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NANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

SEHOLD BUDGET

IOUSEHOLD INCOME.
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COST TODAY - $12,000
XPECTED LIFE - 40 YEARS
ST IN 40 YEARS - $32,220
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INANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY.

D BUDGET - EXAMPLE

SERVES FOR FUTURE LARGE EQUIPMENT REPLA
EQUIPMENT - NEW DUMP TRUCK
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INANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY:

D BUDGET - EXAMPLE

\VINGS FOR FUTURE LARGE EXPENSES.

INFRASTRUCTURE - PIPELINES 2015-2021

COST TODAY - $770,578

XPECTED LIFE - 70 YEARS

T IN 70 YEARS - $6,101,300
RESERVES NEEDED (20%) — ¢

Cefault Funding of CRP
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Capral Reglacerment Program

Umlt Cast

ANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
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RATE SETTING & PROP. 218

) BY CALIFORNIA VOTERS.
RED VOTER APPROVAL FOR ANY/ALL TAX INCREASES.
ON FOR RATES/FEES FOR SERVICES (WATER, SEWER,
INCREASES REQUIRED COST JUSTIFICATION, NOT

ST PROCESS.

AT RATES/FEES FOR SERVICES:

EED THE COST TO PROVIDE THE SER
)STS, DEBT SERVICE, AND FUTURI

ABLY TO ALL REC




RATE SETTING & PROP. 218

)JING OF PROP. 218 IS VERY GENERAL.
\ND EQUITABLE CLAUSE STATES “THE AMOUNT OF A FEE OR CHARGE IMPOSED UPO

AS AN INCIDENT OF PROPERTY OWNERSHIP SHALL NOT EXCEED THE PROPORTION
TRIBUTABLE TO THE PARCEL.”

WORDING IS GENERAL, IT HAS BEEN LEFT UP TO THE COURTS TO DETERMINE IF

ARS SINCE THE PASSAGE OF PROP. 218 FOR CHALLENGES TO PROPORT
H THE COURTS AND BECOME PRECEDENCE.

AR INSTANCES OF NON-PROPORTIONALITY MAY NOT HAVE
PCWD HAS BEEN CAUTIONED BY ITS LEGAL COUNSE
RUCTURE THAT M/IGHT BE CONSTRUED AS

NGE TO THE DI



COST JUSTIFICATION
- RATE STUDY -

218 REQUIRES THAT AGENCIES MUST JUSTIFY THE RATES THEY COLLEC
ALLOCATE THE COSTS OF SERVICE AMONG THEIR RATEPAYERS.

SIONALLY PREPARED RATE STUDY PROVIDES A FAIR AND DEFENSIB
ORK FOR A DISTRICT’S RATES.

A UTILITY RATES CONTINUE TO BE SUBJECT TO CLASS ACTION
LITIGATION HAS BROUGHT A RENEWED FOCUS ON THE MET
TABLISHING WATER AND WASTEWATER RATES. A WELL-
R THE IMPACT OF RECENT LEGAL DECISIONS AND THE
NT CASES IN ORDER TO BEST REDUCE THE RISKS
O PROPOSITION 218 CHALLENGES.




COST JUSTIFICATION
- RATE STUDY -

2021 APCWD HAD NOT ENGAGED AN INDEPENDEN
TION TO DO A RATE STUDY.

Rate Study Request for Proposals




COST JUSTIFICATION
- RATE STUDY -

T 2021 APCWD RECEIVED A GRANT (NO COST TO APCWD) FOR
NITY ASSISTANCE CORP. (RCAC) TO PERFORM A WATER AND S

NORKED WITH RCAC AND PROVIDED OPERATING EXPENSE B
L STATEMENTS, AND EQUIPMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE
S (INCLUDING AGES AND PROJECTED LIFESPANS).

TABLISHED METHODOLOGIES TO PRODUCE THE R

BOARD MEETING RCAC PRESENTED THE B(
STUDY FINDINGS AND RATE STRUCT

OULD FULFILL PROP. 21¢
D PROVID :




RATE STRUCTURE

ROP. 218 COMPLIANT, THE SAME RATE FOR THE SAME AMOUNT OF
AD TO BE CHARGED.

E CURRENT RATE STRUCTURE WITH A 600 CU FT ALLOTMENT WAS
ERENTLY INEQUITABLE

0.50 / 150 CU FT = $.20 PER CU FT
0.50 / 600 CU FT = $.05 PER CU FT

COVERS FIXED OPERATING COSTS AND FIXED PROJECTED F
TURE AND AND EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT COSTS.

RATE - COVERS CURRENT OPERATING COSTS TO PRO
OSED, WILL INCREASE IF APCWD IS IN A DROUGHT
ASE WATER FROM THE STATE WATER PROJE




RATE IMPACTS

DENTED INFLATION (FY 20-21 4.1% / FY 21-22 10.0%).

ISTS OUTPACING INFLATION IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS:
ERIAL COSTS UP 12-40%,
COSTS UP 37%,
RICITY COSTS UP 28%,
TILITY COSTS UP 10-15%,

REATMENT COSTS UP 119%,
NSURANCE UP 79%,

2 A N




RATE AFFORDABILITY

ABILITY INDEX

HE AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY ESTIMATES FOR 2019 WITH THE MEDIAN HOUSEHO
’CWD’S SERVICE AREA - $56,591.

FORDABILITY INDEX” IS CALCULATED BY DIVIDING THE AVERAGE ANNUAL WATER BIL
\CES BY THE MHI.

IBER BELOW 4 PERCENT INDICATES AN ‘AFFORDABLE’ RATE AND ANY NUMBER BE
D TOO LOW.

) APPLIES FOR GOVERNMENT LOANS OR GRANTS FOR REPLACEMENT PROJ
Y RECIPIENTS BY THE AFFORDABILITY INDEX, IF THE RATE PAYERS AR
Y HIGH ENOUGH THE DISTRICT WILL NOT BE ELIGIBLE FOR CER

ANDARDS OF AFFORDABILITY, AT YEAR &
AFFORDABILITY INDE




TRANSPARENCY

S BEEN FULLY TRANSPARENT THROUGHOUT THE PROCESS.

SCUSSED EXTENSIVELY IN PUBLIC BOARD MEETINGS OVER THE PAST YEAR.

ARD MEETING AGENDAS POSTED ON OFFICE WINDOW AND WEBSITE AT LEAST 72 HOURS BEFORE
ARD MEETINGS HAVE BEEN HELD ON THE SAME DAY /TIME FOR YEARS.

D MEETING MINUTES ARE POSTED ON THE WEBSITE THE DAY AFTER APPROVAL.
EETING SUMMARIES ARE INCLUDED IN QUARTERLY NEWSLETTERS.
DIES HAVE BEEN POSTED ON THE WEBSITE.
'Y PARTICIPATION IN BOARD MEETINGS HAS BEEN MINIMAL TO NONE.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR PROPOSED RATE INCREASES INCLUDED IN BIL

ERS’ QUESTIONS REGARDING THE PROCESS, THE RAT




QUESTIONS

S THE FIRE DEPARTMENT FACTOR INTO WATER OR SEWER RATES?

IRE DEPARTMENT’S FUNDING COMES FROM A PORTION OF PROPERTY TAXES AS WELL AS SOME GRA
BURSEMENTS FROM WILDFIRE DEPLOYMENTS. WATER AND SEWER RATES/REVENUES DO NOT GO
ENT. A PORTION OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT’S BUDGET FROM THESE FUNDS (TAXES, GRANTS, ETC
>E THE DISTRICT FOR MANAGEMENT, ADMINISTRATIVE, AND FACILITIES COSTS SO THEY ARE NOT
ATER AND SEWER CUSTOMERS. SEGREGATED ACCOUNTING IS DONE TO GASB STANDARDS AND

BY INDEPENDENT AUDITORS.

MARY FUNCTION OF THE DISTRICT IS TO PROVIDE WATER AND SEWER SERVICES DOESN'T
ENUE AND SHARE IT WITH THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RATHER THAN ALLOCATE ALL TAX |

OF THE DISTRICT INCLUDES THE WORD WATER, THAT DOES NOT PLACE A
HE DISTRICT HAS 5 FUNCTIONS, WATER, SEWER, FIRE, PARKS, AND TF
D). OF THESE FUNCTIONS THERE ARE NOT ANY THAT HAVE A

ALSO A MATTER OF POLICY DE



LS FOR THE MONTH, ONE OUT OF JURISDICTION AND 9 MEDICAL-AID CALLS. DO WE KNO
DO WE KNOW HOW MANY STRUCTURE FIRES IN OUR COMMUNITY THE FIRE DEPARTMENT
AL BASIS?

MBER OF CALLS AND TYPE OF CALLS IS TYPICAL FOR A DEPARTMENT AND COMMUNITY C
LY THERE ARE VERY FEW STRUCTURE FIRES WITHIN THE DISTRICT. THE SMALL AVERA
NOT DICTATE THE OVERALL COST TO PROVIDE THE AVAILABILITY OF OUR DEPART

N NEEDED, REGARDLESS OF THE FREQUENCY OF NEED.
REASES DUE TO EMPLOYEES GETTING RAISES?
RATE INCREASES WERE BEING LOOKED INTO THROUGH THE RATE STUDIE

ONE OF MANY FACTORS THAT AFFECT RATES.
G A RAISE UNLESS THEY QUALIFY FOR A PROM
POLICY MANDATED COST OF




TATEMENT ‘AFFORDABLE’ IS ALSO A SUBJECTIVE (NOT OBJECTIVE) STATEMENT.

BLE" IS A RELATIVE TERM, ‘AFFORDABLE’ FOR WHO? FOR ONE PERSON,

3LE’ MIGHT BE $10 PER MONTH, FOR ANOTHER, ‘AFFORDABLE’ MIGHT BE $
ID FOR YET ANOTHER, ‘AFFORDABLE’ MIGHT BE $150 PER MONTH. INCREZ

OF RATE SETTING, THERE IS AN OBJECTIVE STANDARD - THE AFFORDAB
IS USED UNIVERSALLY TO DETERMINE WHETHER A COMMUNITY’S RATE
D IS BASED ON A COMMUNITY’S MHI (COMMUNITY SPECIFIC). THIS
BY PRIVATE AND GOVERNMENT FINANCING SOURCES - THIRD F
A STATE REVOLVING FUND) TO DETERMINE ELIGIBILITY FC
D) LOANS, AND GRANTS. THE RATIONALE BEING, IF
S, THEY CAN AFFORD TO PAY A LITTLE |
D, OR QUALIFY, FOR GOVERNI




QUESTIONS

DISTRICT UNDERSTAND THAT THE GENERAL MANAGER’S STATEMENT THAT THOSE SIMPLY
RATE INCREASES ARE "TOO HIGH" SHOULD BE DISMISSED AS BEING SIMPLY "EMOTIONAL" VEF
IS BOTH BIASED AND UNTRUE GIVEN THE FACT THAT IT APPEARS THAT MANY DOMICILED
AVE CLEARLY INDICATED THAT THEY JUDGE THE RATE INCREASES TO BE IN FACT, "TOO HIC

E STATEMENT ‘“TOO HIGH’ IS A SUBJECTIVE (NOT OBJECTIVE) STATEMENT. ‘TOO HIGH" IS
ERM, “TOO HIGH’ AS COMPARED TO WHAT? FOR ONE PERSON, ‘TOO HIGH’ MIGHT BE $
JR ANOTHER, ‘TOO HIGH’ MIGHT BE $50 PER MONTH, AND FOR YET ANOTHER, “TOO

50 PER MONTH.

‘MANY’ DOMICILED RESIDENTS IS ALSO BEING USED VERY LOOSELY. LESS T
USTOMERS (WE DO NOT KNOW HOW MANY OF THESE WERE DOMICILED RE
OWNERS) RETURNED A WRITTEN PROTEST TO THE PROPOSED RATE INCEF

R, LESS THAN 5% ATTENDED THE PROP. 218 PUBLIC HEARING.

AN OBLIGATION TO SHOW THAT THE PROPOSED RATES A
IMATES OF FUTURE EXPENSES IN ORDER TO PASS /
ET BASED ON WHAT A FEW CUSTOMERS DE
-BASED DETERMINATIO




QUESTIONS

HOSE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE RATE STUDY "STAND BY" IT AND IT'S METHODOLOGY,

HEY THEN ACCOUNT FOR THE UNIQUE NATURE OF OUR COMMUNITY WHERE MANY

NERS" ARE NOT DOMICILED VERSUS THE FULL TIME RESIDENTS, AND HOW CAN MER

ING THE MEDIAN INCOME OF ALL PROPERTY OWNERS VERSUS USING ONLY ACTUA
D RESIDENTS FOR THOSE CALCULATIONS ACCURATELY REFLECT ANY TYPE OF
LITY" INDEX REPRESENTATIVE OF ACTUAL PERMANENT RESIDENTS? WILL THE
ONCEDE THAT ANY AFFORDABILITY INDEX SHOULD BE CALCULATED USING ON

THAT INCLUDE ONLY FULL TIME RESIDENTS?

TE STUDY PROVIDERS, RURAL COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE CORPORATION (RC
ATER RESOURCE CONTROL BOARD'’S (SWRCB) PROVIDER OF CHOICE
UNDER THEIR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS AND HAVE DON

USING INDUSTRY BEST PRACTICES AND AMERICAN WATER WC
VA) STANDARDS (METHODOLOGIES). WHILE OUR COMMUI!I
S, THE MHI USED FOR THE RATE STUDY ONLY USEI
RROWBEAR AREA AS THEIR PRIMARY RESIDE!
| (AS OF THIS YEAR) FOR CAL
OWNERS UN =




" QUESTIONS

PROPOSED RATES TAKE INTO ACCOUNT OUR COMMUNITY AND THE
MEMBERS’ ABILITY TO PAY THE PROPOSED RATES?

E WATER RATE STUDY ON PAGE 23 UNDER AFFORDABILITY INDEX IT EXPLA
JING TO AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY ESTIMATES FOR 2019, THE MEDI
D INCOME (MHI) OF THE APCWD’S SERVICE AREA IS $56,591. THE
BILITY INDEX” WAS CALCULATED BY DIVIDING THE AVERAGE ANNUAL
RESIDENCES BY THE MHI. ANY NUMBER BELOW 4 PERCENT INDICATE
’ RATE AND ANY NUMBER BELOW 1.5 PERCENT IS CONSIDERED T(
ACEMENT PROJECT MAY NOT BE ELIGIBLE FOR CERTAIN GRA

STANDARDS OF AFFORDABILITY, AT YEAR 5,
TED, OUR AFFORDABILITY INDEX FOR WAT
POSED RATES WILL BE BELOW T




MOUNTAIN FIRM THAT DID THE RATE STUDY OFFENSIVE, UNNECESSARY, AND A DEVICE TC
ONSIBLY FOR THE RATE INCREASES FROM THE DISTRICT ITSELF?

THE DISTRICT ENDEAVORS TO USE LOCAL CONTRACTORS, VENDORS, AND SUPPLIERS W
THERE ARE TIMES WHERE THERE ARE NOT LOCAL COMPANIES THAT PROVIDE NEEDED SE
SE OF THOSE PROVIDING THE RATE STUDY, SINCE WE RECEIVED A GRANT FROM STAT

ONTROL BOARD’S (SWRCB) TO HAVE THE RATE STUDY PERFORMED, THEY CHOSE R

ASSISTANCE CORPORATION (RCAC) TO PERFORM IT.

OPINION THAT THE RATE STUDY WAS “OFFENSIVE, UNNECESSARY, AND A DE
IBLY FOR THE RATE INCREASES FROM THE DISTRICT ITSELF,” RATES STUD
ACTICE USED TO PROVIDE A FACTUALLY BASED JUSTIFICATION THAT T

JPRIATE FOR THE COSTS INCURRED TO PROVIDE THE SERVICES.
’ARTY ORGANIZATION PERFORM THE RATE STUDY ALSO RED
D COSTLY LEGAL DEFENSE. THE DISTRICTED ACTED IN




QUESTIONS

RE HAVE NOT BEEN RATE INCREASES TO COMPENSATE FOR RISING CC
EARS. APCWD HAS BEEN VERY COST CONSCIOUS AND FRUGAL BUT
RE MANY COSTS THAT ARE NOT WITHIN THEIR CONTROL THAT H#

ARPLY. THE TIME TO PREPARE FINANCIALLY FOR THE FUTURE IS I

RATE INCREASE PLAN FIVE YEARS IN DURATION RATHER TH
D WHICH WOULD SPREAD INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS FARTHE
A LESSER RATE IMPACT ON CUSTOMERS? WHY NOT 6

SCHEDULED INCREASES TO THE NEXT 5
RY BEST PRACTICES) THAT DISTRIC
ND EQUIPMENT NEEDS, AN




QUESTIONS

E DISTRICT CONSIDERED THAT IF IT PREFERS ANY OF THE RECOMMENDED PLA

H BY THE RATE STUDY OR ANY MODIFIED VERSION THEREOF, THAT THE PART

TATION AND APPROVAL OF THE RATE INCREASES FOR PERHAPS THE FIRST TW
Y; (WHILE TABLING OR WITHHOLDING THE REMAINING YEARS IN ABEYANCE
ASSESS THE STATE OF THE ECONOMY AT A LATER DATE AFTER THE 2024

WOULD BE BOTH REASONABLE AND BENEFICIAL TO IT'S CUSTOMERS AS
ER RELATIONS WITH THE DISTRICT? CAN THE DISTRICT AT LEAST CO
TING SUCH AN AMBITIOUS INFRASTRUCTURE REPLACEMENT PLAN 2

ECONOMY IMPROVES?

T’S DECISION TO TABLE THE PROPOSED RATE INCREASE WAS
HER ADDITIONAL INPUT FROM THE COMMUNITY AS WE
URE OPTIONS. DELAYING THE NEEDED RATE IN
JMPLISH THESE GOALS DOES NOT SEEM PR
ATION TO THE DISTRICT TO PR




QUESTIONS

UNDERSTAND THE DISTRICT DOESN'T WANT TO LEAVE INFRASTRUCTURE
TO POTENTIAL FUTURE RESIDENTS BY BEING PROACTIVE, IS IT NECESSAR
FULL BURDEN OF THE CURRENT UPGRADES ON CURRENT RESIDENTS?

ULL BURDEN DOES NOT FALL ON JUST THE CURRENT RESIDENTS. RATES R
ATISFY THE CRP NEEDS WILL CONTINUE WITH FUTURE RESIDENTS IN Ol
DE THE FUTURE FUNDS FOR FUTURE CRP NEEDS.

AUD THE INTENT TO BE PROACTIVE IN MAKING IMPROVEMENTS CC
OME OF THOSE IMPROVEMENTS FOR NOW CONSIDERING TH

RUCTURE DOES NOT STOP OR SLOW IN THE AGING P
ONOMY. THE DISTRICT MAKES EVERY EFFORT T
ICIENT AND COST-EFFECTIVE WA




QUESTIONS

N'T SEEN ANY EVIDENCE THAT FINANCING FOR INFRASTRUCTURE IS |
LUDED IN THE PLAN AND THE DISTRICT SEEMS ADAMANTLY OPPOS
THERE FIRM PLANS TO ATTEMPT USING BONDS FOR INFRASTRUCT

RATE STUDY ON PAGE 15 DESCRIBES THE CAPITAL REPLACEMENT
M’S NEEDS AND PROPOSED FUNDING SOURCES.

REPLACEMENT PROGRAM (CRP) DESCRIPTION

> PROVIDES US WITH DETAILS OF THE RESERVES NEEDED T
THE EXISTING, FUNDED, AND FUTURE UNFUNDED CAP
TOTAL LINE OF THE CRP TABLE (EXHIBIT 1, $3
PCWD MUST PUT ASIDE EACH YEAR TO B
VHEN THEY REACH THE END OF




QUESTIONS

DING FOR THE REPLACEMENT OF COMPONENTS CAN ONLY COME FROM C
D BY THE DISTRICT, A GRANT, OR A LOAN. THE POSSIBILITY OF THE APC
INING A GRANT IN THE NEAR FUTURE IS MODERATE, BUT DUE TO CHAT

G STREAMS, ACCESS TO GRANTS MAY CHANGE IN THE FUTURE. WIT
NT FUNDING INFORMATION, THE APCWD HAS A MODERATE CHANCE
NG FOR GRANTS BUT WILL ALSO NEED OUT-OF-POCKET CASH R
ED THAT THE REPLACEMENT OF SMALLER CAPITAL ASSETS

000 WILL BE 100 PERCENT FUNDED WITH CASH AND TH
APITAL ASSETS WILL BE FUNDED WITH A COMBINATION
ANS AS SHOWN IN THE TABLE BELOW.

&)



QUESTIONS

AN WE DO TO REDUCE SEWER CHARGES AND OR WASTE WATER DISPOSAL?

COST FOR WASTEWATER TREATMENT IS DICTATED BY CONTRACT WITH THE

> INCURRED BY THE COSTS RUNNING SPRINGS BEING PASSED ON TO THE

CT, PROPORTIONAL TO THE AMOUNT OF WASTEWATER TREATED. OVERALL
CONSERVATION CAN DECREASE THE AMOUNT OF WATER GOING DOWN TH
AND LESS WASTEWATER BEING SENT FOR TREATMENT, REDUCING OUR
TIONAL COSTS. THE DISTRICT ALSO HAS DONE SEVERAL PROJECTS (MA

ND SEALING AND SEWER LINE REPAIRS) IN ORDER TO REDUCE THE A
VATER ENTERING THE WASTEWATER COLLECTION SYSTEM.

TIPRONGED PLAN TO MITIGATE THE HUGE PROPOSED RATE IN




CWD COST SAVING MEASURES

DY GRANTS - 2021
NT, $32,000 SAVED
MAIN REPLACEMENT - 2015 TO PRESENT
ET REPLACED, 24 NEW FIRE HYDRANTS, $801,154 SPENT, $1,266,44
HOLE RAISING - 2016 TO 2021

)LES RAISED $18,000 SPENT, $342,000 SAVED.
REMODEL/SECURITY - 2015
50,000 SAVED.
ANING AND VIDEO INSPECTION USI
PEND $16,000/YEAR,







. o
CURRENT FISCAL STATUS
BUDGET WITH NO RATE INCREASES

RRENT FY 2022-2023 BUDGET HAS LESS THAN $74,000 (WA
ER) TO ALLOCATE TOWARDS RESERVES/FUTURE NEEDS.

D NEED TO PUT FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJE
HOLD BEGINNING IN FY 2023-2024 AND BEYONL

ARY WATER SEWER

REVENUE TOTALS| $  560,800.00 | $ 556,500.00 | $ 348,500.00 | $ 1,465,800.00 |
OPERATING EXPENSE TOTAL| §  (541,233.45)| $ (502,510.99)| $ (320,213.61)| $ (1,363,958.05)]
NONOPERATING EXPENSE TOTAL| $ $ - S - |$ -
EXPENSE TOTALS| $ G50 $ (320,213.61)| $ (1,363,958.05)|

$

$

$

NET SURPLUS/(DEFICIT) TOTALS 19,566.55 | $  53,989.01 % 28,286.39 | $ 101,841.95 6 )
,566.55)] & '989.01)| $  (28,286.39)| $ (101,841.95)

NET ASSET ACCOUNT ALLOCATION TOTALS
- $ -
Y

NET BUDGET



\\

CURRENT FISCAL STATUS

ENT RESERVES WITH NO RATE INCREASES

TRICTED NET ASSET ACCOUNTS WATER SEWER FIRE Dl
W |Unrestricted Replacement Vehicles W ater 6,339.82 $
Unrestricted Replacement Vehicles Sewer 7,401.91 $
Unrestricted Replacement Vehicles Fire 50,457.27 | $
Unrestricted Replacement Facilities W ater 11,112.45 $
Unrestricted Replacement Facilities Sewer 41,225.76 $
Unrestricted Replacement Facilities Fire 27,934.98
nrestricted Replacement Equipment W ater 2,719.09
restricted Replacement Equipment Sewer 8,313.26
estricted Replacement Equipment Fire 36,792.7
stricted Replacement System W ater 76,335.92
tricted Replacement System Sewer 55,729.95
icted Replacement System Fire
ted Reserve VWater 55,165.67
Reserve Sewer 24,214.60
Reserve Fire 144,867.78
neral Fund W ater 16,287.06
ral Fund Sewer -
| Fund Fire $ 108,586.28
iabilities W ater $ 7,926.81
ilities Sewer $
Fire
W ater $ -
Sewer




OPTIONS

NOT INCREASE RATES

WOULD NEED TO PUT FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMI
’ROJECTS (PIPELINES, ETC.) ON HOLD BEGINNING
J23-2024 AND BEYOND.

FLATIONARY PRESSURES CONTINUE TO IN

THE DISTRICT WILL NEED TO USE RES
R OPERATING COSTS.




OPTIONS

FORWARD WITH PROPOSED RATES

2" Meter | $227.36[ 6 250.10]$ 27511 30262|$  332.88
6" Meter | $376.00[$  41360|S 45496]S 50046|S  550.50
Usage Rate per CF 0.0552

| |
Year1 [ vear2z [
s 179 | s 6499

920,045
517,403

¢



OPTIONS

UP WITH AN ALTERNATE RATE INCREASE COMPA
PROPOSED RATE INCREASE

IGHER BASE RATE / LOWER USAGE RATE = TARGETEL

ME BASE RATE / LOWER THEN HIGHER USAGE RA
ETED RESERVES

BASE RATE / LOWER THEN EVEN HIGHEF
RESERVES

OWER USAGE RAT




OPTIONS

RNATE RATE INCREASE #1

$376.00( $  431.84|$ 49596 | $ 56961 %  654.20
Usage Rate per CF $ 0020[s o003]$ o0040]$ 00s50]$ 0060

| |
[ Year1 | vearza | ¥
s 487,173 s 585,569 ]
5 (o7a) s (@
|

Five Year Total

$ 3,519,840
$ (7,040
$ 3,512,800
2,594,188
2,594,188
918,613

Al )

1,436,016

O

N




OPTIONS

RNATE RATE INCREASE #2

=00 e |
[ Year1 | vearz | v
| 487,173] 581,680
I
- = = =

Five Year Total
) 3,518,053

S (7,036)
3,511,017

S 2,594,188
S 2,594,188
916,829

o




OPTIONS

RNATE RATE INCREASE #3

S (1,096)| s
]

Five Year Total

$

S
$

3,518,218

(7,036
3,511,182
2,594,188

2,594,188 [
916,994 '
Ai)

1,434,397 hY

)



OPTIONS

RNATE RATE INCREASE / LESS RESER

Five Year Total

2,594,188
918,613

’







CONCLUSIONS

HAS BEEN AND WILL CONTINUE TO BE FINANCIALLY
SIBLE.

TRICT HAS A RESPONSIBILITY TO THE COMMUNITY TO
AT ARE FAIR FOR ALL, AFFORDABLE, AND STILL PRC
ERVICES NOW AND SUSTAINABILITY FOR THE FUT

T WANTS AND ENCOURAGES COMMUNITY PAR
RNANCE PROCESSES (ASKING QUESTIONS, RE
NDANCE, VOTING IN BOARD ELECTION
FORWARD TO SERVE THE CO
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