
MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL BOARD MEETING WORKSHOP 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
INDIAN WELLS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

January 24, 2017 

The Special Board Meeting Workshop of the Board of Directors of the 
Indian Wells Valley Water District was called to order by President CALL TO ORDER 
Brown at 9: 07 a.m. in the Board of Directors Hearing Room, 500 West 
Ridgecrest Boulevard, Ridgecrest, California. 

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Jason Lillion. 

DIRECTORS PRESENT: 

DIRECTORS ABSENT : 

ALSO PRESENT: 

President Peter E. Brown 
Vice-President Charles F. Cordell 
Director Donald J. Cortichiato 
Director Charles D. Griffin 
Director Ronald R. Kicinski 

None. 

Jim Worth, Attorney; 
Chuck Krieger, Consulting Engineer; 
Don Zdeba, General Manager; 
Jason Lillion, Operations Superintendent; 
Jennifer Keep, Chief Financial Officer; 
Renee Morquecho, Chief Engineer; 
Rose Koch, Recording Secretary 

AGENDA DECLARATION 

Recording Secretary, Rose Koch, reported that the agenda for today's 
Special Board Meeting Workshop was posted on Friday, January 20, 2017. 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATION 

None. 

PUBLIC QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS 

ROLL CALL 

AGENDA 
DECLARATION 

CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST 

PUBLIC 
Public making comments: Judie Decker thanked Jim Worth for comments COMMENTS 
made at the recent GSA meeting and commented on the District Board 
Room setup for meetings. Stan Rajtora commented on the importance of 
recycled water and discrepancies in the recent Navy report. In his 
opinion, the Water District should move wells 'way away' from the 
private well owners. Pat Farris commented on concerns about the 
message the District and the recent Desert Research Institute (ORI) 
Report funded by the Navy are putting out about the Valley being over 
pumped. 
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BOARD WORKSHOP 
BOARD 
WORKSHOP 

President Brown presented this Agenda item to record items that the WATER DISTRICT 
Board of Directors have consensus on. The following list was made: PRIMER 

• Indian Wells Valley is in overdraft. 
• Comply with State mandates. Will challenge 'unreasonable' 

mandates with available resources. 
• Conservation is critical for long-term health of the basin. 
• Agree with the mandates and goals of the Indian Wells Valley 

Groundwater Authority (IWVGA). 

Discussion and Public comments were heard. 

Vice-President Cordell announced that he has to leave the meeting soon 
and would like to discuss Agenda Item 7. Arsenic Facilities vs. 
Blending. The Board agreed by consensus to move to Item 7. 

Three options with costs for treating arsenic, originally presented in 
2005, were included in the Board Packet: 1) well-head treatment at 
Wells 9A and 13 with blending from Wells 10, 11, 17, 30, and 31, 2) 
well-head treatment at Wells 9A and 13 with blending from Wells 10, 
11, 17, 30, and 31 using Filtronics equipment, and 3) well-head 
treatment at Wells 9A and 13 with local blending from Wells 10 and 11 
using Filtronics Equipment. Don Zdeba noted that the costs are from 
2005 and there is a 1. 8% annual increase due to inflation. Vice
President Cordell has questioned whether it would be cheaper to blend 
the water rather than spending funds, currently $400,000 to $500,000 
per year, to maintain the two arsenic facilities. 

Chuck Krieger reported that since the District has real data on 
running the arsenic facilities, it may not be beneficial to look at 
scenarios from 12 years ago. Currently, the District is taking water 
from Wells 9A and 10 and Wells 11 and 13, and treating it down to 2 
parts per billion (ppb). Once the water is treated, the water is 
ready for consumption. Chuck Krieger commented that he could relock 
at the concepts. 

Jennifer Keep added that a 30-year loan of $20M for the arsenic 
facility project will be paid off in the year 2040. 

Don Zdeba cautioned that you can invest in change to infrastructure, 
but the arsenic content of the water could change. 

Board Recommendation: Staff and Chuck Krieger to present to the Board 
of Directors the pros and cons of quantitative/qualitative aspects of 
concepts related to arsenic facility vs. blending including costs for 
consideration. 

reviewed the use of the 
Administration/Executive, 

The Water Management and 
and a new Groundwater 

With these four committees, 

President Brown commented that he had 
committees and recommends keeping the 
Finance, and Plant and Equipment Committees. 
Ad-HOC Committees will be eliminated 
Sustainability Act Committee be formed. 
President Brown recommended the following: 
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• Groundwater Sustainability Act (GSA) Committee: 
and Kicinski 

Directors Brown 

• Finance Committee: Directors Cortichiato and Griffin 
• Plant and Equipment Committee: Directors Cordell and Kicinski 
• Administration/Executive Committee: Directors Brown and Cordell 

Director Griffin opposed being removed from the GSA Committee. It had 
originally been voted by the Board of Directors for Director Griffin 
to be the alternate representative of the GSA for the District for two 
years. 

President Brown responded that it is very important that the District 
work in tandem with the GSA and create consensus. Director Griffin 
disagreed with the majority and voted against the GSA. It is 
illogical that Director Griffin would be supportive of the GSA. It is 
important to have a group consensus. It is President Brown's opinion 
that it would work better if Director Griffin was not on the GSA 
Committee. 

Director Griffin responded that he is fully supportive of the GSA. He 
does disagree with some of the way things are being done at the GSA 
meetings and believes he is not the only one that feels this way. 
Director Griffin feels that he studied it very well, he knows the law 
very well, but just because he does not agree with the way everything 
goes does not mean that he should not be the alternate representative 
on the GSA Committee. He feels very knowledgeable about the GSA. 
Just because he disagrees on a lot of things, he refuses to be a 'yes 
man'. 

Director Griffin added that he feels like he is being quashed because 
he had also requested to be placed on the Administration/Executive 
Cammi ttee. Director Griffin claims that the response was that the 
Administration/Executive Committee always consisted of the Board 
President and Vice-President. 

President Brown responded that something was done 
year because of the new formation of government, 
Joint Powers Agreement to form a GSA. 

differently last 
specifically the 

Vice-President Cordell commented that Director Griffin has taken a 
deep interest in the GSA and newly elected Director Ron Kicinski has 
only been to one meeting. Vice-President Cordell recommended leaving 
Director Griffin on the GSA Committee because of his commitment. 

Director Griffin confirmed that he had voted against the Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) because of the way it was written, specifically, not 
including everyone in the Valley. He did not vote against the GSA. 

President Brown noted that Director Griffin has a record of voting 
'no' on a few significant items. 

Director Griffin responded that when he speaks at the GSA, he is 
speaking as an individual and not as the Alternate Representative of 
the GSA. He does not speak for the Board if the Representative of the 
District is present at the GSA. Director Griffin requested he not be 
paid by the District if he is speaking on behalf of himself. 
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Vice-President Cordell left the meeting at 11:10 a.m. 

After discussion the following Committees were agreed upon by Board 
consensus: 

• Administration/Executive Committee: Directors Brown and Cordell 
• Finance Committee: Directors Cortichiato and Griffin 
• Plant and Equipment Committee: Directors Cordell and Kicinski 
• Groundwater Sustainability Act Committee: Directors Brown and 

Griffin 

Director Kicinski expressed interest in attending the Integrated 
Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) and Restoration Advisory Board 
(RAB) meetings as a representative of the District. 

Workshop was recessed at 11:25 a.m. and re-convened at 11:34 a.m. 

Director Griffin requested that Agenda Item 4. 
be discussed before Agenda Item 3. Ordinance 
Increase. The Board agreed by consensus. 

Cost of Service Study 
No. 96 Scheduled Rate 

Jennifer Keep gave a PowerPoint presentation for the preliminary 
results of a Cost of Service Study performed by her and Jason Lillian. 

The objectives of a Cost of Service Study are: identify revenue 
requirements to successfully cover all annual costs to achieve 
positive cash flow, ideally without incurring new debt; positive net 
revenues; debt service requirements; meet required reserves and water 
conservation targets while considering budgetary challenges such as 
conservation effects; and unexpected capital costs and consumer 
spending capabilities. 

The following assumptions were made: 
1) Rates for this preliminary portion of the study are designed to 
cover all of 2016-2017 projected cash flow needs. Based on direction 
from the Board of Directors, consideration for new debt and use of 
reserves, final rates will be adjusted. 
2) Consumption allocations for variable rates for this preliminary 
portion of the study are as follows: 

Residential Tier 1-0 to 9 Hundred Cubic Feet (HCF) covers indoor 
domestic use for 3 people plus water needed to run evaporative 
cooling. 
Residential Tier 2-9.01 to 19 HCF covers indoor domestic use for 
2 more people plus water needed for 1,000 square feet of 
xeriscape landscape and additional water to run evaporative 
cooling. 
Residential Tier 3-19.01 to 35 HCF covers "luxuryu items such as 
living turf, swimming pools and livestock. 
Residential Tier 4-35+ HCF is considered non-essential or 
wasteful water use. 
Non-residential tier allocations are based on Residential tier 
allocations and are increased according to the American Water 
Works Association (AWWA) meter size ratios. 

3) Revenue projects are based on actual calendar year 2016 usage. 
No adjustments were made for potential conservation effect. 
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4) Zone charges will remain status quo until the effect of the new 
solar plants is known. Standard Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
assumptions will be used. 
5) Flat fees include delinquent fees, bulk water and fire services. 
Fees were adjusted to reflect actual costs. 
6) Construction meter fees have been adjusted so the variable rate 
is at the highest tier. 

The District's operation and capital projects and purchases are 
primarily funded through water sales supplemented by water service 
charges, interest income and miscellaneous income. The only taxes 
collected are property taxes for Assessment District 87-1, and that 
revenue is directly used to pay the Proposition 55 loan debt service. 

Rate structure designs vary, but it is common for water districts to 
collect a percentage of fixed costs through fixed rates (i.e., Ready
to-Serve charge and Arsenic Compliance charge) and collect the 
remaining percentage of fixed costs and all variable costs through 
variable rates based on water usage. The total revenue requirement 
for 2016-2017 costs is $18,128,500. 

The District's current rate structure is a fixed rate for all arsenic 
compliance costs plus a 60/40 fixed rate and 4-tier variable rate in 
which variable rate increases as more water is used. 

Staff has considered various rate structure designs. 
follows: 

• Usage rate only 

They are as 

• Fixed rate for all arsenic compliance costs plus variable rate 
to cover remaining costs 

• Fixed rate for all arsenic compliance costs plus 50/50 fixed 
rate and variable rate 

Handouts were given showing the results of these three rate structure 
designs. Each rate structure was reviewed at the workshop. All three 
resulted in projected revenues of just over $18M. 

Director Griffin commented that the tiered rates are unfair to the 
larger families. 

Jennifer Keep responded that this rate structure is based on the U.S. 
Census average household size (2. 56 people per household 2011-2015) 
for the District. Any more persons over the amount is a personal 
choice and the customer may choose to cut back on water use or not. 

The Board discussed the options. 

Staff commented that the current structure is very good and is 
working. The current structure helps meet the revenue requirements 
and offers affordable rates to the customers and the blend gives the 
revenue and financial stability the District needs. It is possible to 
reduce revenue requirements and keep current structure. Don Zdeba 
cautioned the Board about using reserves to reduce revenue 
requirements due to the GSA funding being unknown. 

President Brown recommended staying with the current tiers and fixed 
rates with an increase of 3% to 7% plus increase based on debt needs 
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annually. President Brown suggested staff project for the next four 
years using the same tiers currently being used. 

Director Kicinski recommended reducing the current $18M debt, not add 
any debt, and keep the 1.2% debt ratio. 

Board Recommendation: 
3% increase annually, 
present scenarios at a 

Staff run scenarios keeping the current tiers, 
and reviewing the debt service. Staff to 

subsequent Board Meeting. 

There was discussion on whether the District was in compliance with 
Proposition 218. The last Cost of Service Study was performed by 
Bartle Wells and assured the District was in compliance with 
Proposition 218. Legal Counsel Jim Worth will research the District's 
Cost of Service Studies and determine whether the District is in 
compliance with Proposition 218. 

Workshop was recessed at 12:50 p.m. and re-convened at 1:12 p.m. 

Jennifer Keep presented Ordinance No. 96 Scheduled Rate Increase. 

MOTION: was made by Director Kicinski and seconded by Director 
Cortichiato to implement the scheduled rate increase as prepared 
in Ordinance No. 96 adopted on March 9, 2015. Motion was 
carried. (Ayes: Brown, Cortichiato, Griffin, Kicinski. Nays: 
None. Absent: Cordell) 

ORDINANCE 96 
RATE INCREASE 

Don Zdeba presented the revisions to draft Ordinance No. 101 Adopting ORDINANCE 101 
Regulations and Penalties to Identify and Discourage Excessive Water EXCESSIVE 
Use Pursuant to Senate Bill 814. As per discussion at the January 9th, WATER USE 
2017 Regular Board Meeting, a redline version of draft Ordinance No. 
101 was included in the Board Packet. Senate Bill 814 presented three 
scenarios that would make Ordinance No. 101 in effect: 1) Statewide 
drought condition declared by the Governor, 2) Local drought condition 
declared by the Governor, and 3) urban water supplier emergency water 
shortage condition. Senate Bill 814 only specifies single family 
residents and multi-family units individually metered. Commercial is 
not included. 

Director Cortichiato recommended changing 'urban water supplier' to 
'Indian Wells Valley Water District'. 

Board Recommendation: Staff draft Ordinance No. 101 to reflect a 1% 
increase in Tiers 3 and 4 for all residential/commercial (if 
applicable) users if the Governor declares a State drought condition 
or local drought condition. If there is an Indian Wells Valley Water 
District emergency water shortage condition, draft as proposed in 
Section 5. Local Water Supply Shortage Condition for all 
residential/commercial (if applicable) users. Jim Worth to confirm 
whether or not commercial users may be included in Ordinance No. 101. 

President Brown recommended looking in to a Smart meter rebate and CONSERVATION 
focus efforts on assisting the highest water users with conservation. PROGRAM 2016-

2017 
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Jennifer Keep reported the actual revenues as of November 30, 2016 are FINANCIAL 
$5,900,000 and expenses are $4,500,000, so revenues exceed expenses by REVIEW 
$1,400,000, which is better than budget. 

As far as December projections, unaudited revenues as of December 31, 
2016 are estimated $6,600,000 and expenses estimated at $5,400,000, so 
estimated revenues exceed estimated expenses by $1,200,000. 

President Brown reported that the current Director Compensation has DIRECTOR 
been in effect since 1994. With more time being spent on Committee COMPENSATION 
and Board Meetings, President Brown recommends reviewing the current 
compensation. More time has been required with the development of the 
JPA/GSA, etc. Included in the Board Packet is Director Compensation 
within comparable water districts. 

Director Cortichiato commented on other benefits with the compensation 
such as health benefits or Public Employment Retirement System (PERS). 
He feels that the District is in competition with other Districts as 
far as bringing in good candidates for directors. 

Legal Counsel Jim Worth stated that the Water Code says elected 
officials may get paid $100 per meeting for each day service is 
rendered at the request of the Board. This would include ethics 
training, committee meetings, board meetings, and anything that is 
required as a board member. Pursuant to the ordinance, Director 
Stipends may be increased annually by 5%. Jim Worth advised that if 
the directors wish to change the director compensation, a new 
ordinance must be adopted. 

Board Recommendation: Legal Counsel review District resolutions 
pertaining to director compensation. Board recommends director 
compensation $100 or allowable amount per training event/meeting/etc. 
including consideration of an annual increase of 5%. 

Renee Morquecho reviewed the Layne Christensen proposals (2) to WELL 33 
proceed with Well No. 33 rehabilitation (included in the Board 
Packet). One proposal is to clean the gravel make-up pipe, which will 
be billed at time and material. The second to provide liner and 
installation. Estimated cost to relocate Well No. 33 is $898,700. 

MOTION: was made by Director Cortichiato and seconded by 
Director Kicinski to accept the Layne Christensen proposals to 
re-establish gravel pack and to provide liner and installation 
as presented. Motion was carried. (Ayes: Brown, Cortichiato, 
Griffin, Kicinski. Nays: None. Absent: Cordell) 

Renee Morquecho presented the one bid received from Layne Christensen 
to re-equip Well No. 34 in the amount of $337,255. 

Jim Worth reported that there are discrepancies noted in the bid 
packet from Layne Christensen. Discrepancies include, but are not 
limited to, exceptions to disinfection requirement, insurance 
requirement provisions, and performance requirements on the well. 
There are a number of discrepancies and should not be voted upon until 
Jim Worth has reviewed. This will be brought back to the February 
Regular Board Meeting for consideration. 
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Updated 2016 District Goals and Accomplishments were included in the 2016 GM & 
Board Packet. There was no discussion. STAFF GOALS 

Don Zdeba and staff reviewed with the Board the 2017 District Goals 2017 GM & 

also included in the Board Packet. There were no concerns addressed STAFF GOALS 
by the Board. 

Director Cortichiato announced that 
representative to Kern County Local 
(LAFCo). 

he is 
Agency 

now the 
Formation 

alternate 
Commission 

Director Kicinski reported that it is his goal to continue his 
education at the District and work with staff. 

President Brown suggested Board Members tour the District's assets 
from time to time. 

President Brown suggested making improvements to the Board Room such 
as longer microphones, replace Board chairs, and to make the room more 
ergonomically functional. 

President Brown also suggested keeping the meetings simple. There is 
no need to repeat what was given in the committee meetings unless it 
requires action or is of importance. 

Not discussed. 

None. 

BOARD COMMENTS/FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

None. 

BOARD GOALS 

PRIORITIZE 
PROJECTS/ 
DEVELOP PLAN 

OUTSTANDING 
ISSUES 

BOARD 
COMMENTS 

ADJOURNMENT ADJOURNMENT 

With no further business to come before the Board, the workshop was 
adjourned by President Brown at 3:10 p.m. 

~t~ed, 

Rose Ko ch 
Recording Secretary 

APPROVED: February 13, 2017 

8 


