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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (Department) retained Raftelis to conduct a water,sewer, stormwater rate and miscellaneous fees study. This study included the following:
» Engaging a Rate Advisory Committee (RAC) to provide input and feedback on water andsewer rate structure alternatives to the PUAC.
» Development of revenue requirements for the water, sewer and stormwater utilities forfiscal year (FY)1912.
» Analysis of customer class cost of service for each utility.
» Design of cost-of-service rates and rate alternatives as recommended by the Rate AdvisoryCommittee for FY19.
» Review and update the Department’s miscellaneous fees for the water, sewer andstormwater utilities.Raftelis applied industry standard methodologies supported by the American Water WorksAssociation (AWWA) Principles of Water, Rates, Fees, and Charges M1 manual and the WaterEnvironment Federation Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems Manual of Practice, No. 27in the development and design of utility rates.

1.2.1 Rate Advisory CommitteeDepartment Staff assembled a Rate Advisory Committee to participate in a review of theDepartment’s water and sewer rate structures. Raftelis along with The Langdon Group andDepartment Staff, facilitated six meetings with the RAC. These meetings included, among othertopics, the identification and ranking of pricing objectives, RAC input on alternative rate structures,and the RAC’s recommended rate structure for FY19 implementation designed to meet theidentified goals and objectives. The results were presented to the Department’s Public UtilitiesAdvisory Committee (PUAC) on January 25, 2018 for their review and recommendation to theMayor and City Council.Appendix A contains the 2018 Rate Advisory Committee report summarizing the water and sewerrate structure recommendations. The RAC developed rate alternatives based on the followingranked pricing objectives:1. Conservation2. Essential use affordability3. Demand management4. Rate stability
1 FY19 is the period from July 1, 2018 through June 30, 2019.2 The term ‘FY19 Utility Presented’ shown in this report are the adopted FY18 rates for water, sewer, and stormwatermultiplied by the FY19 proposed revenue adjustment for each utility.
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5. Interclass equity6. Intraclass equityTo meet these objectives, the RAC recommended the following modifications to the water andsewer rate structures:
Water Rate Structure Recommended Alternatives
» Retain the fixed charge by meter size. Modify the price ratio between the meter sizes toreflect capacity potential of each meter size to a ¾” meter. This fixed charge modification isrecommended regardless of which volumetric rate alternative is selected.
» The RAC recommended two water volumetric rate structure alternatives using a class-basedcost-of-service rate for consideration to the PUAC. Table 1.1 compares the existing ratestructure and the alternative rate structures. Many alternatives were considered by the

RAC. For purposes of this report, the original “names” of the alternatives, as considered
by the RAC, have been retained.

o Alternative #2: COS/Existing Structure Adjusted for COS. Retain the fixed-block ratestructure for all residential customers and the average winter consumption (AWC)-based rate structure for commercial, institutional and industrial (CII) customers.
 Reduce the block 4 threshold from 70 hundred cubic feet (ccf) to 60 ccf for thesingle residence, duplex, and triplex customer classes.
 Reduce the CII block 4 threshold from 700% of AWC to 600% of AWC.

o Alternative #3: COS/AWC All Modify the existing fixed-block structure for singleresidence, duplex, and triplex to an AWC-based 4 block rate structure, the samestructure as CII.
 Set the single residence, duplex, and triplex customer class block 4 threshold at600% of AWC.
 Reduce the CII customer class block 4 threshold from 700% of AWC to 600% ofAWC.
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Table 1.1: Water – Current and Proposed Rate Structure Alternatives
City and County

Residential(1) CII(2)

Block FY19 Utility
Presented

Alt. #2
COS/Existing

Alt. #3
COS/AWC All

FY19 Utility
Presented

Alt. #2/
Alt. #3Winter Period(Nov-Mar) Block 1 Rate for All Usage Block 1 Rate for All Usage

Summer Rate Structure (April through November)Block 1 0-10 ccf 0-10 ccf 0-AWC(3) 0-AWC 0-AWCBlock 2 11-30 ccf 11-30 ccf AWC-300% AWC-300% AWC-300%Block 3 31-70 ccf 31-60 ccf 300%-600% 300%-700% 300%-600%Block 4 >70 ccf >60 ccf >600% >700% >600%
(1)    Single residence block 1:  0 to 10 ccf

Duplex block 1:  0 to 13 ccf
Triplex block 1:  0 to 16 ccf

(2)    Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 CII rate structures are the same.
(3) AWC = Average Winter Consumption. “AWC – 300%” means usage greater than a customer’s AWC and
less than or equal to 300% of the customer’s AWC.

Sewer Rate Structure Recommended Alternatives
» Retain the customer class volumetric rate structure by volume and strength of wastewaterflow for each alternative. Strength categories include biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) andtotal suspended solids (TSS). The two alternatives recommended are:

o Alternative #1: No Minimum Charge. Eliminate the minimum charge. Customers areonly charged for their AWC monthly flow.
o Alternative #3: Reduced Minimum Charge. Reduce the minimum charge allowancefrom 4 ccf to 2 ccf. This reduces the minimum charge by approximately 43 .Table 1.2 shows the existing sewer rate structure. The proposed structure remains unchanged fromthe existing.
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Table 1.2: Sewer – FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Rate Structure

Class(1)
BOD Strength

mg/l
TSS Strength

mg/l
Flow

$ per ccf
BOD

$ per ccf
TSS

$ per ccf
1 0 – 300 0 – 300 Applies to Existing and All Alternatives
2 300 – 600 300 – 600 Samevolume ratefor allclasses

Volume ratevaries byBODstrength
Volume ratevaries byTSS strength

3 600 – 900 600 – 900
4 900 – 1,200 900 – 1,200
5 1,200 – 1,500 1,200 – 1,500
6 1,500 – 1,800 1,500 – 1,800
7 >1,800 >1,800 Special Rate by Customer

(1) Customers in classes 1 through 6 are billed monthly based on their average winter
consumption (AWC) times the sum of the rates for flow, BOD, and TSS rates or a minimum charge
whichever is greater. AWC is the average of water usage for the months November through
March.

1.2.2 Public Utilities Advisory CommitteeStaff presented the water and sewer alternatives at the PUAC’s January 25, 2018 meeting. The PUACrecommended the following:
» Water:

o Monthly fixed charge: Varies by meter size; capital costs by meter size varies by onmeter capacity ratios.
o Volume rate structure: Alternative #2: COS/Existing Structure Adjusted for COS

» Sewer: Alternative #3: Reduced Minimum ChargeThe remainder of this report will show the proposed water and sewer rates under thesealternatives. The term “proposed rates” refers to rates based on the recommended rate structurealternatives from the PUAC.
1.2.3 Water Rate StudyFY19 Proposed Raftelis water rates for were developed based on the following:
» A system-wide 4% revenue increase over FY18
» Customer class cost-of-service analysis
» Rate structure recommendations from the RAC and final recommendations from the PUAC

Fixed ChargeThe proposed fixed charge varies by meter size. The fixed charge recovers the following costs:meter reading/billing, customer service, and a portion of capital costs. Meter reading, billing andcustomer service costs do not vary by meter size. Capital costs increase as meter size increasesrecognizing the additional costs to serve larger capacity customers. The capital cost differential by
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meter size is based on the ratio of the maximum allowable flow capacity to a ¾” meter. Table 1.3shows the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis fixed charges.
Table 1.3: Water – FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Fixed Charges(1)

Meter Size FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19
Proposed

Raftelis
Change - $ Change - %3/4" $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) (11%)1” 9.89 11.56 1.67 17%1 ½” 11.68 18.37 6.69 57%2" 12.68 26.55 13.87 109%3" 21.28 48.34 27.06 127%4'' 22.78 72.86 50.08 220%6" 32.88 140.98 108.10 329%8" 59.11 222.71 163.60 277%10” 109.63 576.91 467.28 426%

(1) County fixed charges are 1.35 times City fixed charges.

Volume RatesThe proposed volume structures for residential and commercial (CII) retains the 4-block incliningstructure. The irrigation volume structure retains the 3-block inclining structure. The residentialrate structure is a fixed block structure while the commercial or CII class is an individualizedstructure. Residential rates include single residence, duplex, and triplex classes. CII includescommercial, industrial, and institutional customers. The CII structure’s thresholds are based oneach customer’s average winter consumption (AWC). The irrigation structure retains theindividualized target budget-based structure. The volume rates developed in this study are basedon each class’ cost of service. Table 1.4 shows the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 ProposedRaftelis rates.
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Table 1.4: Water – FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis
Residential Volume Rates(1)

City Customers

Block
FY19 Utility
Presented
$ per ccf

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis $ per ccf Change - $ Change - %

RESIDENTIAL(2)

Winter (November – April)All Usage $1.35 $1.30 ($0.05) (3.7%)
Summer (April – October)1 $1.35 $1.30 ($0.05) (3.7%)2 1.85 1.78 (0.07) (3.8%)3 2.57 2.47 (0.10) (3.9%)4 2.74 2.63 (0.11) (4.0%)

COMMERCIAL
Winter (November – April)All Usage $1.35 $1.42 $0.07 5.2%
Summer (April – October)1 $1.35 $1.42 $0.07 5.2%2 1.85 1.94 0.09 4.9%3 2.57 2.70 0.13 5.1%4 2.74 2.87 0.13 4.7%

IRRIGATION
Winter (November – April)All Usage 1.85 1.71 ($0.14) (7.6%)
Summer (April – October)1 $1.85 1.71 (0.14) (7.6%)2 2.57 2.38 (0.19) (7.4%)3 2.74 2.53 (0.21) (7.7%)

(1) County rates are 1.35 times City rates
(2) Includes single residence, duplex, and triplex. See Table 1.1 for the block
thresholds for each class.

1.2.4 Sewer Rate StudyFY19 Proposed Raftelis sewer rates were developed based on the following:
» A system-wide 15% revenue increase
» Customer class cost-of-service analysis
» Rate structure recommendations from the RAC and final recommendations from the PUACThe FY19 Proposed Raftelis sewer structure and rates retain the customer class by sewer strengthclassification. The customer classes are assessed unit charges ($ per ccf) for flow, BOD, and TSS.Table 1.5 summarizes the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis rate structure andrates.
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Table 1.5: Sewer - Comparison of FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Rates

Class BOD Strength
mg/l

TSS Strength
mg/l

FY19 Utility
Presented

(1)
FY19 Proposed

Raftelis
(2) Change - $ Change - %

1 0 – 300 0 – 300 $3.05 $3.11 $0.06 2.0%
2 300 – 600 300 – 600 3.97 4.05 $0.08 2.0%
3 600 – 900 600 – 900 5.37 5.47 $0.10 1.9%
4 900 – 1,200 900 – 1,200 6.79 6.88 $0.09 1.3%
5 1,200 – 1,500 1,200 – 1,500 8.13 8.24 $0.11 1.4%
6 1,500 – 1,800 1,500 – 1,800 9.53 9.64 $0.11 1.2%
7 >1,800 >1,800 Special Rate by Customer

Extra Strength Rates, $ per lbChemical oxygen demand (COD) $0.221 $0.356 $0.135 61.3%Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) 0.442 0.713 $0.271 61.3%Total suspended solids (TSS) 0.264 0.451 $0.187 70.9%
(1) Customers in classes 1 through 6 are billed monthly based on their average winter consumption (AWC)
times the sum of the flow rates for flow, BOD, and TSS or a minimum charge of $11.93 whichever is greater.
AWC is the average of water usage for the months November through March.
(2) Customers in classes 1 through 6 are billed monthly based on their average winter consumption (AWC)
times the sum of the flow rates for BOD, and TSS rates or a minimum charge of $6.82 whichever is greater. AWC
is the average of water usage for the months November through March.

1.2.5 Stormwater Rate StudyTable 1.6 shows compares the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis stormwater fees.There is no change to the structure for FY19.
Table 1.6: Stormwater - Comparison of FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Rates

Customer Class FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis Change $ Change %1 or 2 Units < .25 acres $4.94 $4.94 $0.00 0.0%1 or 2 Units > .25 6.91 6.91 0.00 0.0%3 or 4 Units 9.88 9.88 0.00 0.0%Impervious Area Based 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.0%

1.2.6 Miscellaneous Fees StudyThe Department assesses fees for various goods and services associated with providing water,sewer, and stormwater service. These goods and services directly benefit the customer requestingthe service. As such, these costs are passed directly to the customer rather than through all ratepayers. Raftelis reviewed selected fees from the water, sewer, and stormwater utilities, proposedupdates and also evaluated new fees for the utilities. The existing and proposed fees can be found inSection 7 of this report. The fee categories reviewed include:
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» Water connection fees
» Meter inspection and testing
» Fire hydrant maintenance fees
» Flat water charge – City and County Agencies
» Pressure testing
» Disconnection
» Plan review fees
» Sewer inspections/Industrial wastewater discharge permits
» Stormwater inspection fees
» Stormwater discharge permits
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INTRODUCTION

The Department retained Raftelis to update their water, sewer and stormwater cost-of-service andrate structures. The Department also requested that Raftelis evaluate each utility’s miscellaneousfees and make recommendations for updates and/or additions to the fee schedule.The Department convened a Rate Advisory Committee to review, evaluate and providerecommendations on changes to the rate structures3. The RAC committee held six meetings over asix-month period to learn about the water and sewer systems, the rate-setting process and evaluaterate structure alternatives. The RAC’s recommended rate structure alternatives were presented tothe PUAC for their review and recommendation to City Council. The RAC report is contained inAppendix A of this report.Raftelis developed the FY19 revenue requirement, conducted a detailed customer class cost-of-service analysis, and designed water and sewer rates based on the RAC’s recommended ratestructure alternatives. The revenue requirement analysis included calculating the revenue requiredfrom rates to meet the water and sewer utilities’ projected FY19 expenditures, target reserverequirements, and debt service coverage requirements. The water and sewer cost-of-serviceanalysis included a comprehensive review of customer water usage and billable sewer flow datafrom FY15 through FY17, calculating water demand and sewer flow and strength requirements,allocating functionalized costs to customer service characteristics and determining the cost to serveeach customer class. The customer class cost of service serves as the basis for the water and sewerrates presented in this report. This report contains the following sections:
» Section 1 - Executive Summary. Summarizes the study results for the water, sewerstormwater cost of service analysis and rate structure alternatives design.
» Section 2 – Introduction and Background. Provides an overview and purpose of study aswell as those involved in the study process.
» Section 3 – Water Rate Study. Details the water rate study analysis
» Section 4 – Sewer Rate Study. Details the sewer rate study analysis.
» Section 5 – Stormwater Rate Study. Details the stormwater rate study analysis.
» Section 6 – Miscellaneous Fees. Details current and proposed fees along with new fees forthe water, sewer, and stormwater utilities.

2.1.1 Cost-of-Service ApproachThe industry accepted process for conducting a water utility cost of service study is detailed in theAmerican Water Works Association (AWWA) Manual of Water Supply Practices M1, Principles of
3 Ultimately, the Department excluded the stormwater rate structure review from the RAC’s analysis. Their primaryfocus was water and sewer rate structure alternatives analysis.
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Water Rates, Fees, and Charges (AWWA Manual M1). The industry accepted process for conductinga wastewater utility cost of service study is detailed in the Water Environment Federation (WEF)Manual of Practice No. 27, Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems published by the WEF.This study followed the industry accepted practices as presented in these publications withappropriate modifications to reflect the unique service characteristics and Department objectives.Such modifications are customary in any cost of service study and allow for the recognition of eachutilities’ attributes while still conforming to general industry practices.
During this project, the Department (and/or its representatives) provided Raftelis with a variety oftechnical information, including cost and revenue data. Raftelis did not independently assess or testfor the accuracy of such data – historic or projected. Raftelis have relied on this data in theformulation of our findings and subsequent recommendations, as well as in the preparation of thisreport. Raftelis also relied on cost allocation data provided by Bowen Collins and Associates (BCA)needed to complete the cost-of-service analysis.There are often differences between actual and projected data. Some of the assumptions used inthis report will not be realized, and unanticipated events and circumstances may occur. Therefore,there are likely to be differences between the data or results projected in this report and actualresults achieved, and those differences may be material. As a result, Raftelis takes no responsibilityfor the accuracy of data or projections provided by or prepared on behalf of the Department, nor dowe have any responsibility for updating this report for events occurring after the date of this report.
The successful completion of this study depended on the efforts of several staff members of theUtilities Department, Mayor’s office, and Council office. In particular, the Raftelis study team wouldlike to thank Ms. Laura Briefer, Mr. Brad Stewart, and Mr. Kurt Spjute for their support andguidance throughout this study process.
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WATER RATE STUDY

The Department’s water utility is a self-supporting enterprise fund with revenues collected fromrates, impact fees, and other miscellaneous income4 to meet the utility’s annual operating andcapital budget, maintain adequate reserves, and meet bond covenant debt service coveragerequirements.For the purposes of this study, Raftelis used data provided by the Department to develop the cost-of-service and rate alternatives. This data included detailed historical water billing data, dailysystem water production data, detailed asset records, historical financial data, the projected FY19operating and capital budget as well as information provided by Department Staff.
The cost-of-service process is a method to assign costs based on each customer class’ proportionateshare of water demands and number of customers. The cost-of-service analysis consists of thefollowing nine steps:1. Determine the FY19 rate revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates2. Determine test year revenue requirement3. Functionalize revenue requirement4. Allocate functionalized costs to cost components5. Determine system units of service6. Determine unit cost of service7. Determine customer class units of service8. Distribute costs to customer classes9. Design rates to recover class cost-of-service and total revenue requirement
Raftelis developed FY19 rate revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates using detailed billing recordsprovided by the Department. The revenue under FY19 Utility Presented rates shown in Table 3.1serves as the basis for determining the FY19 revenue requirement. This billing data analysis is alsoused in the units of service analysis discussed in Section 3.6.

4 Other income include revenue from hydrant water sales, flat rate sales, repair and relocation, grounds and rentals, andtransfers from the sewer, stormwater, street light, garbage, and transit funds for billing services.
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Table 3.1: Water - FY19 Revenue at FY19 Utility Presented Rates

Customer Class Accounts Billed Volume
ccf Rate Revenue

CityResidential 48,446 8,385,282 $20,563,680CII 7,809 14,056,634 23,846,532Irrigation 1,568 2,263,834 4,987,423Fire projection 551 0 84,391
Total City 58,374 24,705,749 $49,482,026

CountyResidential 22,638 5,235,087 $16,802,108CII 956 2,474,411 5,692,020Irrigation 301 452,350 1,299,796Fire protection 326 0 13,396
Total County 24,221 8,161,849 $23,807,320

Total 82,595 32,867,598 $73,289,346

The revenue requirement shown in Table 3.2 includes O&M, debt service and capital expenditures.These requirements are met from rate revenues, reserves and miscellaneous revenue.
Table 3.2: Water – FY19 Revenue Requirement

Item $
ExpendituresOperating expense $62,888,877Debt service 1,117,000Capital outlay 40,186,900
Total expenditures $104,192,777

Less: AdjustmentsMiscellaneous revenue ($963,000)Transfers (2,449,984)Non-operating income (1,755,000)Change in fund balance (25,735,447)
Total adjustments ($30,903,431)

FY19 revenue requirement $73,289,346



Water, Sewer and Stormwater Rate Study Report | 13

The underlying principle in cost allocation is to convert the test year revenue requirement intocosts that best reflect the cost associated with customer water demands placed on the system.Those costs are proportionately allocated to customer classes based on their respective customerservice characteristics to determine class cost of service. Customer service characteristics includeaverage day, peak day, and peak hour demands, the number of accounts, and the number ofequivalent meters.
3.5.1 Functional Cost ComponentsWater systems are comprised of several facilities (unit processes or functions) that are designedand operated to collect, treat, and distribute water to customers. The separation of costs intofunctional components provides a means for distributing costs to customer classes based theirrespective responsibility in the system. Typical functional categories for water systems includesource of supply, transmission and distribution, treatment, pumping, storage, and customer-relatedcosts.
3.5.2 Allocation FactorsWater systems are designed and operated to meet the average and peak demands of theircustomers. Therefore, data on annual consumption and peak demand contributions are needed toallocate costs equitably among customer classes. Since customers do not exert their maximumdemand for water at the same time, water facilities are designed to meet the coincidental demandson the system. Using system peak demand to average demand ratios provides a means fordistributing costs equitably to customer classes.For every facility on the system, there is an underlying average demand, or uniform rate of usage,exerted coincidentally by customers for which the average day cost component applies. Certainfacilities are operated and designed to meet the demand above the average day demand ormaximum day extra-capacity demand. Costs associated with those facilities are allocated to both theaverage day and maximum day cost components. Similarly, other facilities are designed to meetdemands in excess of maximum day requirements or maximum hour extra-capacity. Costsassociated with these facilities are allocated to the average day, maximum day, and maximum hourcost components.The ratio of maximum day and average day demand is used to allocate costs between average dayand maximum day cost components. A maximum day to average day ratio of 2.41 is used based on afour-year historical average. This indicates approximately 42% of the capacity of facilities designedand operated for maximum day demand is needed for average day demands use. Accordingly, theremaining 58% is for maximum day extra-capacity requirements.A ratio of maximum hour to average day water use of 3.25 is based on demands experienced byDepartment’s water’s system. This ratio indicates 31% of the capacity of facilities designed and
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operated for maximum hour demand is needed for average day demands, 43% is required to meetmaximum day extra-capacity demand, and the remaining 26% is for maximum hour extra-capacitydemand. These ratios are used to allocate the line item functionalized costs to cost components.Other cost allocations are based on the allocation of all other categories.Other revenue requirements can be directly assigned to a specific cost component. Billing andadministrative costs such as meter reading are allocated directly to the billing cost component.Indirect expenditures not specifically assigned are allocated in proportion to all other operationsand maintenance cost components.
3.5.3 Allocation of Functionalized CostsOnce costs have been separated by function, they can be further allocated to cost components usingthe demand factors identified in Section 3.5.2. Allocating costs to cost components provides ameans of assigning functionalized costs based on the design and functional parameters that facilityserves in the system. Cost components include the annual water usage (i.e. average day demand,peak rates of demand, meters and services and customer). Below is a definition of the customerservice characteristics.
» Average day costs vary directly with the quantity of water sold under average day loadconditions.
» Extra-capacity costs represent those costs incurred to meet water demands that exceedaverage levels of water usage by customers. These costs are incurred to the water usagevariations and peak demands imposed on a water system. Extra capacity costs are incurredto meet the capacity above the maximum day and maximum hour demands.
» Meter and services costs vary based on the size of meter and include meter repair andmaintenance and a portion of capital costs associated with meeting the demands of thecustomer.
» Billing and collection costs include the cost of billing, customer service, and customeraccounting.Functional O&M costs are generally allocated to the cost components that best reflect the design orfunctional parameter associated with that facility’s expense. For example, water supply canal costsare allocated to the base or average day costs as source of supply facilities are designed to meetaverage day demands. Booster pumps and irrigation pumps are designed to meet maximum hourdemands. These costs are allocated to the average day, maximum day and maximum hour costcomponents. Similarly, transmission and distribution mains are designed to meet maximum hourdemand. These costs are allocated to the average day, maximum day, and maximum hour costcomponents. Meter repair is associated with repair and replacement of customer meters. Thesecosts are allocated directly to the meters and services cost component.



Water, Sewer and Stormwater Rate Study Report | 15

Water system assets provide a reasonable basis for allocating annual capital costs. The treatmentplants are designed to meet the peak demands on the system. These costs are allocated to theaverage day and maximum day cost component. Pumping facilities are designed to meet maximumhour demands. These costs are allocated to the average day, maximum day, and maximum hourdemands. Other costs not specifically allocated are allocated in proportion to all other assets.
3.5.4 Allocated Revenue RequirementTable 3.3 summarizes the allocated revenue requirement from the analysis discussed in section3.5.2 and 3.5.3. The allocated revenue requirement is distributed to customer classes based on theirproportionate share of total customer service characteristics.

Table 3.3: Water – FY19 Allocated Revenue Requirement

Description Average Day
Max Day

Extra
Capacity

Max Hour
Extra Capacity

Equivalent
Meters Bills TotalOperating $37,880,768 $9,869,924 $3,118,953 $4,318,322 $7,700,910 $62,888,877Debt service 391,378 447,594 233,767 44,261 0 1,117,000Capital 14,080,815 16,103,326 8,410,347 1,592,413 0 40,186,900Less: Adjustments (10,086,371) (11,202,573) (5,849,298) (1,197,952) (2,567,237) (30,903,431)

Revenue
requirement $42,266,590 $15,218,271 $5,913,768 $4,757,044 $5,133,673 $73,289,346

Customers of a water utility are often identified according to customer class. Each customer classhas unique water demands and usage characteristics. Because cost-of-service is based on theconcept of proportionality, customer service characteristics for each customer class must beanalyzed to distribute the functionalized and allocated system revenue requirements based on theirrespective demand profiles. Table 3.4 details the units of service.
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Table 3.4: Water – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Customer Class Units of Service

Customer Class

Average
Day

ccf per year

Max Day
Extra

Capacity
ccf per day

Max Hour
Extra

Capacity
ccf per day

Eq. Meter
¾”

Equivalent
Meters.

Billing
# of bills

CityResidential 8,385,282 36,414 43,759 52,868 581,352CII 14,056,634 53,945 70,871 20,252 93,708Irrigation 2,263,834 13,188 12,989 4,599 18,816Fire protection 0 337 1,685 0 0
Total City units of service 24,705,749 103,884 129,304 77,720 693,876

CountyResidential 5,235,087 24,704 28,009 26,563 271,656CII 2,474,411 8,947 12,283 3,635 11,472Irrigation 452,350 2,808 2,656 738 3,612Fire protection 0 47 235 0 0
Total County units of service 8,161,849 36,506 43,183 30,936 286,740

Total units of service 32,867,598 140,390 172,487 108,656 980,616

The unit cost of service is the quotient of the allocated revenue requirement by cost componentdivided by the units of service for each. Table 3.5 summarizes this calculation.
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Table 3.5: Water – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Unit Cost of Service

Line
No Description Average

Day

Max Day
Extra

Capacity

Max Hour
Extra

Capacity

Equivalent
Meters Billing

1 Allocated revenue
requirement $42,266,590 $15,218,271 $5,913,768 $4,757,044 $5,133,673
Units of service ccf ccf/day ccf/day Eq. Meters Bills

2 City 24,705,749 103,884 129,304 77,720 693,876
3 County(1) 11,018,496 49,283 58,298 41,763 387,099
4 Total units of service 35,724,245 153,167 187,602 119,483 1,080,975

Unit cost of service
5 City (Line 1 / Line 4) $1.1831 $99.3573 $31.5230 $39.8135 $4.7491
6 County (Line 5 x 1.35) 1.5972 134.1324 42.5561 53.7482 6.4113

(1) County units of service have been adjusted by a multiple of 1.35 times to account for the differential
between City and County rates.

Table 3.6 shows the distributed cost-of-service to customer classes. The customer class units ofservice in Table 3.4 are multiplied by the unit cost of service in Table 3.5 based on the service area.
Table 3.6: Water – FY19 Proposed Raftelis

Distribution of Cost of Service to Customer Classes

Customer Class
Average

Day

Max Day
Extra

Capacity

Max Hour
Extra

Capacity
Equivalent

Meter Billing
Total Cost of

Service
CityResidential $9,920,917 $3,618,036 $1,379,418 $2,104,874 $2,760,906 $19,784,151CII 16,630,890 5,359,789 2,234,064 806,317 445,030 25,476,089Irrigation 2,678,420 1,310,317 409,448 183,116 89,359 4,670,660Fire protection 0 33,487 53,122 0 0 86,609
Total City COS $29,230,226 $10,321,628 $4,076,052 $3,094,306 $3,295,296 $50,017,509

CountySingle residence $8,361,647 $3,313,597 $1,191,954 $1,427,697 $1,741,669 $16,036,564CII 3,952,208 1,200,051 522,729 195,357 73,550 5,943,895Irrigation 722,508 376,688 113,029 39,684 23,158 1,275,067Fire protection 0 6,307 10,004 0 0 16,311
Total County COS $13,036,363 $4,896,643 $1,837,716 $1,662,738 $1,838,377 $23,271,837

Total COS $42,266,590 $15,218,271 $5,913,768 $4,757,044 $5,133,673 $73,289,346
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The comparison of cost of service to revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates in Table 3.7 shows thechange in cost to provide service to each customer class.
Table 3.7: Water – Comparison of FY19 Proposed Raftelis Cost of Service to

Revenue at FY19 Utility Presented Rates

Class FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19
Proposed

Raftelis
Change $ Change %

CityResidential $20,563,680 $19,784,151 ($779,529) (3.8%)CII 23,846,532 25,476,089 1,629,558 6.8%Irrigation 4,987,423 4,670,660 (316,763) (6.4%)Fire protection 84,391 86,609 2,218 2.6%
Total City COS $49,482,026 $50,017,509 $535,483 1.1%

CountyResidential $16,802,108 $16,036,564 ($765,544) (4.6%)CII 5,692,020 5,943,895 251,876 4.4%Irrigation 1,299,796 1,275,067 (24,729) (1.9%)Fire protection 13,396 16,311 2,914 21.8%
Total County COS $23,807,320 $23,271,837 ($535,483) (2.2%)

Total COS $73,289,346 $73,289,346 0 0.0%

The Department serves customers located both within and outside the City limits–City and Countycustomers, respectively. The risks of owning a water system reside with the City, the watercustomers/taxpayers living in the City.Additionally, customers within the City pay property taxes to the Metropolitan Water District of SaltLake and Sandy (MWDSL&S); County customers do not. The funds received by the MWDSL&S areused to develop and acquire water resources and provide treated water for both the City andCounty customers served by the Department. City customers approve the issuance of bonds to fundwater utility capital improvements which benefit all customers, including County customers. Longbefore the Department and City operated the utility as a stand-alone, self-sufficient enterprise,property taxes (paid only by City customers) were used to acquire and construct water serviceassets. To recognize these risks and to quantify the associated costs, the City uses an industry-accepted approach to establish a differential on the County rates.
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The current 1.35-times user charge or rate differential provides a means by which City customersare compensated for the risk associated with serving County customers. Raftelis reviewed thecurrent differential by developing a unit cost for County customers using a utility basis revenuerequirement. The utility-basis is generally applicable to investor-owned utilities and public systemsunder the jurisdiction of state utility commissions or other regulatory bodies. It is also anappropriate method for municipal utilities that serve customers outside of their corporate limits.The utility basis revenue requirement includes operating expenses, depreciation and a return onrate base or investment for facilities used to serve County customers. The return on rate base iscalculated using a utility’s weighted average cost of capital multiplied by the utility’s rate base ornet assets. Because the City owns the system, Raftelis developed a unit cost on a cash basis. Thequotient of the County to City unit costs is the differential.The primary difference between the cash and utility basis is the concept of ownership and themethod of consumer protection. Under the cash-basis, consumer protection is provided by thebudgeting oversight of the elected officials. These officials act as a representative of the customersand the utility. These officials are typically elected by the citizens that act as the owners of theutility. Under this approach, ownership and consumer protection are combined into one electedbody. Under the utility-basis, consumer protection is often provided by state public utility or servicecommissions. These regulatory bodies establish financial and rate development rules andregulations and authorize rates of return that provide consumer protection. In addition, consumerprotection is often provided by contractual agreements that define the basis of utility rates wheremunicipally-owned utilities provide services to customers located outside their corporatejurisdictions.Raftelis’ analysis of the County’s utility basis unit cost compared to the City’s cash basis unit cost isconsistent with the current differential of 1.35. Raftelis recommends the current differential remainin place. Table 3.8 summarizes the calculation; the detailed calculation can be found in Appendix A.
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Table 3.8: Water - Development of County Rate Differential
Based on a FY18 Revenue Requirement

Line
No Item $ Units (ccf) Differential

1 Cash Basis Revenue Requirement $73,289,346
2 Less: County Utility Basis RevenueRequirement $28,664,403 11,281,090 2.54
3 Net Cash Residual RevenueRequirement $44,624,943 23,715,492 1.88
4 County Differential (Line 1 / Line 3) 1.35

3.11.1 IntroductionIn the development of schedules of water rates, a basic consideration is to establish equitablecharges to customers commensurate with the cost of providing service. The only method ofassessing entirely equitable water rates would be the determination of each customer’s bill basedupon their unique service requirements. Since this is impractical, schedules of rates are normallydesigned to meet average conditions for groups (classes) of customers having similar servicerequirements. Rates should be reasonably simple in application and subject to as fewmisinterpretations as possible.
3.11.2 FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Structure and RatesThe Department’s existing rate structure has been place since FY10. This structure reflects abalance of many objectives identified by the 2008 Water Rate Committee. These included:conservation, revenue stability, and affordability. The FY19 Utility Presented rate structure consistsof two components: 1) a fixed charge that varies by meter size and 2) increasing block volume ratestructures for residential, CII, and irrigation customers. Table 3.9 shows the FY19 Utility Presentedand FY19 Proposed Raftelis structures.
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Table 3.9: Water – FY19 Utility Presented and Proposed Rate Structures

Residential CII Irrigation(1)

Block FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis

FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis

FY19 Utility
PresentedWinter Period(Nov-Mar) Block 1 Rate for All Usage Block 1 Rate for All Usage Block 1 Rate forAll Usage

Summer Rate Structure (April through November)Block 1(2) 0-10 ccf 0-10 ccf 0-AWC(3) 0-AWC 0 – TargetBudgetBlock 2 11-30 ccf 11-30 ccf AWC-300% AWC-300% Target Budget– 300% ofBudgetBlock 3 31-70 ccf 31-60 ccf 300%-700% 300%-600% >300% ofTarget BudgetBlock 4 >70 ccf >60 ccf >700% >600%
(1) No changes to the irrigation rate structure.
(2) Single residence block 1:  0 to 10 ccf

Duplex block 1:  0 to 13 ccf
Triplex Block 1:  0 to 16 ccf

(3)  AWC = Average Winter Consumption. “AWC – 300%” means usage greater than a customer’s AWC and
less than or equal to 300% of the customer’s AWC.

Fixed ChargeThe FY19 Proposed Raftelis fixed charge varies by meter size. The fixed charge recovers thefollowing costs: meter reading/billing, customer service, and a portion of capital costs. Meterreading, billing and customer service costs do not vary by meter size. Capital costs increase asmeter size increases recognizing the additional costs to serve larger capacity customers. The capitalcost differential by meter size is based on the ratio of the maximum allowable flow capacity to a3/4” meter. Table 3.10 shows the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis fixed charges.
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Table 3.10: Water – FY19 Utility Presented and FY Proposed Raftelis Fixed Charges

Meter Size FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis Change - $ Change - %3/4" $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) (11%)1” 9.89 11.56 1.67 17%1 ½” 11.68 18.37 6.69 57%2" 12.68 26.55 13.87 109%3" 21.28 48.34 27.06 127%4'' 22.78 72.86 50.08 220%6" 32.88 140.98 108.10 329%8" 59.11 222.71 163.60 277%10” 109.63 576.91 467.28 426%

(1) County fixed charges are 1.35 times City fixed charges.

Volume RatesThe proposed volume structures for residential and commercial (CII) retains the 4-block incliningstructure. The irrigation volume structure retains the 3-block inclining structure. The residentialrate structure is a fixed block structure while the commercial or CII class is an individualizedstructure. Residential rates include single residence, duplex, and triplex classes. CII includescommercial, industrial, and institutional customers. The CII structure’s thresholds are based oneach customer’s average winter consumption (AWC). The irrigation structure retains theindividualized target budget-based structure. The volume rates developed in this study are basedon each class’ cost of service. Table 3.11 shows the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 ProposedRaftelis rates.
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Table 3.11: Water - FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis
Single Residence Volume Rates(1,2)

City Customers

Block

FY19
Utility

Presented
$ per ccf

FY19
Proposed

Raftelis
$ per ccf

Change - $ Change - %

RESIDENTIAL
Winter (November – April)All Usage $1.35 $1.30 ($0.05) (3.7%)
Summer (April – October)1 $1.35 $1.30 ($0.05) (3.7%)2 1.85 1.78 (0.07) (3.8%)3 2.57 2.47 (0.10) (3.9%)4 2.74 2.63 (0.11) (4.0%)

COMMERCIAL
Winter (November – April)All Usage $1.35 $1.42 $0.07 5.2%
Summer (April – October)1 $1.35 $1.42 $0.07 5.2%2 1.85 1.94 0.09 4.9%3 2.57 2.70 0.13 5.1%4 2.74 2.87 0.13 4.7%

IRRIGATION
Winter (November – April)All Usage $1.85 $1.71 ($0.14) (7.6%)
Summer (April – October)1 $1.85 $1.71 (0.14) (7.6%)2 2.57 2.38 (0.19) (7.4%)3 2.74 2.53 (0.21) (7.7%)

(1) County rates are 1.35 times City rates
(2) See Table 3-9 for each class’ block thresholds.

3.11.3 Typical Monthly City Single Residence Bills – Summer UsageTable 3.12 compares typical monthly bills under FY19 Utility Presented and the FY19 ProposedRaftelis rates at various levels of consumption.
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Table 3.12: Water – FY19 Typical Monthly Summer Bills - Single Residence
City Customers

Usage
ccf

FY19
Utility

Presented

FY19
Proposed

Raftelis

Change
($)

Change
(%)

% of
Summer

Bills0 $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) (10.6%) 4.8%5 16.64 15.34 (1.30) (7.8%) 23.1%10 23.39 21.84 (1.55) (6.6%) 18.5%20 41.89 39.64 (2.25) (5.4%) 19.5%30 60.39 57.44 (2.95) (4.9%) 12.2%40 86.09 82.14 (3.95) (4.6%) 7.7%50 111.79 106.84 (4.95) (4.4%) 4.8%60 137.49 131.54 (5.95) (4.3%) 3.0%70 163.19 157.84 (5.35) (3.3%) 1.9%
The Department requested a review and update of the secondary irrigation water rate for selectgolf courses and parks. This secondary water service is to the culinary irrigation water demands ofselect sites. The cost to provide this service includes an annual return on the Department’s waterresources cost and a water delivery cost.The secondary irrigation water rate follows the same inclining block volume rate structure as theculinary irrigation-only meter rate. Each customer is provided a monthly budget based on thefollowing factors: permeable area, historical evapotranspiration and standard watering practices.Water use within the budget is charged at a rate comparable to Block 2 of the standard residentialrate (a block established to reflect reasonable outdoor use). Water use that exceeds the budget ischarged in the higher blocks. It is hoped the structure provides incentive for wise use of water.Table 3.13 on the next page shows the summary calculation. Detailed calculations are contained inthe appendix.
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Table 3.13: Water - Secondary Irrigation Water Rate Calculation

Annual Costs Units Unit Cost
$ per AF

Unit Cost
$ per ccfAnnual return water resource costs $5,194,331Reliable Water Supply, Acre-Feet (AF) 115,713

Water resource unit cost, $ per AF $44.89 $0.10335Water delivery cost $1,641,658Projected volume, AF 14,009Water delivery cost, $ per AF $117.19
Total, $ per AF $162.08 $0.37315Rate Structure, $ per AFBlock 2 $162.08 37.3 centsBlock 3 307.95 71.4 centsBlock 4 623.01 $1.434
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SEWER RATE STUDY

The Department’s sewer utility is a self-supporting enterprise fund with revenues collected fromrates, impact fees, and other income to meet the utility’s annual operating and capital budget,maintain adequate reserves, and meet bond covenant debt service coverage requirements.For the purposes of this study, Raftelis used data provided by the Department to develop the cost-of-service and rate alternatives. This data included detailed historical water billing data, dailysystem water production data, detailed asset records, historical financial data, the projected FY19operating and capital budget as well as numerous meetings with Department Staff.
The cost-of-service process is a method to assign costs based on each customer class’ proportionateshare of water demands and number of customers. The cost-of-service analysis consists of thefollowing eight steps:1. Project FY19 rate revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates2. Determine test year revenue requirement3. Functionalize revenue requirement4. Allocate functionalized costs to cost components5. Determine system units of service6. Determine unit cost of service7. Determine customer class units of service8. Distribute costs to customer classes9. Design rates to recover class cost-of-service and total revenue requirement
Raftelis developed FY19 rate revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates using detailed billing recordsprovided by the Department. The revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates in Table 4.1 serves as thebasis for determining the FY19 revenue requirement. This billing data analysis is also used in theunits of service analysis discussed in Section 4.6.
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Table 4.1: Sewer - FY19 Revenue at FY19 Utility Presented Rates

BOD Class TSS Class Accounts Billed Volume
(ccf) Revenue1 1 49,001 8,447,569 $28,142,6881 2 7 22,552 78,2541 3 1 10,272 41,4991 7 1 290 1,6332 1 308 336,065 1,196,3232 2 418 582,202 2,327,8062 3 0 0 02 4 69 50,005 255,1733 1 51 96,943 425,0383 2 114 317,110 1,522,9163 3 22 14,231 77,4243 4 2 535 3,2914 1 6 24,464 129,4884 2 268 281,671 1,611,2054 3 1 435 2,7324 4 4 5,097 34,6085 1 6 46,274 280,8845 2 3 1,160 7,6715 4 5 825 6,3195 5 4 368 2,9926 1 2 49,263 342,3796 2 3 9,781 72,0886 4 1 547 4,6187 1 7 21,949 253,0447 2 7 28,262 377,4517 3 6 26,143 421,3467 4 2 3,446 50,7887 5 1 402 8,008

50,320 10,377,862 $37,677,666

The revenue requirement shown in Table 4.2 includes O&M, debt service and capital expenditures.These requirements are met from rate revenues, reserves and miscellaneous revenue.
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Table 4.2: Sewer - FY19 Revenue Requirement

Item $
ExpendituresOperating expense $18,522,059Debt service 6,058,000Capital outlay 86,356,500
Total expenditures $110,936,559
Less: AdjustmentsMiscellaneous Revenue ($1,287,000)Other Sources (2,740,000)Bond Proceeds (3,985,000)Less: Change in Fund Balance (65,246,893)
Total Adjustments ($73,258,893)

FY19 Revenue Requirement $37,677,666

The underlying principle in cost allocation is to convert the test year revenue requirement intocosts that best reflect the cost associated with the water demands place on the system.
4.5.1 Functional Cost ComponentsSewer systems are comprised of several facilities (unit processes or functions) that are designedand operated to collect, treat, and dispose of effluent to natural bodies of water. The separation ofcosts into functional components provides a means for distributing costs to customer classes basedtheir respective responsibility in the system. Typical functional categories for water systemsinclude pre-treatment, treatment, lift stations, trunk lines, etc.
4.5.2 Allocation of Functionalized CostsOnce costs have been separated by function, they can be further allocated to cost components.Allocating to cost components provides a means of assigning costs based on the design andfunctional parameters that predominately influence the amount of that cost. Cost componentsinclude: contributed flow, biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended solids (TSS), andcustomer and billing costs5.
5 BOD means the quantity of oxygen utilized in the biochemical oxidation of organic matter under standard laboratoryprocedures for five (5) days at twenty degrees centigrade (20°C). Total suspended solids means the total suspendedmatter that floats on the surface of or is suspended in water, wastewater or other liquids, and which is removable bylaboratory filtering. Both BOD and TSS are usually expressed as a concentration in milligrams per liter (mg/l).
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Volume costs are those which vary directly with the quantity of contributed sewer volumes to theplant. BOD and TSS costs are associated the processes needed to treat and discharge effluent.O&M related to the treatment plant are allocated to their respective volume, BOD or TSS costcomponent. For example, lift station and collection line expenses are allocated directly to the flowcost component. Other treatment related expenses such as operations, maintenance and fleetmanagement are allocated equally to the flow, BOD, and TSS cost components. The lab program isassociated with water quality testing. These costs are allocated equally to the BOD and TSS costcomponents. Other expenses not specifically assigned are allocated in proportion to all othertreatment expenses.The allocation of system assets to functional cost components provides the basis for allocatingannual capital costs. Cost of service is generally allocated to cost components that reflect the designand functional parameters of the associated facility. For example, assets such as the trunk mains,collection mains, and interceptor mains reflect assets used to serve customers served by thecollection system and are allocated directly to the flow cost component. General plant assets notspecifically assigned are allocated in proportion to all other plant assets.
4.5.3 Allocated Revenue RequirementTable 4.3 summarizes the allocated revenue requirement. The allocated revenue requirement isdistributed to customer classes based on their proportionate share of total customer servicecharacteristics.

Table 4.3: Sewer – FY19 Allocated Revenue Requirement

Description Flow BOD TSS Customer TotalOperating $5,337,445 $4,812,846 $3,208,564 $5,163,204 $18,522,059Capital 53,125,789 24,888,793 14,399,918 0 92,414,500Less: Adjustments (41,697,389) (19,692,776) (11,390,960) (477,768) (73,258,893)
Allocated revenue
requirement $16,765,845 $10,008,863 $6,217,522 $4,685,436 $37,677,666

4.6.1 Units of ServiceCustomers of a sewer utility are often identified according to customer class. Each customer classhas unique flow and strength characteristics. Because cost-of-service is based on the concept ofproportionality, customer service characteristics for each customer class must be analyzed todistribute the functionalized and allocated system revenue requirements based on their respectivedemand profiles. The number of minimum bills is based on a reduction in the minimum chargeallowance. Similarly, the billable volume has been adjusted to recognize the increase in the billableflow above the reduced minimum. Table 4.4 details proposed the units of service.
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Table 4.4: Sewer – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Units of Service

BOD
Class

TSS
Class

Billable Volume 1

ccf
BOD
lbs

TSS
lbs Minimum Bills1 1 8,570,253 8,113,588 9,238,821 161,0641 2 22,552 21,350 49,837 01 3 10,272 9,725 38,480 01 7 290 275 2,329 02 1 336,156 522,246 362,379 2462 2 583,628 906,715 1,289,771 8762 3 0 0 0 02 4 50,268 78,095 257,398 1383 1 96,930 248,237 104,492 363 2 317,127 812,158 700,826 723 3 14,276 36,561 53,479 723 4 535 1,371 2,741 64 1 24,464 89,674 26,373 64 2 281,797 1,032,922 622,748 1754 3 435 1,594 1,629 04 4 5,097 18,683 26,099 05 1 46,274 213,426 49,884 05 2 1,159 5,347 2,562 125 4 836 3,858 4,283 05 5 368 1,698 2,440 06 1 49,263 279,829 53,106 06 2 9,781 55,560 21,616 06 4 547 3,104 2,798 07 1 21,949 459,610 23,898 67 2 28,262 681,961 63,081 07 3 26,133 760,453 98,913 67 4 3,446 85,509 17,823 07 5 402 14,185 2,689 0

Total 10,502,500 14,457,731 13,120,496 162,715
(1)Projected volume billed above the minimum allowance.

4.6.2 Unit Cost of ServiceThe unit cost of service is the quotient of the allocated revenue requirement by cost componentdivided by the units of service for each. The allocated customer costs are greater than what theminimum charge will recover. As a result, those costs not recovered by the minimum charge arereallocated to the volume component. Table 4.5 summarizes the calculation of the minimum chargeas well as revenue collected and Table 4.6 shows the adjusted unit cost of service.
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Table 4.5: Sewer - Calculation of Minimum Bill Revenue
Line
No Item $

1 Total cost of service $37,677,666
2 Annual billable volume 10,811,644
3 Average rate, $ per ccf (Line 1/Line 2) $3.48
4 Minimum use allowance, ccf (rounded) 2
5 Number of minimum bills 162,715
6 Total minimum revenue (Line 3*4*5) $1,109,849

Table 4.6: Sewer – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Unit Cost of Service

Line
No Description Volume BOD TSS Billing/

Admin
1 Allocated revenue requirement $16,765,845 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $4,685,435
2 Minimum Charge Adjustment 3,575,586 0 0 (3,575,586)
3 Reallocated Revenue

Requirement $20,341,431 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $1,109,849

Units of service Billable Flow,
ccf lbs lbs Bills

4 Total units of service 10,502,500 14,457,731 13,120,496 162,715
5 Unit cost of service $1.94 $0.71 $0.45 $6.82

4.6.3 Distribution of Costs to Customer ClassesThe distribution of costs to customer classes is calculated below in Table 4.7. Only a portion of thebilling and administrative costs is recovered in the minimum charge. The net billing/admin costsrepresents the cost of providing approximately 2 ccf of water for a class one customer. Theremainder of costs is allocated proportionately to the flow, BOD, and TSS cost components. Thereallocated cost totals $3.6 million. Costs are distributed to the various customer classes based onthe units of service in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.7: Sewer – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Customer Class Cost of Service

BOD
Class

TSS
Class Flow, ccf BOD TSS Bills Total

1 1 $16,599,021 $5,783,469 $4,169,093 $1,098,589 $27,650,171
1 2 43,678 15,218 22,489 0 81,386
1 3 19,895 6,932 17,364 0 44,191
1 7 562 196 1,051 0 1,808
2 1 651,072 372,264 163,527 1,678 1,188,540
2 2 1,130,381 646,318 582,020 5,975 2,364,693
2 3 0 0 0 0 0
2 4 97,359 55,667 116,153 941 270,121
3 1 187,736 176,947 47,153 246 412,081
3 2 614,217 578,916 316,253 491 1,509,878
3 3 27,650 26,061 24,133 491 78,335
3 4 1,037 977 1,237 41 3,292
4 1 47,383 63,920 11,901 41 123,245
4 2 545,789 736,280 281,020 1,193 1,564,282
4 3 842 1,136 735 0 2,714
4 4 9,872 13,317 11,777 0 34,967
5 1 89,625 152,133 22,511 0 264,268
5 2 2,245 3,811 1,156 82 7,294
5 4 1,620 2,750 1,933 0 6,303
5 5 713 1,210 1,101 0 3,024
6 1 95,414 199,466 23,965 0 318,844
6 2 18,945 39,604 9,754 0 68,303
6 4 1,058 2,213 1,263 0 4,534
7 1 42,512 327,616 10,784 41 380,952
7 2 54,738 486,111 28,466 0 569,315
7 3 50,614 542,061 44,635 41 637,351
7 4 6,675 60,952 8,043 0 75,670
7 5 778 10,111 1,213 0 12,102

Total $20,341,431 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $1,109,849 $37,677,666

4.6.4 Comparison FY19 Proposed Raftelis Cost of Service to Revenue at FY19 Utility
Presented RatesThe comparison of cost of service to revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates shows the change incost to provide service for each customer class. Table 4.8 shows this comparison.
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Table 4.8: Sewer – Comparison of FY19 Proposed Raftelis Cost of Service to
Revenue at FY19 Utility Presented Rates

BOD Class TSS Class FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis Change $ Change %1 1 $28,142,688 $27,650,171 ($492,517) (1.8%)1 2 78,254 81,386 3,132 4.0%1 3 41,499 44,191 2,692 6.5%1 7 1,633 1,808 176 10.8%2 1 1,196,323 1,188,540 (7,782) (0.7%)2 2 2,327,806 2,364,693 36,887 1.6%2 3 0 0 0 N/A2 4 255,173 270,121 14,948 5.9%3 1 425,038 412,081 (12,957) (3.0%)3 2 1,522,916 1,509,878 (13,038) (0.9%)3 3 77,424 78,335 911 1.2%3 4 3,291 3,292 1 0.0%4 1 129,488 123,245 (6,243) (4.8%)4 2 1,611,205 1,564,282 (46,924) (2.9%)4 3 2,732 2,714 (17) (0.6%)4 4 34,608 34,967 358 1.0%5 1 280,884 264,268 (16,616) (5.9%)5 2 7,671 7,294 (377) (4.9%)5 4 6,319 6,303 (16) (0.3%)5 5 2,992 3,024 32 1.1%6 1 342,379 318,844 (23,535) (6.9%)6 2 72,088 68,303 (3,785) (5.3%)6 4 4,618 4,534 (84) (1.8%)7 1 253,044 380,952 127,909 50.5%7 2 377,451 569,315 191,863 50.8%7 3 421,346 637,351 216,005 51.3%7 4 50,788 75,670 24,882 49.0%7 5 8,008 12,102 4,094 51.1%

Total $37,677,666 $37,677,666 ($0) 0.0%

4.7.1 IntroductionIn the development of schedules of sewer rates, a basic consideration is to establish equitablecharges to customers commensurate with the cost of providing service. The only method ofassessing entirely equitable sewer rates would be the determination of each customer’s bill basedupon their unique service requirements. Since this is impractical, schedules of rates are normallydesigned to meet average conditions for groups (classes) of customers having similar servicerequirements. Rates should be reasonably simple in application and subject to as few
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misinterpretations as possible. Appendix C shows calculation of the FY19 Proposed Raftelis sewerrates.
4.7.2 FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis Structure and RatesThe FY19 Utility Presented rate structure consists of a reduced minimum charge from the existingrate structure. The minimum bill is assessed when a customer’s volume rate times average winterconsumption is less than $11.93. Otherwise all flow is assessed a volume rate that varies by classbased on the flow, BOD and TSS strength characteristics.Raftelis also calculated extra strength charges for Class 7 customers. Extra strength charges includeBOD, COD6, and TSS. The charges for COD, BOD and TSS will be billed on actual pounds of discharge.Customers in this class are assessed BOD or COD charges but not both. When there is anunexplained difference between the two (2) test results of COD and BOD the higher of the two willbe used. Tables 4.9 and 4.10 show the FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis rates,respectively.

Table 4.9: Sewer - FY19 Utility Presented Rates(1)

Class BOD Strength
mg/l

TSS Strength
mg/l

Flow
$ per ccf

BOD
$ per ccf

TSS
$ per ccf

Total
$ per ccf

1 0 – 300 0 – 300 $1.87 $0.78 $0.40 $3.05
2 300 – 600 300 – 600 1.87 1.28 0.82 3.97
3 600 – 900 600 – 900 1.87 2.11 1.39 5.37
4 900 – 1,200 900 – 1,200 1.87 3.02 1.90 6.79
5 1,200 – 1,500 1,200 – 1,500 1.87 3.80 2.46 8.13
6 1,500 – 1,800 1,500 – 1,800 1.87 4.68 2.98 9.53
7 >1,800 >1,800 Special Rate by Customer

Extra Strength Rates, $ per lbChemical oxygen demand (COD) $0.221Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) 0.442Total suspended solids (TSS) 0.264
(1) Customers billed based on the average water usage for the months November through March (AWC) or a
minimum charge is $11.93, whichever is greater.

6 COD means a measure of the oxygen required to oxidize all compounds, both organic and inorganic, in water. Theexists a relationship between BOD and COD which is stated as ratio of BOD/COD. According to Wastewater Engineering,
Treatment and Reuse by Metcalf and Eddy, typical ratios found in untreated municipal wastewater ranges from 0.3 to0.8. The City currently uses a ratio of 0.5 and Raftelis has retained that ratio for the proposed extra strength rates.
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Table 4.10: Sewer – FY19 Proposed Raftelis Rates(1)

Class BOD Strength
mg/l

TSS Strength
mg/l

Flow
$ per ccf

BOD
$ per ccf

TSS
$ per ccf

Total
$ per ccf

1 0 – 300 0 – 300 $1.94 $0.68 $0.49 $3.11
2 300 – 600 300 – 600 1.94 1.11 1.00 4.05
3 600 – 900 600 – 900 1.94 1.83 1.70 5.47
4 900 – 1,200 900 – 1,200 1.94 2.62 2.32 6.88
5 1,200 – 1,500 1,200 – 1,500 1.94 3.29 3.01 8.24
6 1,500 – 1,800 1,500 – 1,800 1.94 4.05 3.65 9.64
7 >1,800 >1,800 Special Rate by Customer

Extra Strength Rates, $ per lbChemical oxygen demand (COD) $0.280 $0.356Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) 0.561 0.713Total suspended solids (TSS) 0.619 0.451
(1) Customers in classes 1 through 6 are billed monthly based on their average winter consumption (AWC) times
the sum of the rates for flow, BOD, and TSS or a minimum charge of $6.82 whichever is greater. AWC is the
average of water usage for the months November through March.

4.7.3 Typical Monthly Bill ComparisonTable 4-11 compares typical monthly bills under FY19 Utility Presented and the FY19 ProposedRaftelis rates at various levels of AWC for a class 1 BOD and TSS customer.
Table 4.11: Sewer - Typical Monthly Bill ComparisonAWC FY19 UtilityPresented FY19 ProposedRaftelis Change ($) Change(%)0 $11.93 $6.82 ($5.11) (42.8%)1 11.93 6.82 (5.11) (42.8%)2 11.93 6.82 (5.11) (42.8%)3 11.93 9.33 (2.60) (21.8%)4 12.20 12.44 0.24 2.0%5 15.25 15.55 0.30 2.0%6 18.30 18.66 0.36 2.0%7 21.35 21.77 0.42 2.0%8 24.40 24.88 0.48 2.0%9 27.45 27.99 0.54 2.0%10 30.50 31.10 0.60 2.0%
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STORMWATER RATES

The Department’s stormwater utility is a self-supporting enterprise fund with revenues collectedfrom rates, impact fees, and other income to meet the utility’s annual operating and capital budget,maintain adequate reserves, and meet bond covenant debt service coverage requirements.For the purposes of this study, Raftelis used data provided by the Department to develop thisrevenue requirement study. This data included detailed historical billing data, impervious data, andthe projected FY19 operating and capital budget.
Raftelis developed FY19 rate revenue at FY19 Utility Presented rates using detailed billing recordsprovided by the Department. The revenue under FY19 Utility Presented rates serves as the basis fordetermining the FY19 revenue requirement. Table 5.1 summarizes the FY19 revenue under FY19Utility Presented rates.

Table 5.1: Stormwater – FY19 Revenue at FY19 Utility Presented Rates

Customer Class ERUs ERU Factor
FY19 Utility
Presented

Rates

Monthly
Revenue

Annual
Revenue1 or 2 Units < .25 acres 36,064 1.00 $4.94 $178,120 $2,137,4411 or 2 Units > .25 4,290 1.40 6.91 29,635 355,6243 or 4 Units 901 2.00 9.88 8,900 106,801All Other DevelopedParcels 95,945 1.00 5.43 521,261 6,255,134

Total 137,200 737,917 $8,855,000

The revenue requirement shown in Table 5.2 includes O&M, debt service and capital expenditures.These requirements are met from rate revenues, reserves and miscellaneous revenue.
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Table 5.2: Stormwater - FY19 Revenue Requirement

Item $
ExpendituresOperating expense $6,913,232Debt service 1,014,000Capital outlay 5,649,068
Total expenditures $13,576,300

Less: AdjustmentsGrants/Impact fees ($850,000)Other Revenues (34,000)Short-term financing (1,345,000)Change in Fund Balance (2,492,300)
Total adjustments ($4,721,300)

FY19 revenue requirement $8,855,000

5.4.1 IntroductionIn the development of schedules of stormwater rates, a basic consideration is to establish equitablecharges to customers commensurate with the cost of providing service. The only method ofassessing entirely equitable stormwater rates would be the determination of each customer’s billbased upon their unique service requirements. Since this is impractical, schedules of rates arenormally designed to meet average conditions for groups (classes) of customers having similarservice requirements. Rates should be reasonably simple in application and subject to as fewmisinterpretations as possible.
5.4.2 FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis RatesThe Department’s FY19 Utility Presented rates has been place since FY17 and are show in Table 5.3.The FY19 Utility Presented rate structure includes a monthly charge per equivalent residential unit(ERU). The FY19 Proposed Raftelis rates retain the existing structure but have been updated torecover the cost to provide services in FY19.
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Table 5.3: Stormwater – FY19 Comparison of FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Proposed Raftelis
Rates

Customer Class FY19 Utility
Presented FY19 Change $ Change %1 or 2 Units < .25 acres $4.94 $4.94 $0.00 0.0%1 or 2 Units > .25 6.91 6.91 0.00 0.0%3 or 4 Units 9.88 9.88 0.00 0.0%Impervious Area Based 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.0%
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MISCELLANEOUS FEES

The Department assesses fees for various goods and services associated with providing water,sewer, and stormwater service. These goods and services directly benefit the customer requestingthe service. As such, these costs are passed directly to the customer as a direct charge. Themiscellaneous fees study evaluated over 60 existing fees and developed a number of new fees.These fees are based on a cost of analysis considering, time, labor, material, and overhead. Fines onthe other hand, are set at levels to deter customers from engaging in actions that impact the utility.Many of these fees have not been updated for a number of years and therefore will show asignificant potential increase. The calculated fees shown in this report represent the maximum cost-based fee. The Department may choose to adopt a fee up to that amount and still maintain the costbasis. It has been the intent of the City and the City Council to have all fees based on a cost of servicebasis and listed in the City’s Consolidated Fee Schedule (CFS).During the review, Raftelis recommended some fees on the Salt Lake City CFS be removed and thatsome existing fees. This was to simplify steps in the permitting and inspection process. Most feeshave been rounded to end in five or even dollars to simplify the collection process at theDepartment’s request. Raftelis evaluated the following fees7:
» Water connection fees
» Meter inspection and testing
» Fire hydrant maintenance fees
» Flat water charge – City and County Agencies
» Pressure testing
» Disconnection
» Plan review fees
» Sewer inspections
» Industrial wastewater discharge permits
» Stormwater inspection fees/discharge permits

Raftelis reviewed over 60 different fees listed in the current City Consolidated Fee Schedule andreviewed 16 additional new fees requested by the Department. Raftelis used the City’s current workorder system to pull actual cost information over a two or three-year basis. Work order informationwas the primary resource for evaluating fees. Raftelis held interviews with individual work groupsto list each task involved in each fee process in instances where work order information was
7 The term ‘existing service fee’ refers to the adopted FY18 fees shown in the Consolidated Fee Schedule.
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unavailable. Through discussions with staff, Raftelis developed cost estimates for each step in thetask, level of effort required, and the grade level of each employee included in the process.
The Water Utility serves both Salt Lake City and a large portion of Salt Lake County’s east side.Listed below are the current and proposed water miscellaneous fees.
6.3.1 Connection FeesConnection fees, shown in Table 6.1, consistently collect the most revenue on an annual basiscompared to all the other miscellaneous fees. These fees are charged before the water meter isconnected to the system and include the cost of the meter and the installation cost when the Citydoes the installation. These fees are added to the impact fee by meter size on the City’s CFS. Table6.1 shows the water connection fees.

Table 6.1: Water Connection Fees

Meter Size
inches

Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change $ Change %¾” $602 $500 ($102) -16.9%1” 616 550 (66) -10.7%1.5” 1,008 2,395 1,387 137.6%2” 2,323 2,745 422 18.2%3” 3,983 5,985 2,002 50.3%4” 4,414 8,225 3,811 86.3%6” 7,239 13,345 6,106 84.3%8” 10,478 17,280 6,802 64.9%10” N/A 22,380 22,380 100.0%8” Detector Check 2,014 2,715 701 34.8%10” Detector Check 3,076 4,380 1,304 42.4%4” FM 5,863 8,870 3,007 51.3%6” FM 9,309 12,000 2,691 28.9%8” FM 11,084 13,255 2,171 19.6%10” FM 24,225 20,155 (4,070) -16.8%

6.3.2 Other Miscellaneous FeesOther fees are charged when customers request new fire hydrants, meter testing, relocating metersor requesting to have their water turned back on. These fees recover the costs of sending employeesto inspect new fire hydrants and conduct meter testing when customers are questioning the waterusage on their meters. The customers are not billed if the meter is found to be reading in error. Theturn on fee is to turn the water back on after it has been turned off for non-payment. Table 6.2shows the water utility metering fees.
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Table 6.2: Water Utility Metering Fees

Fee Type Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change $ Change %New Fire Hydrant Inspect $110 $135 $25 22.7%New Fire Hydrant Inspect - Long 110 240 130 118.2%Relocating Meter .75” and  1” 110 135 25 22.7%Meter Testing Fees – 5/8” to 1” 40 145 105 2625%Meter Testing Fees – 1 ½” to 2” 75 290 215 286.7%Meter Testing Fees – >2” Actual Cost 385 385Water Turn On Fee 21 30 9 42.9%

6.3.3 Charges to City and County Fire DepartmentsThe City currently charges each Fire Department within their service area for fire hydrantmaintenance. The County charges originated from a lawsuit in the 1970’s between the County andthe City. The courts held that the County Fire Department was responsible for the cost to maintainfire hydrants located within the county service area. Prior to that date, the City had for many yearscharged the City Fire Department for maintenance and water usage. The fee paid by the Salt LakeCity Fire Department for fire hydrant maintenance has not changed for 45 years and is currently$108,000 annually. The amount paid by each County Fire Department has been set by separatecontracts which require the amount they pay to the match that paid by the Salt Lake City FireDepartment.In addition, the Salt Lake City Fire Departments pays an estimated fee for water used for fightingfires. The fee is based on an estimated number of fires per year of 13,000 times the estimatednumber of gallons used per fire of 3,000 gallons. The gallons per fire is based on the average firelasting 10 minutes with the average water usage of 300 gallons per minute. The current fee has notchanged in 45 years and is still based on the 1970 price of per $0.35 ccf. The proposed fee adjuststhe charge to the current rate of $1.30 per ccf. Tables 6.3 and 6.4 compare the existing andproposed fire-related fees.
Table 6.3: Fire Hydrant Maintenance Fees

Fee Type Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change - $ Change -

%Salt Lake City cost per hydrant –6,353 hydrants $24.31 $53.65 $28.34 120.7%Cottonwood Heights – 1102 hydrants 24.31 53.65 28.34 120.7%Holladay City – 737 hydrants 24.31 53.65 28.34 120.7%Salt Lake County – 1,319 hydrants 24.31 53.65 28.34 120.7%
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Table 6.4: Flat Water Charge to City and County Agencies

Fee Type Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change - $ Change -

%Salt Lake City Fire Department $18,399.96 $67,780 $49,380 268.4%County Fire Departments 0.00 25,000 25,000 NewSalt Lake City Street Cleaning 3,334 10,075 6,741 202.2%
6.3.4 Proposed New FeesDepartment staff requested Raftelis review and develop new fees for specific services. The feeslisted below recover the costs for killing a service which is no longer needed by a developer orhomeowner, review water pressure for new development, inspecting automatic fire sprinklers andcosts to review plans before construction of water, sewer and storm water facilities. Table 6.5 onthe next page shows the new proposed water utility fees.

Table 6.5: Proposed Water Utility Fees

Fee Type Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change $ Change %Water Pressure Test (Flow Test)water mains less than 12” N/A $455 $455 NewWater Pressure Test (Flow Test)water mains greater 12” N/A 800 800 NewKills – Small meters N/A 55 55 NewKills – Large 3” and greater N/A 160 160 NewAuto sprinklers – less than 2” N/A 136 136 NewAuto sprinklers – 2” and larger N/A 369 369 NewPlan Review Fee – less than 1 acre withno new water, sewer or storm waterlines N/A 216 216 NewPlan Review Fee – Tenant Remodel N/A 39 39 NewPlan Review Fee – Greater than 1 acrebut less than 5 acres with new water,sewer or storm water lines Plus allCounty connection without water lines N/A 1,060 1,060 New

Plan Review Fee – Greater than 5 acreswith new water, sewer or storm waterlines N/A $2,124 $2,124 New
The sewer utility provides sanitary sewer services to over 45,000 customers within the Salt LakeCity. The miscellaneous fees recover costs to inspect and survey new connections to the sewersystem. The following fees are based on actual costs to provide these services.
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6.4.1 Sewer Miscellaneous FeesTable 6.6 summarizes the sewer miscellaneous fees.
Table 6.6: Sewer Miscellaneous Fees

Fee Type Existing
Service Fee

Calculated
Service Fee Change $ Change

%Sewer Inspection Fee $60 $165 $105 175.0%Sewer Lateral Kills N/A 80 80 New FeeSewer Lateral Repairs 30 135 105 350.0%Sewer Survey 100 130 30 30.0%Additional Sewer Survey 35 130 95 271.4%Installation of Sewer Wyes Actual Cost 109After hoursSewer Inspection Fee 60 200 140 233.3%Sewer Lateral Kills N/A 110 110 New FeeSewer Lateral Repairs 30 175 145 483.3%Weekend & CalloutSewer Inspection Fee 60 465 405 675.0%
6.4.2 Sewer Pretreatment FeesSewer pretreatment fees are needed to cover the additional costs of monitoring and inspectingcommercial and industrial users that could discharge potentially toxic or hazardous pollutants, highstrength chemicals and other substances into the sanitary sewer system. The pretreatmentprogram was established to protect the environment, publicly owned treatment works (POTW)infrastructure and personnel, and the community from adverse effects of commercial and industrialwastewater discharge. The Pretreatment program requires and works to help industrial andcommercial users control and treat wastewater discharge to prevent the introduction of pollutantswhich will interfere with operation of the POTW or pass-though the treatment works into theenvironment. The following chart shows current fees charged, current costs of each fee and the newproposed fee. During the review process, the Department decided not to propose the full cost ofservice but rather match the current rates charged by other sewer agencies in the valley with theintent of increasing fees in small increments over time. Table 6.7 shows the sewer utility pre-treatment fees.
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Table 6.7: Sewer Pretreatment Fees

Name of Fee
Existing
Service

Fee

Cost of
Service

Calculated
Fee Change $ Change

%Industrial Wastewater Discharge PermitExisting Customer Renewal $50 $1,990 $250 $200 400.0%New Customer 100 2,750 650 550 550.0%Wastewater Sample Fee – doesnot include lab costs (actuallaboratory costs will becharged) 50 690 250 200 400.0%
Grease Interceptor InspectionFee (FOG) - First Trip 0 400 75 75 NewGrease Interceptor InspectionFee (FOG) – each additional trip 0 400 150 150 NewNotice of Violation Fee – doesnot include applicable fines 0 100 100 100 NewSignificant Noncompliance Fee– does not include applicablefines 0 480 350 350 New

The stormwater utility provides services to over 44,000 Salt Lake City customers. They are requiredto maintain the drainage system and monitor water quality discharged into the Jordan River andother irrigation systems. The following fees recover the costs to provide additional services ofinspection and review of storm water discharge during construction to protect local streams andrivers. Table 6.8 shows the stormwater utility’s miscellaneous fees.
Table 6.8: Stormwater Miscellaneous Fees

Fee Type
Existing
Service

Fee

Calculated
Service

Fee
Change $ Change %Storm Water Inspection Fee N/A $132 132 NewDischarge into City Storm WaterSystem – Includes 3 site visits 125 132 7 5.6%Discharge into Stormwater System Re-inspection Fee 30 44 14 46.7%Discharge into City StormwaterRegistration Fee 20 44 24 120.0%
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Rate Advisory Committee 1 

1.0 Executive Summary  

Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) formed a Rate Advisory Committee 

(the RAC or Committee) to review, consider alternatives and, as decided by the RAC, 

recommend changes to the City’s water and sewer rate structures. The RAC participated in 

six meetings2 over the period from August through December 2017. The RAC process 

included education on the water and sewer systems, review of existing rate structures, 

customer class usage characteristics, a pricing objectives exercise, the evaluation of 

numerous alternatives and recommendation of rate structure changes for consideration by 

the Salt Lake City Public Utilities Advisory Committee (PUAC). Appendix A contains the 

listing of the RAC members. Appendix B contains feedback and comments on the proposed 

rate structures from the RAC. 

 

The pricing objectives exercise provided a means in which RAC members identified and 

ranked the important objectives or goals that could be achieved through the water and 

sewer rate structures. The RAC identified the following six objectives (presented in rank 

order of importance) to evaluate the existing and new rate structure alternatives.  

 
• Conservation 

• Essential use affordability 

• Demand management 

• Rate stability 

• Interclass equity 

• Intraclass equity 

To meet these objectives, the Committee recommended two water and two sewer 

volumetric rate structure alternatives for consideration by the PUAC; these structures 

include the following: 

 

Water Rate Structure 

• Retain the fixed charge by meter size. Modify the price ratio between the meter 
sizes to reflect capacity potential of each meter size to a ¾” meter. This fixed charge 
modification is recommended regardless of which volumetric rate alternative is 
selected. 

• Retain the uniform volume rate structure for the winter months (November through 
March) and an increasing block structure for summer months (April through 
October). RAC members discussed the merits of modifying the winter uniform rate 
but ultimately decided that adjusting the summer structure would best meet the 
pricing goals and objectives. 

                                                           
2 The RAC meeting #4 presentation was divided into two separate meetings – one discussing water rate 

alternatives and another discussing sewer rate structure alternatives. 
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• Move from volume rates by block that are the same for all classes (system-wide 
cost-of-service rate) to cost-of-service (COS) based rates that vary by customer class 
– applicable to both volumetric rate alternatives. 

• Reduce the block 4 threshold from 70 ccf to 60 ccf for single residence, duplex, and 
triplex customer classes. Reduce the commercial, institutional, industrial(CII) 
customer class block 4 threshold from 700% of AWC to 600% of AWC. This shift is to 
further encourage demand management and the wise or efficient use of water.  

• For the irrigation customer class, the current volumetric rate structure, an 
individualized target or budget-based approach, should be retained. 

• The RAC recommended two water volumetric rate structure alternatives using a 
class-based cost-of-service rate for consideration to the PUAC. Table 1 compares the 
existing rate structure and the alternative rate structures. Many alternatives were 
considered by the RAC. For purposes of this report, the original “names” of the 
alternatives have been retained. 

o Alternative #2: COS/Existing Structure Adjusted for COS. Retain the fixed-
block rate structure for all residential customers and the average winter 
consumption (AWC)-based rate structure for CII customers. 

� Reduce the block 4 threshold from 70 ccf to 60 ccf for the single 
residence, duplex, and triplex customer classes.  

� Reduce the CII block 4 threshold from 700% of AWC to 600% of 
AWC.  

o Alternative #3: COS/AWC All Modify the existing fixed-tier structure for 
single residence, duplex, and triplex to an AWC-based 4 block rate structure, 
the same structure as CII. 

� Set the single residence, duplex, and triplex customer class block 4 
threshold at 600% of AWC. 

� Reduce the CII customer class block 4 threshold from 700% of AWC 
to 600% of AWC.  

 

Table 1 

Water 

Current and Proposed Residential and CII Rate Structures 

City and County Customers 

 Residential CII 

Description Current 
Alternative 2 

COS/Existing 

Alternative 3  

COS/AWC ALL 
Current 

Alternative 2 and 

Alternative 3c 

Winter Period (Nov-Mar) Block 1 Usage for All Block 1 Usage for All 

Summer Period (Apr-Oct) 

(a) Single residence existing Block 1:  0 to 10 ccf 

Duplex existing block 1:  0 to 13 ccf 

Triplex Block 1:  0 to 16 ccf 

Block 1 (a) 0-10 ccf 0-10 ccf 0-AWC 0-AWC 0-AWC 

Block 2 11-30 ccf 11-30 ccf AWC-300% AWC-300% AWC-300% 

Block 3 31-70 ccf 31-60 ccf 300%-600% 300%-700% 300%-600% 

Block 4 >70 ccf >60 ccf >600% >700% >600% 



 

2018 SLCDPU Rate Advisory Committee 3 

 

(b) AWC = Average Winter Consumption. “AWC – 300%” means usage greater than a customer’s AWC and less than or 

equal to 300% of the customers AWC. 

(c) Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 CII rate structures are the same. 

 

 

Sewer Rate Structure 

• Retain the customer class volumetric rate structure by volume and strength of 

wastewater flow for each alternative. Strength categories include biochemical 

oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids (TSS). The two alternatives 

recommended are: 

o Alternative #1: No Minimum Charge. Eliminate the minimum charge. 

Customers are only charged for their AWC monthly flow. 

o Alternative #3: Reduced Minimum Charge. Reduce the minimum charge 

allowance from 4 hundred cubic feet (ccf) to 2 ccf. This reduces the 

minimum charge by approximately 50%. 
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2.0 Introduction 

The SLCDPU conducts a comprehensive water rate study every five to seven years. The City 

retained Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (Raftelis) as the consultant of record for the 

2018 Water and Sewer Rate Study. The rate study included a review of water and sewer 

revenue requirements, the development of a cost of service analysis, and rate design for 

the fiscal year (FY) 2019 (the 12 months ending June 30, 2019; referred to as FY19). The 

rates shown in this report and appendices are not the adopted FY18 or 

proposed/recommended FY19 rates. Rather, these rates were developed using the current 

fiscal year budget and can only be used as a means of comparison of different rate 

structure alternatives. Adopted rates under the alternative structures proposed; 

ultimately adopted by the City Council, may yield different results. 

 

The rate study process included formation of a Rate Advisory Committee (RAC). This 

committee was comprised of stakeholders representing several diverse community groups 

and the public at-large. Additionally, several committee members that represented each 

City Council district were selected by the City Council. All of the RAC members are listed in 

Appendix A. The RAC participated in a series of meetings, providing input and suggestions 

for adjustments to the existing rate structure that best represented the needs, goals and 

objectives of the community. This RAC members participated in robust discussions during 

each meeting where they voiced concerns, agreement, and shared new ideas.  Raftelis led 

the detailed analysis for the study. The meetings were co-facilitated by Raftelis and The 

Langdon Group. 

3.0 Rate Advisory Committee Mission and Purpose 

The RAC’s Mission and Purpose is stated below. 

 

Committee Mission. The mission of the RAC is to assemble a diversity of perspectives that 

represent our community to evaluate and advise on the water, sewer, and stormwater rate 

structures3.  

 

Committee Purpose. Salt Lake City periodically updates water, sewer and stormwater utility 

rates to ensure they are current and reflect community values. Salt Lake City believes 

strongly that our community should have a voice in decisions that affect them. The Salt 

Lake City Department of Public Utilities Rate Advisory Committee has the unique 

opportunity to help develop this rate study, leading to improvements that will have a 

positive impact on the community for decades to come. The RAC has two overarching 

purposes:  

 

1. To provide input including recommendations to the Public Utilities Advisory 

Committee, Salt Lake City Mayor and Council  

2. To represent and communicate the views of the community  

  

                                                           
3 Ultimately, water and sewer rate structures became the RAC’s primary focus. Stormwater rate structure were 

removed from the discussion. 
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4.0 Rate Advisory Committee Meetings 

Raftelis and SLCDPU Staff facilitated six RAC meetings. The agenda and goals from each 

meeting are listed below. Additional information from each meeting is available on the 

City’s web site. 

4.1 Meeting #1 

• Role of RAC in rate study process 

• Water and sewer system review 

• Review of current water and sewer rates and structure 

• Overview of the rate-setting process 

• Pricing objectives definition 

4.2 Meeting #2 

4.3 Meeting #3 

• Review ranked pricing objectives and measurement criteria for evaluation  

• Water conservation program presentation 

• Customer class usage and demographic characteristics 

• Potential rate structure ideas and concepts 

4.4 Meeting #44 

• Water rate structure alternatives definitions 

• Sewer rate structure alternatives definitions 

• Ranking top two rate structure alternatives for water and sewer 

4.5 Meeting #5 

• Top two water and sewer rate alternatives presented 

• Customer bill impacts for each alternative 

• Selection of alternatives to be presented to PUAC 

  

                                                           
4 The RAC meeting #4 presentation was divided into two separate meetings – one discussing water rate 

alternatives and another discussing sewer rate structure alternatives. 

• 2018 pricing objectives review and supporting analytics 

•   Ranking 2018 pricing objectives 
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5.0 Pricing Objectives 

The role of the RAC for the 2018 water and sewer rate study was to review the 

effectiveness of the existing rate structure and provide recommendations for adjustments 

to the structure. The Committee identified and ranked 11 pricing objectives to assist in 

aligning the water and sewer rate structures with community values. The pricing objectives, 

ranked by ‘most important’, ‘more important’ and ‘not as important’, are listed in Table 1: 

 
Table 1 

Ranked Pricing Objectives 

 

Most Important 

• Conservation 

• Essential use affordability 

• Demand management 

More Important 

• Rate stability 

• Interclass equity 

• Intraclass equity 

Not as Important 

• Revenue stability 

• Impact on customers 

• Customer understanding 

• Ease of implementation 

• Intergenerational equity 

1. Definitions can be found in RAC Meeting #2 presentation. 

 

The six highest ranked pricing objectives is discussed below. 

 

1. Conservation/Demand management. These two related objectives focus on 

annual water use reduction and reduction in peak day summer use, respectively. 

Annual water use relates to availability, management and cost of water resources 

based upon precipitation, reservoir and snowpack storage. Peak water use drives 

capacity, size and cost of treatment plants, pumps stations and pipe to convey the 

maximum flow to customers during peak hour and peak day consumption of the 

year. 

Water conservation and peak usage reduction objectives were combined for the 

purpose of assessing impacts of changes to the rate structure on water use. To be 

effective with regards to these objectives, the rate structure should be designed to 

promote the efficient use of resources on a year-round basis as well as during 

periods of peak use. The rate structure should assign the cost of providing peaking 

facilities to those customers having significant peak to average water use patterns, 

and discourage the use of water during peak demand periods. 

2. Essential use affordability. This objective was to allow the opportunity for low 

income or fixed income customers to afford water for essential purposes at the 

lowest possible cost. 

3. Demand management. See item #1. 
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4. Rate stability. The rate structure should maintain continuity over time while 

meeting the goals and objectives of the utility. This is coupled with a financial plan 

that maintains smooth and predictable revenue adjustments. 

5. Interclass equity. Equity between customer classes. Through a cost-of-service 

analysis, costs are recovered proportionately from each customer class’ rate 

structure based on their unique demand characteristics. 

6. Intraclass equity. Equity between customers within a class. Intraclass equity is 

maximized when the rate structure results in individual customers paying, to the 

maximum extent possible, an amount that approximates their unique contribution 

to their customer class revenue requirement 

 

The RAC sought to evaluate rate structure refinements and adjustments in terms of how 

effective these adjustments were in achieving the objectives. The RAC was presented with 

customer characteristic and water use data, information on water system demands, sewer 

system flows, affordability metrics, and other customer billing data to consider in assessing 

the rate structure options. 

5.1 Pricing Objective Measurement Criteria 

SCLDPU staff developed and shared with the RAC criteria used to evaluate the effectiveness 

each alternative’s ability to meet the criteria. The measurement criteria are presented 

below. 

 

1. Conservation 

a. Continue to achieve or exceed existing goals and evaluate more stringent goals 

b. To what degree does the rate structure reduce water demand, i.e., price 

elasticity. 

2. Essential use affordability 

a. After considering existing program/options, how can rates be used to make 

essential water use affordable? 

3. Demand management 

a. Manage peak demands to improve system efficiencies and economies of scale 

b. To what degree does the rate structure reduce water demand, i.e., price 

elasticity. 

4. Rate stability 

a. Rate structure alternatives that are flexible and can be adjusted to achieve the 

financial objectives of the utility as well as the pricing objectives of the 

community. 

5. Interclass equity  

a. Through the cost-of-service analysis, compare the class cost-of-service for 2018 

to the revenue under existing rates. 

6. Intraclass equity  

a. Use the cost-of-service analysis to compare the relationship between the 

customer bill and their demand for service. 
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6.0 Rate Structure Alternatives 

Three water rate structure alternatives were developed along with comparison against the 

existing water rate structure. Two alternatives were created along with comparison against 

the existing sewer utility. The RAC added a third sewer alternative at the final meeting. 

These alternatives are described below. 

 

6.1  Water Rate Structure Alternatives 

• Status Quo: Existing Structure Adjusted for Cost of Service. Calculate rates 

under current system-wide cost-of-service (COS) methodology and rate 

structures. 

• Alternative #1: AWC All. Calculate rates based on one rate structure for all 

classes, i.e., a system-wide COS and one set of rates/one rate structure for all 

classes. 

• Alternative #2: COS/Existing Structure Adjusted for Cost of Service. Calculate 

each customer class’ COS rates with existing rate structures (i.e., rates and 

structure vary by class). 

• Alternative #3: COS/AWC All. Calculate each customer class’ COS rates using 

an AWC rate structure that is the same for all classes (i.e., rates vary by 

class/structure same for all classes). 

 

6.2  Sewer Rate Structure Alternatives 

• Status Quo: Existing Structure Adjusted for Cost of Service. Calculate rates 

under current COS methodology and rate structures. 

• Alternative #1: No Minimum Charge. Only a volume rate applied to average 

winter consumption for all customers. No AWC = no bill. 

• Alternative #2: Fixed Charge. Calculate rates based on a service charge by 

water meter size and a volume rate based on each customers’ AWC. 

• Alternative #3: Status Quo with a reduced minimum charge. Calculate rates 

under current COS methodology and rate structures however, reduce the 

minimum charge by approximately 50%. 
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7.0  Selected Rate Structure Alternatives 

Raftelis presented the water and sewer rate structure alternatives’ concepts at RAC 

Meeting #4. During RAC Meeting #5, Raftelis presented conceptual rates, bill impacts, and 

other information for the RAC’s consideration and recommendation to the the PUAC. Using 

a ‘strawman poll’, the attending RAC members selected the following alternatives for water 

and sewer: 

 

7.1  Selected Water Rate Structure Alternatives 

Water Minimum Charge 

The RAC retained the existing minimum charge by meter size with one adjustment; the cost 

ratio between the meter sizes should be based on the American Water Works Association 

(AWWA) meter capacity ratios. This ensures that a portion of recurring capital costs is 

equitably distributed to meter sizes based on their meter size capacity potential. In other 

words, the larger the meter size, the greater the portion of capital costs that should be 

allocated to reflect the greater demands that can be placed on the system. This change 

recovers the same percentage of total rate revenue as the existing minimum charge 

structure: approximately 15%. This indicates that the change in the minimum charge 

structure will not adversely affect revenue stability. 

 

Water Volume Rate Structure 

The RAC members selected the following two volume rate structure alternatives. 

• Alternative #2: COS/Existing Structure Adjusted for Cost of Service. Calculate 

each customer class’ COS rates with existing rate structures (i.e., rates and 

structure vary by class) 

• Alternative #3: COS/AWC All. Calculate each customer class’ COS rates using 

an AWC rate structure that is the same for all classes (i.e., rates vary by 

class/structure same for all classes) 

Volume Rate Structure Alternatives Evaluation 

Conservation and Demand Management. Both Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 promote 

the continued conservation/demand management efforts of the City. For Alternative #2, 

the block 4 threshold has been reduced from 70 to 60 ccf for single residence, duplex, and 

triplex classes. This change broadens the price signal to include more customers who have 

usage in block 4. Alternative #3 reduces the block 4 threshold from 700% to 600% of AWC. 

This to moves more customers into block 4 and sends a price signal to reduce usage during 

peak periods for both residential and CII classes. 

Interclass and Intraclass Equity. Through a class-based cost-of-service analysis, the rates 

for residential and CII classes reflects their specific cost to provide service. This cost-of-

service approach ensures that there is interclass equity – that is, no subsidy of costs 

between the customer classes.  

 

The increasing block structure for both alternatives also addresses intraclass equity. With 

an increasing block structure, customers pay their proportionate share based on their 

specific usage pattern and contribution to their class revenue requirement. In other words, 
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customers with lower, more steady demands cost less to serve than customers with 

seasonal peak demands that have usage in the higher or more expensive tiers. Whereas 

both structures achieve intraclass equity, there are slight differences between the two.  

The Alternative #2 block thresholds distinguish between indoor and outdoor use for 

residential classes. Block 1 captures average indoor use. The second block recovers the cost 

associated with outdoor usage for an average size lot. Blocks 3 and 4 is for usage above the 

average outdoor use. With Alternative #2, the outdoor use typical occurs during peak 

periods of demand. As a result, the cost to provide the outdoor demands is greater as well.  

The Alternative #3 block thresholds are based on the non-peak and peak demands for each 

customer. Block 1, usage up to the customer’s AWC, captures the non-peak demand for 

each customer. This volume is priced at the lowest rate or unit cost as these volumes 

represent minimum demands placed on the system. The second block threshold represents 

the cost to provide service during peak periods for each customer. Blocks 3 and 4 also 

recover the cost to provide water service during peak demand periods.  

Essential Use Affordability. Essential use affordability was a highly ranked pricing objective. 

The RAC recognized that the rate structure should provide essential water service at the 

lowest possible rate. The RAC also recognizes that assistance programs can play a 

significant role in ensuring full access to essential water use; perhaps an even greater role 

than the rate structure.  

Under Alternative #2 and Alternative #3, the block 1 rate is set at the lowest rate. For 

Alternative #2, the lowest rate applies up to 10 ccf for single residence customers. Under 

Alternative #3, the block 1 threshold is set to each customer’s average winter consumption. 

This ensures that everyone pays for essential water use at the same rate.  

The primary difference between Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 is that under Alternative 

#2, essential use above the 10 ccf threshold would be charged at the block 2 rate rather 

than the block 1 rate in Alternative #3.  

An affordability measurement was discussed at Meeting #2. The measure showed an 

analysis of how many hours each month, a typical residential household would have to 

work at minimum wage to pay an essential use water and sewer bill. Table 2 contains the 

results of this analysis and comparison to other communities. Under the current City water 

and sewer rates, it would take approximately 4.6 hours at minimum wage to pay for an 

essential services bill.  
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Table 2 

Hours Required at Minimum Wage to Pay Monthly Water and Sewer Minimum Services Bill 

 

City/Utility 

Essential Services Water 

and Sewer Bill(1) 

Hours Worked at Minimum 

Wage 

Phoenix $41.56 4.2  

Provo* 30.52 4.2  

SLCDPU: City - New Structures(2) 31.53 4.3  

SLCDPU: City Existing 33.21 4.6  

Las Vegas 38.04 4.6  

Albuquerque 35.30 4.7  

Sandy* 35.80 4.9  

Sacramento 56.37 5.4  

West Valley* 39.57 5.5  

SLCDPU: County - New Structure(2) 39.83 5.5  

SLCDPU: County Existing 40.42 5.6  

Local Utah Average 40.46 5.6  

Denver 53.49 5.8  

Aurora 56.48 6.1  

Portland 67.03 6.5  

Ogden 47.44 6.5  

National Average 59.46 6.5  

Boise 52.19 7.2  

West Jordan* 56.27 7.8  

Santa Fe 70.06 9.3  

Seattle* 124.05 11.3  

*Local Utah utilities 

1. Essential water use is 6 ccf and contributed sewer volume is 6 ccf 

2. The monthly bill shown is an average of each alternatives’ monthly bill. 

 

The City’s existing rates and structure as well as the proposed alternatives for water and 

sewer are among the lowest locally and regionally in terms of the hours worked at 

minimum wage to pay for an essential use water and sewer services bill. 

 

Rate Stability. Both alternatives provide for rate stability. Like rate adjustments in the past, 

these rates allow the City to, in the future, make overall rate adjustments to the entire 

structure (i.e., increasing the minimum charge and volume rate at the same percentage) or 

the City may choose to adjust a specific component of the structure such as increasing the 

minimum charge only to recover the additional revenue needed. Conversely, the City may 

increase one or all of the volume rates to achieve specific goals – revenue stability, 

additional conservation, or adjusting prices to reflect changes in providing indoor/outdoor 

or non-peak/peak demands.  
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7.2  Selected Sewer Rate Structure Alternatives 

The RAC selected the following sewer rate structure alternatives for consideration by the 

PUAC.  

• Alternative #1: No Minimum Charge. Only a volume rate applied to average 

winter consumption for all customers. No AWC = no bill. 

• Alternative #3: Status Quo with a Reduced Minimum Charge. Calculate rates 

under current cost of service methodology and rate structures however, reduce 

the minimum charge by approximately 50%. 

Sewer Structure Alternatives Evaluation 

Both sewer rate structure alternatives retain the volume rate that varies by the contributed 

flow and strength. The existing and adopted volume rate consists of three components – 

the contributed sewer flow rate, the BOD rate, and the TSS rate. The contributed sewer 

flow rate is the same for all seven strength classes. The BOD volume rate and the TSS 

volume rate vary based on the customer’s strength classification. 

 

Interclass equity is achieved by recovering the cost to provide service for each strength 

class based on their specific strength volume rate. Both Alternative #1 and Alternative #3 

improve intraclass equity through a change in the minimum charge. Currently, the 

minimum charge is billed based on the average water usage for the months November 

through March (AWC) times the class volume rate or a minimum charge is $10.36, 

whichever is greater. By eliminating the minimum charge in Alternative #2, customers 

would pay based solely on the contributed flow. The lowered minimum charge in 

Alternative #3 recognizes that regardless of contributed flow, there should be a minimum 

charge to recognize the readiness to provide service to customers. 
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8.0 Comparison of Existing Structure and Rates to Alternatives 

The recommended rate structures produced the following conceptual rates. Actual rates 

adopted by the SLCDPU in future rate studies will be based on different budget year data, 

customer and utility system data. The rates comparison in Tables 3 through 5 illustrate how 

water rates would change, comparatively, under the different alternatives. Table 6 shows 

existing and proposes sewer rate alternatives. 

 

Table 3 

Water 

Comparison of Existing and Alternative Minimum Charge(1) 

$ per monthly bill 

 

Meter Size Existing Alternative $ Change % Change 

3/4" $9.51 $7.02 ($2.49) -26% 

1” 9.51 8.85 (0.66) -7% 

1 ½” 11.23 13.43 2.20 20% 

2" 12.19 18.92 6.73 55% 

3" 20.46 33.57 13.11 64% 

4'' 21.90 50.05 28.15 129% 

6" 31.62 95.82 64.20 203% 

8" 56.84 150.74 93.90 165% 

10” 105.41 388.75 283.34 269% 

(1) County minimum charges are 1.35 times City minimum charges 

 

 

 
Table 4 

Water  

Comparison of City Existing and Alternative Volume Rates(1) 

Single Residence 

($ per ccf) 

 

Description Existing(1) 

Alternative #2 

COS/Existing 

Alternative #3 

COS/AWC All 

Winter Period (Nov-Mar) 1.30 1.29 1.27 

Summer Period (Apr-Oct) 

Block 1 $1.30 $1.29 $1.27 

Block 2 1.78 1.77 1.73 

Block 3 2.47 2.45 2.41 

Block 4 2.63 2.61 2.56 

(1) County volume rates are 1.35 times the City volume rates. 
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Table 5 

Water 

Comparison of City Existing and Alternative Volume Rates(1) 

CII 

($ per ccf) 

 

Description Existing 

Alternative #2 

COS/Existing 

Alternative #3 

COS/AWC All 

Winter Period (Nov-Mar) 1.30 1.40 1.40 

Summer Period (Apr-Oct) 

Block 1 $1.30 $1.40 $1.40 

Block 2 1.78 1.92 1.92 

Block 3 2.47 2.66 2.66 

Block 4 2.63 2.84 2.84 

(1) County rates are 1.35 times the City volume rates. 

 

 
Table 6 

Sewer 

Rate Structure Alternatives 

($ per ccf) 

 

 

Class 

BOD Strength 

(mg/l) 

TSS Strength 

(mg/l) 

Existing 

$ per ccf(1) 

Alt. 1 

$ per ccf(2) 

Alt. 3 

$ per ccf(3) 

1 <300 <300 $2.65 $2.82 $2.79 

2 300–600 300–600 3.44 3.74 3.66 

3 601–900 601–900 4.66 4.66 4.55 

4 901–1,200 901–1,200 5.89 5.59 5.44 

5 1,200–1,500 1,200–1,500 7.06 6.50 6.33 

6 1,501–1,800 1,501–1,800 8.27 7.43 7.22 

7 >1,800 >1,800 Separately Monitored Class 

1. Customers billed based on the average water usage for the months November through 

March (AWC) or a minimum charge is $12.53, whichever is greater 

2. No minimum charge. 

3. Customers billed based on the average water usage for the months November through 

March (AWC) or a minimum charge is $6.27, whichever is greater 
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9.0 Customer Bill Impacts 

This section presents typical summer monthly water and sewer bills and bill impacts for City 

Single Residence and CII customers.  

 

9.1  City Water Single Residence Typical Monthly Bills and Bill Impacts 

Table 7 shows the typical monthly bill for various levels of consumption under existing, 

Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 rates and structures. 

 

Table 7 

Water 

Typical Monthly Summer Bills Under Existing and Proposed Rate Structure Alternatives 

City Single Residence Customers 

 

Summer 

Usage Existing 

Alt. #2: COS/Existing 

 

Alt .#3: COS/AWC All 

AWC = 6 

ccf Monthly Bill Monthly Bill $ Change % Change Monthly Bill $ Change % Change 

0 $9.51 $7.02 ($2.49) -26.2% $7.02 ($2.49) -26.2% 

5 16.01 13.47 (2.54) -15.9% 13.37 (2.64) -16.5% 

10 22.51 19.92 (2.59) -11.5% 21.56 (0.95) -4.2% 

20 40.31 37.62 (2.69) -6.7% 40.22 (0.09) -0.2% 

30 58.11 55.32 (2.79) -4.8% 64.32 6.21 10.7% 

40 82.81 79.82 (2.99) -3.6% 89.02 6.21 7.5% 

50 107.51 104.32 (3.19) -3.0% 114.62 7.11 6.6% 

60 132.21 128.82 (3.39) -2.6% 140.22 8.01 6.1% 

70 156.91 154.92 (1.99) -1.3% 165.82 8.91 5.7% 

 

The 10.7% increase at 30 ccf for Alternative 3 is due to the difference in the block 3 

thresholds to the existing rate structure thresholds. Under the existing rate structure, usage 

is billed in blocks 1 and 2. Under Alternative #3, usage is billed in block 1, 2, and 3. Stated 

differently, with an AWC of 6, usage above 18 ccf is billed at the block 3 rate for alternative 

3 rate ($2.41 per ccf) while the usage above 18 ccf in the existing structure is billed at the 

block 2 rate ($1.78 per ccf).  

 

Tables 8 shows the customer bill impact for City Single Residence customers under 

Alternative 2 to the existing rates. Under alternative 2, virtually all monthly bills will 

decrease between $0 and -$5 from bills under existing rates. Similarly, 36.7% of bills will 

decrease 0 to 5%. This due in part to the reduction in the ¾” meter fixed charge and rates 

based on class cost-of-service. Class cost of service volume rates are lower than existing 

volume rates. 
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Table 8 

Water 

Single Residence Customer Summer Bill Impact 

Comparison of Alt. #2: COS/Existing to Existing Rates 

 

$ Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

% Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

<-$10 0.0% < -10% 43.6% 

-$5 to -$10 0.1% -10% to -5% 19.7% 

-$5 to $0 99.9% -5% to 0% 36.7% 

$0 to $5 0.0% 0% to 5% 0.0% 

$5 to $10 0.0% 5% to 10% 0.0% 

$10 to $15 0.0% 10% to 15% 0.0% 

$15 to $20 0.0% 15% to 20% 0.0% 

>$20 0.0% >20% 0.0% 

 

Table 9 shows the Single Residence customer bill impacts of Alternative #3 to existing rates. 

Approximately 71% of monthly bills will decrease between $0 to $5 under Alternative #3. 

The high percentage of bills with a decrease is due in part to the reduced ¾” meter fixed 

charge and class cost-of-service rates5. Class cost-of-service volume rates are lower than 

existing volume rates. Bills with an increase can be attributed to the usage distribution 

based on each customers’ individualized block thresholds. 

  

                                                           
5 Approximate 88% of single residence meters are ¾”. 
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Table 9 

Water 

Single Residence Customer Summer Bill Impact 

Comparison of Alt. #3: COS/AWC All to Existing Rates 

 

$ Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

% Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

<-$10 4.1% < -10% 44.6% 

-$5 to -$10 3.6% -10% to -5% 11.9% 

-$5 to $0 71.0% -5% to 0% 22.2% 

$0 to $5 12.5% 0% to 5% 9.6% 

$5 to $10 8.8% 5% to 10% 10.8% 

$10 to $15 0.0% 10% to 15% 0.9% 

$15 to $20 0.0% 15% to 20% 0.0% 

>$20 0.0% >20% 0.0% 

 

9.2  City Water CII Typical Monthly Bills and Bill Impacts 

Table 10 shows the typical monthly bill for various levels of consumption under existing, 

Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 rates and structures. 

 

Table 10 

Water 

Typical Monthly Summer Bills Under Existing and Proposed Rate Structure Alternatives(1) 

 

City CII Customers(2) 

 

Summer 

Usage 

ccf 

 Alt. #2: COS/Existing Alt. #3: COS/AWC All 

Existing 

Rates 

Alternative 

#2 

$ 

Change 

% 

Change 

Alternative 

#3 

$ 

Change 

% 

Change 

0 $12.19 $18.92 $6.73 55.2% $18.92 $6.73 55.2% 

25 44.69 53.92 9.23 20.7% 53.92 9.23 20.7% 

50 77.19 88.92 11.73 15.2% 88.92 11.73 15.2% 

75 109.69 123.92 14.23 13.0% 123.92 14.23 13.0% 

100 142.19 158.92 16.73 11.8% 158.92 16.73 11.8% 

150 231.19 254.92 23.73 10.3% 254.92 23.73 10.3% 

200 320.19 350.92 30.73 9.6% 350.92 30.73 9.6% 

250 409.19 446.92 37.73 9.2% 446.92 37.73 9.2% 

(1) Rates and structure for CII Alt. #2 and Alt. #3 are the same. 

(2) 2” CII customer with an AWC of 100 ccf. 

Proposed structure: 

   Block 1: 0 – 100 ccf 

   Block 2: 100 – 300 ccf 

   Block 3: 300 – 600 ccf 

   Block 4: >600 ccf 

 

The 55.2% or $18.92 change in monthly bill for zero usage due to the change in the monthly 

fixed charge.  
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Tables 11 shows the customer bill impact for City CII customers of water Alternative #2and 

#3 to the existing rates. The rate structure and rates under Alternatives #2 and #3 are the 

same. Under the alternatives, about 24% of bills will increase between $0 and $5. Drivers 

for the increases are due to increases in larger meter size fixed charges and class-based 

cost-of-service rates which are higher than the existing rates. 

 

Table 11 

Water 

CII Customer Summer Bill Impact 

Comparison of Alternatives #2 and #3 to Existing Rates(1) 

 

$ Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

% Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

<-$10 0.5% < -10% 14.4% 

-$5 to -$10 0.1% -10% to -5% 8.2% 

-$5 to $0 31.2% -5% to 0% 9.2% 

$0 to $5 24.4% 0% to 5% 17.5% 

$5 to $10 12.7% 5% to 10% 38.0% 

$10 to $15 6.2% 10% to 15% 6.5% 

$15 to $20 4.1% 15% to 20% 2.3% 

>$20 20.9% >20% 3.9% 

(1) Rates and structure for CII Alt. #2 and Alt. #3 are the same. 

 

9.3 City Sewer Typical Monthly Bills and Bill Impacts 

Table 12 shows City single residence typical monthly sewer bills under the existing rates 

and structure to Alternative #1 and Alternative #3 rates and structures. 

 

Table 12 

Sewer 

Typical Monthly Sewer Bill Comparison 

Class 1 BOD, 1 TSS Customer 

 

Sewer Existing Structure Alt. #1: No Minimum Charge Alt. 3: Reduced Minimum Charge 

Flow 

ccf Monthly Bill Monthly Bill $ Change % Change Monthly Bill $ Change % Change 

0 $10.36 $0.00 ($10.36) -100.0% $6.27 ($4.09) -39.5% 

1 10.36 2.82 (7.54) -72.8% $6.27 (4.09) -39.5% 

2 10.36 5.64 (4.72) -45.6% $6.27 (4.09) -39.5% 

3 10.36 8.46 (1.90) -18.3% $8.37 (1.99) -19.2% 

4 10.60 11.28 0.68 6.4% $11.16 0.56 5.3% 

5 13.25 14.10 0.85 6.4% $13.95 0.70 5.3% 

6 15.90 16.92 1.02 6.4% $16.74 0.84 5.3% 

7 18.55 19.74 1.19 6.4% $19.53 0.98 5.3% 

8 21.20 22.56 1.36 6.4% $22.32 1.12 5.3% 

9 23.85 25.38 1.53 6.4% $25.11 1.26 5.3% 

10 26.50 28.20 1.70 6.4% $27.90 1.40 5.3% 
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Table 13 shows CII typical monthly sewer bills under the existing and proposed rate 

alternatives for a Class 4 CII customer. 

 

Table 13 

Sewer 

City CII Typical Monthly Bill Comparison 

Class 4 BOD, 4 TSS 

 

Sewer 

Flow 

ccf 

Existing Structure Alt. #1: No Minimum Charge Alt. #3: Reduced Minimum Charge 

Monthly Bill Monthly Bill $ Change % Change Monthly Bill $ Change % Change 

0 $10.36  $0.00  ($10.36) -100.0% $6.27  ($4.09) -39.5% 

5 $29.45  $27.95  (1.50) -5.1% $27.20  (2.25) -7.6% 

10 $58.90  $55.90  (3.00) -5.1% $54.40  (4.50) -7.6% 

20 $117.80  $111.80  (6.00) -5.1% $108.80  (9.00) -7.6% 

30 $176.70  $167.70  (9.00) -5.1% $163.20  (13.50) -7.6% 

45 $265.05  $251.55  (13.50) -5.1% $244.80  (20.25) -7.6% 

55 $323.95  $307.45  (16.50) -5.1% $299.20  (24.75) -7.6% 

60 $353.40  $335.40  (18.00) -5.1% $326.40  (27.00) -7.6% 

70 $412.30  $391.30  (21.00) -5.1% $380.80  (31.50) -7.6% 

80 $471.20  $447.20  (24.00) -5.1% $435.20  (36.00) -7.6% 

 

Table 14 shows the bill impact for all sewer customers’ bills under Alternative 1 compared 

to existing rates. Under alternative 1, approximately 49% of bills will increase between $0 

and $2.50. This is due primarily the higher volume rates in Alternative 1. The class 1 rate is 

$2.82 per ccf for all volume compared to $2.65 under the existing rates. 

 

Table 14 

Sewer 

City Customer Bill Impact 

Alt. #1: No Minimum to Existing Rates 

All City Sewer Customers 

 

$ Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

% Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

< -$10 11.8% < -10% 26.7% 

-$10 to -$5 6.2% -10% to -5% 11.6% 

-$5 to $0 20.5% -5% to -0% 0.3% 

$0 to $2.50 49.4% 0% to 5% 0.6% 

$2.50 to $5 6.6% 5% to 10% 50.0% 

$5 to $10 2.7% 10% to 15% 0.0% 

$10 to $15 0.8% 15% to 20% 0.0% 

> $15 2.0% >20% 10.9% 

 

Table 15 shows the bill impacts of Alternative #3 for all sewer customers. The 38% of bills 

with a decrease between $0 and $5 is due to the large number of bills with sewer volumes 

of 3 ccf or less. Under the existing structure, the class 1 bill for 3 ccf and less is $10.63 while 

under Alternative #3, the bill is $8.376. Bills with volume between 3 and 4 ccf will be 

                                                           
6 Class 1 customer bills represent approximately 44.5% of total sewer bills. 
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assessed Alternative #3 volume rate rather than the existing minimum charge. Bills with 

volume greater than 4 ccf will be assessed the Alternative #3 volume rate of $2.79 per ccf, 

an increase of $0.14 per ccf over the existing rate. 

 

Table 15 

Sewer 

City Customer Bill Impacts 

Alt. #3: Reduced Minimum Charge 

All City Sewer Customers 

 

$ Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

% Change in 

Monthly Bill Percent of Bills 

< -$10 0.6% < -10% 27.1% 

-$10 to -$5 0.1% -10% to -5% 11.1% 

-$5 to $0 37.8% -5% to -0% 0.3% 

$0 to $2.50 51.3% 0% to 5% 0.6% 

$2.50 to $5 5.6% 5% to 10% 50.0% 

$5 to $10 2.2% 10% to 15% 0.0% 

$10 to $15 0.6% 15% to 20% 0.0% 

> $15 1.7% >20% 10.8% 
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SERVICE





Table B-1
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Test Year FY19 Revenue Requirement

Line
No Description FY19

1 Operation and Maintenance Expenses $62,888,877
2 Debt Service 1,117,000
3 Capital Expenditures 40,186,900
4 Total Expenditures $104,192,777

Less: Adjustments
5 Miscellaneous Revenue ($963,000)
6 Transfers (2,449,984)
7 Non-Operating Income (1,755,000)
8 Change in Fund Balance (25,735,447)
9 Total Adjustments ($30,903,431)

10 Test Year Revenue Requirement $73,289,346



Table B-2
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Percentage Allocation of O&M to Cost Components

System Allocations
Average Maximum Maximum

Line Day Day Hour Meters & Billing &
No. Description Lookup Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting

5101 Water Supply
1 00100 Canal Maint 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 00200 Source Of Wtr 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

5103 Water Power & Pumping
3 00300 Deep Wells 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 00400 Booster Pmpng 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
5 00500 Irrgtion Pmpng 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%

5105 Water Purification
6 00600 Watershed Patrol 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 00700 City Creek 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 00800 Parleys 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
9 00900 Big Cottonwood 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

10 01000 Cross Connection-Sample 8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
11 01100 Metropolitian Water 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
12 01100 Metropolitian Capacity Assessment 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
13 01200 Little Dell Dam 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
14 01800 Water Quality 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
15 03500 Little Dell Recreation 4 41.5% 58.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

5107 Transmission & Distribution
16 01300 Engineering 11 23.1% 32.5% 19.4% 25.0% 0.0%
17 01400 Distribution 11 23.1% 32.5% 19.4% 25.0% 0.0%
18 01500 Computer 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
19 01600 Emergency / GIS 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
20 01700 Maintenance 11 23.1% 32.5% 19.4% 25.0% 0.0%

5109 Shops & Maintenance
21 02000 Wrk Ordr Office 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
22 02100 Storehouse 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
23 02200 General Maint 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
24 02300 Fleet Maint 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
25 02400 Meter Repair 8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
26 02500 Elect & Telmtry 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
27 03000 Safety Program 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

5111 Water Customer Service
28 02600 Meter Reading 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
29 02700 Billing 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
30 02800 Customer Serv 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
31 02900 Accounting 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

5113 Water Administration
32 03100 Administration 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
33 03200 Gnral Oprtions 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
34 03300 Cntrcts & Const 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
35 03400 Development & Review 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
36 3600 Water Conservation 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

Other Operating Expenses
37 2921.01 Contr To General Fund 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
38 2995 Pmnt In Lieu Of Taxes 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
39 2542 Uncollectable Accts 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

Adjustments - Deductions
40 Flat rate sales 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
41 Hydrant rentals 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
42 Repair and relocation 8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
43 Other revenues 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
44 Grounds rentals 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
45 Fuel reimbursement 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
46 Sundry revenues 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

Other Interfund
47 Sewer 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
48 Garbage 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
49 Street Lighting 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
50 Transit 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
51 Drainage 9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
52 Transfer from Risk Mgmt 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
53 Interest income 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%
54 Impact Fees 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
55 CIAC 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
56 CIAC 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
57 CIAC 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
58 Sale of propery 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%
59 Use of Cash Balance 13 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%

Customer Costs



Table B-3
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Percent Allocation of Water System Fixed Assets to Cost Components

Average Maximum Maximum
Line Day Day Hour Meters & Billing &
No. Description Lookup Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting

Land
1 Land 14
2 Rights Of Way 14
3 Water Rights 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
4 Tanner Ditch 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

5 Canals 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Treatment Plants
6 Refurbishing Filter Gates Bctp 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
7 Fluoridation - Various Locatio 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
8 Bc-Wtp Chem/Coag Bsin Improvmn 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
9 Engineering 10

10 Big Cottonwood Refurbish Filter Valves - Phase 14 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
11 Coagulation & Sediment 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
12 Additon Includes 10
13 Chemical 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
14 Creek Side Intake From Bc Wtp Upgrade 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
15 Media Filter Big Cottonwood 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
16 City Creek Tp Upgrade 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
17 Cctp-Raw Water Intake & Gas Li 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
18 Big Cottonwood Flowline Bypass 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
19 Sludge 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
20 Filter 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
21 Settling 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
22 Refurbish Filter Valves Big Cottonwood - Phase 24 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
23 Fluoridation Blg City Creek 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
24 Treatment Plant 10
25 Bctp-Upgrade Solids Handling 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
26 Basing 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
27 Chemical 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
28 Treatment Plants 10

29 Pumping Plants 1 31% 43% 26% 0% 0%
30 Residences 14
31 Other Buildings 14
32 Culverts, Flumes And Bridges 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
33 Artesian Wells 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
34 Deep Pump Wells 4 42% 58% 0% 0% 0%
35 Water Conduits And Supply Lines 1 31% 43% 26% 0% 0%
36 Water Storage Reservoirs 2 0% 63% 37% 0% 0%
37 Water Distribution Reservoirs 2 0% 63% 37% 0% 0%
38 Transmission Mains 1 30.8% 43.3% 25.9% 0% 0%
39 Distribution Mains And Hydrants 11 23.1% 32.5% 19.4% 25% 0%
40 Water Service Connections 1 31% 43% 26% 0% 0%
41 Landscaping 14
42 Drinking Fountains 14
43 Capitalized Interest On Construction 14
44 Automobiles And Trucks 14
45 Field Maintenance Equipment 14
46 Pumping Plant Equipment 1 31% 43% 26% 0% 0%
47 Treatment Plant Equipment 10
48 Telemetering Equipment 14
49 Office Equipment And Furnishings 14
50 Other Non-Motive Equipment 14

Period Allocations
Customer Costs



Table B-4
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Allocation of Fixed Assets to Cost Components

Allocated Costs Indirect
FY2016 Average Maximum Maximum All

Line Original Day Day Hour Meters & Billing & All Other
No. Description Cost Assets Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting Other Treatment

Land
1 Land $15,196,793 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 15,196,793 0
2 Rights Of Way 23,190 0 0 0 0 0 23,190 0
3 Water Rights 9,595,275 9,595,275 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 Tanner Ditch 22,764,011 22,764,011 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 Canals 1,499,207 1,499,207 0 0 0 0 0 0

Treatment Plants
6 Refurbishing Filter Gates Bctp 258,329 107,326 151,003 0 0 0 0 0
7 Fluoridation - Various Locatio 2,817,613 1,170,608 1,647,005 0 0 0 0 0
8 Bc-Wtp Chem/Coag Bsin Improvmn 5,921,653 2,460,215 3,461,438 0 0 0 0 0
9 Engineering 357,134 0 0 0 0 0 0 357,134

10 Big Cottonwood Refurbish Filter Valves - Phase 1348,256 144,687 203,569 0 0 0 0 0
11 Coagulation & Sediment 335,991 139,591 196,400 0 0 0 0 0
12 Additon Includes 386,641 0 0 0 0 0 0 386,641
13 Chemical 283,983 283,983 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 Creek Side Intake From Bc Wtp Upgrade 1,354,742 562,842 791,900 0 0 0 0 0
15 Media Filter Big Cottonwood 664,719 276,165 388,554 0 0 0 0 0
16 City Creek Tp Upgrade 11,600,545 4,819,573 6,780,972 0 0 0 0 0
17 Cctp-Raw Water Intake & Gas Li 367,796 152,805 214,991 0 0 0 0 0
18 Big Cottonwood Flowline Bypass 450,855 187,313 263,542 0 0 0 0 0
19 Sludge 269,770 269,770 0 0 0 0 0 0
20 Filter 383,183 159,198 223,986 0 0 0 0 0
21 Settling 1,081,226 449,207 632,019 0 0 0 0 0
22 Refurbish Filter Valves Big Cottonwood - Phase 2422,094 175,364 246,731 0 0 0 0 0
23 Fluoridation Blg City Creek 338,201 140,509 197,691 0 0 0 0 0
24 Treatment Plant 6,113,308 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,113,308
25 Bctp-Upgrade Solids Handling 2,412,017 2,412,017 0 0 0 0 0 0
26 Basing 736,217 736,217 0 0 0 0 0 0
27 Chemical 874,235 874,235 0 0 0 0 0 0
28 Treatment Plants 5,062,973 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,062,973

29 Pumping Plants 7,182,885 2,210,525 3,110,131 1,862,230 0 0 0 0
30 Residences 63,183 0 0 0 0 0 63,183 0
31 Other Buildings 4,419,434 0 0 0 0 0 4,419,434 0
32 Culverts, Flumes And Bridges 3,187,504 3,187,504 0 0 0 0 0 0
33 Artesian Wells 96,222 96,222 0 0 0 0 0 0
34 Deep Pump Wells 5,716,055 2,374,797 3,341,258 0 0 0 0 0
35 Water Conduits And Supply Lines 33,171,170 10,208,388 14,362,848 8,599,933 0 0 0 0
36 Water Storage Reservoirs 6,006,848 0 3,757,186 2,249,662 0 0 0 0
37 Water Distribution Reservoirs 27,190,301 0 17,007,094 10,183,208 0 0 0 0
38 Transmission Mains 134,991,741 41,543,549 58,450,333 34,997,859 0 0 0 0
39 Distribution Mains And Hydrants 67,316,172 15,537,354 21,860,519 13,089,256 16,829,043 0 0 0
40 Water Service Connections 67,316,172 20,716,473 29,147,358 17,452,341 0 0 0 0
41 Landscaping 1,646,326 0 0 0 0 0 1,646,326 0
42 Drinking Fountains 25,794 0 0 0 0 0 25,794 0
43 Capitalized Interest On Construction 13,185,698 0 0 0 0 0 13,185,698 0
44 Automobiles And Trucks 8,056,058 0 0 0 0 0 8,056,058 0
45 Field Maintenance Equipment 3,302,263 0 0 0 0 0 3,302,263 0
46 Pumping Plant Equipment 2,718,085 836,487 1,176,909 704,689 0 0 0 0
47 Treatment Plant Equipment 6,803,984 0 0 0 0 0 6,803,984 0
48 Telemetering Equipment 1,973,523 0 0 0 0 0 1,973,523 0
49 Office Equipment And Furnishings 2,296,158 0 0 0 0 0 2,296,158 0
50 Other Non-Motive Equipment 3,928,599 0 0 0 0 0 3,928,599 0
51 Total Original Cost Assets $492,514,130 $146,091,416 $167,613,437 $89,139,176 $16,829,043 $0 $60,921,002 $11,920,056

Customer Costs



Table B-4
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Allocation of Fixed Assets to Cost Components

Allocated Costs Indirect
FY2016 Average Maximum Maximum All

Line Original Day Day Hour Meters & Billing & All Other
No. Description Cost Assets Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting Other Treatment

Customer Costs

52 All Other Allocations, $ $381,568,762 $128,359,267 $149,103,505 $87,276,946 $16,829,043 $0 N/A N/A
53 All Other Allocations, % 100.0% 33.6% 39.1% 22.9% 4.4% 0.0% N/A N/A

54 All Other Treatment, $ $30,921,425 $15,521,624 $15,399,801 $0 $0 $0 N/A N/A
55 All Other Treatment, % 100.0% 50.2% 49.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A

56 Total Original Cost Assets $419,673,072 $146,091,416 $167,613,437 $89,139,176 $16,829,043
57 Allocated All Other 60,921,002 20,493,751 23,805,762 13,934,576 2,686,913
58 Allocated Treatment 11,920,056 5,983,509 5,936,547 0 0
59 Total Asset Allocation For Capital $492,514,130 $172,568,676 $197,355,746 $103,073,752 $19,515,956 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
60 % Allocation for Capital 100.0% 35.0% 40.1% 20.9% 4.0%



Table B-5
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Test Year Allocated Revenue Requirements

Average Maximum Maximum
Line Projected Day Day Hour Meters & Billing &
No. Description FY19 Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting

5101  Water Supply
1 00100 Canal Maint $1,042,778 $1,042,778 $0 $0 $0 $0
2 00200 Source of Wtr 876,746 502,734 138,396 45,915 57,053 132,646
3 Subtotal $1,919,524 $1,545,512 $138,396 $45,915 $57,053 $132,646

5103 Water Power & Pumping
4 00300 Deep Wells $795,373 $330,446 $464,927 $0 $0 $0
5 00400 Booster Pmpng 1,563,620 481,202 677,035 405,383 0 0
6 00500 Irrgtion Pmpng 231,518 71,249 100,245 60,023 0 0
7 Subtotal $2,590,511 $882,898 $1,242,207 $465,406 $0 $0

5105 Water Purification
8 00600 Watershed Patrol $1,507,090 $1,507,090 $0 $0 $0 $0
9 00700 City Creek 1,353,985 562,528 791,457 0 0 0

10 00800 Parleys 1,647,507 684,475 963,032 0 0 0
11 00900 Big Cottonwood 1,620,790 673,375 947,415 0 0 0
12 01000 Cross Connection-Sample 249,269 0 0 0 249,269 0
13 01100 Metropolitian Water 23,016,710 23,016,710 0 0 0 0
14 01100 Metropolitian Capacity Assessment 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 01200 Little Dell Dam 63,700 26,465 37,235 0 0 0
16 01800 Water Quality 993,023 412,562 580,461 0 0 0
17 03500 Little Dell Recreation 115,772 48,099 67,673 0 0 0
18 Subtotal $30,567,846 $26,931,303 $3,387,274 $0 $249,269 $0

5107 Transmission & Distribution
19 01300 Engineering $2,412,703 $556,880 $783,511 $469,137 $603,176 $0
20 01400 Distribution 3,173,303 732,435 1,030,511 617,031 793,326 0
21 01500 Computer 365,816 209,762 57,745 19,158 23,805 55,346
22 01600 Emergency / GIS 1,037,375 594,840 163,752 54,328 67,506 156,949
23 01700 Maintenance 4,966,297 1,146,279 1,612,775 965,669 1,241,574 0
24 Subtotal $11,955,494 $3,240,197 $3,648,293 $2,125,322 $2,729,387 $212,294

5109 Shops & Maintenance
1 02000 Wrk Ordr Office $184,465 $105,774 $29,118 $9,660 $12,004 $27,908
2 02100 Storehouse 279,782 160,430 44,164 14,652 18,207 42,329
3 02200 General Maint 941,208 539,697 148,572 49,291 61,248 142,399
4 02300 Fleet Maint 586,449 336,275 92,572 30,713 38,163 88,726
5 02400 Meter Repair 683,308 0 0 0 683,308 0
6 02500 Elect & Telmtry 698,058 400,273 110,190 36,558 45,425 105,612
7 03000 Safety Program 244,972 140,469 38,669 12,829 15,941 37,063
8 Subtotal $3,618,242 $1,682,918 $463,286 $153,704 $874,296 $444,038

5111 Water Customer Service
9 02600 Meter Reading $1,188,468 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,188,468

10 02700 Billing 1,315,123 0 0 0 0 1,315,123
11 02800 Customer Serv 1,748,530 0 0 0 0 1,748,530
12 02900 Accounting 1,710,495 0 0 0 0 1,710,495
13 Subtotal $5,962,616 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,962,616

5113 Water Administration
14 03100 Administration $120,450 $69,067 $19,013 $6,308 $7,838 $18,223
15 03200 Gnral Oprtions 3,484,431 1,998,005 550,026 182,481 226,746 527,173
16 03300 Cntrcts & Const 615,516 352,943 97,161 32,235 40,054 93,124
17 03400 Development & Review 368,803 211,475 58,216 19,314 24,000 55,798
18 3600 Water Conservation 409,444 234,779 64,632 21,443 26,644 61,946
19 Subtotal $4,998,644 $2,866,269 $789,048 $261,781 $325,282 $756,265

Other Operating Expenses
20 2921.01 Contribution To General Fund $800,000 $458,727 $126,282 $41,896 $52,059 $121,035
21 2995 Payment In Lieu Of Taxes 476,000 272,943 75,138 24,928 30,975 72,016
22 2542 Uncollectable Accts 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 Subtotal $1,276,000 $731,670 $201,420 $66,825 $83,035 $193,051

Allocated Costs
Customer Costs



Table B-5
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Test Year Allocated Revenue Requirements

Average Maximum Maximum
Line Projected Day Day Hour Meters & Billing &
No. Description FY19 Demand Demand Demand Services Collecting

Allocated Costs
Customer Costs

24 Total $62,888,877 $37,880,768 $9,869,924 $3,118,953 $4,318,322 $7,700,910

25 Percent Allocation 60.2% 15.7% 5.0% 6.9% 12.2%

Less Adjustments - Deductions
26 Flat rate sales $50,000 $28,670 $7,893 $2,619 $3,254 $7,565
27 Hydrant rentals 108,000 33,237 46,763 28,000 0 0
28 Repair and relocation 80,000 0 0 0 80,000 0
29 Other revenues 140,000 80,277 22,099 7,332 9,110 21,181
30 Grounds rentals 200,000 114,682 31,570 10,474 13,015 30,259
31 Fuel reimbursement 0 0 0 0 0 0
32 Sundry revenues 10,000 5,734 1,579 524 651 1,513

Other Interfund
33 Sewer $855,009 $0 $0 $0 $0 $855,009
34 Garbage 693,021 0 0 0 0 693,021
35 Street Lighting 264,127 0 0 0 0 264,127
36 Transit 67,132 0 0 0 0 67,132
37 Drainage 570,694 0 0 0 0 570,694
38 Transfer from Risk Mgmt 0 0 0 0 0 0
39 Interest income 375,000 215,028 59,195 19,639 24,403 56,735
40 Impact Fees 500,000 153,874 216,496 129,630 0 0
41 CIAC 655,000 $229,501 262,466 137,079 25,954 0
42 CIAC 300,000 $105,115 120,213 62,784 11,888 0
43 CIAC 250,000 $87,596 100,178 52,320 9,906 0
44 Sale of propery 50,000 15,387 21,650 12,963 0 0
45 Use of Cash Balance 25,735,447 $9,017,268 10,312,472 5,385,935 1,019,771 0
46 Subtotal $30,903,431 $10,086,371 $11,202,573 $5,849,298 $1,197,952 $2,567,237

47 Adjusted O&M Revenue Requirements $31,985,446 $27,794,397 ($1,332,649) ($2,730,345) $3,120,370 $5,133,673

Capital Costs
48 2700 Capital Expenditures $4,614,400 $1,616,808 1,849,040 965,705 182,846 0
49 2545 Depreciation Expense 35,572,500 12,464,006 14,254,286 7,444,641 1,409,566 0
50 2811, 2821, 2825 Debt Service 1,117,000 391,378 447,594 233,767 44,261 0
51 Total Capital Costs $41,303,900 $14,472,193 $16,550,920 $8,644,113 $1,636,674 $0

52 Net Revenue Requirement $73,289,346 $42,266,590 $15,218,271 $5,913,768 $4,757,044 $5,133,673

53 All Other Cost Allocation 55,604,346 31,884,047 8,777,279 2,912,019 3,618,401 8,412,600
54 All Other Cost Allocation 57.3% 15.8% 5.2% 6.5% 15.1%



Table B-6
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Development of Customer Class Units of Service

Customer

Description FY19 Average Use Capacity Factor Total Capacity Extra Capacity Capacity Factor Total Capacity Extra Capacity
Equivalent

Meters Bills

City And Exchange
Single Residence 8,385,282 22,973 2.59 59,388 36,414 3.49 80,173 43,759 52,868 581,352
CII 14,056,634 38,511 2.26 87,088 53,945 3.05 117,568 70,871 20,252 93,708
Irrigation 2,263,834 6,202 2.94 18,211 13,188 3.96 24,585 12,989 4,599 18,816
Private Fire Protection 337 337 2,022 1,685
Total City 24,705,749 67,687 165,024 103,884 224,349 129,304 77,720 693,876

County
Single Residence 5,235,087 14,343 2.72 39,047 24,704 3.68 52,713 28,009 26,563 271,656
CII 2,474,411 6,779 2.32 15,726 8,947 3.13 21,230 12,283 3,635 11,472
Irrigation 452,350 1,239 3.27 4,048 2,808 4.41 5,464 2,656 738 3,612
Private Fire Protection 47 47 282 235
Total County 8,161,849 22,361 58,867 36,506 79,689 43,183 30,936 286,740

Total System 32,867,598 90,048 223,891 140,390 304,039 172,487 108,656 980,616

Max Day Extra Capacity Factor Percent
Base 1.00 41.5%
Max Day Extra Capacity 1.41 58.5%
Max Day:Ave Day 2.41 100.0%

Max Hour Extra Capacity Factor Percent
Base 1.00 30.8%
Max Day 1.41 43.3%
Max Hour 0.84 25.9%
Max Hour:Ave Day 3.25 100.0%

Base Capacity Maximum Day Maximum Hour



Table B-7
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Allocation of Units of Service to Customer Classes

Description Average Use MD Extra Cap MH Extra Cap Meters Bills
ccf/year ccf/day ccf/day Eq Meter Bills

City
Residential (1) 8,385,282 36,414 43,759 52,868 581,352
CII 14,056,634 53,945 70,871 20,252 93,708
Irrigation 2,263,834 13,188 12,989 4,599 18,816
Private Fire Protection 0 337 1,685 0 0
Total City 24,705,749 103,884 129,304 77,720 693,876

County
Single Residence 5,235,087 24,704 28,009 26,563 271,656
CII 2,474,411 8,947 12,283 3,635 11,472
Irrigation 452,350 2,808 2,656 738 3,612
Private Fire Protection 0 47 235 0 0
Total City 8,161,849 36,506 43,183 30,936 286,740

Total System 32,867,598 140,390 172,487 108,656 980,616
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.



Table B-8
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Allocation of Units of Service to Customer Classes

Customer Class Average Day
Max Day

Extra Capacity
Max Hour

Extra Capacity
Equivalent

Meters Bills
% % % % %

City
Residential 25.5% 25.9% 25.4% 48.7% 59.3%
CII 42.8% 38.4% 41.1% 18.6% 9.6%
Irrigation 6.9% 9.4% 7.5% 4.2% 1.9%
Private Fire Protection 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Total City 75.2% 74.0% 75.0% 71.5% 70.8%

County
Single Residence 15.9% 17.6% 16.2% 24.4% 27.7%
CII 7.5% 6.4% 7.1% 3.3% 1.2%
Irrigation 1.4% 2.0% 1.5% 0.7% 0.4%
Private Fire Protection 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Total County 24.8% 26.0% 25.0% 28.5% 29.2%

Total System 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.



Table B-9
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Units of Service Multiplier

Customer Class Average Day
Max Day

Extra Capacity
Max Hour

Extra Capacity
Equivalent

Meters Bills

City
Residential 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
CII 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Irrigation 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Private Fire Protection 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00

County
Residential 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35
CII 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35
Irrigation 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35 1.35
Private Fire Protection 0.00 1.35 1.35 0.00 0.00
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.



Table B-10
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Reallocation of Units of Service

Customer Class Average Day
Max Day

Extra Capacity
Max Hour

Extra Capacity
Equivalent

Meters Bills
% % % % %

City
Residential 23.5% 23.8% 23.3% 44.2% 53.8%
CII 39.3% 35.2% 37.8% 16.9% 8.7%
Irrigation 6.3% 8.6% 6.9% 3.8% 1.7%
Private Fire Protection 0.0% 0.2% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Total City 69.2% 67.8% 68.9% 65.0% 64.2%

County
Residential 19.8% 21.8% 20.2% 30.0% 33.9%
CII 9.4% 7.9% 8.8% 4.1% 1.4%
Irrigation 1.7% 2.5% 1.9% 0.8% 0.5%
Private Fire Protection 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Total City 30.8% 32.2% 31.1% 35.0% 35.8%

Total System 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.



Table B-11
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Reallocated Units of Service (1)

Customer Class Average Day
Max Day

Extra Capacity
Max Hour

Extra Capacity
Equivalent

Meters Bills
ccf/year ccf/day ccf/day Eq Meter Bills

City
Residential (2) 7,714,762 33,377 40,234 48,077 527,379
CII 707,289 49,445 65,161 18,417 85,008
Irrigation 123,241 12,088 11,942 4,183 17,069
Private Fire Protection 0 309 1,549 0 0
Total City 8,545,292 95,218 118,887 70,677 629,456

County
Residential (2) 6,502,234 30,568 34,766 32,610 332,687
CII 3,073,340 11,071 15,246 4,462 14,049
Irrigation 561,841 3,475 3,297 906 4,423
Private Fire Protection 0 58 292 0 0
Total County 10,137,415 45,172 53,601 37,979 351,160

Total System 18,682,707 140,390 172,487 108,656 980,616

(2) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.

(1) Units of service adjusted for County 1.35 differential. Units of service will increase for County and decrease for City.



Table B-12
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Customer Class Cost of Service

Customer Class Average Day
Max Day

Extra Capacity
Max Hour

Extra Capacity Equivalent Meters Bills Total

City
Residential $9,920,917 $3,618,036 $1,379,418 $2,104,874 $2,760,906 $19,784,151
CII 16,630,890 5,359,789 2,234,064 806,317 445,030 25,476,089
Irrigation 2,678,420 1,310,317 409,448 183,116 89,359 4,670,660
Private Fire Protection 0 33,487 53,122 0 0 86,609
Total City $29,230,226 $10,321,628 $4,076,052 $3,094,306 $3,295,296 $50,017,509

County
Residential $8,361,647 $3,313,597 $1,191,954 $1,427,697 $1,741,669 $16,036,564
CII 3,952,208 1,200,051 522,729 195,357 73,550 5,943,895
Irrigation 722,508 376,688 113,029 39,684 23,158 1,275,067
Private Fire Protection 0 6,307 10,004 0 0 16,311
Total County $13,036,363 $4,896,643 $1,837,716 $1,662,738 $1,838,377 $23,271,837

Total System $42,266,590 $15,218,271 $5,913,768 $4,757,044 $5,133,673 $73,289,346
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.



Table B-13
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Comparison of COS to Revenue Under Existing Rates

Revenue Under FY19
FY19 Utility Proposed Raftelis

Presented Rates Cost of Service Change ($) Change (%)

City
Residential $20,563,680 $19,784,151 ($779,529) -3.8%
CII 23,846,532 25,476,089 1,629,558 6.8%
Irrigation 4,987,423 4,670,660 (316,763) -6.4%
Fire Protection 84,391 86,609 2,218 2.6%
Total City $49,482,026 $50,017,509 $535,483 1.1%

County
Residential $16,802,108 $16,036,564 ($765,544) -4.6%
CII 5,692,020 5,943,895 251,876 4.4%
Irrigation 1,299,796 1,275,067 (24,729) -1.9%
Private Fire Protection 13,396 16,311 2,914 21.8%
Total County $23,807,320 $23,271,837 ($535,483) -2.2%

Total Cost of Service $73,289,346 $73,289,346 $0 0.0%
(1) Residential includes single residence, duplex, and triplex.

Class



Table B-14
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Development of FY19 Raftelis Proposed Fixed Charge

Description Fixed Costs

FY 2017-18 Cost of Service $73,289,346
Percent of Costs Recovered in Fixed Charge 15.0%
Total Fixed Charges to be Recovered $10,993,402

Description City County Total
Total Meter Cost of Service $3,094,306 $1,662,738 $4,757,044
Equivalent Meters 77,720 30,936
$ Per Equivalent Meter 3.32 4.48 1.35

Billing and Admin Costs
Total Billing Cost of Service $3,295,296 $1,838,377 $5,133,673
Bills 693,876 286,740
Unit Cost, $ per Bill 4.75 6.41 1.35

Other Fixed Costs $717,262 $385,423 $1,102,685
Unit Cost, $ Equivalent Meter 0.77 1.04

Total Costs to be Recovered $10,993,402
Service Charge Under Existing Rates 10,753,517
Difference $239,885



City Fixed Charge

Meter Size Capacity Ratio Meter Costs Billing Capital Total Accounts
Fixed Charge

Revenue
3/4" 1.00 $3.32 $4.75 $0.77 $8.84 543,612 $4,805,530
1" 1.67 5.53 4.75 1.28 11.56 114,036 1,318,256
1-1/2" 3.33 11.06 4.75 2.56 18.37 11,016 202,364
2" 5.33 17.69 4.75 4.10 26.55 23,856 633,377
3" 10.67 35.39 4.75 8.20 48.34 564 27,264
4" 16.67 55.30 4.75 12.82 72.86 420 30,601
6" 33.33 110.59 4.75 25.64 140.98 204 28,760
8" 53.33 176.95 4.75 41.02 222.71 96 21,380
10" 140.00 464.49 4.75 107.67 576.91 72 41,538
12" 176.67 586.14 4.75 135.87 726.76 0 0
Total 693,876 $7,109,070

County Fixed Charge

Meter Size Capacity Ratio Meter Costs Billing
Capital/

Debt Service Total Accounts
Fixed Charge

Revenue
3/4" 1.00 $4.48 $6.41 $1.04 $11.93 212,772 $2,538,370
1" 1.67 7.47 6.41 1.73 15.61 67,032 1,046,370
1-1/2" 3.33 14.93 6.41 3.46 24.80 1,956 48,509
2" 5.33 23.89 6.41 5.54 35.84 4,536 162,570
3" 10.67 47.78 6.41 11.07 65.26 96 6,265
4" 16.67 74.65 6.41 17.30 98.37 132 12,985
6" 33.33 149.30 6.41 34.61 190.32 144 27,406
8" 53.33 238.88 6.41 55.37 300.67 24 7,216
10" 140.00 627.06 6.41 145.35 778.83 48 37,384
12" 176.67 791.29 6.41 183.42 981.13 0 0
Total 286,740 $3,887,074

Total City and County Fixed Charge Revenue (variance due to rounding) 980,616 $10,996,144

Table B-15
Salt Lake City Public Utilities
2018 Rate Study
Development of FY19 Proposed Raftelis Fixed Charge



Table B-16
Salt Lake City Public Utilities
2018 Rate Study
Comparison of Monthly Cost of Service Fixed Charge and Exsiting Minimum Charge

Meter Size
FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis Change ($) Change (%)

3/4" $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) -11%
1" 9.89 11.56 1.67 17%

1-1/2" 11.68 18.37 6.69 57%
2" 12.68 26.55 13.87 109%
3" 21.28 48.34 27.06 127%
4" 22.78 72.86 50.08 220%
6" 32.88 140.98 108.10 329%
8" 59.11 222.71 163.60 277%

10" 109.63 576.91 467.28 426%

3/4" $13.04 $11.93 ($1.11) -9%
1" 13.04 15.61 2.57 20%

1-1/2" 15.34 24.80 9.46 62%
2" 16.69 35.84 19.15 115%
3" 28.31 65.26 36.95 131%
4" 30.33 98.37 68.04 224%
6" 43.97 190.32 146.35 333%
8" 78.32 300.67 222.35 284%

10" 147.59 778.83 631.24 428%

CityExisting Minimum and Proposed Fixed Charge

County Existing Minimum and Proposed Fixed Charge
Meter Size Existing Proposed Change ($) Change (%)



Table B-17
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Develoment of  FY19 Proposed  Raftelis Residential Volume Rates

City Residential $17,800,898
County Residential 15,624,428
Total Residential $33,425,325

Fixed Charge Revenue
Meter Size $ per Meter Size
3/4" 6,485,656
1" 1,745,540
1-1/2" 10,019
2" 10,274
3" 783
4" 8,263
6" 9,135
8" 0
10" 9,346
12" 0
Total $8,279,017
Volume Charge Revenue Required $25,146,308

City Rate County Rate
Block Ratio $ per ccf Volume (ccf) $ per ccf Volume (ccf) Revenue

Winter Usage 1.00 1.30 1,669,158 1.76 801,111 $3,579,861
10 1.00 1.30 2,586,519 1.76 1,321,691 5,688,651
30 1.37 1.78 2,269,725 2.40 1,569,733 7,807,470
60 1.90 2.47 1,176,400 3.33 1,026,521 6,324,025

>60 2.02 2.63 683,480 3.55 516,030 3,629,458
Total 8,385,282 5,235,087 $27,029,466

14275750.71 12753714.82
Total 17,988,802 $27,029,466

Variances from 0 due to rounding Check 1,883,157

Table B-18
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Develoment of FY19 Proposed  Raftelis CII Volume Rates

City CII Cost of Service $25,476,089
Conty CII Cost of Service 5,943,895
Total CII Cost of Service $31,419,984

Fixed Charge Revenue
Meter Size $ per Meter Size
3/4" 343,970
1" 375,895
1-1/2" 211,711
2" 671,679
3" 15,720
4" 11,104
6" 34,004
8" 25,924
10" 62,652
12" 0
Total $1,752,660
Volume Charge Revenue Required $29,667,324

City Rate County Rate
Block Ratio $ per ccf Volume (ccf) $ per ccf Volume (ccf) Revenue

Winter Usage 1.00 1.42 3,826,662 1.92 715,927 $6,806,291
100% 1.00 1.42 5,643,557 1.92 900,695 9,743,185
300% 1.37 1.94 2,701,179 2.62 490,912 6,526,477
600% 1.90 2.70 793,331 3.65 156,274 2,712,393

All Other 2.02 2.87 1,091,905 3.87 210,604 3,948,805
Total 14,056,634 2,474,411 $29,737,151

Total 2,474,411 $29,737,151
Variances from 0 due to rounding Check 69,827



Table B-19
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Development of  FY19 Proposed Raftelis Irrigation  Volume Rates

City Irrigation Cost of Service $4,670,660
County Irrigation Cost of Service 1,275,067
Total Irrigation Cost of Service $5,945,727

Fixed Charge Revenue
Meter Size $ per Meter Size
3/4" 50,771
1" 131,237
1-1/2" 28,624
2" 112,496
3" 17,025
4" 24,219
6" 13,026
8" 2,673
10" 6,923
12" 0
Total $386,995
Volume Charge Revenue Required $5,558,732

City Rate County Rate
Block Ratio $ per ccf Volume (ccf) $ per ccf Volume (ccf) Revenue

0-Target 1.37 1.71 1,483,397 2.31 335,414 $3,311,417
Target-300% 1.90 2.38 614,250 3.21 95,421 1,768,214

>300% 2.02 2.53 166,187 3.42 21,515 494,035
Total 2,263,834 452,350 $5,573,666

Total 452,350 $5,573,666
Variances from 0 due to rounding Check 14,934



Table B-20
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
Comparison of FY19 Utility Presented and FY19 Raftelis Proposed Rates

Monthly Fixed Charge, $ per bill

FY19 City FY19 County
Utility Proposed Utility Proposed

Meter Size Presented Raftelis Change - $ Presented Raftelis Change - $

3/4" $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) $13.04 $11.93 ($1.11)
1" 9.89 11.56 1.67 13.04 15.61 2.57

1-1/2" 11.68 18.37 6.69 15.34 24.80 9.46
2" 12.68 26.55 13.87 16.69 35.84 19.15
3" 21.28 48.34 27.06 28.31 65.26 36.95
4" 22.78 72.86 50.08 30.33 98.37 68.04
6" 32.88 140.98 108.10 43.97 190.32 146.35
8" 59.11 222.71 163.60 78.32 300.67 222.35

10" 109.63 576.91 467.28 147.59 778.83 631.24

Volume Rates, $ per ccf

FY19 City Rates FY19 City Rates FY19 County Rates FY19 County Rates
Existing Structure New Structure Existing Structure New Structure

Customer Class Threshold Rate Threshold Rate Change ($) Threshold Rate Threshold Rate Change $
$ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf

Residential
Winter Rate (Nov - Mar) All Usage $1.35 All Usage $1.30 ($0.05) All Usage $1.82 All Usage $1.76 ($0.06)
Summer Rate (Mar - Oct)

Block 1 0-10 1.35 0-10 1.30 (0.05) 0-10 1.82 0-10 1.76 (0.06)
Block 2 11-30 1.85 11-30 1.78 (0.07) 11-30 2.50 11-30 2.40 (0.10)
Block 3 31-70 2.57 31-60 2.47 (0.10) 31-70 3.47 31-60 3.33 (0.14)
Block 4 >70 2.74 >60 2.63 (0.11) >70 3.69 >60 3.55 (0.14)

CII
Winter Rate (Nov - Mar) All Usage $1.35 All Usage $1.42 $0.07 All Usage $1.82 All Usage $1.92 $0.10
Summer Rate (Mar - Oct)

Block 1 0-AWC 1.35 0-AWC 1.42 0.07 0-AWC 1.82 0-AWC 1.92 0.10
Block 2 AWC-300% 1.85 AWC-300% 1.94 0.09 AWC-300% 2.50 AWC-300% 2.62 0.12
Block 3 300%-700% 2.57 300%-600% 2.70 0.13 300%-700% 3.47 300%-600% 3.65 0.18
Block 4 >700% 2.74 >600% 2.87 0.13 >700% 3.69 >600% 3.87 0.18

Irrigation
Winter Rate (Nov - Mar) All Usage $1.85 All Usage $1.71 ($0.14) All Usage $2.50 All Usage $2.31 ($0.19)
Summer Rate (Mar - Oct)

Block 1 0-Target 1.85 0-Target 1.71 (0.14) 0-Target 2.50 0-Target $2.31 (0.19)
Block 2 Target-300% 2.57 Target-300% 2.38 (0.19) Target-300% 3.47 Target-300% 3.21 (0.26)
Block 3 >300% 2.74 >300% 2.53 (0.21) >300% 3.69 >300% 3.42 (0.27)



Table B-21
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
City Single Residence Customer
Summer Bills at Various Levels of Consumption - FY19 Rates Under Existing and Proposed Structure

FY19 Utility Presented
Item Threshold Rate Structure Threshold Rate

ccf
Fixed Charge, 3/4" $9.89 $8.84
Block 1 0-10 1.35 0-10 First 10 1.30
Block 2 11-30 1.85 11-30 Next 20 1.78
Block 3 31-70 2.57 31-60 Next 30 2.47
Block 4 >70 2.74 >60 Over 60 2.63

FY19 Proposed Raftelis
Monthly

Summer Usage,
ccf

FY19 Utility
Presented Monthly Bill Change ($) Change (%) % of Bills

Cumulative %
of Bills

0 $9.89 $8.84 ($1.05) -10.6% 4.8% 4.8%
1 11.24 10.14 (1.10) -9.8% 2.5% 7.3%
2 12.59 11.44 (1.15) -9.1% 4.2% 11.4%
3 13.94 12.74 (1.20) -8.6% 5.3% 16.8%
4 15.29 14.04 (1.25) -8.2% 5.7% 22.5%
5 16.64 15.34 (1.30) -7.8% 5.4% 28.0%
6 17.99 16.64 (1.35) -7.5% 4.7% 32.7%
7 19.34 17.94 (1.40) -7.2% 4.1% 36.8%
8 20.69 19.24 (1.45) -7.0% 3.6% 40.4%
9 22.04 20.54 (1.50) -6.8% 3.2% 43.6%

10 23.39 21.84 (1.55) -6.6% 2.9% 46.5%
11 25.24 23.62 (1.62) -6.4% 2.6% 49.0%
12 27.09 25.40 (1.69) -6.2% 2.4% 51.4%
13 28.94 27.18 (1.76) -6.1% 2.2% 53.6%
14 30.79 28.96 (1.83) -5.9% 2.1% 55.7%
15 32.64 30.74 (1.90) -5.8% 2.0% 57.6%
16 34.49 32.52 (1.97) -5.7% 1.8% 59.4%
17 36.34 34.30 (2.04) -5.6% 1.8% 61.2%
18 38.19 36.08 (2.11) -5.5% 1.7% 62.9%
19 40.04 37.86 (2.18) -5.4% 1.6% 64.5%
20 41.89 39.64 (2.25) -5.4% 1.5% 66.0%
25 51.14 48.54 (2.60) -5.1% 6.8% 72.8%
30 60.39 57.44 (2.95) -4.9% 5.5% 78.3%
35 73.24 69.79 (3.45) -4.7% 4.3% 82.6%
36 75.81 72.26 (3.55) -4.7% 0.7% 83.3%
40 86.09 82.14 (3.95) -4.6% 2.7% 86.0%
50 111.79 106.84 (4.95) -4.4% 4.8% 90.8%
55 124.64 119.19 (5.45) -4.4% 1.7% 92.5%
60 137.49 131.54 (5.95) -4.3% 1.3% 93.8%
65 150.34 144.69 (5.65) -3.8% 1.0% 94.9%
70 163.19 157.84 (5.35) -3.3% 0.8% 95.7%
75 176.89 170.99 (5.90) -3.3% 0.7% 96.4%
80 190.59 184.14 (6.45) -3.4% 0.5% 96.9%
85 204.29 197.29 (7.00) -3.4% 0.5% 97.4%

FY19 Raftelis Proposed



Table B-22

Salt Lake Department of Public Utilities

2018 Water Rate Study

Development of County Differential

Cash Basis

Description Operating Capital Total City County

67.8% 32.2%

Operation and Maintenance Expense

Metropolitan Water Assessment 7,021,892 7,021,892 4,758,397 2,263,495

Metropolitan Water Purchases 16,150,108 16,150,108 10,944,148 5,205,960

Other Operating 36,810,911 36,810,911 24,944,975 11,865,936

Debt Service 1,805,572 1,805,572 1,223,549 582,023

Capital

Capital Outlay 1,915,000 1,915,000 1,297,703 617,297

Watershed Purchases 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,016,477 483,523

Other Capital Improvements 10,006,500 10,006,500 6,780,921 3,225,579

Total Revenue Requirement 59,982,911 15,227,072 75,209,983 50,966,170 24,243,813

Less: Revenue Req. Adjustments

Bond Proceeds 0 0 0

Impact Fees (500,000) (500,000) (338,826) (161,174)

Other Contributions (1,255,000) (1,255,000) (850,453) (404,547)

Change in Reserve 3,039,453 3,039,453 2,059,690 979,763

Other Income (2,858,710) (2,858,710) (1,937,210) (921,500)

Interest Income (346,380) (346,380) (234,725) (111,655)

Total Revenue Requirement Adjustments (3,205,090) 1,284,453 (1,920,637) (1,301,523) (619,114)

Net Revenue Requirement 56,777,821 16,511,525 73,289,346 49,664,647 23,624,699

FY2017 Consumption 23,715,492 11,281,090

Unit Cost, $ per ccf 2.09 2.09

Utility Basis

Description Operating Capital Total City County

32.2%

Operation and Maintenance Expense

Metropolitan Water Assessment 7,021,892 2,263,495

Metropolitan Water Purchases 16,150,108 5,205,960

Other Operating 36,810,911 11,865,936

Depreciation Expense 8,342,288 2,689,123

Metropolitan Return on Rate Base 3,835,954

Return on Rate Base 12,105,650 3,837,090

Total Revenue Requirement 80,430,849 29,697,559

Less: Revenue Req. Adjustments

Bond Proceeds 0

Impact Fees 0

Other Contributions 0

Change in Reserve 0

Other Income (2,858,710) (921,500)

Interest Income (346,380) (111,655)

Total Revenue Requirement Adjustments (3,205,090) (1,033,155)

Net Revenue Requirement 77,225,759 28,664,403

FY2018 Consumption 11,281,090

Utility Basis Unit Cost, $ per ccf 2.54

Total County City

Total Cash Basis Revenue Requirement $73,289,346

Less: County Utility Basis Revenue Requirement 28,664,403

Net City Revenue Requirement 44,624,943

Consumption, 2019 projections 11,281,090 23,715,492

Net City Unit Cost, $ per ccf 2.54 1.88

Multiplier 1.35

Weighted Average Cost of Capital Weight % % WACC

Equity1 301,242,524 96.9% 6.3% 6.1%

Debt 9,760,261 3.1% 3.2% 0.1%

Total 311,002,785 0.0% 0.0% 6.2%

Weighted Average Cost of Capital Weight % % WACC

Equity2 1 50.0% 6.3% 3.2%

Debt 1 50.0% 3.2% 1.6%

Total 2 0.0% 0.0% 4.7%

Rate of Return Average 5.5%

1. Cost of equity estimated using build-up method from 2016 Duff and Phelps Valuation Handbook, Guide to Cost of Capial

2. Assumes a 50/50 cost of equity and cost of debt which is the typical industry weighting.
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Table C-1
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Test Year FY19 Revenue Requirement

Line No Description FY19

Expenditures
1 Operation and Maintenance Expense $18,522,059
2 Debt Service 6,058,000
3 Capital Expenditures 86,356,500__________________
4 Total Expenditures $110,936,559

Adjustments
5 Miscellaneous Revenue ($1,287,000)
6 Other Sources (2,740,000)
7 Bond Proceeds (3,985,000)
8 Less: Change in Fund Balance (65,246,893)__________________
9 Total Adjustments ($73,258,893)

10 Net Revenue Requirement $37,677,666



Table C-2
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of O&M to Cost Components

Description FY19 Annual Flow BOD TSS
Billing &
Admin Indirect

O&M Revenue Requiremtn Allocation (%)
10100 Lift Stations $782,901 74.2% 0.0% 0.0% 25.8% 0.0%
10400 Srvy & Field Eng. 1,335,399 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
10600 Coll. Lines 1,143,750 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
10800 Mble Cmra Inspec. 852,406 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
11000 Fleet Maint. 349,300 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
11400 Gis 542,968 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
11100 Lab Program 544,366 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0%
11200 Maintenance 3,122,087 33.1% 42.6% 24.3% 0.0% 0.0%
11300 Administration 901,092 33.1% 42.6% 24.3% 0.0% 0.0%
12200 Operations 4,049,548 33.1% 42.6% 24.3% 0.0% 0.0%
12300 Rec.Fleet Mgmt. 201,000 33.1% 42.6% 24.3% 0.0% 0.0%
12400 Pre Treatment 822,396 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0%
11500 Accounting 1,292,844 100.0% 0.0%
11700 Gen. Operations 1,845,440 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11900 Administration 93,312 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Gen.Fund Administrative Service Fee 275,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Pymnt In Lieu Of Taxes 368,250 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Bad Debt Expense 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Unused 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Unused 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%____________

Total O&M Revenue Requiremtn Allocation $18,522,059

O&M Revenue Requirement Allocation ($)
10100 Lift Stations $782,901 $581,257 $0 $0 $201,644 $0
10400 Srvy & Field Eng. 1,335,399 403,060 0 0 932,339 0
10600 Coll. Lines 1,143,750 345,215 0 0 798,535 0
10800 Mble Cmra Inspec. 852,406 257,279 0 0 595,127 0
11000 Fleet Maint. 349,300 105,428 0 0 243,872 0
11400 Gis 542,968 163,883 0 0 379,085 0
11100 Lab Program 544,366 0 346,761 197,605 0 0
11200 Maintenance 3,122,087 1,032,909 1,330,806 758,371 0 0
11300 Administration 901,092 298,117 384,095 218,880 0 0
12200 Operations 4,049,548 1,339,750 1,726,141 983,657 0 0
12300 Rec.Fleet Mgmt. 201,000 66,499 85,677 48,824 0 0
12400 Pre Treatment 822,396 0 523,866 298,530 0 0
11500 Accounting 1,292,844 0 0 0 1,292,844 0
11700 Gen. Operations 1,845,440 0 0 0 0 1,845,440
11900 Administration 93,312 0 0 0 0 93,312
Gen.Fund Administrative Service Fee 275,000 0 0 0 0 275,000
Pymnt In Lieu Of Taxes 368,250 0 0 0 0 368,250____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________

Total O&M Revenue Requirement Allocation ($) $18,522,059 $4,593,398 $4,397,347 $2,505,867 $4,443,445 $2,582,002
Indirect Cost Allocations (%) 28.8% 27.6% 15.7% 27.9%
Indirect Cost Allocations ($) 2,582,002 744,048 712,291 405,905 719,758____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Total O&M Revenue Requirement Allocation ($) $18,522,059 $5,337,445 $5,109,638 $2,911,772 $5,163,204



Table C-3
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of O&M Adjustments to Cost Components

Description 2018-19 Annual Flow BOD TSS
Billing &
Admin Indirect

O&M Expenditure Revenue Offsets
Interest Income 1,052,000 28.8% 27.6% 15.7% 27.9% 0.0%
Sewer Inspection & Survey Permit 70,000 28.8% 27.6% 15.7% 27.9% 0.0%
Dumping Fee 5,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Repair & Relocation 10,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Sewer Surcharges Revenue 50,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Pre-Treatment Charges 50,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Special Agreements 15,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Special Wyes Revenue-Sewer 25,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Sundry Revenues 10,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
PRE-TREATMENT CHARGES 50,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
SPECIAL AGREEMENTS 15,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%____________

Total O&M Expenditure Revenue Offsets $1,352,000

Revenues (O&M Related)
Metered Sales $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Interest Income $1,052,000 303,152 290,213 165,380 293,255 0
Sewer Inspection & Survey Permit $70,000 20,172 19,311 11,004 19,513 0
Other Permits (Miscellaneous) $0 0 0 0 0 0
Dumping Fee $5,000 0 0 0 5,000 0
Public Utilities Fines $0 0 0 0 0 0
Repair & Relocation $10,000 0 0 0 10,000 0
Sewer Surcharges Revenue $50,000 0 0 0 50,000 0
Pre-Treatment Charges $50,000 0 0 0 50,000 0
Pre-Treatment Discharge Fines $0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Agreements $15,000 0 0 0 15,000 0
Special Wyes Revenue-Sewer $25,000 0 0 0 25,000 0
Fuel Reimbursment             $0 0 0 0 0 0
Sundry Revenues $10,000 0 0 0 10,000 0____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________

Total Revenues (O&M Related) $1,287,000 $323,323 $309,524 $176,385 $477,768 $0
Allocation of Indirect Revenues by Costs (%) 28.82% 27.59% 15.72% 27.88%
Allocation of Indirect Revenues by Costs ($) 0 0 0 0____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________

Reveues (O&M Related) $1,287,000 $323,323 $309,524 $176,385 $477,768____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Net O&M Revenue Requirements $17,235,059 $5,014,122 $4,800,115 $2,735,387 $4,685,435



Table C-4
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of Sewer System Fixed Assets to Cost Components - %

Object Code Description Original Cost Annual Flow BOD TSS Billing & Admin
Indirect

Treatment
Indirect All

Other Total

Land
16110 Land $4,426,719 50.0% 31.9% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16120 Rights Of Way 1,500 50.0% 31.9% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16205 Lift Stations 5,761,792 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

16208 Pre-Treatment Structures
14755 Grit Chamber $2,217 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52593 Building 13,050 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7438 Pretreatment 3,776 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7441D1 Screen Grit 49,298 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7448D1 Pretreatment 753,777 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52594 Generation 140,670 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7442 Building 295,090 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7444 Flushing Station 5,993 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7447 Sub Station 1,083 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52000911 Pretreatment Pump Station 28,988 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52591 Pretreatment 599,758 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7443D1 Value Structure 14,542 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7451 Screen Grit 320,374 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52590 Pretreatment 671,252 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7446D1 Building 15,807 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7450D1 Generation 271,531 0.0% 63.7% 36.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

16210 Maintenance And Repair Shops $4,102,241 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
16220 Leashold Improvements 797,758 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

16230 Treatment Plant
14754  Plant $797,109 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52002415 Biosolids Study 1365 West 2300 North 246,696 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52002512 Clarifiers & Scum Removal 575,220 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52002612 Chlorine Contact Basin 511,508 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52003313 Cogeneration Building 300,383 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521007 Plant Upgrades & Modifications 318,496 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521087 Treatment Tf/Sc 1,558,477 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521759 Plant Grit Chamber Rehab 240,533 80.0% 12.7% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52206 Near-Term Improvement 3,256,281 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5257 Sludge Drying Bed 308,071 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52873 Building-Treatment Rec. 1,348,870 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7058 Plant Primary Digestion 550,000 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7064 Plant Filter Distributio 343,547 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7140D1 Plant Trickling Filter 287,818 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7141 Plant Presedimentation 271,000 80.0% 12.7% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52001211 Pretreatment Plant Evaluation 1,042,183 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52001311 Digester Gas Cogeneration Sys 5,705,322 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52003613 Cogen Engine Bottom End Rebuild 338,765 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521673 Trickling Filter 5&8 Replaceme 5,138,322 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521761 Plant-Flocculation Basin Tf#2 790,726 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7057D1 Plant Secondary Digestio 422,000 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7059D1 Plant Post Treatmenttank 275,860 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
14789 Power Plant 200,798 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52001411 Secondary Treatment Facilities 28,823,073 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521052 New Force Main For Rec Plt 2,507,076 80.0% 12.7% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521075 Drying Beds 1,182,290 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52315 Basin 701,952 33.3% 42.5% 24.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52601 Treatment 948,408 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7053D1 Plant Site Preparation 602,567 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7138D1 Plant Digestor Control 298,000 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52002514 Drying Bed Asphalt Replacement - Phase 1 1,169,893 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521023 Plant Upgrades & Modifications 940,425 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521076 Drying Beds 1,491,263 20.0% 51.0% 29.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521113 Treatment 1,418,891 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521760 Plant-Asphalt&Concrete Replace 452,575 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521822 Plant Upgrades & Modifications 2,864,635 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52912 Plant Upgrades & Modifications 2,028,316 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52983 Plant Upgrades & Modifications 210,240 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7139 Plant Sedimentation Tank 422,000 80.0% 12.7% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

All Other Treatment 17,290,481 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Table C-4
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of Sewer System Assets to Cost Components - %

Object Code Description Original Cost Annual Flow Billing & Admin
Indirect

Treatment
Indirect All

Other Total

16299 Other Building $814,171 100.0% 0.0%
16314 Sewer Collection Lines 106,814,151 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 69.8% 0.0%
16316 Trunk Lines 1,003,991 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16318 Interceptor Lines 2,867,365 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16320 Landscaping 16,779,083 100.0% 0.0%
167 Capitalized Interest Completed Assets 11,781,859 100.0% 0.0%
16510 Automobiles And Trucks 3,323,935 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
16530 Field Maintenance Equipment 4,794,403 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
16610 Pumping Plant Equipment 22,079 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16615 Pre-Treatment Plant Equipment 3,637,079 0.0% 60.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

16620 Treatment Plant Equipment
52003012 Thickened Primary Sludge Pump $917,177 20.0% 48.0% 32.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
521089 T.Plant Tf/Sc 3,783,775 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52610 Electrical 1,436,040 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
7100D1 Piping Process 721,560 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
16620 All Other Treatment Plant Equip 10,056,946 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
16630 Telemarketing Equipment 643,884 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Office Equipment & Furniture 598,747 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Other Non-Motive Equipment 3,719,073 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ________________________
Total FY17 Assets $280,172,605 $62,205,278 $29,142,425 $16,860,943 $0 $47,876,493 $124,087,467 Error

Allocation of All Other - % 57.5% 26.9% 15.6% 0.0%
Allocation of All Other - $ 71,333,444 33,418,861 19,335,162 0 124,087,467

57.5% 25.1% 17.4%
Total Treatment Allocation $17,913,069 $23,079,294 $13,151,937 $0 $54,144,299
Allocation of All Other Treatment $15,839,431 $20,407,608 $11,629,453 $0 $47,876,493
Allocation of All Other Treatment 33.1% 42.6% 24.3%



Table C-5
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of Sewer System Assets to Cost Components - $

2018-19 Annual Flow BOD TSS Billing & Admin Not Used Not Used Total

Allocation of Capital Revenue Requirement
Capital Outlay $5,946,500 $3,418,430 $1,601,493 $926,577 $0 $0 $0 $5,946,500
Capital Improvement Budget $80,410,000 $46,224,831 $21,655,778 $12,529,391 $0 $0 $0 80,410,000
Debt Services $6,058,000 $3,482,527 $1,631,522 $943,950 $0 $0 $0 6,058,000
Change In Fund Balance $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unused $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unused $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unused $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unused 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unused 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

$92,414,500 $53,125,789 $24,888,793 $14,399,918 $0 $0 $0 $92,414,500
Less: Capital Related Revenues (6,725,000) (3,865,962) (1,811,157) (1,047,882) 0 0 0 (6,725,000)
Change in Fund Balance, Increase/(Decrease) (65,246,893) (37,508,104) (17,572,096) (10,166,693) 0 0 0 (65,246,893)_____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ _____________ ____________

Total Allocation of Capital Revenue Requirement $20,442,607 $11,751,723 $5,505,541 $3,185,343 $0 $0 $0 $20,442,607



Table C-6
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Allocation of Test Year Revenue Requirement to Cost Components

Description Flow BOD TSS Billing/Admin Total

Operating expenses $5,337,445 $5,109,638 $2,911,772 $5,163,204 $18,522,059
Capital expenditures 49,643,262 23,257,271 13,455,967 0 86,356,500
Debt service 3,482,527 1,631,522 943,950 0 6,058,000

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Gross Revenue Requirement $58,463,234 $29,998,432 $17,311,690 $5,163,204 $110,936,559

Less: Adjustments
Miscellaneous revenue ($4,189,285) ($2,120,680) ($1,224,266) ($477,768) ($8,012,000)
Change in fund balance (37,508,104) (17,572,096) (10,166,693) 0 (65,246,893)

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Total Adjustments (41,697,389) (19,692,776) (11,390,960) (477,768) (73,258,893)

Net revenue requirement $16,765,845 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $4,685,435 $37,677,666

Development of Minimum Charge Revenue
Total Cost of Service $37,677,666
Total Annual Volume, ccf 10,811,644
Average Rate, $ per ccf $3.48
Ave Use in Minimum 2.0
Number of Minimum Bills 162,715

____________
Total Minimum Revenue $1,109,849

Minimum Charge Revenue Requirement Adjustment
Item Flow BOD TSS Billing/Admin Total

Cost of Service $16,765,845 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $4,685,435 $37,677,666
Less minimum charge (1,109,849) ($1,109,849)
Reallocation of revenue above billing/admin costs 3,575,586 $3,575,586
Reallocation % 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Reallocation $ 3,575,586 0 0 (3,575,586) $0

____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Adjusted COS $20,341,431 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $1,109,849 $37,677,666
1. Minimum bill revenue is equal to the system rate ($ per ccf) x 2 ccf x number of projected minimum bills

 Minimum bills recover more the billing/admin costs. Revenue in excess of the billing and admin costs
 is reallocated as a credit to the flow cost component.



Table C-7
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Development of Customer Class Cost of Service

Units of Service Units of Service - % of Total Allocation of Revenue Requirements Unit Cost of Service

BOD TSS Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Annual Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills
Total Rev

Requirment Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Flow Rate
ccf lbs lbs bills ccf lbs lbs ccf lbs lbs $ per ccf $ per  ccf $ per  ccf $ per min bill

$20,341,431 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $1,109,849 $37,677,666

1 1 8,570,253 8,113,588 9,238,821 161,064 81.6% 56.1% 70.4% 99.0% $16,599,021 $5,783,469 $4,169,093 $1,098,589 $27,650,171 $1.94 $0.67 $0.49 $6.82 $3.10
1 2 22,552 21,350 49,837 0 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 43,678 15,218 22,489 0 81,386 1.94 0.67 $1.00 N/A $3.61
1 3 10,272 9,725 38,480 0 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 19,895 6,932 17,364 0 44,191 1.94 0.67 $1.69 N/A $4.30
1 7 290 275 2,329 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 562 196 1,051 0 1,808 1.94 0.67 $3.62 N/A $6.24
2 1 336,156 522,246 362,379 246 3.2% 3.6% 2.8% 0.2% 651,072 372,264 163,527 1,678 1,188,540 1.9368 1.11 $0.49 $6.82 $3.53
2 2 583,628 906,715 1,289,771 876 5.6% 6.3% 9.8% 0.5% 1,130,381 646,318 582,020 5,975 2,364,693 1.94 1.11 $1.00 $6.82 $4.04
2 3 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A $0.00
2 4 50,268 78,095 257,398 138 0.5% 0.5% 2.0% 0.1% 97,359 55,667 116,153 941 270,121 1.94 1.11 $2.31 $6.82 $5.35
3 1 96,930 248,237 104,492 36 0.9% 1.7% 0.8% 0.0% 187,736 176,947 47,153 246 412,081 1.94 1.83 $0.49 $6.82 $4.25
3 2 317,127 812,158 700,826 72 3.0% 5.6% 5.3% 0.0% 614,217 578,916 316,253 491 1,509,878 1.94 1.83 $1.00 $6.82 $4.76
3 3 14,276 36,561 53,479 72 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 27,650 26,061 24,133 491 78,335 1.94 1.83 $1.69 $6.82 $5.45
3 4 535 1,371 2,741 6 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1,037 977 1,237 41 3,292 1.94 1.83 $2.31 $6.82 $6.07
4 1 24,464 89,674 26,373 6 0.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 47,383 63,920 11,901 41 123,245 1.94 2.61 $0.49 $6.82 $5.04
4 2 281,797 1,032,922 622,748 175 2.7% 7.1% 4.7% 0.1% 545,789 736,280 281,020 1,193 1,564,282 1.94 2.61 $1.00 $6.82 $5.55
4 3 435 1,594 1,629 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 842 1,136 735 0 2,714 1.94 2.61 $1.69 N/A $6.24
4 4 5,097 18,683 26,099 0 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 9,872 13,317 11,777 0 34,967 1.94 2.61 $2.31 N/A $6.86
5 1 46,274 213,426 49,884 0 0.4% 1.5% 0.4% 0.0% 89,625 152,133 22,511 0 264,268 1.94 3.29 $0.49 N/A $5.71
5 2 1,159 5,347 2,562 12 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2,245 3,811 1,156 82 7,294 1.94 3.29 $1.00 $6.82 $6.22
5 4 836 3,858 4,283 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1,620 2,750 1,933 0 6,303 1.94 3.29 $2.31 N/A $7.54
5 5 368 1,698 2,440 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 713 1,210 1,101 0 3,024 1.94 3.29 $2.99 N/A $8.22
6 1 49,263 279,829 53,106 0 0.5% 1.9% 0.4% 0.0% 95,414 199,466 23,965 0 318,844 1.94 4.05 $0.49 N/A $6.47
6 2 9,781 55,560 21,616 0 0.1% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 18,945 39,604 9,754 0 68,303 1.94 4.05 $1.00 N/A $6.98
6 4 547 3,104 2,798 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1,058 2,213 1,263 0 4,534 1.94 4.05 $2.31 N/A $8.30
7 1 21,949 459,610 23,898 6 0.2% 3.2% 0.2% 0.0% 42,512 327,616 10,784 41 380,952 1.94 0.71 $0.49 $3.14
7 2 28,262 681,961 63,081 0 0.3% 4.7% 0.5% 0.0% 54,738 486,111 28,466 0 569,315 1.94 0.71 $1.01 $3.66
7 3 26,133 760,453 98,913 6 0.2% 5.3% 0.8% 0.0% 50,614 542,061 44,635 41 637,351 1.94 0.71 $1.71 $4.36
7 4 3,446 85,509 17,823 0 0.0% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0% 6,675 60,952 8,043 0 75,670 1.94 0.71 $2.33 $4.98
7 5 402 14,185 2,689 0 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 778 10,111 1,213 0 12,102 1.94 0.71 $3.02 $5.67
0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00
0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.00

____________ _______________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
Total 10,502,500 14,457,731 13,120,496 162,715 100.00% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% $20,341,431 $10,305,656 $5,920,730 $1,109,849 $37,677,666

Total lbs 14,457,731 13,120,496
Cost per lb $0.71 $0.45



Table C-8
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Summary Distributed Costs to Customer Classes

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) (j) (k) (l) (m) (n) (o)=(j)/(a) (p)=(k)/(a) (q)=(l)/(b) (r)=(m)/(e)

Units of Service Units of Service - % of Total Allocation of Revenue Requirements Unit Cost of Service

Category

Allocated BOD
Class Billable

Flow

Allocated
 TSS Class Billable

Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills Total Billable Flow BOD TSS Minimum Bills
1000 ccf 1000 ccf 1000 lbs 1000 lbs 1000 bills 1000 ccf 1000 lbs 1000 lbs $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $ per ccf $ per  ccf $ per  ccf $ per bill

1 8,603 9,145 8,145 9,329 161 81.9% 56.3% 71.1% 99.0% 16,663 5,806 4,449 1,099 28,016 1.94 0.68 0.49 6.82
2 970 1,244 1,507 1,910 1 9.2% 10.4% 14.6% 0.8% 1,879 1,074 1,241 9 4,203 1.94 1.11 1.00 6.82
3 429 51 1,098 862 0 4.1% 7.6% 6.6% 0.1% 831 783 87 1 1,702 1.94 1.83 1.70 6.82
4 312 61 1,143 677 0 3.0% 7.9% 5.2% 0.1% 604 815 140 1 1,560 1.94 2.62 2.32 6.82
5 49 1 224 59 0 0.5% 1.6% 0.5% 0.0% 94 160 2 0 257 1.94 3.29 3.01 6.82
6 60 0 338 78 0 0.6% 2.3% 0.6% 0.0% 115 241 0 0 357 1.94 4.05 3.65 6.82
7 80 0 2,002 206 0 0.8% 13.8% 1.6% 0.0% 155 1,427 1 0 1,583 Special Rate

____________ _______________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________ ____________
10,502 10,502 14,458 13,120 163 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% $20,341 $10,306 $5,921 $1,110 $37,678

*Reduced minimum results in more billable flow, BOD and TSS 0.36



Table C-9
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Rate Study
Comparison of COS to Revenue Under Existing Rates

BOD Class TSS Class
FY19 Utility
Presented

FY19 Proposed
Raftelis Change $ Change %

1 1 $28,142,688 $27,650,171 ($492,517) (1.8%)
1 2 78,254 81,386 3,132 4.0%
1 3 41,499 44,191 2,692 6.5%
1 7 1,633 1,808 176 10.8%
2 1 1,196,323 1,188,540 (7,782) (0.7%)
2 2 2,327,806 2,364,693 36,887 1.6%
2 3 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
2 4 255,173 270,121 14,948 5.9%
3 1 425,038 412,081 (12,957) (3.0%)
3 2 1,522,916 1,509,878 (13,038) (0.9%)
3 3 77,424 78,335 911 1.2%
3 4 3,291 3,292 1 0.0%
4 1 129,488 123,245 (6,243) (4.8%)
4 2 1,611,205 1,564,282 (46,924) (2.9%)
4 3 2,732 2,714 (17) (0.6%)
4 4 34,608 34,967 358 1.0%
5 1 280,884 264,268 (16,616) (5.9%)
5 2 7,671 7,294 (377) (4.9%)
5 4 6,319 6,303 (16) (0.3%)
5 5 2,992 3,024 32 1.1%
6 1 342,379 318,844 (23,535) (6.9%)
6 2 72,088 68,303 (3,785) (5.3%)
6 4 4,618 4,534 (84) (1.8%)
7 1 253,044 380,952 127,909 50.5%
7 2 377,451 569,315 191,863 50.8%
7 3 421,346 637,351 216,005 51.3%
7 4 50,788 75,670 24,882 49.0%
7 5 8,008 12,102 4,094 51.1%

Total $37,677,666 $37,677,666 ($0) 0.0%



Table C-10
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Cost of Service Study
Comparison of FY19 Rates Under Utility Presented and Proposed Raftelis

Minimum Bill
FY19 FY19

Utility Proposed
Class Presented Raftelis Change $ Change %

1 $11.93 $6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
2 11.93 6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
3 11.93 6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
4 11.93 6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
5 11.93 6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
6 11.93 6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%

Flow, $ per ccf
FY19 FY19

Utility Proposed
Class Presented Raftelis Change $ Change %

1 $1.87 $1.94 $0.07 3.7%
2 1.87 1.94 $0.07 3.7%
3 1.87 1.94 $0.07 3.7%
4 1.87 1.94 $0.07 3.7%
5 1.87 1.94 $0.07 3.7%
6 1.87 1.94 $0.07 3.7%

BOD $ per ccf
FY19 FY19 Existing Proposed

Utility Proposed Structure Structure
Class Presented Raftelis Change $ Change % Ratio Ratio

1 $0.78 $0.68 ($0.10) -12.8% 1.00 1.00
2 1.28 1.11 ($0.17) -13.3% 1.64 1.63
3 2.11 1.83 ($0.28) -13.3% 2.71 2.69
4 3.02 2.62 ($0.40) -13.2% 3.87 3.85
5 3.80 3.29 ($0.51) -13.4% 4.87 4.84
6 4.68 4.05 ($0.63) -13.5% 6.00 5.96

TSS $ per ccf
FY19 FY19 Existing Proposed

Utility Proposed Structure Structure
Class Presented Raftelis Change $ Change % Ratio Ratio

1 $0.40 $0.49 $0.09 22.5% 1.00 1.00
2 0.82 1.00 $0.18 22.0% 2.05 2.04
3 1.39 1.70 $0.31 22.3% 3.48 3.47
4 1.90 2.32 $0.42 22.1% 4.75 4.73
5 2.46 3.01 $0.55 22.4% 6.15 6.14
6 2.98 3.65 $0.67 22.5% 7.45 7.45

Total $ per ccf
FY19

Utility FY19 Proposed Raftelis
Class Presented Flow BOD TSS Total Change $ Change %

1 $3.05 $1.94 $0.68 $0.49 $3.11 $0.06 2.0%
2 3.97 1.94 1.11 1.00 4.05 $0.08 2.0%
3 5.37 1.94 1.83 1.70 5.47 $0.10 1.9%
4 6.79 1.94 2.62 2.32 6.88 $0.09 1.3%
5 8.13 1.94 3.29 3.01 8.24 $0.11 1.4%
6 9.53 1.94 4.05 3.65 9.64 $0.11 1.2%

FY19 FY19
Utility Proposed

Strength Presented Raftelis Change $ Change %
COD, $ per lb $0.221 $0.356 $0.135 61.3%
BOD, $ per lb $0.442 0.713 $0.271 61.3%
TSS, $ per lb $0.264 0.451 $0.187 70.9%

Draft - For Discussion Purposes Only



Table C-11
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Sewer Cost of Service Study
Comparison of FY19 Rates Under Utility Presented and Proposed Raftelis

FY19 Utility Presented FY19 Proposed Raftelis Total Flow Charge
Class Min Charge Flow BOD TSS Total Min Charge Flow BOD TSS Total Change $ Change %

BOD TSS $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf $ per ccf

1 1 $11.93 $1.87 $0.78 $0.40 $3.05 $6.82 $1.94 $0.68 $0.49 $3.11 $0.06 2%
1 2 11.93 1.87 0.78 0.82 3.47 6.82 1.94 0.68 1.00 3.62 $0.15 4%
1 3 11.93 1.87 0.78 1.39 4.04 6.82 1.94 0.68 1.70 4.32 $0.28 7%
1 7 11.93 1.87 0.78 Special Rate 6.82 1.94 0.68 Special Rate
2 1 11.93 1.87 1.28 0.40 3.55 6.82 1.94 1.11 0.49 3.54 ($0.01) 0%
2 2 11.93 1.87 1.28 0.82 3.97 6.82 1.94 1.11 1.00 4.05 $0.08 2%
2 3 11.93 1.87 1.28 1.39 4.54 6.82 1.94 1.11 1.70 4.75 $0.21 5%
2 4 11.93 1.87 1.28 1.90 5.05 6.82 1.94 1.11 2.32 5.37 $0.32 6%
3 1 11.93 1.87 2.11 0.40 4.38 6.82 1.94 1.83 0.49 4.26 ($0.12) -3%
3 2 11.93 1.87 2.11 0.82 4.80 6.82 1.94 1.83 1.00 4.77 ($0.03) -1%
3 3 11.93 1.87 2.11 1.39 5.37 6.82 1.94 1.83 1.70 5.47 $0.10 2%
3 4 11.93 1.87 2.11 1.90 5.88 6.82 1.94 1.83 2.32 6.09 $0.21 4%
4 1 11.93 1.87 3.02 0.40 5.29 6.82 1.94 2.62 0.49 5.05 ($0.24) -5%
4 2 11.93 1.87 3.02 0.82 5.71 6.82 1.94 2.62 1.00 5.56 ($0.15) -3%
4 3 11.93 1.87 3.02 1.39 6.28 6.82 1.94 2.62 1.70 6.26 ($0.02) 0%
4 4 11.93 1.87 3.02 1.90 6.79 6.82 1.94 2.62 2.32 6.88 $0.09 1%
5 1 11.93 1.87 3.80 0.40 6.07 6.82 1.94 3.29 0.49 5.72 ($0.35) -6%
5 2 11.93 1.87 3.80 0.82 6.49 6.82 1.94 3.29 1.00 6.23 ($0.26) -4%
5 4 11.93 1.87 3.80 1.90 7.57 6.82 1.94 3.29 2.32 7.55 ($0.02) 0%
5 5 11.93 1.87 3.80 2.46 8.13 6.82 1.94 3.29 3.01 8.24 $0.11 1%
6 1 11.93 1.87 4.68 0.40 6.95 6.82 1.94 4.05 0.49 6.48 ($0.47) -7%
6 2 11.93 1.87 4.68 0.82 7.37 6.82 1.94 4.05 1.00 6.99 ($0.38) -5%
6 4 11.93 1.87 4.68 1.90 8.45 6.82 1.94 4.05 2.32 8.31 ($0.14) -2%

0.67
1.37
2.31
3.16

4.1
4.96

Draft - For Discussion Purposes Only



FY19 Utiliy FY19 Proposed Raftelis
AWC Presented Monthly Bill Change ($) Change (%)

0 $11.93 $6.82 ($5.11) -42.8%
1 11.93 6.82 (5.11) -42.8%
2 11.93 6.82 (5.11) -42.8%
3 11.93 9.33 (2.60) -21.8%
4 12.20 12.44 0.24 2.0%
5 15.25 15.55 0.30 2.0%
6 18.30 18.66 0.36 2.0%
7 21.35 21.77 0.42 2.0%
8 24.40 24.88 0.48 2.0%
9 27.45 27.99 0.54 2.0%
10 30.50 31.10 0.60 2.0%
>10

Table C-12
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
2018 Water Rate Study
City Residential Customer - Class BOD 1, TSS 1
Sewer Bill at Various AWC

Total Monthly Residential Class 1 Bills
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5619 DTC Parkway
Suite 850

Greenwood Village, CO

Phone 303.305.1135
Fax 720.475.1103

www.raftelis.com

To: Kurt SpjuteChief Financial OfficerSalt Lake City Department of Public Utilities
From: Todd Cristiano, ManagerRaftelis
Date: May 3, 2018
Re: Average winter consumption for water and sewer billing
IntroductionSalt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (Department) requested a review and comparison ofaverage winter consumption (AWC)-based rate structures for water and sewer utilities. Raftelisidentified five utilities for comparison.The Department’s current water AWC structure applies to commercial, industrial, institutional (CII)customers. The sewer AWC structure applies to all customers. The Department’s current AWCpolicies are summarized below.

 AWC is the average of the water use for the months November through March.
 The AWC structure applies to CII water customers
 Water customers with no previous AWC or without a full five months of water usage for thewinter period are assigned the CII AWC based on meter size. The AWC is adjusted after fivemonths of winter billing data is available.
 Sewer customers with no AWC are charged for all billable volume until their 5-monthwinter period can be established.
 A customer’s water AWC is calculated using a 3-year rolling average of the winter period.
 A customer’s sewer AWC is recalculated each year.

AnalysisRate structures are more successful when they are supported by specific goals and objectives thatincorporate utility and the rate-payer community values. Overarching goals such as defensibilityand revenue sufficiency ensure that other pricing objectives can supported. Other goals such as arate structure that is easy to understand and can be easily administered are also critical.During the 2018 rate study process, the Rate Advisory Committee (RAC) identified pricingobjectives that best aligned with meeting community goals. The ranked objectives included:conservation, essential use affordability, demand management, rate stability, interclass equity, andintraclass equity. The committee used those objectives to provide recommendations on water andsewer rate structure alternatives to Department staff and the Public Utilities Advisory Committee(PUAC). Although administrative ease and rate structure understandability were not specificallyidentified, the RAC retained the basic components of the water and sewer structures to avoidcustomer confusion.

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



Mr. Kurt Spjute
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities

May 3, 2018
Page 2

The Department’s current water and sewer AWC calculation and application varies between thetwo utilities. As noted above, a new customer without a historical AWC is assigned the meter sizeclass average for water and is charged for all billable water volume for sewer. As a result, a newsewer customer is paying for both indoor and outdoor water use. Outdoor water use does notreturn directly to the treatment plant. This creates an inequity between new and existing sewercustomers.The Department’s water AWC is based on 3-year rolling average. Based on discussions with Staff,this rolling average is to ‘smooth’ out any variances on a year-to-year basis. Conversely, the sewerAWC is reset each year. While the water AWC rolling average may mitigate spikes in water bills, thesewer AWC and resulting bills could vary year-to-year.
SurveyRaftelis reviewed the policies for the following five utilities that use AWC-based rate structures. TheDepartment’s policies are included for comparison. Salt Lake City, City of Thornton, El Paso WaterUtilities, and Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Authority each operate water and sewerutilities and bill for both. Water One and Wichita either do not jointly operate water and sewerutilities, or they use and AWC structure for just one utility. We have included these utilities becauseof the similarities to the Department’s rate structures.1. Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities2. City of Thornton, CO3. El Paso Public Utilities, TX (EPWU)4. Albuquerque Bernalillo County Water Utility Authority, NM (ABCWUA)5. Water One/Johnson County Wastewater, KS6. Wichita, KS



Mr. Kurt Spjute
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities

May 3, 2018
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Utility Bill BothWater andSewer AWC Calculation Same for WaterSewer AWC for New Customer
Salt Lake CityDepartment of PublicUtilities Yes Water: Average winter monthsNov – Mar based on 3 year rollingaverage.

Sewer: Average winter monthsNov -Mar updated annually.
Water: Class AWC by meter size.
Sewer: Actual water usage untilwinter period established.

City of Thornton, CO Yes Water and Sewer: Average ofwinter months Nov – Feb. Water: Class AWC by meter size
Sewer: Class AWC by meter sizeEPWU Yes Water and Sewer: Average ofwinter months Dec. – Feb. Water: Class AWC by meter size
Sewer: Class AWC by meter size.ABCWUA Yes Water: Average of winter monthsDec – Mar.

Sewer: 95% of actual usageduring the months Dec – Mar.95% of winter period water usefor all other months
Water: Class AWC by meter sizeaverage
Sewer: Class AWC by meter size

Water: Water OneSewer: JohnsonCounty Separateutilities Water: Average for wintermonths January through April
Sewer: Four-month average of 6months November throughApril(1)

Water: Default AWC based onprevious 5-years
Sewer: Average winter wateruse for all residential customers.Wichita, KS Yes Water: Average for wintermonths Dec. – Mar.

Sewer: Based on billable volume Water: Established by Directorof Public Works.
(1) Accounts for the bimonthly billing cycle.

Findings, Conclusions and RecommendationsThere are only a few utilities that use AWC in their water and sewer rate structures. However, thethree utilities we surveyed follow similar policies for water and sewer. Raftelis recommends thatthe Department consider modifications to their AWC policies. We believe it will mitigate billimpacts, improve equity between existing and new sewer customers, maintain continuity of ratephilosophy between the utilities and enhance customer understanding. The following is a summaryof our recommendations:
 Water and sewer AWC. Use the same AWC for water and sewer billing.
 Default AWC. Establish a default AWC based on meter size to use with new customers.
 Adjust the AWC annually. This will ensure the water and sewer rate structures reflect themost current water demand patterns for each customer. Recalculate the default AWCannually.
 Calculate the AWC based on the most recent winter period. This will ensure the waterand sewer rate structures reflect the most current water demand patterns for eachcustomer. The calculation is the sum of the winter months divided by the number of totaldays in the winter-period billing cycle. That value is then multiplied by the average numberof days in a month of 30.4 to arrive at the AWC.
 AWC for new residential customers. For residential customers, use the greater of the prioraccount’s AWC or a default residential AWC based on meter size. If a new customerconnects within the winter billing period, use the default AWC through March billing.Beginning with April billings, calculate their AWC based on the winter months in which they
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had consumption. For example, if they connected February 1, the AWC used beginning withthe April bill would be based on the average of February and March consumption.
 AWC for new commercial customers. Assign a default commercial AWC by meter size. If acustomer connects within the winter month billing period, recalculate their AWC for Aprilbillings based on the average daily water use for the months the account was active duringthe winter period.
 Residential customer input. Allow customer service representatives to adjust the defaultAWC based on customer specific circumstances. In most instances, the AWC will be 6 – 8 ccf.If a customer asks for more based on their specific circumstances, allow the CSR’s to usediscretion in setting the initial AWC. The AWC will be active at most for 12 months beforebeing recalculated.
 Commercial customer input. Commercial customers with the same meter sizes may havesignificantly different demands. Assigning a default AWC will work in some instances butnot all. Allow the commercial customer to work with the Department to set an initial AWCprior to the next AWC recalculation.

Excerpts from AWC Codes and Ordinances
(copied directly from ordinances)

City of Thornton, COWater and Wastewater: “Average Winter Consumption” or “AWC” means the average of monthlywater meter readings for the billing periods representing November through February (the winterperiod).  The AWC is calculated as winter period consumption divided by the winter period numberof days multiplied by 30.42.  The process of determining the AWC shall be repeated once each year.In the event that an AWC cannot be established or is not representative of actual use, then the classaverage for the same meter size shall be used until an AWC can be established.
EPWUWater and Wastewater: Average Winter Consumption (AWC) is the average amount of water usedduring the most recent December, January, and February billing periods. The commodity charge fornew customers will be calculated using the class average AWC by meter size for their respectiveclass until they establish and AWC base.
ABCWUAWater: For all customers, the average monthly water use for the months of December, January,February and March for each account.  If a customer has a new account and does not have a full fourmonths to calculate a winter mean or if a customer’s winter mean is zero, then the mean for thatcustomer will be based off the class and size average mean.  For those customers that have a wintermean greater then zero but less then 4 and does not fall in the category of a new account then theirwinter mean used for the Conservation Surcharge will be 4.Wastewater: Customers With Water Service. The commodity charge for usage during the months ofDecember, January, February and March (winter months) shall be based upon 95% of the meteredor estimated volume of water usage during each of these months for each account.  The commoditycharge for usage during other months shall be based upon 95% of the metered or estimated volumeof water usage during that month or shall be based upon 95% of the prior winter months' average,
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whichever is less for each account.  The winter months' average is determined by averaging themetered or estimated volume of water used during the winter months.
Water OneWater: Calculated daily average consumption used to establish rate block cut-offs.  Actual andestimated meter readings taken January through April will be used to calculate the AWC. Customerswill have the benefit of using the higher of their own Individual AWC or a Default AWC in thecalculation of their bills. (See definitions for Default AWC, and Individual Customer AWC).  AWCswill be calculated annually, and will be in effect for bills issued with ending meter reading dates ofMay 1 through the following April 30.Default AWC: Predetermined volume of usage, expressed in gallons per day, used to determineblock cut-offs. The Default AWC is updated annually.   The Default AWC for Single FamilyResidential (R1) accounts is calculated by the average of the preceding five years’ IndividualCustomer AWC for all R1 Accounts rounded up.  The Default AWC for all other Retail Customers(M1, C1, C2, C3) is calculated separately for each meter size and type of Retail Customer Account.The Default AWC is calculated by the average of the preceding five years’ Individual Customer AWCfor all accounts.Individual AWC: Total gallons consumed for bills issued with ending meter reading dates during theAWC period divided by the total number of days service on those bills for the individual customer.Customers that transfer within the District will carry the Individual AWC from their old address totheir new address for bill calculation through the end of the current AWC period (the coming April30).  Customers that transfer during the AWC calculation period (January 1, through April 30), willget the higher of their Individual AWC established at their old address or new address in thecalculation of bills through the coming April 30.
Johnson County Wastewater, KSAverage Winter Water Use (AWWU): This is your average water usage during winter months basedon meter readings. This is the best measure of the volume of drinkable water used at the propertyduring the winter months that reasonably estimates the volume of wastewater discharged to thewastewater treatment facilities of Johnson County Wastewater. By using winter water usage,Johnson County Wastewater can accurately estimate the volume of wastewater discharged into thetreatment facilities by each property. Winter water usage is used to avoid charging for heaviersummer uses that do not impact the wastewater treatment system like watering your lawn andgarden, washing your car, or filling your swimming pool.The customer's average winter water use will be based on four of the six months betweenNovember and April, depending on the customer's billing cycle.New customers moving from outside Johnson County Wastewater’s service area will be assigned adefault value user charge that is equal to the average winter water use for all residential customers.If new customers provide Johnson County Wastewater with their previous account information,Johnson County Wastewater will calculate an appropriate average winter water use using theinformation provided. Johnson County Wastewater customers who move within the sanitary sewerdistrict may request to transfer the average winter water use from their previous address.
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Wichita, KSWater Only: Average winter consumption (AWC) shall be defined as the arithmetic mean ofmonthly consumption computed by adding the metered consumption on bills rendered during themonths of December, January, February and March and then dividing by this sum by the number ofbillings rendered during these same months. Each customer’s AWC shall be recalculated in April ofeach year. Metered consumption charges for the ensuing twelve months shall be computed utilizingthe AWC as calculated each April, apportioning usage among the applicable rate blocks asdesignated below. In those instances where no consumption data exists for the calculation of anAWC for particular customers, the director of public works and utilities shall determine the mostappropriate method of establishing average winter consumption for such circumstances. Theminimum monthly AWC for any metered service sized one (1) inch or less shall be 6,000 gallons. Ifa billing period or greater than one month (defined as days of service within twenty eight to thirtyone days) is used, the actual or minimum AWC shall be adjusted accordingly on a daily basis.


