently have single family residents at 84.8% cost of service
O Revenue short of full cost of service by $44m

Alternate case considered to restore desirable “pay as you go”
to fully set single family residents at 100% cost of service

Current average monthly bill Proposed average monthly bill Average
46.87 52.74 5.87
Theoretical full cost recovery case
Current average monthly bill Proposed average monthly bill Average
46.87 60.00 13.13

While desirable to get all customer classes to 100% cost of service,
do not recommend changing residential rate from 84.8% cost of
service




WS 6+$

(wov3) 90IAI9S 1g8( JO 1S0Q [euonippy O
(weees) 90IAIBS JO 1S00 9,00} 0} SSe[0 |[eloJowwo) O
(WO'v1$) we.abolud paleal gNH/UoneAIasuod Ajlwel Ny O

(We'83) 9DIAIBS JO 1S00 %001 O Ajjlwre) Ny O

paljipuapl sabueyd 10} s1s0)

woss$ .0b noA se Aed,, wpGg$ anoway

suoiledidwj jeroueuiq




$140

$120

$100

Monthly Bill

omparison

Monthly Singie Family Utility Bills

Water Bill

.
»

6 Kgals

Sewer Bill

6 Kgals




000°LS

00S

g Aduon

000°C$

s|eby 00z :I1g 1ames

sieby 00z

-nd

1s1epn

005°'cs

sing AN W& Allweininiy Alyuop jo uosiiedwod

000°c$




Comparison of Monthly Commercial 1" Utility Bills
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