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Introduction

Q:
A:

Please state your name and your place of employment.

Laura Sitrin. | am the Finance Director for the City of Newport.

How long have you held this position?

| began working as the City’s Finance Director on August 26, 2002.

Please state your duties as Finance Director.
| oversee finance, accounting, payroll, billing and collections, assessment and

information technology for all funds for the City of Newport.

Please describe your qualifications and experience.

| have a Bachelor of Science in Accounting from Russell Sage College and am
licensed as a Certified Public Accountant in the State of Rhode Island.

| worked in public accounting for approximately 10 years, with a focus on
governmental auditing and consulting. | left public accounting to become the
Director of Finance for the City of Schenectady, New York where | remained for
four years. | left to move to the D.C. area and became Director of Finance for the
City of Fairfax, Virginia for two years. | became Director of Finance for the City of
Newport in August 2002. | am a member of the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants, the Rhode Island Society of Certified Public Accountants, the
Rhode Island, northeast and national chapters of the Government Finance

Officer’s Association.

Have you previously testified before the Public Utilities Commission?
Yes, | testified before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission (PUC or
Commission) at the Settlement Hearing in Docket 3578 and provided testimony to

the Commission in Dockets 4025 and 4595.
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Please describe your role in this proceeding.

| am providing rebuttal testimony to address changes requested by the
Portsmouth Water & Fire District (PWFD) regarding expenses paid by Newport
Water to the City of Newport for services the City provides to the Water Division,

otherwise known as City Services Expense.

City Services - Background

Q:

Can you provide some background on the payments Newport Water makes to
the City of Newport for City Services?
The City of Newport has four Enterprise Funds:

1. The Water Fund;

2. The Water Pollution Control Fund;
3. The Maritime Fund; and,

4. The Parking Fund.

Each of these Funds provides goods or services to the general public, and their
expenses are recovered primarily through user charges. The City of Newport
provides services to these Funds so they can operate and collect revenue. If the
City did not provide these services, the Enterprise Funds would have to obtain the

services from an outside vendor or hire additional staff to provide the services.

Historically, the City of Newport, like any other host municipality of a regulated
water utility, has provided a number of valuable services to the Water Fund, which
is the second biggest fund in the City. The Water Fund has no separate Board or
Authority, and it needs assistance from the City’s employees to help manage its
capital, debt and operating requirements. As a result, the PUC has always allowed
Newport Water revenue to reimburse the City for the services provided. These

City Services expenses are labeled in Newport Water’s budget as Legal &
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Administrative Expense (Account No. 50266) and Data Processing (Account No.

50267).

PUC Approval For City Services - History

Q.

You indicated that the PUC has always allowed the Water Division to reimburse
the City of Newport for services it provides. Can you provide some history?

Yes. Up until 2007 (Docket 3818), the Water Fund based its reimbursements to the
City on the percentage of the Water Fund’s budget compared to the combined
total budgets of all the City’s Enterprise Funds and the General Fund. In Docket
3818, the PUC ordered Newport Water to develop a Cost Allocation Manual that
set forth a more detailed methodology for reimbursing the City for services

provided as opposed to an allocation based solely on budget percentages.

Did the City of Newport submit a Cost Allocation Manual in its next general rate
filing?

Yes. In Docket 4025, which was filed in 2008 and decided in 2009, the City of
Newport submitted a “City Services Cost Allocation Manual”, and | provided

testimony in support of the Manual.

Can you provide an overview of how the City developed the Cost Allocation
Manual?

Yes. We began by looking at all of the services the City provided to the Enterprise
Funds. In some case, we could develop the estimated amount of time, money or
number of tasks for the calculation. In other instances, we used the percentage of
each Enterprise Fund’s budget as compared to the combined total budgets of all
Enterprise Funds and the General Fund. In other instances, we used different

calculations as set forth in the Cost Allocation Manual.
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Did the Commission approve Newport’s allocations?

During the litigation of Docket 4025, the City of Newport and Newport Water
adjusted some of the original allocations based on suggestions from the Division
and intervening parties. However, the parties could not agree on all the
allocations, so the Commission ultimately decided the proper allocations in its
Docket 4025 Order. Certain City Services (City Manager, City Solicitor, Finance
Administration and MIS) were allocated based on the Water Fund’s budget
compared to the combined total budgets of all Enterprise Funds and the General
Fund. Other specific allocations were based on the Cost Allocation Manual;

agreements by the parties; and/or, set by the Commission.

Are the City Services allocations from Docket 4025 still in effect?
No. In Newport’s last rate filing, Docket 4595, which was filed in 2015 and decided
in 2016, the City of Newport proposed updates to the Cost Allocation Manual and

changes to the allocation methodology.

Can you provide an overview of the primary changes Newport proposed in
Docket 4595?
Yes. The primary changes were as follows:

Newport proposed to eliminate the 4% inclusion of the Library budget from the
cost allocations based on budget comparison because the City received a ruling
from GASB that the Library did not belong on the City’s financial statements as a
component unit because the Library had its own governing board and the City
provided no services except to appropriate funds.

Newport proposed to allocate the Water Fund’s share of the annual actuarially
determined contribution to Other Postemployment Benefits (“OPEB”).

Newport proposed an increase in the City Solicitor’s allocation because all costs
related to union negotiations, arbitrations, etc. had previously been included in
the Human Resources Budget.
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Newport proposed to change the allocations for services provided by the
Finance Department based on the number of Newport Water’s bank accounts
compared to the overall number of bank accounts for the City of Newport. If the
allocation were based on the number of Newport Water’s debt issuances as
compared to the total debt issuances for the City, the allocation would be
higher.

Newport proposed to eliminate the Assessment allocation because the Water
Fund no longer used the Assessor to challenge tax assessments in other
communities.

Newport proposed to eliminate the allocation for Facilities Management because
the Water Fund was responsible for most of the maintenance of its facilities.

Newport proposed to change the Collections allocation because Newport Water
began using a lockbox when it implemented monthly billing, which reduced
collection activities.

Newport proposed to combine all MIS costs into one category and allocate the
costs based on the Water Fund’s budget compared to the combined total
budgets of all Enterprise Funds and the General Fund.

Did the Commission approve the changes to City Services allocations Newport
proposed in Docket 4595?

With the exception of Newport’s proposed change to the allocation of the City
Solicitor’s expense, the Commission approved Newport’s proposed changes in

Docket 4595.

Docket 4933 — PWFD Proposed Changes

Q.

PWFD’s witness, David Bebyn, testified that “Portsmouth hoped and expected
that this rate filing would not result in continued disagreements about
previously resolved issues regarding matters such as ... city service expenses.

Unfortunately, Newport Water continues to make decisions in its rate filings that
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are contrary to previously settled issues...” Do you agree with this testimony
regarding city service expense?

No, | do not.

Why not?

Because Newport Water used the same allocation methodology approved by the
Commission in Docket 4595. This includes the allocation of the City Manager, City
Solicitor, Finance Administration and MIS based on the Water Fund’s budget
compared to the combined total budgets of all Enterprise Funds and the General
Fund. (See HIJS Schedule D-17). Thus, Newport is not proposing to reopen
“previously settled issues.” Rather, it is PWFD that is reopening previously settled

issues by proposing changes to the allocation of City Service expenses.

What is PWFD’s proposal?

As stated above the allocation of expenses for the City Manager, City Solicitor,
Finance Administration and MIS is based on the Water Fund’s budget compared to
the combined total budgets of all Enterprise Funds and the General Fund. PWFD
proposes to remove depreciation from the enterprise funds’ budgets before
computing the allocation factor that is based on the combined total budgets of all

Enterprise Funds and the General Fund.

Has Newport removed depreciation when calculating this allocation in past
dockets?
No. As Mr. Bebyn acknowledged in his response to NWD data request 1-3,

Newport has never removed depreciation before.

Has the Commission ever ordered Newport to remove depreciation when

calculating this allocation in past dockets?

6
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No. Once again, as Mr. Bebyn acknowledged in his response to NWD data request

1-3, the Commission has never ordered Newport to remove depreciation before.

Do you agree with this proposal?

No. | disagree for three reasons. First, depreciation is a legitimate business
expense and should be included. Second, removing capital, debt service and
depreciation understates the services provided by the City of Newport regarding
Newport Water’s capital projects. Third, Mr. Bebyn only proposes to remove

depreciation from the enterprise fund budgets and not the general fund.

Mr. Bebyn indicates that Newport removes debt service and capital expenditures
from the allocations based on budget comparisons. So why shouldn’t
depreciation be removed as well?

Because as | stated, depreciation is a legitimate business expense. Furthermore, as
addressed below, Newport does not believe that debt service and capital should
be removed from the allocation. However, one could argue that debt and capital
are not direct expenses, while depreciation is, even though all three require

services from the City.

Mr. Bebyn stated that “Regarding debt service and capital, Newport Water
already recognizes that these items overstate the costs, which is why Newport
Water removed them” from the City Services calculation. Is this correct?.

No, it is not. Newport Water and the City of Newport do not believe, and have
never believed, that debt and capital should be removed from the general fund
and enterprise fund budgets when calculating the allocation percentage for City
Services. And if the calculation of the allocations resulting from budget
comparisons is going to reopened, then the manner in which Newport has

removed costs related to capital projects should be reexamined as well.

7
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Can you explain why debt and capital is removed from the budgets before the
allocator is calculated?

In Docket 4243, approximately 74% of Newport’s increase was related to its capital
program. At that time, Newport anticipated borrowing more than eighty-seven
million dollars ($87,000,000) over the next five years to finance the construction of
a new Lawton Valley new treatment plant and improvements to the Station One
Plant (Treatment Plant Projects). PWFD argued that because of the Treatment
Plant Projects and other capital projects, Newport’s debt service and capital
expenses were increasing dramatically. PWFD argued that including these
expenses in the Water Fund’s budget would disproportionately increase the
allocation of City Services. (See Christopher Woodcock Docket 4243 Direct
Testimony, p. 13). Newport argued against this change, and while | won’t repeat
Newport’s testimony in that Docket, | would refer the Commission to Newport’s
testimony, particularly the rebuttal testimonies of Harold Smith and Julia Forgue.
Ultimately, the parties reached a Settlement Agreement and Newport agreed not
to include the “debt service and capital expenses...identified in RFC Schedule 4
Rebuttal and RFC Schedule 5 Rebuttal,” the majority of which were related to
Treatment Plant Projects. (See Exhibit 1, Docket 4243 RFC Schedules 4 and 5
Rebuttal) However, this agreement was limited to the debt service and capital

identified in those schedules.

Is the debt service deducted from the Water Fund Budget in this Docket when
calculating the City Services Allocation the same debt service referred to in the
Docket 4243 Settlement Agreement?

Yes, the debt service deducted to calculate the City Services Allocator based on
budget comparisons is comprised of the borrowings in RFC Schedule 5 Rebuttal

from Docket 4243.
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Is the same true for Capital?

No. The rate funded capital projects “included, identified or anticipated” in Docket
4243 were the projects in Newport’s Capital Improvement Plan for FY 2010
through FY 2015 (See Exhibit 1, Docket 4243 RFC Schedule 4 Rebuttal). Thus, the
amount deducted for capital funded projects for FY 2019 in this Docket are not the
same projects from Docket 4243. As such, they should not be removed. Attached
to my testimony is a schedule showing a revised percentage of 15.33% when

capital is removed from all of the budgets. (See Exhibit 2)

Why should Newport revise the amount deducted for capital from the City
Services allocation?

For two reasons. First, this revision is consistent with the Docket 4243 Settlement
Agreement. Second, as | have consistently testified since Docket 4025, it is
important to take a big picture view of the Water Fund and its role in the overall
municipality of the City of Newport. The Water Fund is the second biggest fund in
the City, and there is no separate Board of Directors or municipal water authority
that oversees its operations. The Water Fund’s capital needs require significant
effort on the part of policy makers, managers and other employees of the City of
Newport. Newport Water’s capital projects are large public works projects that
impact the City and necessarily require involvement by City personnel because
Newport Water does not operate in a vacuum. Furthermore, the Water Fund is
highly regulated by several different agencies, including, but not limited to, the
Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission. This requires a greater degree of
attention and extra effort to understand the applicable regulations and ensure

compliance.

The PUC rate filing process also requires increased effort on the part of the City’s

personnel. In fact, the City has been involved in this rate filing examining

9
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alternative capital financing plans proposed by Middletown’s witness and the City
had to engage its financial advisor, Maureen Gurghigian, from Hilltop Securities, to

provide testimony in this Docket regarding the issues raised by Middletown.

Can you please elaborate on your earlier testimony that Mr. Bebyn only removed
depreciation from the enterprise funds and not the general fund.

Yes. As set forth in PWFD’s response to NWD DR 1-3, Mr. Bebyn only removed
depreciation from the enterprise fund budgets and not the general fund, which
skewed his resulting allocator lower than it should be. It should be noted that in
governmental accounting, depreciation is included for enterprise funds but not for
governmental funds. The General Fund is a governmental fund, so if depreciation
were to be removed from the enterprise funds, which it should not be, then
depreciation must be removed from the general fund as well. Depreciation is
calculated for the general fund in the City’s government-wide financial statements
and attached to my testimony as Exhibit 3 is the pertinent page of the FY2018
financial statements that shows depreciation expense for the general fund of
$5,460,370. So, if this were deducted from the general fund, along with
depreciation for the enterprise funds, and the budgeted capital expenses were
also removed, then the resulting water fund allocator would be 14.30%, which is

slightly higher than the current allocator of 13.66%. (See Exhibit 4)
For the reasons stated above, | do not believe depreciation should be removed
from any of the budgets, and if it is, then capital expenses should also be removed

when calculating the City Services allocator based on budget comparisons.

Does this complete your testimony?

Yes, it does.

10
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Docket No. 4243 Exhibit 1

City of Newport, Rhode Island
FY 2012 Rate Filing

Capital Improvement Plan RFC Schedule 4 Rebuttal
Funding 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Source Rate Year

Safe Yield Study - WP Rates $ 123,533 % 867

GIS and Hydraulic Modeling - WP Rates $ 263,007 $ 26,993

IRP Update - WP Rates $ 46,494 $ 1,876

Water Quality Protection Plan Update- RIWRB - F&O Rates $ 16,099 $ 2,628

WSSMP 5 year Update- RIWRB due 9/30/13 Rates $ 80,000

Sediment Assessment - Lawton Brook - LBG Rates § 18,065 $ 16,728

RIDOH & RIDEM- Reservoir Monitoring Rates $ 150,000 $ 150,000

Main from Gardiner to Paradise Rates $ 150,000 $ 1,600,000

Intake at Paradise Rates $ 190,000

Intake at Watson & Nonquit Rates $ 250,000

Intake at Sissons Rates $ 50,000

Aeration- St Mary's Reservoir Rates $ 50,000

Demolition of Old Nonquit Pump Sta Rates $ 2,800 $ 20,000

Dam Repair- Easton Pond Dam SRF $ 236,000 $§ 500,000 $ 6,000,000

Dam and Dike Rehabilitation - Lawton Valley Rates $ 100,000 $ 800,000

Dam and Spillway Rehabilitation - Station 1 Rates $ 250,000 $ 100,000

Paradise Pump Station Improvements Rates $ 85,000

Sakonnet River Pump Station Improvements Rates $ 152,000

Station 1 Raw Water Pump Station Improvements Rates $ 195,000

St Mary's Pump Station Improvements Rates $ 185,000

Storage Tank Painting - 2MG standpipe Rates

Water Department Office/Garage Rehabilitation Rates $ 400,000

Mitchells Lane meter and PRV Rates $ 90,000

RIDOH- DB Review Assistance Rates $ 100,000 $ 100,000

City Advisor for New LVWTP & Sta1 Imprv SRF $ 1,846,960 $ 1,162,790 $ 1,273,200 $ 575000 $ 575000 $ 350,000

Professional Service for WTP Imprv ( Legal & Financial) SRF $ 450,000 $ 105,000 $ 185,000 $ 125,000 $ 125,000

Station One Improvements SRF $ - $ 15,000,000 $ 7,800,000

LVWTP New Treatment Plant SRF $ 26,000,000 $ 20,000,000 $ 4,739,000

System Wide Main Improvements Rates $ 3,093,048 % 300,000 $ - $ 3,200,000 $ 300,000 $ 3,500,000

Distribution Main Iprov.(Sherman St) Design & Construct Rates $ 156,952

Meter Replacement Rates $ 64,247 % 66,817 $ 69,490 $ 72,269 $ 75,200 $ 78,200

Radio Read Remote reading laptop Rates $ 13,000 $ 13,000

Forest Ave Pump Sta Imprv. Rates $ 250,000

Water Trench Restoration Rates $ 75,000 $ 78,000 $ 81,120 $ 84,365 $ 87,700 $ 91,200

Fire Hydrant Replacement Rates $ 17,000 $ 17,000 $ 18,000 $ 18,000 $ 18,000 $ 18,000

Equipment and Vehicle Replacement Rates $ 160,000 $ 199,000 $ 92,000 $ 120,000 $ 66,000

| 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 |

101 Water Revenue Bonds - - - - - -
201 SRF Loan 2,532,960 1,767,790 $ 7,458,200 $ 41,700,000 $ 28,500,000 $ 5,089,000
301 Rates 3,719,292 1,487,862 $ 1,357,610 $ 6,654,634 $ 1,285,900 $ 3,753,400
401 Other - - - - - -
501 Other

$ 6,252,252 $ 3,255,652 $ 8,815,810 $ 48,354,634 $ 29,785,900 $ 8,842,400

Avg. Annual Rate Funded Capital $ 2,493,637
Proposed Rate Funded Capital| $ 2,500,000
Page 13 of 65
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City of Newport, Rhode Island
FY 2012 Rate Filing
Debt Service

RFC Schedule 5 Rebuttal

Existing(1) Proposed (2)
2012 SRF B
(City Agent, 2013 SRFA 2014 SRF A
Stal (Stal (Stal

2008 SRF B Total Exisitng Improvements Improvements Improvement Total Exisiting

Revenue 2007 SRFA  $5.9 M Fed Dir. 2009 SRF A SRF Debt 2012 SRF A and New and New s and New |Total Proposed| and Proposed

Fiscal Year Bonds $3.0M Loan $3.3 M Service Total Existing | (Dam Repair) Plant) Plant) $32.3 M Plant) $5.7 M [ Debt Service Debt Service
2008 1,009,932 72,901 - - 72,901 1,082,833 - - - - - $1,082,833
2009 959,782 211,318 66,753 1,213 279,284 1,239,066 - - - - - $1,239,066
2010 910,552 211,749 157,915 2,388 372,052 1,282,604 - - - - - $1,282,604
2011 642,596 211,990 411,824 61,108 684,922 1,327,518 - - - - $1,327,518
2012 571,079 211,081 424,858 182,028 817,966 1,389,045 200,323 - - - 200,323 $1,589,369
2013 388,755 211,034 424,365 181,966 817,365 1,206,120 543,762 4,214,256 - - 4,758,018 $5,964,138
2014 - 210,828 424,365 181,518 816,710 816,710 543,763 4,226,260 2,782,931 - 7,552,954 $8,369,664
2015 - 211,441 424,945 181,416 817,802 817,802 543,758 4,238,984 2,794,242 496,924 8,073,909 $8,891,711
2016 - 210,861 424,070 181,648 816,579 816,579 543,734 4,252,472 2,806,232 498,944 8,101,382 $8,917,961
2017 - 184,069 423,727 181,504 789,301 789,301 543,774 4,266,769 2,818,942 501,085 8,130,570 $8,919,871
2018 - 184,052 422,898 181,058 788,008 788,008 543,764 4,281,924 2,832,414 503,354 8,161,455 $8,949,463
2019 - 210,815 422,537 181,105 814,457 814,457 543,786 4,297,988 2,846,694 505,760 8,194,227 $9,008,684
2020 - 210,360 422,607 180,896 813,863 813,863 543,725 4,315,016 2,861,831 508,310 8,228,882 $9,042,745
2021 - 210,677 423,085 180,444 814,205 814,205 543,764 4,333,065 2,877,876 511,013 8,265,718 $9,079,923
2022 - 210,752 421,968 180,521 813,240 813,240 543,782 4,352,198 2,894,884 513,878 8,304,743 $9,117,983
2023 - 210,583 421,274 180,357 812,213 812,213 543,764 4,372,479 2,912,913 516,915 8,346,070 $9,158,283
2024 - 210,169 421,946 180,701 812,815 812,815 543,690 4,393,976 2,932,023 520,134 8,389,823 $9,202,638
2025 - 210,489 420,969 180,056 811,515 811,515 543,739 4,416,763 2,952,280 523,546 8,436,329 $9,247,843
2026 - 209,543 420,366 179,832 809,740 809,740 543,692 4,440,918 2,973,752 527,163 8,485,525 $9,295,264
2027 - 209,336 421,064 180,151 810,551 810,551 543,725 4,466,521 2,996,513 530,997 8,537,756 $9,348,308
2028 - 209,832 420,053 180,205 810,089 810,089 543,717 4,493,661 3,020,639 535,062 8,593,079 $9,403,168
2029 - - 419,321 179,974 599,295 599,295 - 4,522,430 3,046,213 539,370 8,108,012 $8,707,307
2030 426,632 179,449 606,081 606,081 - 4,552,924 3,073,321 543,936 8,170,181 $8,776,262
2031 - 178,652 178,652 178,652 - 4,585,248 3,102,056 548,777 8,236,080 $8,414,732
2032 - - - - 4,619,512 3,132,514 553,907 8,305,934 $8,305,934
2033 - 3,164,801 559,346 3,724,147 $3,724,147
2034 - 565,111 565,111 $565,111
2035 - - - $0
2036 - - $0
2037 - - $0
2038 - - $0

4,482,696 $ 4,233,879 $ 8,667,539 § 3,678,188 $§ 16,579,606 $ 21,062,302 | $ 8,900,262 $ 87,643,363 $ 58,823,072 $ 10,503,530 | $ 165,870,227

(1) Debt service on existing debt based on debt service schedules provided by City of Newport Finance Dept.

(2) Debt service for SRF 2012 A is based on debt service schedules provided by RICWFA plus interest payment on a BAN used to fund the City Agent in FY 2012.
Debt service on proposed loans assumes full principal and interest payments in the year following the year in which debt is issued.
Interest on SRF loans is assumed to be 6%.

Page 14 of 65
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City of Newport
Cost Allocation - Percentage of Budgets
Based on FY2019 Adopted Budget

General Fund

Water Fund Total Operating Expenses

WPC Fund

Maritime Fund

Parking Fund

Total

School Appropriation:
20% appropriation left in general fund

FY2019 Adopted Budget

97,003,290

23,100,625

24,262,052

1,236,587

2,061,699

147,664,253

25,968,779
5,193,756

20,775,023

Less School

20,775,023

Less Civic Support

2,014,487

Laura Sitrin - Rebuttal Testimony

Docket 4933

Exhibit 2
Less Debt Service Less Capital Percentage
5,452,352 68,761,428 64.67%
6,796,599 - 16,304,026 15.33%
6,303,683 17,958,369 16.89%
1,236,587 1.16%
2,061,699 1.94%

106,322,109
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CITY OF NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
JUNE 30, 2018 .
5. CAPITAL ASSETS
Capital asset activity for the year ended June 30, 2018 was as follows:
Governmental Activities
Balance Balance
July 1, 2017 Increases Decreases June 30, 2018
Capital assets not being depreciated:
Land 3 4,880,057 3 $ 4,880,057
Construction in progress : . 1,202,305 1,775,870 3,678,275
Total capital assets not being depreciated 6,782,362 1,775,970 - 8,558,332
Capital assets being depreciated: :
Buildings and structures 91,332,764 1,357,999 (869,323) 91,821,440
Machinery and equipment 8,954,554 - 1,257,931 (181,737} 10,030,748
Vehicles : 10,584,711 631,066 (2,109,027) 9,106,680
Infrastructure ~__ 67,128,808 1,654,154 {29,628) 68,753,334
Total capital assets being depreciated 178,000,837 4,901,150 (3,189,785) 179,712,202
Total capital assefs 184,783,199 6,677,120 (3,189,785) 188,270,534
Less accumulated depreciétion: : :
Buildings and structures 22,450,021 2,368,706 (508,443} 24,310,284
Machinery and equipment 6,487,937 416,024 (158,785) 6,745,176
Vehicles 5,783,250 815,056 (1,771,877) 4,826,429
Infrastructure : 19,023,727 1,860,584 (5,926} 20,878,385
Total accumulated depreciation 53,744,935 5,460,370 . (2,445,031) 56,760,274
Total capital assets being depreciated, net 124,255,902  {558,220) (744,754) 122,951,928

Governmental Activities CépitalAssets, Net $ 131,038,264 $ 1,216,750 $  (744,754) $ 131,510,260

Depreciation expense was charged to functions/programs of governmental activities as follows:

General government $ 520,800
General education 1,370,199
Public safety 730,619
Public services 2,652,148
Civic Support 170,221
Human services 11,880
Capital assets held by the City's internal service fund
are charged to various functions based on usage of the assets 4,503
$ 5,460,370
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City of Newport
Cost Allocation - Percentage of Budgets
Based on FY2019 Adopted Budget

General Fund

Water Fund Total Operating Expenses

WPC Fund

Maritime Fund

Parking Fund

Total

School Appropriation:
20% appropriation left in general fund

FY2019 Adopted Budget

97,003,290

23,100,625

24,262,052

1,236,587

2,061,699

147,664,253

25,968,779
5,193,756

20,775,023

Less School

20,775,023

Less Civic Support

2,014,487

Less Debt Service

5,452,352

6,796,599

6,303,683

Depreciation

5,460,370

2,850,000

3,629,549

132,000

145,000

Laura Sitrin - Rebuttal Testimony

Less Capital

Docket 4933

Exhibit 4
Percentage
63,301,058 67.27%
13,454,026 14.30%
14,328,820 15.23%
1,104,587 1.17%
1,916,699 2.04%

94,105,190
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Newport Water Department
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Newport, RI 02840
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Isitrin@CityofNewport.com;

rschultz@CityofNewport.com;

wyost@ CityofNewport.com;
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Harold Smith

Raftelis Financial Consulting, PA
511 East Blvd.

Charlotte, NC 28203
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704-373-1199

Tiffany Parenteau, Esq.
Christy Hetherington, Esq.
Dept. of Attorney General
150 South Main St.
Providence, RI 02903

Chetherington@riag.ri.gov;

TParenteau@riag.ri.gov;
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Mfolcarelli@riag.ri.gov;

dmacrae@riag.ri.gov;

401-222-2424

Jerome Mierzwa
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Exeter Associates, Inc.

10480 Little Patuxent Parkway, Suite
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Columbia, MD 21044
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Imorgan@exeterassociates.com;

410-992-7500

Dept. of Navy (DON)

Kenneth M. Racette, Jr.

Kelsey A. Harrer, Assistant Counsel
Department of the Navy,

Office of the General Counsel
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508-1278

Kelsey.a.harrer@navy.mil;
kenneth.racette@navy.mil

757-322-4119

Dr. Kay Davoodi, Director

Larry Allen, Public Utilities Specialist
Utilities Rates and Studies Office
NAVFAC HQ, Department of the Navy
1322 Patterson Avenue SE

Suite 1000

Washington Navy Yard, D.C. 20374

Khojasteh.davoodi@navy.mil;

Larry.r.allen@navy.mil;
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Brubaker and Associates, Inc.
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St. Louis, MO 63141-2000
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401-724-3600

Portsmouth Water & Fire District
(PWFD)

Adam M. Ramos, Esq.

Christine E. Dieter, Esq.

Hinckley, Allen & Snyder

100 Westminster St., Suite 1500
Providence, RI 02903

aramos@haslaw.com;

cdieter@hinckleyallen.com;

cwhaley@hinckleyallen.com;

stroke@hinckleyallen.com;

Jessica C. Lynch, PWFD

jlynch@portsmouthwater.org;

Christopher P.N. Woodcock

Woodcock@w-a.com;

508-393-3337

David Bebyn

dbebyn@gmail.com;

Town of Middletown (Middletown)
Peter Regan, Esq.

Mark Boivin, Esq.

Sayer Regan & Thayer, LLP

130 Bellevue Ave.

Newport, R 02840

Pregan@SRT-law.com;

mboivin@srt-law.com;

arichardson@srt-law.com;

401-849-3040
x-233

David Russell, P.E.
Russell Consulting LLC

Davidrussell015@comcast.net;
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