
BOARD WORKSHOP
Steven Palmer, General Manager
Georgetown Divide Public Utility District
John Van den Bergh, Rural Development Specialist
Rural Community Assistance Corporation  
Community & Environmental Services 
October 18, 2017



Road Map

April 25 
Finance 

Committee

May 8
Board 

Meeting

September 
18

Public 
Workshop

October 12
Public 

Workshop

October 18
Board 

Workshop

October 24
Board 

Authorize 45 
Day Notice

December 12
Board Adopt 

Rates



October 18 
Board Workshop 
Objectives

Board’s first time
Inform

• Rate Study 
Methodology

• Rate Scenarios
• Workshop Summary

Direction



GDPUD Mission Statement
It is the purpose of the Georgetown Divide Public Utility District to: 

• Provide reliable water supplies
• Ensure high quality drinking water
• Promote stewardship to protect community resources, public health and 
quality of life 
• Provide excellent and responsive customer services through dedicated and 
valued staff 
• Ensure fiscal responsibility and accountability are observed by balancing 
immediate and long term needs



Why Perform a Rate Study Now?

• Last updated in 2008
• No increase since 2011
• Industry standard is to review rates every 3-5 years
• Not enough reserves to pay for needed replacements and 
preventative maintenance

• Affordability ratio is too low to qualify for grants and loans
• Debt coverage ratio is too low to obtain loans



Why Perform a Rate Study Now?

• Current rates based on 2007 actuals only
• 2008 Study recommended rate increases to 2013
• 2008 Board only adopted increases to 2011

Adopted Maximum Recommended Maximum

Treated $23.57 per month $26.49 per month

Irrigation $72.74 per MI per mo $88.01 per MI per month



Public Workshop #1
• September 18, 2017 – 5:30pm at Georgetown Elementary School
• 30 attendees
• Staff presentation

• Condition of water system
• Condition of finances
• Rate study methodology
• Legal constraints
• Policy questions

• Small Group Breakouts
• Mission Statement
• How to pay for repairs and maintenance – cash, grants, loans
• Base rate versus usage rate
• How to use property tax?
• Property tax allocation to treated and irrigation



What We Heard – Workshop #1
• Agree with mission statement.
• Recognize the state of the water supply system is deficient.
• Recognize that the District’s financial situation is unsustainable.
• Recognize the need to increase rates to fund operations and capital replacement
• They would like to avoid large rate increases during the first year.
• Recommend keeping the base rate low, and emphasize the usage rate.
• Want the District to be fiscally prudent.
• Believe there should be some consideration in the form of rate reduction for 

irrigation customers since they are subject to water being shutoff at any moment.  
For example, during droughts.

• Property tax should be used to fund capital reserves
• Property tax in capital reserves should be split between irrigation and treated 

water enterprises base on the relative asset value (85% treated, 15% irrigation).
• Use cash as much as possible, unless this makes rates too high.
• Reported to Board on October 3, 2017



Public Workshop #2
• October 12, 2017 – 5:30pm at Cool Community Hall
• 21 attendees
• Staff presentation

• Brief overview of Workshop #1
• Summary of comments from Workshop #1
• Presented overall methodology and results for three scenarios:

• Scenario 1 – Allocate property tax 85% to treated, 15% to irrigation
• Scenario 2 – Allocate property tax 74% to treated, 26% to irrigation
• Scenario 3 – Allocate property tax 50% to treated, 50% to irrigation

• Presented detailed calculations for Scenario 2
• Answered questions
• Received written and oral comments from attendees



What We Heard – Workshop #2
• Concern that employee wages and benefits are too high.
• Concern that staffing at recommended level is too high
• Provide staff salary and benefits information on the website
• General Administration cost allocation is too high for irrigation water (31% irrigation, 67% 

treated, 2% wastewater)
• Other revenue such as leases and SMUD should be split between treated and irrigation 

water reserves.
• Base rate for 5/8”, ¾”, and 1-inch meter customers should be the same.  The usages are 

similar, 5/8” meters are being phased out by the District, and the 1-inch meters are 
typically only needed by residential customers for fire flows.

• Rates should consider that the water rights and ditches were originally meant for irrigation.
• The rate study should take into consideration that the increased volume of water used by 

irrigation customers secures those water rights
• Increased irrigation rates may result in loss of customers and less irrigation water use, 

thereby harming the environment.  An Environmental Impact Report should be required 
because of this potential impact



What We Heard – Workshop #2
• Please provide rate calculations for typical water usage, instead of average bill.
• Compare the calculated rates to other agencies
• The base rate is too high.  There should be no base rate and only usage rate.  

The usage rate should include establishing a drought reserve fund.
• Board meetings should be in the evenings so working people can attend.
• Goal should be to meet annual capital reserve contribution in 8 years instead of 5 

years
• Reduce annual contributions to capital reserve
• Include a ballot with the Proposition 218 notice
• Support the scenario that split property tax revenue 85% to treated water and 

15% to irrigation water.
• Cut hookup fees to increase new customers
• Would like to see treated water customers increased to between 4,000 and 4,500; 

and irrigation customers to 600



Rate Study Calculations
• John Van den Bergh, Rural Community Assistance 
Corporation

• Explain rate study calculations
• Three scenarios that were presented at Public Workshop #2
• Five new scenarios based on input from Public Workshop #2



Guiding Principles of this Rate Study
• Sustainable
• Fair
• Conservation
• Justifiable



Legal Issues
• No tiered rates, unless they can be justified with cost data

• Capistrano Tax Payers Associations vs City of San Juan 
Capistrano

• No 2000 CF included in the Base rate
• Article XIII D, Section 6: “A fee imposed on any parcel 
must not exceed the proportional cost of the service.”



Treated vs Irrigation Water
Reasons for splitting

• Legal requirements
• Different assets
• Different cost structure
• Different rates

Split
• Assets
• Budget
• Reserves
• Debts



Asset Split

Water Source 
5100

Raw Water 
5200

2 Treatment 
Plants 5300

Treated 
Distribution & 
Meters 5400

Transportation, 
Shop, General, 
Office, Other

Treated Water

Irrigation Water

Water Usage
 for the last 3 

years
(Section B)

Split Criteria
Actual line by 
line review
(Section E)

All Treated All Treated

Average 
allocation of 
other assets
(Section A)

21%
1,708 AF

79%
6,542 AF 21% 100% 100% 85%

$67 MM
14%

$11 MM79%



Expenses from 
Budget

17/18 through 20/21

Water Source 
5100

Raw Water 
5200

Treatment 
Plant 5300

Treated 
Distribution 

5400

Customer 
SVS 5500

Admin 
5600

Treated Water
Budget 17/18 through 20/21 (*)

Irrigation Water
Budget 17/18 through 20/21 (*)

Water Usage
 for the last 3 

years
(Section B)

Split 
Criteria

Actual allocation 
of assets 
(Section E)

All Treated All Treated
Number of 
Customers
(Section D)

Average 
allocation of 

other expenses
(Section F)

21%
1,708 AF

79%
6,542 AF 79% 100% 100%

71%
3,774

8%
408 67% 31%21%



Treated vs Irrigation Water
Reasons for splitting

• Legal requirements
• Different assets
• Different cost structure
• Different rates

Split
• Assets
• Budget
• Reserves
• Debts



Split of Water Source 5100 (Volume)
2012 2013 2016 Average

Treated Sales 1,591 1,671 1,262 1,508
Treated Loss 200 200 200 200

Total Treated 1,791 1,871 1,462 1,708

Irrigation Sales 4,681 4,692 4,654 4,676

Irrigation Loss 2,000 1,800 1,800 1,867
Total Irrigation 6,681 6,492 6,454 6,542

% Treated 21%
% Irrigation 79%



Split of Raw Water 5200 (Assets)

Irrigation Treated

Manual Review $  280,374.35 $  106,131.22

Shared ($ 7,354,148.20)
(split by volume)

$ 5,809,777.08 
(79%)

$1,544,371.12 
(21%)

Total $ 6,112,052.53 $ 1,628,601.24



Split of Customer Service 5500 
(Number of Customers)

Treated Water 3,774 71%

Irrigation Water 408 8%

Wastewater 1,099 21%

Total 5,281 100%



Split of Other Assets
Description Irrigation Water 

Current Value
Treated Water 
Current Value

Wastewater 
Current Value

Source of Supply Plant $ 8,429,083.56
Lake Walton Plant $ 4,354,198.53
Auburn Lake Trails Plant $ 3,339,546.34
Transmission/Distribution 
Irrigation

$ 2,143,708.19 $8,045,221.12

Meters and Meter Boxes $ 35,811.43 $ 316,860.95
Transmission/Distribution 
Treated

$ 48,487,228.12

Wastewater Collection Plant $ 1,035,876.51

Total $10,608,603.18 
(14%)

$ 66,783,697.53 
(85%)

$ 1,035,876.51 
(1%)



Split of Administration Costs

Source (5100) Irrigation 
(5200)

Treatment 
(5300)

Treated 
Distribution 

(5400)

Customer 
Service 
(5500)

Admin 
(5600)

Total $ 443,277 $ 730,715 $ 681,570 $ 901,293 $ 265,171 $ 1,198,350
Treated 20.702% 21.040% 100% 100% 71.464% 66.772%
Irrigation 79.298% 78.960% 0% 0% 7.726% 31.402%
Wastewater 0% 0% 0% 0% 20.810% 1.826%



Rate Setting using Water Meters



Current Assets Budget

New Forecasted Budgets (5 years)

Revenue Forecast

Reserve 
Calculation

Monthly Rate 
per Miner’s 

Inch

Miner’s 
Inch Total

Customers

Inflation 
AdjustmentCalculations

Rate Setting using Miner’s Inches



Possible split of Tax Revenue ($1,569,000)
between Treated and Irrigation Water

1. Asset Value: 85% Treated, 15% Irrigation
$1,333,650 / $235,350

2. Costs: 74% - 26%
$1,161,060 / $407,940

3. Evenly: 50% - 50%
$784,500 / $784,500



SAMPLE CALCULATION - Scenario 2

2. Property Tax Allocation Based on Costs:
74% Treated - 26% Irrigation
$1,161,060 / $407,940



Reserve Calculation (Treated Water)



Annual Reserve Requirement: $1,995,633



Funding of Projects



Budget (Treated Water)



Rate Study Budget
• Based on recommended organizational chart from June 2017 
Budget Presentation

• Addresses deficiencies:
• Accounting and finance management
• Contract administration
• Human resources management
• Records management
• Succession planning
• Drinking water quality oversight & reporting
• Water rights monitoring, reporting, and permitting



Rate Study Budget

• Addresses deficiencies (continued):
• Water rights monitoring, reporting, and permitting
• Wastewater reporting and permitting
• Storm water reporting and permitting
• Capital project management
• Capital project planning
• Infrastructure master plan
• Asset management



Rate Study Budget
• 5-Year Projections

• From Draft Long Range Financial Forecast (April 2017)



Fixed – Variable Expense Split



Reserve Calculation (Irrigation Water)

Annual Reserve Requirement: $369,748



Budget (Irrigation Water)



Setting 
the Rates







“New” Scenarios

• Based on feedback and input from Public Workshop #2
• Initial - Scenario 2 from Public Workshop #2
• A – All residential meters pay the same base rate
• B – No Base Rate.  All usage rate
• C – Current staffing level (ie. Less than recommended)
• D – Property tax revenue allocated 100% to irrigation
• E – Property tax revenue split to provide equal percentage rate increase



Variables
• Meter sizes
• Split of tax revenue between Treated/Irrigation water
• Probability of Grants and Loans
• Staffing Level
• Base Rate vs Usage Charge

• Fund fixed expenses with variable revenue
• Speed of rate increases over 5 years



Assumptions for all Scenarios
• CIP funding as approved
• Rates are shown for the 5th year
• No water included in Base
• No tiered Usage Charges
• Annual rate increases of 5% for the next 4 years.
• Reserves are not fully funded until the 4th year.



Initial Scenario
• Recommended staffing level
• Compounded annual increase 
since 2011:
• Treated: 5.1%
• Irrigation: 19.5%

• Tax revenue split according to 
need (expenses)  74% - 26%

• None of the scenarios consider:
• Environmental impact
• Past subsidies of irrigation water
• Water rights



Alternative Scenario A
• 5/8", 3/4" and 1" all pay the 
same base rate

• Recommended staffing level
• Tax revenue is split according 
to Expenses (TW/IW 74% -
26%)



Alternative Scenario B
• No Base Rate.  All Usage.
• Recommended staffing level
• Tax revenue is split according 
to Expenses (TW/IW 74% -
26%)



Alternative Scenario C
• Current staffing level
• Tax revenue is split according 
to Expenses (TW/IW 74% -
26%)



Alternative Scenario D
• Recommended staffing level
• All tax revenue goes to 
subsidize irrigation water

• Tax revenue is split according 
to Expenses (TW/IW 74% -
26%)



Alternative Scenario E
• Tax revenue is split between 
Treated and Irrigation to create 
an equal %  rate increase (15% 
- 85%)

• Recommended staffing level





Next Steps
• Board Questions for Staff
• Public Comment
• Board Discussion and Direction to Staff

• Prepare final report based on one of the scenarios 
presented today; OR

• Analyze a different scenario
• Future Meeting - Board Review Final Report & Authorize 
45-Day Notice

• Future Meeting - Public Hearing


