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REGULAR COUNCILPRIVATE 


January 4, 2016
Mayor Henry called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
Clerk made note that Councilmembers Raymond, Kren, Bills, Haverfield and Skaug were present.  Councilmember White was absent.
Mayor Henry amended the agenda by moving the unfinished item - First Reading of Ordinance Annexing and Zoning to RS6 for 74 South Lancaster Drive for Lucrecia M Prado right after the consent agenda.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to approve the Consent Agenda with the above mentioned amendments; Council Minutes of December 21, 2015; and  Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Minutes; Board of Appraisers Minutes; and Airport Commission Minutes; Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes; Library Commission Minutes; IT Steering Committee Minutes; department reports, bills paid; The City Council dispenses with the three (3) reading rule of Idaho Code § 50-902 for all ordinances; final and preliminary plat approvals: 1) None; Authorization to Proceed with the Bidding Process: 1) 11th Avenue North Rebuild (Birch to Cherry) Project; 2) Pump Maintenance Projects (FY16); 3) Fitness Equipment at the Nampa Recreation Center; and authorize the following public hearings: 1) None; and 2015-2016 Licenses: (all licenses subject to police approval): Transfer of Beer & Wine License & Addition of Liquor for Frank’s Restaurant LLC dba Wing Nutz, 1228 N Galleria; and Monthly Cash Reports; approval of the agenda.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS 74 S. LANCASTER DRIVE, NAMPA, IDAHO, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY .281 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, LAY CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, COUNTY OF CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RS 6 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL – WITH A “REQUIRED PROPERTY AREA” OF AT LEAST 6,000 SQUARE FEET) ZONE; DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215. (Applicant Lucrecia M Prado)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

The Mayor presented a request to pass under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Kren and SECONDED by Bills to pass the preceding ordinance under suspension of rules.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed and numbered it 4220 and directed the clerk to record it as required.
Mayor Henry thanked Councilmember Kren and Councilmember Bills for their work on the Council.

Councilmember Bills thanked the Mayor for the appointment as Councilmember and to the council for the confirmation.  He congratulated Darl Bruner and Sandi Levi for being members of the council and because he has been on both sides of the table. He thanked Stephen Kren for his 20 years of service.
Councilmember Kren said that the last 20 years had flown by being on the city council.  Since the years that he had been on the city council, he was grateful for the friends and acquaintances that he had made.  He said he was very fortunate that he got to know so many fine people.  He said, “we have such a great community and dedicated leaders that are willing to keep this community a great community.”
He said it had been a pleasure working with the Mayor.  He enjoyed their friendship and wanted to thank him for that.  He thanked the Councilmembers and wished them the best in the coming years.
Mayor Henry presented a request to adjourn sine die.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Kren to adjourn sine die.  The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmembers voting AYE.  The Mayor declared the






MOTION CARRIED
The City Clerk Debbie Bishop administered the oath of office to Councilmembers Darl Bruner, Sandi Levi and Bruce Skaug.

The roll of the new council was taken with Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Levi, Bruner, and Raymond present.  Councilmember White was absent.

Mayor Henry presented a request for nominations for council president.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to nominate Councilmember Skaug as the Council President.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.  The Mayor declared the


MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to appoint Joe Huff as the new Nampa Police Chief.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to affirm the appointment of Joe Huff as the Police Chief.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.  The Mayor declared the


MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry administered the Police Chief’s Oath of Office to newly appointed Police Chief Joe Huff.

Mayor Henry recommended the re-appointment of the following Department Heads: Fire Chief – Karl Malott; Finance Director – Vikki Chandler; Public Works Director – Michael Fuss; City Clerk – Deborah Bishop and City Treasurer – Deborah Spille and not required in the City Code, the following were appointed:  Parks and Recreation Director - Darrin Johnson, Human Resource Director - Tina Combs, Building Safety Director - Patrick Sullivan, Planning & Zoning Director - Norm Holm, Information Technologies Director - Dennis Elledge and Economic Development Director - Beth Ineck.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to confirm the preceding re-appointments of the existing department heads.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.  The Mayor declared the


MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry recommended the re-appointment of Civil Attorney with the firm of Hamilton, Michaelson & Hilty, LLP. 

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to confirm the preceding re-appointment of the City Attorney of Hamilton, Michaelson & Hilty, LLP.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.  The Mayor declared the


MOTION CARRIED

Finance Director Vikki Chandler presented a staff report regarding a Finance Workshop. During the past year, a finance committee of three council members met with her a few times to discuss various issues prior to bringing them to council. Eventually that caused a question about open meeting requirements and some discomfort among other council members. She proposed that she meet with the entire council as needed to discuss policy and reporting at regular council meetings. If a longer time is needed then they should hold a workshop.

She wanted council to identify time during the first or second week of February when a Finance Workshop could be held to consider the following agenda:
   


I.   Finance Policies and Cash Position

   


II.  Draft of FY 2015 Financial Report

   


III. 1st Quarter FY 2016 Financial Report

   


IV. LID Management and Financial Position

Councilmembers asked Vikki Chandler if she would get some dates that they could look at by Friday.

Public Works Director Michael Fuss presented a staff report to update the council on current projects as follows:

Environmental Compliance Division Superintendent – Very sad news was received from the family of Cheryl Jenkins, the City’s Environmental Compliance Division Superintendent.  Cheryl passed away on Thursday, December 24, following an extended illness.  She will not only be missed by her family, but by all City employees who had the privilege to work with her.  

Update to Public Works Department Staffing - Initial interviews for the City Engineer position have been completed.  Subsequent evaluations are ongoing and second interviews are being scheduled.
Budget Analyst Cody Puckett, Public Works Administration, submitted his resignation.  His last day of employment is December 31.  Cody’s professionalism and performance has been outstanding and the bar has been raised.  A Senior Budget Analyst position will be posted.  City staff have enjoyed working with Cody and wish him the very best in his new endeavor.  

The Environmental Compliance Superintendent position will be posted.
Public Involvement Summary for Domestic and Irrigation Water Rates Increase – A public involvement summary report has been prepared (see Attachment 1) regarding recommended domestic and irrigation water rates increase.  The summary captures activities by City staff and consultants, and comments received from key stakeholders and community members.  Highlights from this report will be presented at the public hearing, scheduled for the same day as this report, before Nampa City Council at 7:30 p.m.
Street Division Snow Removal Update - Street Division staff continues their effort in maintaining City streets.  Crews have been plowing, applying sand, and Magnesium Chloride (MgCl2) when temperatures allow.  If temperatures are below .25°F the MgCl2 will refreeze and cause more issues.  The following highlights man hours and material used through December 25, 2015:
Snow/Water Event No. 1




Report for November 23-30, 2015
	Task and/or Material
	Hours
	Gallons
	Yards

	Overtime
	  31.45
	
	

	Regular Hours
	  16.00
	
	

	Total Hours
	  47.45
	
	

	Water Issues
	
	10,000
	

	MgC12
	
	     575
	

	Sand
	
	
	   8.5


Snow/Water Event No. 2




Report for December 17-18, 2015
	Task and/or Material
	Hours
	Gallons
	Yards

	Overtime
	  67.0
	
	

	Regular Hours
	  72.0
	
	

	Total Hours
	139.0
	
	

	Water Issues
	
	  8,000
	

	MgC12
	
	  8,190
	

	Sand
	
	
	195.0


Snow/Water Event No. 3




Report for December 23-25, 2015
	Task and/or Material
	Hours
	Gallons
	Yards

	Overtime
	  50.0
	
	

	Regular Hours
	  13.0
	
	

	Total Hours
	  63.0
	
	

	Water Issues
	
	         0
	

	MgC12
	
	  9,450
	

	Sand
	
	
	149.0


Fiscal Year 2016 TOTALS

November 23, 2015 – December 25, 2015
	Task and/or Material
	Hours
	Gallons
	Yards

	Overtime
	148.45
	
	

	Regular Hours
	101.00
	
	

	Total Hours
	249.45
	
	

	Water Issues
	
	18,000
	

	MgC12
	
	18,215
	

	Sand
	
	
	352.50


Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor and Public Works Director to sign a task order and contract with Parametrix for 39th Avenue & Garrity Boulevard Intersection Project.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that the 2010 Airport-Overland Corridor Study identified the intersection of 39th Street and Garrity Boulevard as the western terminus of the future connection linking Airport Road with Overland Road in Ada County. Further, it specifically recommended signalizing the 39th/Garrity intersection.

Strategic planning efforts between the City, Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) and Saint Alphonsus identified 39th Street as a critical supplemental access to Garrity Boulevard from the planned hospital campus expansion (see Vicinity Map - Exhibit A).

In addition, the Nampa Citywide Transportation Plan indicates the intersection warrants capacity improvements based on projected traffic volumes  and recommends signalization (Table 24: Intersection Capacity Rankings, Short Term; 2010 - 2019).

The Final Draft Nampa Impact Fee Study and Capital Improvement Plan identify Garrity and 39th as one of thirteen priority intersections recommended for Impact Fee funding.

Total project FY16 budget is $1.1 Million of which $600,000 is from Impact Fees, and $500,000 is from Streets.

The City’s Development Agreement with Saint Alphonsus commits the City to having intersection signalization complete at approximately the same time as the new hospital opens – targeted for summer, 2017.

Engineering in partnership with ITD interviewed three consultants for professional services and selected Parametrix based on their traffic engineering experience, public involvement expertise, and knowledge of City standards and processes. Parametrix is currently designing the Orchard Avenue and Middleton Road Signal Project for the Nampa Highway District #1(in partnership with the City) and successfully designed the 12th Avenue and South Valley Signal Upgrade.

Parametrix submitted a Scope of Work to provide design, bid support and engineer of record services (see Exhibit B) in the amount of $162,994.76 which is 17% of the construction estimate.

Engineering has reviewed the Scope of Work and recommends approval.

Design will start immediately and construction is anticipated in mid-FY17.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to authorize the Mayor and Public Works Director to sign a task order and contract with Parametrix for 39th Avenue & Garrity Boulevard Intersection Project in the amount of $162,994.76 time and materials not to exceed.   The Mayor asked roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.   The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to approve the final report and financial summary and authorize public hearing request for Utility Local Improvement District (LID) 159.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that this LID was voluntary and implemented upon homeowner’s request to provide a mechanism to assist individuals pay their pressurized irrigation, domestic water, and or sewer hookup fees through a property assessment with a long-term payment plan and relatively low interest rates.

Action to date consists of:

· Council adopted Resolution No. 28-2014 declaring their intention to create an LID on August 4, 2014.

· A public hearing concerning creation was held on September 2, 2014.  LID 159 and, with no protest, Ordinance 4140 was passed, under suspension of rules September 2, 2014.

Throughout the course of 2015 as property owners requested connection to city services they were given the opportunity to pay in advance or pay the hook-up(s) via the LID.

The Water Division made utility connections for pressure irrigation and domestic water for homeowners requesting services

Homeowners who requested hookup to sewer services hired licensed plumbers to connect to City sewer

All assessments were for voluntary, standard utility extensions and connection fees in the amount of $34,046.85 (see Exhibit A).

Prior to the public hearing the Notice of Public Hearing will be mailed to property owners inviting all interested persons to attend the hearing and/or submit written comments prior to the hearing.  The Engineering Division recommends approval of the report and summary

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the final report and financial summary and authorize public hearing request for Utility Local Improvement District (LID) 159 on February 16, 2016. The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmembers voting AYE.   The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED

 Mayor Henry presented a request to award bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for secondary digester No. 1 joint repair.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that on November 2, 2015, the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) staff discovered a leak between the floor and wall in the Secondary Digester No.1.
Secondary Digester No. 1 has been in service at the Nampa WWTP since 1948 and is utilized to store both sludge and biogas.  Due to its age and the nature of its construction, repair approaches are limited for this facility.
WWTP staff and the City’s consultant, Brown and Caldwell, identified a short-term solution to repair the seal between the floor slab and the wall.  Long-term options are also being evaluated and may require adding work in the Phase 1 Upgrades project. 

Public Works informed City Council on November 16 of the leak and the intent to solicit quotes from contractors.  The initial estimate for the repair was $25,000.00.  After further investigation the scope of the work increased, from a spot repair, to include the entire perimeter of the digester.
“Request for Quotation” was sent to three contractors; one contractor responded.
The apparent low bidder is RSCI, with a quote in the amount of $69,344.00 (see Exhibit A).
Project costs will be paid with Wastewater Division’s 2016 fiscal year budget.
The contractor will be required to provide necessary insurance certificates and other documents as required.  Once necessary information is submitted, the agreement can be executed and the Notice to Proceed can be issued.
Staff, and Brown and Caldwell have reviewed the bid and recommend award to RSCI.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to award bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract with RSCI for secondary digester No. 1 joint repair in the amount of $69,344.00.   The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.   The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to the Nampa City Council to accept the bid from Hawkeye Builders for the amount of $181,989.10 to construct Phase 1 of the Edwards Pathway.

Parks and Recreation Director Darrin Johnson presented a staff report explaining the Nampa City Council gave direction and approved funding to complete a section of pedestrian pathway. Funding for the pathway project comes from impact fees.

Staff selected a project located between Midland Blvd. and Middleton Road that will eventually connect to South Fork Park.  This section of pathway will also have the possibility to connect to the Wilson Creek Pathway.

Phase I of the project is about .85 of a mile.  The Phase I add alternate and Phase 2 will be completed as easements are secured and funding is available.

Ten different companies submitted bids.  Attached is a bid tally sheet showing bid amounts from each company.  Nampa Parks and Recreation requested Nampa City Council accept the lowest bid for Phase I from Hawkeye Builders for the amount not to exceed $181,989.10.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to accept the bid from Hawkeye Builders for the amount of $181,989.10 to construct Phase 1 of the Edwards Pathway. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers voting YES.   The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to adjourn into Executive Session at 7:17 m. pursuant Idaho Code74-206 (1) (f) to Communicate with Legal Counsel for the Public Agency to Discuss the Legal Ramifications of and Legal Options for Pending Litigation, or Controversies not yet Being Litigated, but Imminently Likely to be Litigated. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to conclude the Executive Session at 7:29 p.m. during which discussion was held regarding Communicating with Legal Counsel for the Public Agency to Discuss the Legal Ramifications of and Legal Options for Pending Litigation, or Controversies not yet Being Litigated, but Imminently Likely to be Litigated pursuant Idaho Code 74-206 (1) (f).  The Mayor asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers saying AYE.  The Mayor declared the






MOTION CARRIED
The public hearing to increase domestic and irrigation water utility rates for needed operations, maintenance, and systematic replacement of water and irrigation supply and infrastructure to provide continuous and reliable utility services.
Michael Fuss presented the following staff report: The team consisted of Michael Fuss, Public Works Director; David Peterson, Rate request project manager; John Ghilarducci, FCS Group – cost of service; Keith Begay, Water Superintendent – Operations; Deborah Spille, Treasurer – Utility Billing; Daniel Badger, Water Modeling and Development; Karla Nelson, Public Involvement; Cody Puckett, Budget Analyst; Keller & Associates, Water and Irrigation Master Plan; SPF Engineers, Water Rights and Pump Maintenance; MSA, Automated Meter Program.
“The City of Nampa staff and leadership shall serve citizens by being open and transparent.”
· Nampa Public Works and the project team have been open and transparent
· Reached out to all customers
· Rate increase web page
· Notified all customers through their utility bills
· Direct mailing to top nonresidential customers
· Presented information in open public meeting
· City Council public presentation
· Two community open houses
· Met directly with stakeholders
· Engineering Policy Advisory Group
· Snake River Building Contractors Board
“Nampa Shall Seek to Facilitate Economic Opportunity by
· Encouraging free market principals”
· Improved water system enables commercial and industrial growth
· Readily available water and irrigation enables residential growth
· Contract construction
· Inclining block rates 
· Encourages conservation (cost savings)
· Customers can affect their bill
“Supporting the Community by
· Providing incentive for economic development”
· Water master plan fire system improvements 
· Pipeline increased sizing and looping
· Storage improvements 
· Focus of asset management in industrial areas
· Properly set rates 
· Enable good policies
· Downward pressure on property taxes
“Investing in the City’s Infrastructure.”
· Rates will fund
· Master planned improvements
· Begin to create a systematic pipeline replacement program
· 900 miles of water and irrigation pipe
· 121 miles will be at the end of useful life by 2040
· Continue existing asset management activities
· Irrigation water supply to return to expected level of service (April 15 to October 15)
· Irrigation water quality improvements
“Investing in Operating Efficiencies”
· Automated Meter Replacement Program
· Asset Management Program
· Addressing assets systematically throughout the City
· Valve and Hydrant Program
· Pump Maintenance Program 
· Investing systematically is significantly (15x) lower cost than fixing it when it breaks
Minimized Customer Impact
Spread Master Planned Improvements
· 14 years 
· Two asset management cycles
Systematic Replacement
· 15 year meter replacement cycle
· Asset Management (7 year cycle)
· Valves and hydrants
· Pump maintenance
· Proposed pipeline replacement program
John Ghilarducci presented the water rate study.
Background:  What should rates do?  Generate sufficient revenues to sustain the utility system, charge for services provided, recover costs equitably to promote efficient use, achieve city objectives revenue stability and affordable.

Rate Study Process
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 “We looked at the required revenue, cost of providing the consumer the service and evaluated whether the current rate structure is equitable.”
Then, “Our revenue requirement must be enough to continue to fund reserves and fund infrastructure replacement.”  “We also incorporated assumptions for growth in construction cost, salary and benefits of our employees.”  (Skip slides 6,7,8 Hidden)
Note:  emphasize the COSA drives the rate design e.g. res cost is separate and distinct from  non-res prior to rate design.
Revenue Requirement Analysis

Financial Policies
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+ Intended to protect the utility from unforeseen financial

impacts
~ Low sales year(s) ~ Regulatory changes
~ Economic cycles ~ Changes in contract costs (e.g. plant operations)

+  This analysis assumes the following reserve structure:

Reserve Purpose Minimum Balance

Operating
Reserve

Capital
Reserve
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revenue/ expense cycles - FY2016: $1,945000

Protect against capital cost

overruns, « 2%plantin-service assets
Provide for emergency - FY2016: $1,537.000
asset replacement

+  No annual system reinvestment at this time




General Assumptions
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Capital Forecast
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Capital Forecast continued
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77% of the needed revenue increase will come from rate payers, 23% from domestic and irrigation hookup fees and developer funded infrastructure.
Revenue Requirement
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Summary of Rate Scenarios
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Last rate increase:
Domestic Water:  2012
Irrigation Water:  2014  
 “When implemented in 2016, this will be the first Domestic Water rate increase in four years.  The rate required to fund our ten year infrastructure schedule is three successive annual increases of a percentage or an average of less than $2.50 per month per year for three years, depending on your usage.  
The irrigation rate increase will be about $37 for a medium lot in Nampa 7900 sq feet. Subsequent increases for both are slated to mirror inflationary trends.  
Cost-of-Service Analysis (COSA) – Domestic Water
Rate Study Process
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Functional Allocation
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Now I’ll briefly discuss rate design:  In the bottom right you will see that the cost of water and irrigation can be broken down this these categories:  Basic Use, Peak Use, Meters/Service Customer Service (bills, collection, etc.) and Fire Service.
Customer Allocation
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What we found was that due to a heavier cost to provide fire flow readiness to commercial customers, a split of bills based on cost drivers revealed that residential rate payers were paying a little more of the cost they drove than the commercial customer.  We will correct that subsidy to non-residential in the proposed rate design. (Reference a “7% cost shift” resulting in a lower increase for residential and a higher increase for commercial customers (the 77% to 69% residential and 23% to 31% for commercial).
Rate Design:  Domestic Water
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Existing Rate Structure
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· Last rate increase:
· Domestic Water:  October 2012
· Irrigation Water:  February 2014
Residential average bill based on annual bimonthly average of 14 ccf / two months
Rate Design Scenarios
· COSA: Differentiated by customer class – phasing in cost-of-service impacts over 3 years
· Residential vs. Non-Residential rate schedule
· No usage allowance
· Fixed charge based on meter size
· Uniform:  Not differentiated by class, updated fixed/variable charges
· Rate schedule applied uniformly, regardless of customer class
· No usage allowance
· Fixed charge based on meter size
· Across-The-Board:  Existing rate schedule + overall system rate increase
· Apply annual rate increase (18.00% in FY 2016) to existing rate schedule
· *All rate scenarios are set to recover the annual revenue requirement from 3-year phase (flat) scenario
COSA Scenario (SFR 3-Tier): Rate Schedules
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THIS IS THE RECOMMENDED APPROACH FROM THE BOA:  You can see that the 1400 CU FOOT user will have a fixed charge of 15.88 and a use charge of (7 X 0.46=3.22) $3.22 for the first 700 Cu Ft and (7 X .081=$5.67) $5.67 for the second 700 cu feet for a total bill two month bill of $24.77.  This compares to $22.45 from the previous slide.  This is an increase of $1.16 per month.  This rate provides an opportunity for conservation driven savings.    
Unmetered customers (22 accounts) will have system wide increase applied (18.00% in FY 2016) $67.87 to $80.09
Rate Design Scenario Summary
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We also looked at two other scenarios, a UNIFORM increase and an ACROSS THE BOARD increase.   These were not selected as they:
Did not correct the Commercial / Residential rate imbalance (discussed earlier).
Did not provide a “conservation” bias (charging a higher rate for incrementally higher consumption).
Did not provide for a conservation driven domestic water savings for substantially less usage.
Sample Bills
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Sample Bills: Residential
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Sample Bills:  Non-Residential (draft)
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Rate Design:  Irrigation Water

[image: image18.png]City of Nampa Rates Imigation District Rates

Full Benefit No Benefit Boise Kuna Nampa Pioneer
Base Fee [a] s 1390 §
Lot Size: Tier 1 [b] S 0005860 § 0001466 | S 0.001250 S  0.002140 S 0002800
Lot Size: Tier2[¢] S 0000430 § 0000114 | 0.000775 S 0001150 S 0001540

Assessable Acreage[d] | S 0.001720 S
Ta] Annual fee per parcel
[b] Appied to parcel area up o 21,780 square f; charge appled annually per sq. .
[c] Applied to parcel area over 21,780 square f; charge applied annualy per sq. .
[d] Charge appled per sq. 1. of assessable acreage

+ One rate schedule for all customers
— Includes City of Nampa charge + Irrigation District charge

— City rates effective as of February 2014




Rate Design Scenarios

· COSA: Pervious area basis
· Base fee + pervious area charge

· Pervious area definition

· Residential:  Total lot size less 3,650 sq. ft. (impervious area average)

· Non-Residential:  Measured pervious area (GIS data update)

· COSA Hybrid:  (Board of Appraisers recommendation)
· Base fee + area charge

· Area charge varies by class (two scenarios for tiered rates)

· Residential:  Total lot size

· Non-Residential:  Measured pervious area (GIS data update)

· Across-The-Board:  Existing rate schedule + overall system rate increase
· Apply annual rate increase (58% in FY 2016) to existing rate schedule

Fiscal Year 2016 COSA Hybrid 1:  Summary
[image: image19.png]City of Nampa Rates Irigation District Rates (FY 2015)

Full Benefit _ NoBenefit  Nampa Pioneer Boise Kuna
Base Fee [a] 1484 v
Area Fee - Residential [b]
Lot Size: Tier 1 $ 0010047 § 0002512 |$ 0002140 $ 0.002800 § 0.001250
Lot Size: Tier 2 $ 0002512 § 0000628 |$ 0001150 §$ 0.001540 § 0.000775
Area Fee - Non-Residential [b]
Pervious Area: Tier 1 S 0015801 § 0003950
Pervious Area: Tier 2 $ 0003950 § 0000988

fa] Fee per parcel
[b] Fee per square foot Tier  upt0 21,780 q. &
+ City Area Fee rate differentials:
— [Tier 1/ Tier 2] ratio moves to 4-to-1 (existing ratio: 13.63-to-1)
— [Full Benefit / No Benefit] ratio stays at 4-to-1




Fiscal Year 2016 COSA Hybrid 2:  Summary

[image: image20.png]City of Nampa Rates Irigation District Rates (FY 2015)

Full Benefit _ NoBenefit  Nampa Pioneer Boise Kuna
Base Fee [a] 1484 v
Area Fee - Residential [b]
Lot Size: Tier 1 $ 0010473 § 0002618 |$ 0002140 $ 0.002800 § 0.001250
Lot Size: Tier 2 $ 0000769 § 0.000192 | $ 0001150 $ 0.001540 § 0.000775
Area Fee - Non-Residential [b]
Pervious Area: Tier 1 S 0016724 § 0004181
Pervious Area: Tier 2 S 0001227 § 0000307

fa] Fee per parcel
[b] Fee per square foot Tier  upt0 21,780 q. &
+ City Area Fee rate differentials:
— [Tier 1/ Tier 2] ratio stays at 13.63-to-1
— [Full Benefit / No Benefit] ratio stays at 4-to-1




Fiscal Year 2016 Sample Bills:  City Charges Only
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Fiscal Year 2016 Sample Bills:  Total Charges
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Fiscal Year Sample Bill Distribution:  Total Charges
[image: image23.png]Scenario: COSA Hybrid 1

Incremental Increases: % Incremental Increases: $
Description [ % of Total Description [ % of Total
x<-100% 0.0% X< -$250 5| 00%
-100% <x <-75% 0.0% -$250 < x <-$100 97| 0.4%
75% < x<-50% 1.0% -$100 < x<-$50 78| 0.7%
-50% < X< -25% 1.5% $50 < x <-$25 309 1.2%
25% <x<-10% 1.4% $25<x<-$10 329 1.2%
-10% <x< 0% 0.8% $10<x<$ 356 1.3%
no increase 0.5% no change 141 0.5%
0% <x< 10% 0.5% $<x<$10 54|  21%
10% <x < 25% 22% $10<x<$25 2,081 7.8%
25% <x < 50% 86.0% $25<x< $50 18,410 |  69.2%
50% <x < 75% 4.6% $50 <x < $100 3336 12.5%
75% <x < 100% 0.6% $100 < x < $250 68|  2.4%
x> 100% 0.4% $250 < x < $500 103 0.4%
Tolal 26,594 $500 < x < $1,000 34|  0.1%
$1,000 < x < $2,000 16| 01%
$2,000 < x < $4,000 4 0.0%
$4,000 <x < $10,000 2| 00%
x> $10,000 0.0%

1
Total 26,594




[image: image24.png]Scenario: COSA Hybrid 2

Incremental Increases: % Incremental Increases: $
Description [ % of Total Description [ % of Total

x<-100% 0.0% X< -$250 5| 00%
-100% <x <-75% 0.0% -$250 < x <-$100 98|  0.4%
75% < x<-50% 1.0% -$100 < x<-$50 168| 0.6%
-50% < X< -25% 1.4% $50 < x <-$25 26 11%
25% <x<-10% 1.4% $25<x<-$10 08 1.2%
-10% <x< 0% 0.8% $10<x<$ 341 1.3%
no increase 0.5% no change 141 0.5%
0% <x< 10% 1.0% $<x<$10 482 1.8%
10% <x < 25% 20% $10<x<$25 1,993  7.5%
25% <x < 50% 70.4% $25<x< $50 17,460 | 65.7%
50% <x < 75% 209% $50 <x < $100 4284| 161%
75% <x < 100% 0.4% $100 < x < $250 972| 37%
x> 100% 0.2% $250 < x < $500 4| 0.2%
Tolal 26,594 $500 < x < $1,000 5| 00%
$1,000 < x < $2,000 1 0.0%
$2,000 < x < $4,000 = 0.0%
$4,000 <x < $10,000 - 0.0%
x> $10,000 - 0.0%

Total 26,594




Fiscal Year 2016 Rate Comparison
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Hookup Fees
Hookup Fees:  Methodology

[image: image26.png]+ The hookup fee is a connection charge that:
— Is imposed on new development to recover an equitable share of system costs
— Provides a source of funding for capital projects and / or debt service

+ Based on the cost of replacing existing infrastructure only, “buy-in” charge

— NIBCA v. the City of Hayden
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Hookup Fee:  Domestic Water
· Existing hookup fee components
· Source capacity fee:  $438 / connection

· Distribution line fee:  $315 / connection

· Total existing hookup fees:  $752 / connection
· Separate from meter installation fees (service line fee, main construction fee)

· Updated hookup fee components
· Base Portion:  $2,599 per EDU (equivalent dwelling unit)

· 1 EDU = 294 gpd

· Plus:  Fire Portion:  $330 per EFU (equivalent fire unit)

· 1 EFU = 1,500 gpm of fire flow requirement, 

· Minimum 1,500 gpm (1 EDU), maximum 2,600 gpm (1.73 EDUs)
[image: image27.png]Hookup Fee: Domestic Water Base Fire General Total

Plnt Replacement Cost fa] $ 83331485 $ 9693 S 11157927 | S 94586349
less: Outsanding Debt Principal $ (2590168) $  (3013) $  (346819)[ S (2,940,000)
less: Unfunded Deprecition [b] $ (14427070) $  (28320) $ (4062,254)| § (18,517,644)
Distibution ofFire Coss (Base  Fie) [c] $ (8953719) $ 895379 S - s -
Alocaton of General Costs $ 583188 $ 916997 S (6748854)[$ -
Total Cost Basis $ 63192387 § 9936318 $ 73,128,705
Capacity Units [d] 24313EDUs 30,120 EFUs.

Hookup Fee per Unit $ 25907 § 32989 S 29289

{a] Original costs infated to current replacerment cos's using historical ENR-CC. Includes contributed assels.
b] Deducion for accumulated depreciaion on original costs
[c] A portion of base assets (supply, pumping, siorage, ransmission/disibuion) are psized fo provide fre fow
[d] Capaciy esimtes from 2012 Masker Plan, EDUs weighted by fire fow regs. i arrive at equivalent fre unis (EFUs)
Residential= 1,500 gpm of i fiow; Non-Residential= 2,500 gpm of fie flow
1 EFU = 1,500 gpm of fire fow required





Hookup Fee:  Irrigation Water
· Existing hookup fee
· “Source capacity fee”

· 1” service line = $329 

· 1.5” service line = $673

· 2” service line = $1,331

· Updated hookup fee (FY 2016 implementation)
· Service capacity equivalent (SCE) Basis:  $520 per SCE
· SCE factors based on American Water Works Association (AWWA) maximum continuous flow data
[image: image28.png]+ Hookup fee calculation + Fee applied to AWWA meter factors

Hookup Fee: Irrigation Water Existing ANWA Fee

Factors Factors Schedule

Plant Replacement Cost [2] § 18928717 -
less: Outstanding Debt Principal $ - Tz
less: Unfunded Depreciation [b] § (2708538) >
o

Total Cost Basis $ 16,220,179 #
&

Capacity Units [c] 31,210 SCEs e

Hookup Fee per SCE s 51972

[a] Orignal costs inflated to current replacerment costs using
historical ENR-CCI. Includes confrbuted assets
[b] Deducion for accumulated depreciation on original costs
[c] Based on System Plan capaciy data and
AWWA flow faclors (max cont.fow)




Hookup Fee Comparison
[image: image29.png]Rate Survey: Hookup Fees '

Agency Domestic Irrigation

City of Pocatello $ 3,00 §

City of Nampa (recommended) $ 2929 § 520
City of Nampa (alternative) $ 2500 $ 520
City of Meridian $ 1794 § -
City of Caldwell $ 1698 § 1,511
City of Twin Falls $ 1261 § -
City of Nampa (existing) $ 752§ 329

! Residental customer; smallest service size assumed




Hookup Fee:  Wastewater
[image: image30.png]+ Existing hookup fee was calculatedin 2012, prior to recent changes to the Idaho Code
connection charge statute in February 2015 (NIBCA v. the City of Hayden)

— Replacement costs to be used instead of original costs
— Future facility costs now excluded from cost basis

Hookup Fee Caloulation: Wastewater Flow BOD 58 TN i3 TOTAL
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[Hookup Fee Uit Costs s 115§ 1148 130§ 952§ 043
perot perpound  perpound perpound _perpound
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[image: image31.png]2012 Study Updated Fee
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« TP (per b /day) $19,250 §155
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Dave Peterson presented the BOA Recommendations
Water Rates
· Increase rates over 3 years (equal percentage)
· 4.5% annually thereafter expected
· Adjust residential subsidy of nonresidential
· COSA for residential and nonresidential-volume charge with 3-tier approach
Irrigation Rates
· Increase rates over 1 year
· Follow cost of service rates
· Residential to follow current billing practice
· Nonresidential billed on pervious area
Water Hookup Fees
· Agreed with two part hookup fee
· Base 
· Fire 
· Lower overall increase
· Total not to exceed $2,500
· Spread the increase over 2 years
· To $1,552, effective Oct. 1, 2016 
· To $2,500, effective Oct. 1, 2017
Irrigation Hookup Fees
· Increase to cost of service
· Effective October 1, 2016
Wastewater Hookup Fees
· Decrease for Idaho code requirement
· Effective October 1, 2016
Various Additional Fees
· Adopt as presented with the following exceptions
· Increase “Past Due Fee” to $40
· Strike proposed “Past Due Turn Off” fee
· Keep “M&M Subdivision – Fixed” existing rate
· Adjust “No Benefit Rate and Undeveloped Lot Rate” to align with “COSA Scenario”
Additional Rates and Fees
[image: image32.png]New Fee?

Descl

Current Fee

Proposed Fee

INo

IMonthly Budget Billing - Outside City

monthly Base Charge|

monthly Base Charge|

INo |After Hours Fee $25.00| $40.00| 60%)
INo Past Due Fee $25.00| $40.00] 60%)
INo Tampered Meter Box $75.00| $50.00| -33%|
[Yes IDamaged Meter $0.00| $100 + Parts| NA
INo IDomestic Service Charge $20.00| $30.00| 50%|
INo Irrigation Service Charge $25.00| $30.00] 20%|
INo IM&M Subdivision - Fixed Charge $67.87| $67.87| 0%
Yes 1" Service Riser $0.00| $75.00| NA
[Yes [Service Line Boring $0.00| Pass Through Cost| NA
INo Main Line Construction (per ft) $14.13|  Pass Through Cost| NA|
INo Curb Stop Removal $100.00| $100.00| 0%]
INo 1" Meter Connection Fee $350.00| $452.00| 29%)
INo 1.5" Meter Connection Fee $559.00| $662.00| 18%)
INo 2" Meter Connection Fee $695.00| $844.00| 21%)
INo 1" Domestic Service Line Fee $1,181.00) $1,459.00) 24%)
INo 1.5" Domestic Service Line Fee $1,650.00) $1,830.00) 11%)
INo 2" Domestic Service Line Fee $1,965.00) $2,346.00) 19%)|
INo 1" Irrigation Service Line Fee $145.00| $1,623.00| 1019%)|
INo 1.5" Irrigation Service Line Fee $197.00| $1,705.00) 765%)
INo 12" Irrigation Service Line Fee $288.00| $1,787.00) 520%)
1/2 Inside City Bi-| 1/2 Inside City Bi-|
INo. IMonthly Budget Billing - Inside City monthly Base Charge| monthly Base Charge| NA
1/2 Outside City Bi-  1/2 Outside City Bi-|





Mayor Henry had a question on the 1” irrigation service line fee increase from $145.00 to $1,623.00.

Councilmember Skaug asked how many shut offs were in any given month for people being delinquent in any given month.

Councilmember Raymond said that you take the main from the street to the property line; you don’t take it to the house.
Karla Nelson presented the public involvement portion of the report.
· Rate Increase Webpage (October – Present; over 100 views)
· Engineering Policy Advisory Group (October 22)
· Utility bill message (mid-October through December; all customers)
· Snake River Building Contractors Board (November 5)
· Mailing to top commercial customers (December 7; over 35,000 cubic feet, 142 customers)
· Community open houses (November 17 and December 15; attended by 22 people)
Comments – Hookup Fees
“Phase in hookup fees over two years with 6 -12 months notice.”
“Large hookup fee increases will keep homebuyers out of the market.”
“Appraised values will not keep up with costs.”
“Substantial increases in hookup fees could be more easily absorbed if spread out over all existing water customers.”
Comments – Rate Increases

“Supportive of planned systematic replacement and associated rate increase.” (4)
“Costs should be equitably shared.” (3)
“Commercial irrigation customers should not get a discount for impervious surface.” (2)
“More notice is needed.” (2)
“Water is important, and even with rate increases we still have a good deal in Nampa.” (1)
“All rate increases should go to a vote.” (1)
Michael Fuss presented the Latecomer Proposal

· Staff has received a number of inquiries from developers regarding a latecomer policy
· The City has entered into a few latecomer agreements in the past.  All on an individual basis
· Difficult for individual entities (schools, churches, etc.) to recover over size or over depth costs
City of Nampa Latecomer Agreement

Reimbursement to the Developer:

· The latecomer agreement provides a documented process 
· Developer can recover the cost of infrastructure investment beyond that needed specifically for its development
· The reimbursement will come in part from 
· Credit to hookup fees, or

· Payment from subsequent builders’ hookup fees, or

·  Other site specific latecomer fees

· City Staff has been working to determine and delineate the process to insure a smooth, predictable process for timely reimbursement
· Staff will work with the development community to gather input to ensure effectiveness
· Ultimately it will be a Council decision to implement 
Councilmember Haverfield asked questions on sewer line upgrades.

Summary

· Today Nampa has a well-run water and irrigation system
· Nampa has developed sustainable valve and hydrant replacement, pump maintenance, and meter replacement programs
· The Water Master Plan has identified a need for fire protection improvements, increased storage, additional wells, and pipeline replacement
· The irrigation level of service has declined
· Citizens are requesting improved irrigation water quality
· The irrigation Master Plan has identified a need for additional wells, pressure stability improvements, installation of improved filters, and pipeline replacement
· The Cost Of Service Study found that existing rates have difficulty covering operating costs
· Master plans were already extended to reduce impacts
· Rate increases as proposed were extended to reduce customer impacts
· Nampa has an opportunity today to make a difference for generations to come
· The Board Of Appraisers has recommended to make that difference
[image: image33.png]Average Water Customer Bimonthly

| |Residential (1,400 cf) Nonresidential (7,600 cf)

Ave. Bill Increase Ave. Bill Increase
2016 $24.77 $2.32 $78.87 $10.42
2017 $28.19 $3.42 $103.76 $24.89
2018 $32.05 $3.86 $135.56 $31.80

Average Irrigation Customer Annual

Medium Lot | Residential (7,900 cf) Nonresidential (25,000 cf)

Average Bill Increase Average Bill Increase
$97.58 $37.38 $98.46 $-44 .46




[image: image34.png]Small Water Customer Bimonthly

| Residential(700cf) ___| Nonresidential(3,800¢f) |
Ave. Bill Increase Ave. Bill Increase

2016 $19.10 $3.02 $47.71 $-0.22

2017 $21.75 $2.65 $62.72 $15.01

2018 $24.70 $2.95 $81.98 $19.20

Small Irrigation Customer Annual

Average Bill Increase Average Bill Increase
$77.68 $28.62 $56.65 $-15.85




[image: image35.png]Large Water Customer Bimonthly
| Residential (2,800 c) __| Nonresidential (15,200 cf) _

Ave. Bill Increase Ave. Bill Increase
2016 $39.47 $3.30 $141.19 $29.42
2017 $44.08 $4.61 $185.84 $44.65
2018 $49.27 $5.19 $242.72 $56.88

Large Irrigation Customer Annual

Average Bill Increase Average Bill Increase
$224.30 $93.02 $182.08 $28.42




[image: image36.png]Domestic Hookup Fee (Per EDU Proposed)

+ Existing $752 Increase

+ Oct. 1,2016 $1,552 $800

+ Oct. 1,2017 $2,500 $948
Irrigation Hookup Fee (17)

+ Existing $329 Increase

+ Oct.1,2016  $520 $191
Wastewater Hookup Fee (Res Per EDU)

+ Existing $2,888 Decrease

+ Oct. 1,2016 $2,601 -$287




· Latecomer agreement can offset developer costs
· Below cost of service hookup fees will reduce developers ability to recover under latecomer agreement
· Staff proposes to fully develop policy and standard latecomer agreement by October 1, 2016
· Nampa’s last wastewater rates increase included funding for system reinvestment
· The Council has established a path for street funding to address pavement management
· The rates as proposed will fund system reinvestment in water and irrigation
· Fully funding the water system master plan has downward pressure on property taxes
· The Asset Management Plan (pipeline replacement) focuses on industrial development 
· Improved fire protection supply enables industrial development to occur
· The proposal as presented is directly in line with the  City of Nampa Mission Statement
· Thank you for your time and consideration 
No one appeared in favor of the request.
David Bills, 3400 Montego Way, spoke in favor of the irrigation rates as presented and commented on the cut off going from 700 cf to 800 cf for the domestic water increase but did not agree with the methodology used for the increase to hookup fees. Several of the people that signed up against the increase were in support of David’s comments. 
Those appearing in opposition to the request were:  David Ferdinand, 2419 West Herron Loop; Hubert Osborne, 4199 East Switzer Way; Jason Risch, 407 West Jefferson, Boise; Gene Borman, 511 Morning Sun Court; Gene Oaklund, 15849 Orchard Avenue; Charles Fuller, 116 South Locust Street; Chip Kinzler, 746 Heather Wood Drive.
Councilmember Haverfield asked questions of Jason Risch.

Michael Fuss presented a rebuttal to items that were brought up in the public hearing.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to close the public hearing. The Mayor asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry summarized what staff was looking for from Council.

Councilmember Haverfield asked Legal if he had any issues with the methodology that was used in the calculations of the increases.
Mark Hilty agreed that it is a complicated area.  My assessment was that I did not see a component in there (I agree with Mr. Risch that the case does require an equity buy in).  I did not see an apparent problem with the formula.
It does make sense with the hookup fees and to push that off until the next meeting.  The latecomers fee is not anything that is being asked for tonight.

Councilmember Raymond asked questions about the irrigation rates and how we collect the fees.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to approve fiscal year 2016 COSA Hybrid 2 – Base Fee for Irrigation Water (slide 38 of presentation) (a) fee per parcel Full Benefit $14.84 and No Benefit $14.84; Area Fee – Residential (b) Fee per square foot, Tier 1 up to 21,780 square foot – Lot Size Tier 1 Full Benefit $0.010473 and No Benefit $0.002618; Lot Size – Tier 2 Full Benefit $0.000769 and No Benefit $0.000192; Area Fee – Non Residential (b) Fee per square foot, Tier 1 up to 21,780 square foot Pervious Area – Tier 1 Full Benefit $0.016724 and No Benefit $0.004181; Pervious Area – Tier 2 Full Benefit $0.001227 and No Benefit $0.000307and authorize the City Attorney to draw the appropriate Resolution.  
Councilmember Levi addressed her concerns on the increase of the irrigation rates.

Councilmember Skaug asked about homes being taken by the City.

Mark Hilty stated that there is a statue that could result in forfeiture for unpaid irrigation assessments.

City Treasures stated that the City does put liens on property if they are three years delinquent but have not exercised the right of auctioning the property.

The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers Haverfield, Raymond, Bruner, and Skaug voting YES.  Councilmember Levi voting NO and Councilmember White was ABSENT.   The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry said that the SRF 3 tier for one year would take care of the equity issue.

Councilmember Raymond was not in favor of the increase in water.

Councilmember Skaug asked if the increase would be for about two bottles of water on their bi-monthly fee.

Councilmember Bruner asked about the hookup fees.

Councilmember Haverfield asked if they did this for one year and decided not to go down that path, would the fee increase stay?
Councilmember Levi said that she was concerned about the increase to lower income people.

MOVED by Levi and SECONDED by Haverfield to approve COSA SRF 3 Tier rates for domestic water first year increase effective 3/1/2016 and then review (slide 29 of presentation) – Bi-monthly fixed charges Based on meter size (charges increase for meters > 1”); Volume charges – Residential - Block 1: 0-700 cf - Block 2: 701-1,400 cf – Block 3: > 1,401 cf; – Non-Residential - All usage at same rate; Residential Fixed 5/8” $15.88; ¾” $15.88; 1” $15.88; 1 ½” $23.05; 2” $33.96; Residential Volume (3 Tier) – Allowance n/a; Block 1 $0.46/100 cf; Block 2 $0.81/100 cf; Block 3 $1.05/100 cf; *Rate multiplier of 2.0 applied to all outside city customers; Non-Residential Fixed 5/8” $16.55; ¾” $16.55; 1” $16.55; 1 ½” $23.77; 2” $34.19; 3” $76.96; 4” $107.40; Non-Residential Volume – Allowance n/a; Block 1 all usage $0.82/100 cf. * Rate multiplier of 2.0 applied to all outside city customers.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers Skaug, Bruner, Haverfield, Levi voting YES.   Councilmember Raymond voted NO and Councilmember White ABSENT.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mark Hilty said that staff just needs to make sure that the public is aware of what parts of the public hearing will be opened up for more public testimony.

MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Haverfield to continue the public hearing until the next meeting so more discussion can be heard on the hookup fees and that public comment will be taken.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.   The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Councilmember Haverfield asked about the new miscellaneous fees and the existing fees.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to approve the following miscellaneous domestic and irrigation water rates and fees (slide 58 in presentation): After Hours Fee $40.00, Past Due Fee $40.00, Tampered Meter Box $50.00,  Damaged Meter $100.00 + Parts, Domestic Service Charge $30.00,  Irrigation Service Charge $30.00, M&M Subdivision - Fixed Charge $67.87, 1" Service Riser $75.00, Service Line Boring Pass Through Cost, Main Line Construction (per ft) Pass Through Cost,  Curb Stop Removal $100.00, 1" Meter Connection Fee $452.00, 1.5" Meter Connection Fee $662.00, 2" Meter Connection Fee $844.00, 1" Domestic Service Line Fee $1,459.00, 1.5" Domestic Service Line Fee $1,830.00, 2" Domestic Service Line Fee $2,346.00, 1" Irrigation Service Line Fee $1,623.00, 1.5" Irrigation Service Line Fee $1,705.00, 2" Irrigation Service Line Fee $1,787.00,   Monthly Budget Billing - Inside City ½ Inside City Bi-Monthly Base Charge, Monthly Budget Billing - Outside City ½ Outside City Bi-Monthly Base Charge.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.   The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m.
Passed this 19th day of January, 2016.
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