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Borrego Water District Board of Directors 

Regular Meeting 
February 26, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA  92004 

 
 

I. OPENING PROCEDURES 
A. Call to Order 
B. Pledge of Allegiance 
C. Roll Call 
D. Approval of Agenda 
E. Approval of Minutes:  

1. January 8, 2019 Special Meeting Minutes (3-6) 
2. January 11, 2019 Special Meeting Minutes (7-8) 
3. January 22, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes (9-12) 

F. Comments from the Public & Requests for Future Agenda Items (may be limited to 3 min) 
G. Comments from Directors 
H. Correspondence Received from the Public 

 
II. ITEMS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION 

A. Borrego Water District 
1. Consent Calendar 

a. Resolution No. 2018-02-01 Setting 2019 Board Meeting Dates – G Poole (13-15_ 
b.  Ratification of Selecting Leaf & Cole LLP for Auditing District’s FY 2020 - FY 2022 Financial 
Statements (16-37) 
d.  Refund of Club Circle Golf Fees to Santiago Estates HOA – K Pittman (38-41) 

2. Acceptance of Bid and Authorization of Staff to Send Letter of Award to Southwest 
Drilling for Replacement Well #1 (ID 4-4 location) (42-43) 

3. Cost of Service Study Proposal for Establishing District Rates for FY 2021 - FY 2025 from 
Raftelis (44-53) 

4. 2019 Town Hall Slides – All (54-72) 
 

B. GSA: Borrego Springs Sub Basin 

1. Reimbursement Agreement with County of San Diego for SDAC Prop One Grant 
Proceeds – G Poole (73-126) 

2. Information Only: ENSI, Comparison of Pumping Rate Reduction Schedules Under SGMA 
(February 11, 2019) (127-139) 
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3. Information Only: Concept Proposal to Borrego Valley Endowment Fund for the Local 
Government Commission to Provide Proposal Development Support to the BWD for Integrated 
Community Planning to Complement the GSP and Provide Draft GSP Review Comments (140) 

 

 
III. STANDING AND AD-HOC BOARD COMMITTEE REPORTS –  

A. STANDING: 
1. Operations and Infrastructure – Delahay/Duncan 

B. AD-HOC: 
1. GSP Preparation – Brecht/Duncan  
2. 2019-20 Budget – Brecht/Ehrlich 
3. Cost of Service Study – Brecht/Ehrlich 
4. Rams Hill Operating Agreement – Brecht 
5. Risk and Security – Ehrlich 
6. Proposition 68 Funding – Dice 
7. Association of California Water Agencies/Joint Powers Authority - Ehrlich 

 
IV. STAFF REPORT 

A. Financial Reports: January 2019 (141-154) 
B. Water and Wastewater Operations Report: Pushed to February Board Meeting 
C. Water Production/Use Records: Pushed to February Board Meeting 
D. General Manager: ATT Cell Tower near Rams Hill, Wastewater and Water Projects Grant 

Application, Prop 68 Grant Application, Well #2 Location, BS High School Well, GSP 
Update and Meeting Schedule (157-160) 

 
V. CLOSED SESSION: 

A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to paragraph (53) 
of subdivision (d) of Section 54956.9: (Five (5) potential cases) 

 
ITEMS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION: 
 
 2. A.5 - Renegotiation of Long Term Cooperating Agreement and Spare Capacity Agreement 

with T2 Borrego/Rams Hill: 
 

VI. CLOSING PROCEDURE 

A. Suggested Items for Next/Future Agenda: Fallowing Standards 
B. The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for Tuesday, March 26th 2019, 

- 9:00 
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Borrego Water District Board of Directors 
MINUTES 

Special Meeting  
January 8, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA 92004 

 
I. OPENING PROCEDURES 
 A. Call to Order:  Vice-President Brecht called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 B. Pledge of Allegiance:  Those present stood for the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 C.  Roll Call:   Directors: Present:   Vice-President Brecht, Delahay,  
         Dice, Duncan, Ehrlich 
     Staff:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
       Craig Hayes, Best Best & Krieger (via   
        teleconference) 
       Wendy Quinn, Recording Secretary 

  Public:  Rebecca Falk, Sponsor Group   
    Diane Johnson, Stewardship Council 
    Gary Haldeman, ratepayers 
    Rick Alexander, TRAC 
    Kayvan Ilkhanipour, Dudek (via teleconference) 

 D. Approval of Agenda:  MSC: Delahay/Ehrlich approving the Agenda as written. 
 E.  Comments from the Public and Requests for Future Agenda Items:  None 
 F. Comments from Directors: Director Ehrlich requested a detailed update on water 
quality testing progress and next steps. 
 G. Correspondence Received from the Public:  Director Brecht thanked Gary 
Haldeman for his letter, which was published in the Borrego Sun, and offered the Board’s 
assistance.  He asked Mr. Haldeman for input on the Town Hall Meeting Agenda.  Mr. 
Haldeman said he would publish a schedule of ratepayers’ meetings in the Sun and distribute it to 
Board members.   
 Director Brecht referred to Rebecca Falk’s letter asking how the GSP would affect 
ratepayers.  He suggested waiting to see what happens at the next Advisory Committee meeting, 
and if her questions aren’t answered, they will be addressed at the following Board meeting.  Ms. 
Falk requested a written statement addressing her questions.  Discussion followed as to how to 
disseminate the information.  Suggestions included the County and BWD websites and signs at 
the Post Office and Library in English and Spanish. 
  
II. ITEMS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION  
 A. Borrego Water District:   
  1. Election of Board Officers:  President, Vice President, Secretary/Treasurer:  
MSC: Ehrlich/Delahay electing Kathy Dice as President.  MSC: Ehrlich/Delahay electing 

Dave Duncan as Secretary/Treasurer.  Vice-President Brecht agreed to continue as Vice- 
President. 
  2. Capital Improvement Plan Update: 
   a. BWD Pipelines – Phase One: Rejection of Apparent Low Bidder and 
Award of Contract.  Craig Hayes reported there were two bids for Phase One of the pipeline 
projects: one for $400,000 and one for $514,313.  He recommended rejecting the low bid from 
AZTEC because they used the wrong bid schedule form and was therefore nonresponsive, and 
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awarding the contract to A and R.  MSC: Brecht/Delahay rejecting the nonresponsive low bid 

from AZTEC.  MSC: Delahay/Brecht awarding the contract for the Phase One pipeline 

projects to A and R.  Mr. Poole explained that Phases Two and Three would probably be 
combined.  As it has done in the past, the District may hire temporary employees for the projects 
and have permanent employees supervise them. 
   b. Well Replacement #1 & #2 Bid Documents.  Mr. Poole explained that bid 
documents for Well Replacements #1 and #2 had been combined to save time and money.  Well 
#2 is an alternate bid item, because the District has not yet secured the land.  Director Ehrlich 
questioned the dates set for the pre-bid meeting (1/22) and bid opening (1/29).  Kayvan 
Ilkhanipour recommended changing them to 1/30 and 2/6, respectively.  He will take care of 
advertising in a newspaper of general circulation.  Director Ehrlich asked whether the 120-day 
construction period would change depending on whether the award is for one well or two.  Mr. 
Ilkhanipour thought it was just for Well #1, but agreed to check with Trey Driscoll.  MSC: 

Ehrlich/Brecht authorizing the General Manager and Engineer to go out to bid on Well 

Replacements #1 and #2 with the modified pre-bid meeting and bid opening dates.  Mr. Poole 
asked Mr. Ilkhanipour to be the contact. 
  3. Grant Progress Report & Priorities.  Rick Alexander reported that Spindrift 
Archeological was nearing completion of its report for the Proposition 1 grant application, and 
an agreement with Rocks Biological had been finalized.  The application is being processed by 
the State Water Resources Control Board.  Local legislative staff is working to arrange meetings 
with Sacramento staff and BWD representatives.  An agreement with the Local Government 
Commission has been signed for assistance with potential Proposition 68 funding, and a 
conference call is scheduled for Thursday.  Director Brecht recommended identifying sources of 
low interest loans for FY 2021-22.  Mr. Alexander suggested the State Water Resources Control 
Board, Bureau of Reclamation and the US Department of Agriculture.  Mr. Poole pointed out 
that most grants and loans are offered for specified types of projects.  He had asked Mr. 
Alexander to look at the requirements.  Diane Johnson noted that foundation grants may be 
available. 
  4. FY 2019 Budget Development Process & Tie-In to Prop 218 Analysis.  
Director Brecht referred to a chart in the Board package proposing a timeline for FY 19 budget 
development and Proposition 218 analysis.  He pointed out that the District’s cash flow is $1 
million less than budgeted, and $300,000 is budgeted for CIP cash expenditures.  He asked the 
Operations and Infrastructure Committee to investigate and see if the expenditures are really 
necessary.  Director Delahay noted that there are unexpected expenditures, and Director Brecht 
recommended they be built into the budget.  Discussion followed regarding rates, and Director 
Delahay expressed a preference for raising commodity rates and leaving meter charges as is.  
Director Brecht pointed out that T2 owes the District for spare capacity, and there are 
unreimbursed GSP development costs. 
  Discussion followed regarding Rams Hill flood control, and Director Ehrlich 
suggested an annual inspection.  Mr. Poole reported that Alan Asche was working on it.  Director 
Brecht suggested talking to counsel about how to document that the District is doing what is 
necessary.  Further discussion followed regarding the delay in GSP development cost 
reimbursement.  Director Brecht noted that implementation costs are now being incurred as well, 
and negotiations are underway.  He suggested forming a Budget Committee to develop a 
Proposition 218 schedule. 
  5. 2019 Town Hall Meeting Date Selection & Agenda.  Director Brecht invited 
the Board’s attention to the draft Town Hall Meeting Agenda in the Board package, and 
suggested forming a Town Hall Meeting Committee.  He hoped to have the draft GSP released in 
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February, so suggested having the Town Hall Meeting in February.  There is a 60-day period in 
which to comment on the GSP.  Director Ehrlich thought the CIP overview last year was helpful.  
Ms. Falk suggested a handout on the CIP to shorten the presentation.  Gary Haldeman suggested 
a two-part meeting, one for technical and one more informational with interaction.  He also 
suggested a barbecue prior to the meeting.  President Dice suggested considering the Library 
Community Room. 
  6. Nomination of Board Standing and Ad hoc Committee Selection.  Director 
Delahay agreed to continue on the Operations and Infrastructure Committee.  Director Duncan 
will join him, and President Dice will attend as an observer.  The following ad hoc committee 
assignments were made:  Budget and Proposition 218: Directors Brecht and Ehrlich; Town Hall 
Meeting: President Dice and Director Duncan; GSP: Directors Brecht and Duncan; T2 Borrego: 
Director Brecht; Risk/Security and Systems: Director Ehrlich and President Dice; Community 
Planning: President Dice; and Audit: Directors Ehrlich and Brecht.  Director Ehrlich will 
continue as the Joint Powers Insurance Authority representative. 
  7. Future Meeting Dates: 
  Director Brecht suggested holding the February Special Meeting on February 12, 
the Strategy Development Meeting with Dolly Mack on February 19, and the Regular Board 
Meeting on February 26.  He pointed out that the Special Meetings were originally scheduled to 
discuss decisions to be made at the Regular Meeting.  Then they were supposed to focus on GSP 
issues.  Now, general business is addressed at both meetings.  He suggested having more time 
between the two meetings, for example maybe March 5 and 26, and see how it works.  The 
February and March schedules will be on the January Regular Agenda for discussion and 
possible action.  
   a. Resolution to Change Date of Regular Meeting to January 29th.   
   b. January 11th Special Meeting (9:15-9:45 AM) to receive and file FY 2018 
Audit results.  
   c. January 23rd Special Board Meeting for AB 1234 Ethics Training BB&K 
Webinar (:9:00-11:00 AM) – voluntary.   
   MSC: Duncan/Delahay scheduling Special Board Meetings for January 11 

and 23 and adopting Resolution No. 2019-01-01, Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the 

Borrego Water District Revising the Schedule of Regular Meetings (scheduling the Regular 

Board Meeting for January 29).   
   d. February 2019 – Dolly Mack Associates Board Strategy Development 
Proposal.  The Strategy Development Meeting was scheduled for February 19.   
 B. GSA: Borrego Springs Sub Basin: 
   1. Facilitation Services for GSP Advisory Committee.  Mr. Poole reported that 
DWR is no longer funding the services of the AC Facilitator, Meagan Wylie from the Center for 
Collaborative Policy.  He invited the Board’s attention to her proposal in the Board package, 
$8,000 for January through August.  Director Brecht questioned why the County was notified of 
the discontinued funding, and not the District.  Mr. Poole agreed to find out.  Director Ehrlich 
noted that the Board of Supervisors might provide funding and agreed to look into it.  MSC: 

Brecht/Delahay approving the proposal for Facilitation Services to the GSP Advisory 

Committee. 

   2. District Draft GSP Review Process.  Director Brecht invited the Board’s 
attention to material in the Board package.  He pointed out there are three general perspectives: 
legal, technical and economic.  He felt the GSP review process was successful so far in the legal 
and technical areas, but needed more work on the economic perspective. 
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   3. GSP Planning Process PPT.  Director Brecht invited the Board’s attention to 
material in the Board package and offered to answer questions. 
   4. ENSI Takeaways PPT.  Director Brecht invited the Board’s attention to 
material in the Board package and offered to answer questions.  Well information should be in 
the next Board package. 
   5. “Water Quality Review and Assessment: Borrego Water District (BWD) 
Water Supply Wells” (December 7, 2018).  Dr. Jay Jones’ report was included in the Board 
package. 
   6. Holly Doremus, Professor of Law, University of California, Berkeley, 
“Adaptive Management as an Information Problem” (2011).  Professor Doremus’ article was 
included in the Board package.  Director Brecht explained that “adaptive management” means 
changing plans after the fact. 
   Director Delahay reported that a ratepayer was angry about the lack of answers 
concerning SGMA and GSP.  He further reported that some senior citizens who were 
considering purchasing homes in Borrego were reluctant to do so until the water situation is 
resolved.   
 

III. CLOSED SESSION 
 A. Conference with Legal Counsel – Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to 
paragraph (3) of subdivision (d) of Government Code Section 54956.9 (three (3) potential cases):  
 B. Conference with Real Property Negotiators (Gov. Code Section 54956.8): 
  Property APN: 198-270-13: S8-11-6E (EX RDS) NEQ of the SEQ of Section 8 
  BWD Negotiator: Geoff Poole 
  Negotiating Parties: Geoff Poole, General Manager and Borrego Springs Unified 
School District 
  Under Negotiation: Price and Terms of Payment 
 The Board adjourned to closed session at 11:30 a.m., and the open session reconvened at 
12:30 p.m.  There was no reportable action. 
 
IV. CLOSING PROCEDURE 
 A. Suggested Items for Next/Future Agenda:  Items for the next Agenda were discussed 
earlier in the meeting. 
 B. The next Meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for Tuesday, January 29 – 
9:00.  There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:30 p.m.   
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Borrego Water District Board of Directors 
MINUTES 

Special Meeting  
January 11, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA 92004 

 
I. OPENING PROCEDURES 
 A. Call to Order:  President Dice called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m. 
 B. Pledge of Allegiance:  Those present stood for the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 C.  Roll Call:   Directors: Present:   President Dice, Vice-President  
         Brecht, Delahay, Secretary/Treasurer 
         Duncan 
       Absent:  Ehrlich 
     Staff:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
       Kim Pittman, Administration Manager  
       Wendy Quinn, Recording Secretary 

  Public:  Diane Johnson, Stewardship Council 
    Beth Hart 
    John Rotherham, Squarmilner (via teleconference) 

 D. Approval of Agenda:  MSC: Brecht/Delahay approving the Agenda as amended 

(rearrange the items under II.A as 2,3,1). 
 E.  Comments from the Public and Requests for Future Agenda Items:  None 
 F. Comments from Directors:  Director Brecht questioned an expenditure of 
$168,000 on Well 12.  Geoff Poole explained there is a procedure for emergency repairs, and 
there were sufficient reserves to cover it.  Director Brecht referred to a table he had prepared 
regarding financial management issues, and requested that something similar be included in each 
Agenda. 
 G. Correspondence Received from the Public:  None 
  
II. ITEMS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION  
 A. Borrego Water District:   
  2. Request for Proposal for Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Audit Services.  Director 
Brecht requested Board approval of an RFP prepared by the Audit Committee and authorization 
for staff to go out to bid for audit services for the next three years.  He asked Kim Pittman to 
coordinate the selection, find out whom the RFP should be sent to, and post it on the District’s 
website.  MSC: Brecht/Delahay authorizing distribution of the RFP for auditing services for 

the next three years. 

  3. Response to Recent Inquiries by the Public (Falk Letter from 1-8-19 Meeting) 
on GSP Ratepayer Impacts.  Mr. Poole referred to Rebecca Falk’s letter in the previous Board 
package.  He explained that the Core Team had discussed it and decided to respond now instead 
of waiting until the next AC meeting.  He went on to review the questions and answers.  Do 
ratepayers have to reduce water usage 76 percent from current usage?  No.  It is likely they 
would not have to reduce at all.  Diane Johnson questioned how the District could reduce without 
affecting the ratepayers.  Mr. Poole explained that it would be through fallowing farmland.  Beth 
Hart pointed out that this is an important question and the answer should be clear.  President 
Dice promised to work on it before the Town Hall Meeting, and Mr. Poole agreed to schedule a 
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Town Hall Meeting Committee meeting next week.  Ms. Hart agreed to draft some suggested 
changes to the response.  
  1. Borrego Water District Fiscal Year 2017-18 Financial Audit.   John 
Rotherham assured the group that the delay in completion of the audit was not the fault of 
District management.  He summarized his report on the District’s financial statements for the 
fiscal year ending 2018.  In the auditors’ opinion, they were clean and unqualified.  His report 
addressed financial procedures and supplemental issues, and all were found acceptable.  The 
financial data agrees with the audited financial statements.  The assets, cash and capital assets 
were healthy and consistent with the prior year.  From the operational standpoint, there were no 
adjustments to the balance sheet or profit and loss.  The cash position is strong and up from the 
prior year.  There were no significant changes in accounting policies, which conformed to 
common practice.  MSC: Brecht/Delahay accepting the fiscal year 2017-2018 financial audit.   
 

III. CLOSED SESSION 
 None 
 
IV. CLOSING PROCEDURE 
 A. Suggested Items for Next/Future Agenda:  None 
 B. The next Meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for Tuesday, January 29 @ 
9:00 am.  There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 9:55 a.m.   
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Borrego Water District Board of Directors 
MINUTES 

Regular Meeting  
January 29, 2019 @ 9:00 a.m. 

806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA 92004 

 
I. OPENING PROCEDURES 
 A. Call to Order:  President Dice called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. 
 B. Pledge of Allegiance:  Those present stood for the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 C.  Roll Call:   Directors: Present:   President Dice, Vice-President  
         Brecht, Secretary/Treasurer Duncan,  
         Delahay, Ehrlich    
     Staff:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
       Kim Pittman, Administration Manager 
       Wendy Quinn, Recording Secretary 

  Public:  Richard Walker Ron Wigin 
    Rebecca Falk,  Ray Shindler 
         Sponsor Group Saul Miller 

 D. Approval of Agenda:  MSC: Brecht/Delahay approving the Agenda as written. 
 E.  Approval of Minutes: 

 1. Special Meeting Minutes December 11, 2018  
 MSC: Brecht/Delahay approving the Minutes of the Special Meeting of December 11, 

2018 as written.    

 F.  Comments from the Public and Requests for Future Agenda Items:  Saul Miller 
inquired about GSP Chapter 5 on tomorrow’s AC Agenda.  Director Brecht explained that is the 
financing portion; how the GSP will be paid for.  The entire GSP will be released in February for 
a 60-day public comment period.  The AC makes recommendations to the Core Team, then it 
goes to the BWD Board and the Board of Supervisors for approval, then to DWR.  Mr. Miller 
requested a copy of the procedure, and Geoff Poole agreed to get it to him.  President Dice added 
that the GSP would be addressed at the Town Hall Meeting. 
   Ray Shindler quoted a law school professor on approaches to sustainability.  The 
prescriptive rights holder (i.e. BWD) has first priority.  Water attorney Tom Bunn agrees.  BWD 
has a historical water right.  Mr. Shindler believed that an allocation of 1,700 acre-feet per year 
was fair and legally defensible.  He disagreed with material in the Board package indicating that 
equal allocation is the only method.  Mr. Shindler suggested telling the State that BWD cannot 
reach 1,000 AFY unless they give us money. 
 G. Comments from Directors: None 
 H. Correspondence Received from the Public:  None 
  
II. ITEMS FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION  
 A. Borrego Water District:   
  1. Request from Bill Wright for Sunset Avenue Sewerline Extension.  Mr. Poole 
referred to Bill Wright’s previous extension of the sewer line to serve the new library complex.  
He now wants to extend it further to serve a proposed health care facility.  Mr. Wright agreed to 
pay for the construction and infrastructure as he did for the library.  Plans and specifications have 
been developed, and he will work with the Operations and Infrastructure Committee.  Mr. 
Wright explained that the new line will be located in Country Club between Sunset and Palm 
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Canyon.  He is working with the Endowment Fund to build an urgent care facility, and hopes to 
begin work this year.   
  2. RoadRunner Farms Fallowing Plan and Water Credit Request.  Mr. Poole 
reported that in 2016 the owners of RoadRunner Farms requested acceptance of their fallowing 
plan but didn’t follow through with it.   They now want to resurrect it and are requesting review 
of their plan.  The County has approved it.  Director Brecht referred to a fallowing checklist 
prepared by Dudek and expressed concern regarding CEQA requirements and potential liability.  
Director Delahay suggested that someone walk through the property to make sure there is no 
hazardous material.  Director Brecht pointed out that Dudek’s checklist was geared to one 
particular property, and suggested the matter be included on the next Agenda along with prior 
studies.  Mr. Poole will come back to the Board with a proposed general fallowing procedure and 
more specific information on the RoadRunner property.  President Dice will work with him. 
  3. Notice of Exemption: Well Replacement #1 ID 4-4.  MSC: Ehrlich/Delahay 

authorizing the General Manager to file a Notice of Exemption for Well Replacement #1, ID 

4-4. 

  4. Request for Proposal for Cost of Service Study.  Director Brecht introduced a 
proposal that he and Director Ehrlich developed regarding cash flow.  He explained that since the 
District has been successfully using Raftelis, an RFP may not be necessary.  He recommended 
reframing the proposal to set forth specific rate issues and asking Raftelis for a quote.  The Board 
concurred.  The Budget Committee will work with staff and Raftelis and come back with a 
recommendation. 
  5. Alternative Dates and Draft 2019 Town Hall PPT.  Mr. Poole reported that the 
Town Hall Meeting date was tentatively set for February 28, and the Library Community Room 
has been reserved.  However, Steve Anderson is not available.  Discussion followed regarding 
whether his attendance is necessary.  The Board decided to stay with February 28.  Director 
Brecht invited the Board’s attention to slides in the Board package.  Mr. Shindler referred to a 
slide showing comparative water rates in similar districts, and suggested adding agricultural 
water rates. 
  6. Cyber Security for Municipal Water Utilities.  Director Brecht invited the 
Board’s attention to information on cyber security in the Board package.  Something on the 
subject will need to be included in the next audit and budget. 
   7. SpringBrook Training for BWD Staff.  Kim Pittman explained that 
SpringBrook training in utility billing had been included in the budget, and with two new 
employees this is a good time.  The budgeted amount is $10,000, and the quote was $7,632 for a 
week of training.  MSC: Brecht/Delahay approving SpringBrook training for BWD staff. 

 B. GSA: Borrego Springs Sub Basin:   
  1. ENSI, Assessment of Water Level Decline, Hydrogeologic Conditions, and 
Potential Overdraft Impacts for Active BWD Water Supply Wells (January 27, 2019). Director 
Brecht invited the Board’s attention to information in the Board package.  Mr. Poole confirmed 
that it had been sent to the County and Dudek. 
  2. GSP Questions and Answers v#12.  Mr. Shindler reiterated that he did not 
believe there is only one allocation method, equal.  He felt the ratepayers do not necessarily have 
to pay for adjudication.  He went on to question whether competing interests to purchase 
farmland could drive up prices.  President Dice explained that the questions and answers 
document is evolving, and asked Mr. Shindler to send her his suggestions and she will take them 
under advisement. 
  3. Draft GSP Public Outreach.  Mr. Poole reported that Ms. Falk had suggested a 
series of meetings during the GSP public review period.  County Core Team member Jim 
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Bennett prefers not to participate, feeling such meetings could be contentious, but suggested 
addressing the Sponsor Group instead.  Ms. Falk concurred, and will work with Mr. Poole to 
arrange something.  Mr. Poole added that Rachel Ralston of LeSar, socioeconomic consultant for 
the GSP, will be scheduling a public meeting.  Perhaps a technical meeting will be held as well.  
Ms. Falk felt there should be a meeting for those who want to understand the GSP in detail, 
rather than an overview.  Director Duncan pointed out that during the review period there will be 
a BWD workshop Board meeting, an AC meeting, a Sponsor Group meeting and the Town Hall 
meeting. 
 

III. STANDING AND AD-HOC BOARD COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 A. Standing: 
 1. Operations and Infrastructure.  No report. 
 B. Ad-Hoc: 
  1. GSP Preparation.  No report. 
  2. 2018 Audit.  Director Brecht requested that the Committee name be changed 
to Audit RFP. 
  3. Rams Hill Operating Agreement.  No report. 
  4. Risk.  No report. 
  5. 2019 Town Hall Meeting.  No report. 
  6. Proposition 68 Funding.  President Dice reported that the Committee would 
meet this week. 
  7. Association of California Water Agencies/Joint Powers Authority.  No report. 
  Director Brecht requested the addition of the Budget Committee (Directors Brecht 
and Ehrlich). 
 
V. STAFF REPORTS 
 A. Financial Reports: 
  November 2018 
  December 2018 
  Ms. Pittman offered to answer questions regarding the Financial Reports. 
 B. Water and Wastewater Operations Report: 
  September 2018 
  October 2018 
  November 2018 
  December 2018 
  Director Ehrlich questioned the non-water revenue for December, which doubled.  
Director Delahay explained that the meter reading date changed over the holidays to avoid 
overtime, and there was also a line break.  Mr. Poole agreed to look into it. 
 C. Water Production/Use Records: 
  September 2018 
  October 2018 
  November 2018 
  December 2018 
  The Water Production/Use Records were included in the Board package. 
 D. General Manager:  Mr. Poole invited the Board’s attention to his written report in 
the Board package and offered to answer questions.  He noted that he was not entirely satisfied 
with the thoroughness of Dudek’s work on the water quality monitoring and was looking into 
alternatives, perhaps doing it in house.  A reimbursement agreement with the County for the 
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Minutes:  January 29, 2019 4 

SDAC grant is being drafted, and Mr. Poole will present it to the Board on February 12.  
Director Brecht inquired about the claim process and how long reimbursement would take.  Mr. 
Poole is trying to find out and will report on February 12. 
 
V. CLOSED SESSION 
 A. Conference with Legal Counsel – Significant exposure to litigation pursuant to 
Government Code paragraph (3) of subdivision (d) of Section 54956.9 (three (3) potential cases):  
  The Board adjourned to closed session at 11:15 a.m., and the open session reconvened at 
12:50 p.m.  There was no reportable action. 
 
VI. CLOSING PROCEDURE 
 A. Suggested Items for Next/Future Agenda:  Items for the next Agenda were discussed 
previously. 
 B. The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for February 26, 
2019 – 9:00.  There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:50 p.m. 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.i.a: Consent Calendar 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Resolution No. 2019-02-01 Setting 2019 Board Meeting Dates – G Poole 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approve Resolution setting Board Meeting dates for the remainder of 2019 
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
Following the two month trial, staff is recommending continuation of the Board Meeting schedule for the 
2nd and 4th Tuesday of each month. Specifically, the dates for the remainder of the year are as follows, 
including being dark in Sept and one meeting per month in Nov and Dec. If additional meetings are 
needed a Special Meeting can be called at any time with 24 hours’ notice: 
 
Board Meeting Dates for 2019 
 
March 12 & 26 

April 9 & 23 

May 14 & 28 

June 11 & 25 

July 9 & 23 

September 10 & 24 

October 8 & 22 

November 12 

December 10 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

N/A 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Resolution 2019-02-01 setting Board Meeting dates 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2019-02-01 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
BORREGO WATER DISTRICT  

REVISING THE SCHEDULE OF REGULAR MEETINGS 
 

WHEREAS, on June 14, 1983, this Board of Directors adopted Ordinance No. 83-1 establishing the 
Administrative Code of the Borrego Water District (“Administrative Code”) pursuant to the specific and implied 
grants of authority in Division 13, commencing with Section 34000, of the Water Code of the State of California 
to serve in part as the Bylaws of the Borrego Water District as required by Section 35300 et seq. of the Water 
Code; and  
 
WHEREAS, Section 4.1.1 of the Administrative Code as adopted by Ordinance No. 83-1 established a schedule 
of the regular meetings of the Board of Directors; and  
 
WHEREAS, on February 28, 2007 the Board of Directors adopted Ordinance No. 07-1 amending Section 4.1.1 of 
the Administrative Code governing the date and time of regular meetings of the Board of Directors to read: “4.1.1 
Regular Meetings. Regular meetings of the Board shall be held pursuant to such schedule as the Board may adopt 
by Resolution from time to time. In the event the regular meeting date falls on a holiday designated in Section 
6700 of the Government Code, a regular meeting of the Board of the cancellation of a regular meeting or meetings 
may be made by a majority vote of the members of the Board at least fifteen (15) days prior to the change or 
cancellation. A determination to change or cancel a regular meeting must be made at a regular or special meeting 
of the Board;” and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors adopted Resolution 2007-2-1 on February 28, 2007 setting its regular board 
meetings at 9:00 a.m. on the second and fourth Wednesday of each month.  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors Adopted Resolution 2008-9-03 on September 24, 2008 setting its regular 
board meetings at 9:15 a.m. on the fourth Wednesday of every month. 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors adopted Resolution 2011-02-01 on February 15, 2011 setting its regular 
meetings at 9:00 a.m. on the fourth Wednesday of the month.  
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance 07-1, the Board of Directors desires to revise the schedule for its regular 
meetings.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE,  
the Board of Directors of the Borrego Water District does hereby resolve, determine and order as follows:  
 
Section 1.  
The Board of Directors of the Borrego Water District shall hold its regular  
meetings at 9:00 a.m. on the fourth Wednesday of each month.  
 
Section 2.  
Notwithstanding Section 1, above, the regular meetings of the Board of Directors of the Borrego Water District 
for the months of March through July 2019 will be as follows: 
 
  Tuesday March 12 and Tuesday March 26  
  Tuesday April 9 and Tuesday April 23 
  Tuesday May 14 and Tuesday May 28 
  Tuesday June 11 and Tuesday June 25 
  Tuesday July 9 and Tuesday July 23 
 
For the month of August 2019 there will be no Board Meeting 
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For the months of September and October 2019 as follows: 
   
  Tuesday September 10 and Tuesday September 24 
  Tuesday October 8 and Tuesday October 22 
 
For the months of November and December 2019 as Follows: 
 
  Tuesday November 12 
  Tuesday December 17 
 
 
 
ADOPTED, SIGNED AND APPROVED this 26th day of February, 2019.  
 
 
______________________________ 
President of the Board of Directors of Borrego Water District  
 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
_____________________________ 
 
Secretary of the Board of Directors of Borrego Water District  
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA  
)  
) ss.  
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO)  
 
I, Dave Duncan, Secretary of the Board of Directors of the Borrego Water District, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the Board of Directors of said District at a regular meeting held on the 
26th day of February, 2019, and that it was so adopted by the following vote:  
 
AYES, DIRECTORS:  
 
NOES, DIRECTORS:  
 
ABSENT, DIRECTORS:  
 
ABSTAIN, DIRECTORS:  
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
 
Secretary of the Board of Directors of Borrego Water District  
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.i.b: Consent Calendar 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Ratification of Selecting Leaf & Cole LLP for Auditing District’s FY 2020 - FY 2022 Financial 
Statements 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Authorize staff to enter into Agreement with Leaf and Cole for 2020-2022 Auditor Services 
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
Directors Brecht and Ehrlich and Kim Pittman develop a Request for Proposal and interviewed 

auditing firms and are recommending Leaf and Cole to provide services to BWD thru 2022. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

See Proposal 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Leaf and Cole Proposal 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 

 

AUDIT PROPOSAL FOR THE YEARS ENDED 

 

JUNE 30, 2019 THROUGH 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PREPARED BY 
 

LEAF & COLE, LLP 
 

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 
 

CONTACT PARTNER 
 

MICHAEL J. ZIZZI 
mjzizzi@lleaf-cole.com 

2810 CAMINO DEL RIO SOUTH, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92108 

Phone: (619) 294-7200 
Fax: (619) 294-7077 

 
 

February 5, 2019 
 

 
 

Certified Public Accountants 

C 
 

L 
 

& 

 Leaf & Cole,  LLP 
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2810 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 200, San Diego, California 92108-3820 
619.294.7200, 619.294.7077 fax, www.leaf-cole.com, leafcole@leaf-cole.com 
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Certified Public Accountants 
A Partnership of Professional Corporations 
 

C 
 

L 
 

& 

 Leaf & Cole, LLP 
 

February 5, 2019 
 
To the Board of Directors 
Borrego Water District 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to submit our proposal for the audit of Borrego Water District. Our audit 
will be conducted in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of America and 
the State Controllers minimum audit requirements.  Should the District find itself subject to the requirements 
described in the Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit requirements for Federal 
Awards, a new engagement letter would be issued describing the scope of those additional services.  Leaf & Cole, 
LLP is committed to completing these services within a time frame that will meet your needs.  We feel uniquely 
qualified to provide the services required by the Borrego Water District for the following reasons: 
 

▪ Leaf & Cole was established in 1960 and has grown steadily over the past fifty-eight years.  Our high ratio 
of partners to staff allows us to better understand and anticipate our client’s needs.  By assigning partners 
to perform significant portions of the audit fieldwork and report preparation, Leaf & Cole is able to provide 
our governmental clients with a more consistent and experienced engagement team. 

 
▪ Leaf & Cole does not audit Cities or Counties.  Our governmental audit practice is focused on water and 

wastewater districts.  Many of our government clients prepare a Comprehensive Annual Financial Report.  
Our experience working with the G.F.O.A. is extensive.  Each and every CAFR prepared with an audit 
report from Leaf & Cole has received the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting. 

 
▪ Our water district practice is charged with keeping our clients and our own professionals informed of 

significant developments in the water industry of California.  This includes assisting our clients with the 
adjustments required by recent Governmental Accounting Standards Board Pronouncements such as GASB 
68 and GASB 75. 

 
▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP has provided services similar to those required by Borrego Water District to other special 

districts in the Amador, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego and San 
Luis Obispo counties. 

 
▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP has provided accounting and auditing services to nearly twenty different special districts 

in the past five years.  Our experience in the industry is not limited to auditing financial statements.  We 
provide to our clients single audit reports, agreed-upon procedures, parity calculations, Government 
Finance Officers Association award assistance and guidance and bond offering-official statement 
preparation assistance. 
 

 
 

19



To the Board of Directors February 5, 2019 
Borrego Water District Page 2 
 
 

 3 

 
▪ We have completed our tenth peer review.  This review included services provided to similar districts. 
 
▪ All staff scheduled have previous experience with similar special districts. This should dramatically reduce 

the time required and burden placed upon the District’s staff. 
 
We feel the items noted above render us unsurpassed in the quality of service provided to our clients.  Any questions 
concerning this proposal should be directed to Michael J. Zizzi, Partner, who will be happy to meet with district 
representatives.  Michael is authorized to represent Leaf & Cole, LLP. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 
LEAF & COLE, LLP 

 
Michael J. Zizzi 
mjzizzi@leaf-cole.com 
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 4 

PROFILE OF THE FIRM 
 

 

LICENSE TO PRACTICE IN CALIFORNIA 

 
Leaf & Cole, LLP and all professional staff assigned to the Borrego Water District audit are properly licensed to 
practice in the State of California.  Following is a list of current licenses with the State Board of Accountancy of 
the firm and key personnel: 
 

Leaf and Cole PAR 984 
Michael J. Zizzi 55110E 
Steven W. Northcote 28780E 

 
INDEPENDENCE 

 
Leaf & Cole, LLP is independent of the Borrego Water District as defined by Generally Accepted Auditing 
Standards (GAAS), Governmental Auditing Standards (GAGAS) and as defined by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants (AICPA), the minimum audit requirements and reporting guidelines for Special 
Districts as required by the State Controller’s Office and those issued by the Comptroller General of the United 
States.  Leaf & Cole has not provided any services to Borrego Water District in the past five years, and would 
provide written notice to the District of any professional relationships entered into during the period of this 
agreement that might impact our independence. 
 

FIRM QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 

 
Leaf & Cole, LLP is the 16th largest accounting firm in San Diego with a staff of over 40 individuals, including over 
20 professionals and 8 partners.  This high ratio of partners to professional staff permits us to be extremely 
responsive to our clients while providing a quality product. 
 
It is difficult to be great at everything.  For this reason, Leaf & Cole, LLP has chosen to develop four very specialized 
areas of expertise in its audit practice.  We conduct audits throughout the State of California in each of these niche 
markets: 
 

▪ California Special Districts 
▪ Nonprofit Organizations 
▪ Affordable Housing Developments 
▪ Limited Scope Pension Audits 

 
Our governmental audit staff consists of fifteen accountants, including three partners.  Our experience in the 
industry and particularly with the special districts of California allows us to be quite certain of our staffing needs.  
Fieldwork will be completed by an audit partner, a senior accountant and a staff accountant, a second staff 
accountant may be used as needed.  The engagement team has substantial special district experience.  We believe 
that by assigning partners to participate in the fieldwork of the engagement, our clients receive the highest quality 
of service. 
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FIRM QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE (CONTINUED) 

 
Michael J. Zizzi recently attended the American Institute of Certified Public Accountant’s national governmental 
and not-for-profit training program.  Michael has also received the Certificate of Professional Development from 
the Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada.  This program includes the reporting 
requirements for the Government Finance Officers Association Certificate of Achievement Award.  Leaf & Cole, 
LLP believes this type of continued education provides our governmental clients with the best quality of service 
available. 
 
Leaf & Cole, LLP successfully completed a tenth peer review dated February 27, 2018.  This peer review did 
include specific examination of our governmental auditing practice.   We were pleased once again to receive a rating 
of “Pass”, the highest rating available under the AICPA’s peer review program. 
 
Leaf & Cole, LLP has not been the object of any disciplinary action in the entire history of the firm. 

 

 

PARTNER AND SUPERVISORY STAFF QUALIFICATIONS 

 
Effective and efficient client service depends upon the strength of the engagement team.  We believe the key factors 
of that strength are the availability, responsiveness, experience and commitment of the team members.  Leaf & 
Cole, LLP is committed to providing an exceptional level of service to all clients.  We have outlined the 
qualifications and experience of the key personnel assigned to Borrego Water District. 
 
The quality of staff assigned to the job can most certainly be assured.  All individuals mentioned have been assigned 
to similar special district audits for several years.  Since turnover of audit staff is one of the strongest objections 
voiced by auditees, we believe Leaf & Cole, LLP can offer a unique and beneficial continuity vital to a successful 
audit, by assigning partners to play a significant role, in the fieldwork of the engagement.  We will make every 
effort to maintain staff continuity throughout the term of the engagement.  It is worth noting that the audit senior 
has been with Leaf & Cole for nearly 30 years. 
 

 Appendix 
Michael J. Zizzi 1 
Steven W. Northcote 2 
Neil S. Glass 3 
Dave F. Moran 4 
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SPECIFIC AUDIT APPROACH 

 
Planning the Audit 

 
Audit planning involves developing an overall strategy for the expected conduct and scope of the audit.  The nature, 
extent and timing of planning will be based on our experience.  In planning the audit we will consider, among other 
matters: 
 

a. Reviewing correspondence files, prior auditor’s working papers, financial statements, board of 
directors’ minutes, permanent files and current year’s budget. 

 
b. Discussing the type, scope and timing of the audit with management of the District and/or the board of 

directors. 
 

c. Discussing matters that may affect the audit with District personnel responsible for nonaccounting 
services. 

 
d. Considering the effect of applicable accounting and auditing pronouncements. 

 
e. Coordinating the assistance of District personnel in data preparation. 

 
f. Obtain from District personnel an understanding of internal control sufficient to plan the audit. 

 
Audit Objectives 

 
We will develop specific audit objectives for each material account balance or class of transactions listed below in 
the following broad categories: 
 

a. Existence of Occurrence: 
 
Reported assets and liabilities actually existed at the balance sheet date and transactions reported in the 
income statement actually occurred during the period covered. 
 

b. Completeness: 

 
All transactions and accounts that should be included in the financial statements are included and there 
are no material undisclosed assets, liabilities or transactions. 
 

c. Rights and Obligations: 

 
The District owns and has clear title to the assets, the liabilities and obligations of the District, and the 
District was actually a party to reported transactions. 
 

d. Valuation or Allocation: 
 
The assets and liabilities are valued properly and the revenues and expenses are measured properly. 
 

e. Presentation and Disclosure: 
 
The assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses are properly described and disclosed in the financial 
statements. 
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Audit Sampling 

 
Sampling is one of the principal methods used to control audit risk.  From a statistical sample we are able to quantify 
the risk that conclusions drawn are correct within a specified level of precision. 
 
The Borrego Water District has a multitude of transactions that could be sampled, however, not all populations are 
equally important.  Therefore, we use a sampling approach that reasonably relates the extent of sampling to the 
audit risk involved.  Our approach provides a method for assessing the principal sources of audit risk and deciding 
where sampling is needed and how much to do.  Factors considered in this model include: the nature of audit 
procedures to be performed, the relative costs and benefits, and the potential for material error.  Sample sizes are 
determined objectively and vary depending upon these factors.  Sampling is used only where it is determined to be 
the most efficient way to meet the audit objectives. 
 
Our tests of laws and regulations will be designed to test the laws and regulations that if not complied with could 
have a direct and material effect on the financial statements under audit.  We will obtain information on the 
applicable laws and regulations from the District’s management.  We will review long-term debt covenants, and 
investment requirements from the California Government Code. 
 
We will assess for each material requirement, the risk that material noncompliance could occur.  This includes 
consideration and assessment of the internal control in place to assure compliance with laws and regulations.  Based 
on the assessment we will design steps and procedures to test compliance with laws and regulations to provide 
reasonable assurance of detecting both unintentional and intentional instances of non-compliance that could have a 
material effect on the financial statements. 
 
EDP Software 

 
Leaf & Cole LLP’s audit approach is designed to achieve our audit objectives in the most efficient manner.  This 
includes the use of top quality software programs in order to perform the audit in the digital age and a paperless 
environment. 
 
Internal Control 

 
Our approach to internal control is to obtain an understanding of each of the components of internal control 
sufficient to plan the audit, by performing procedures to understand the design of controls relevant to an audit of 
the financial statements and whether they have been placed in operation.  In obtaining this understanding we 
consider such things as materiality, our knowledge of the industry, and the complexity and sophistication of your 
operations and systems.  This information is compiled, and our procedures are tailored specifically to your 
organization. 
 
Experience With Computer System Controls 

 
As a normal part of planning, Leaf & Cole, LLP considers the methods used to process accounting information 
because such methods influence the design of the internal control structure.  In every audit, we determine the extent 
to which computer processing is used in significant accounting applications, as well as the complexity of that 
processing; as these may influence the nature timing and extent of audit procedures.  In a computerized financial 
reporting system, the decision to obtain further understanding of computer controls is based on the degree of the 
client’s dependence on the computer in its financial reporting system.  In most small governments, the computer 
merely processes routine transactions and accounting entries.  However, if the client depends heavily on the 
computer in its financial reporting system, such as the computer initiating transactions or accounting entries or the 
computer processes and controls substantially all of the information in one or more significant applications with 
little user involvement, then we would need to obtain a further understanding of the computer controls. 
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Audit and Analytical Procedures 

 
In designing our audit program we need to select audit procedures necessary to achieve the specified objectives 
developed above.  Factors that influence the procedures to be implemented include the nature and materiality of the 
account, the reliance on internal accounting controls and the expected effectiveness of possible audit procedures.  
A representative listing of audit procedures, their description and an example of their use follows: 
 

Procedure  Description  Examples 
     
Physical Examination  Identification of an item’s quantity and 

sometimes its quality. 
 Tests counts of inventory, cash count, 

securities count, fixed assets count. 
     
Confirmation  Correspondence directly with independent 

parties outside the District. 
 Confirming accounts receivable, standard 

bank confirmations, notes payable and 
attorney’s letters. 

     
Vouching  Inspection of documents that support 

recorded transactions or amounts. 
 Agreeing recorded transactions with 

billing documents for revenues and 
invoices for disbursements. 

     
Tracing  Tracing source documents to the amounts 

in the accounting records. 
 Tracing vendor invoices to recorded 

disbursements in the accounting records. 
     
Re-performance  Auditor repetition of client routines such 

as calculating and bookkeeping functions. 
 Determining that journal entries have been 

posted to the proper accounts, re-
computing client depreciation calcula-
tions. 

     
Scanning  A visual scrutiny of accounting records, 

reports and schedules to detect unusual 
items or inconsistencies. 

 Scanning the charges to the repairs 
expense account for capital items. 

     
Inquiry  Questioning management and employees 

(response to which may be oral or written). 
 Obtain a client representation letter, 

determining work order status. 
     
Inspection  Looking at documents in other than 

vouching or tracing procedures. 
 Inspection of notes, contracts, insurance 

policies, leases and board minutes. 
     
Analytical Procedures  Systematical analysis and comparison of 

relationships among absolute amounts, 
trends and ratios. 

 Comparing sales with budget and prior 
years. 

     
Observation  Visually reviewing client activities or 

locations. 
 Observation of bookkeeping routines, tour 

of plant, etc. 
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Scope of the Audit 
 
The audit of the District will be divided into separate and distinct phases.  Preliminary fieldwork, the first phase, 
will take place at a mutually agreed-upon time prior to or near year end and will consist of the following areas: 
 

a. Internal control 
b. Cash disbursements and purchases 
c. Cash receipts 
d. Payroll 
e. Capital assets 
f. Notes payable including the new certificates of participation, and any related accrued interest 
g. Draft financial statements 

 
Next, year-end cutoff of selected accounts is a short but important step.  Cash and cash equivalents cutoff, capital 
assets and purchase and sales cutoff should be completed by June 30 to adequately insure a proper cutoff of 
transactions. 
 
The fieldwork phase of an audit is the most comprehensive and time consuming portion of the audit.  Leaf & Cole, 
LLP would begin fieldwork promptly upon completion of the District’s June 30, 2019 financial statements.  During 
this phase our work will include the following accounts: 

 
a. Completion of testing started in June 
b. Cash and cash equivalents including any restrictions 
c. Receivables  
d. Inventory 
e. Prepaid expenses 
f. Deferred inflows and outflows 
g. Accounts payable 
h. Accrued payroll and related expenses (If any) 
i. Customer deposits 
j. Compensated absences 
k. Non-current liabilities including the net pension liability 
l. Contributed capital 
m. Net assets 
n. Income and expenses 

 
Preparing the financial statements and issuing the report are the final product of an audit engagement.  Although 
these steps are the last to be completed, they are evolving throughout the entire audit engagement.  Please note that 
it is our intent to provide you with a draft of the financial statements prior to commencing fieldwork in an attempt 
to identify any potential reporting issues early in the engagement. 
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REFERENCES 
 

▪ Newhall County Water District 
Rochelle Patterson, Accounting Manager 
(661) 702-4422 
 
Scope of Work - Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 
 
Date - June 30, 2001 to 2009 and June 30, 2013 to December 31, 2017 
 

Engagement Partner - Michael J. Zizzi  
 
Total Hours - Audit 200 Hours 

 
 

▪ Valley Center Water District 
Jim Pugh, Director of Finance 
(760) 749-1600 
 
Scope of Work - Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and Agreed-Upon Procedures 
 
Date - June 30, 2003 to Present 
 
Engagement Partner - Michael J. Zizzi 
 
Total Hours - Audit 200 Hours 
 

▪ Templeton Community Services District 

Natalie Klock, Finance Officer 
(805) 434-4904 
 
Scope of Work - Audited Financial Statement and State Controllers Report 
 
Date - June 30, 1991 to Present 
 
Engagement Partner - Michael J. Zizzi 
 
Total Hours - Audit 300 Hours
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Appendix 1-A 
 

 

 

  
 
 
 
Education:  

▪ California Polytechnic University San Luis Obispo, Bachelor of Science in Accounting, 1986 
 

Professional Certifications & Affiliations:  
▪ American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Licensed 1990 
▪ California Society of Certified Public Accountants 
▪ Designated Audit Quality Partner - American Institute of Certified Public Accountants - 

Governmental Audit Quality Center 
▪ Former Treasurer of Parkview Little League 
▪ President and Past Treasurer of San Diego Country Club 
 

Work Experience:  
▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP (28 years)  
▪ KPMG, Peat Marwick (3 years) 

 
Professional Experience:  

▪ Specializes in audits of special districts such as water and housing authorities and nonprofit 
organizations, including compliance with Uniform Guidance (formerly OMB Circular A-133). 

▪ Also has done extensive work for federally assisted real estate projects and small business auditing, 
accounting and consulting. 

▪ Responsible for the firm’s quality control and peer review functions. 
▪ Instructor for the Special District Board Management Institute which provides professional 

education for board members and managers of California Special Districts. 
▪ Coordinates the calculating or rebateable arbitrage earnings for clients with bond offerings subject 

to the appropriate regulations. 
▪ Assists special districts in the gathering and preparation of data in bond offering documents. 

 
Continuing Education: 

▪ Exceeds 120 hours during the last three years including extensive concentration in the statements 
issued by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB), Analysis of U.S. General 
Accounting Office Government Auditing Standards (Yellow Book) and Statements of Auditing 
Standards issued by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. 

 

Michael J. Zizzi 
Managing Partner 
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Appendix 1-B 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Water District Experience: 

• Santa Rosa Community Services District (21 years) 

• Vista Irrigation District (17 years) 

• Valley Center Municipal Water District (14 years) 

• Joshua Basin Water District (13 years) 

• South Coast Water District (12 years) 

• Amador Water Agency (12 years) 

• Newhall County Water District (12 years) 

• Carmichael Water District (10 years) 

• Pico Water District (9 years) 

• Arcade Water District (8 years) 

• Encina Wastewater Authority (8 years) 

• Lakeside Water District (7 years) 

• Yorba Linda Water District (7 years) 

• Fairbanks Ranch Community Services District (6 years) 

• Vallecitos Water District (6 years) 

• Santa Fe Irrigation District (6 years) 

• Otay Water District (5 years) 

• Rainbow Municipal Water District (5 years) 

• Community Service District No. 88-3 of the Rancho California Water District (4 years) 

• Lake Cuyamaca Recreation and Park District (4 years) 

• Rancho California Water District (4 years) 

• Descanso Water District (2 years) 

• Southeast San Diego Redevelopment Agency (2 years) 

• Trabuco Canyon Water District (2 years) 

• Templeton Community Services District (2 years) 

• Valley Center Fire Protection District (1 year) 

 

Michael J. Zizzi 
Managing Partner 
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Education:  

▪ San Diego State University, Bachelor of Science in Accounting, 1975 
 
Professional Organizations:  

▪ American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Licensed 1979. 
▪ California Society of Certified Public Accountants 
▪ Member of the Audit Committee for San Diego Foundation 
▪ Former Board Vice-Chairman, Finance Chairman and Director of the United Way of San Diego 

County, 2014 Volunteer of the year. 
▪ Former Chairman of the Board, Treasurer and Director of the Combined Health Agencies of San 

Diego 
▪ Former Officer and Director of the American Lung Association of San Diego and Imperial 

Counties 
 
Work Experience:  

▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP (40 years) 
 
Professional Experience: 

▪ Director of accounting and auditing department of Leaf & Cole, which includes the preparation and 
review of compiled, reviewed and audited financial statements. Responsible for the firm’s quality 
control and peer review functions.  

▪ Professional experience includes supervision and preparation of audited financial statements with 
a concentration in nonprofit organizations, governmental agencies and federally assisted housing 
projects. Extensive experience in the compliance with single audits in accordance with OMB 
Circular A-133 “Audits of States, Local Governments and Nonprofit Organization.”  

▪ Provides management advisory services to clients on topics such as governmental financing, 
taxation of nonprofit organizations and agreed-upon procedures. 

 
Continuing Education: 

▪ Exceeds 120 hours during the past three years including the AICPA’s National Governmental 
Training Program.  Specific courses included Financial Accounting Standards board 
Pronouncements (FASB), Governmental Accounting Standards Board Pronouncements (GASB) 
and Emerging Issues with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 

▪ Successful completion of both the AICPA’s Governmental Accounting and Auditing and Nonprofit 
Accounting and Auditing Certificate of Educational Achievement Programs. 

 

Steven W. Northcote 
Audit Partner 

Partner 
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Water District Experience: 

▪ Templeton Community Services District (17 years) 
▪ Rancho California Water District (16 years) 
▪ West and Central Basin Financing Authority (13 years) 
▪ Otay Water District (12 years) 
▪ Central Basin Municipal Water District (10 years) 
▪ West Basin Municipal Water District (10 years) 
▪ Vallecitos Water District (9 years) 
▪ Padre Dam Municipal Water District (7 years) 
▪ Community Services District No. 88-3 of the Rancho California Water District (7 years) 
▪ Santa Rosa Community Services District (7 years) 
▪ Joshua Basin Water District (7 years) 
▪ Pico Water District (7 years) 
▪ Trabuco Canyon Water District (6 years) 
▪ Arcade Water District (5 years) 
▪ Mesa Consolidated Water District (4 years) 
▪ Rainbow Municipal Water District (3 years) 
▪ Murrieta County Water District (3 years) 
▪ Amador Water Agency (3 years) 
▪ Orange County Water district (3 years) 
▪ Descanso Community Water District (2 years) 
▪ Riverview Water District (2 years) 
▪ Yorba Linda Water District (2 years) 
▪ Templeton Cemetery District (2 years) 
▪ Valley Center Municipal Water District (1 year) 
 

Steven W. Northcote 
Audit Partner 
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Education:  

▪ Long Island University, C.W. Post Campus Masters of Science in Accounting, 1989 
▪ University of Rhode Island, Bachelor of Science in Marketing, 1984 

 
Work Experience:  

▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP (26 years)  
▪ Jack Dobosh, CPA (3 years) 

 
Professional Experience: 

▪ Includes preparation of audited financial statements for governmental and nonprofit entities, 
including compliance requirements under OMB’s Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost 
Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards. 

 
▪ Provides accounting services to clients by preparing compilations, reviews, and various business 

tax returns. 
 

Continuing Education: 
▪ Exceeds 120 hours during the last three years including concentration in the statements issued by 

the Governmental Accounting Standards Board and Analysis of U.S. General Accounting Office 
Governmental Auditing Standards (Yellow Book).  

 

Neil Glass 
Audit Senior 
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Neil Glass 
Audit Senior 

 

 
 
Water District Experience: 

• West Basin Municipal Water District (12 years) 

• West and Central Basin Financing Authority (10 years) 

• Templeton Community Services District (10 years) 

• Central Basin Municipal Water District (8 years) 

• Trabuco Canyon Water District (9 years) 

• Newhall County Water District (6 years) 

• Encina Wastewater Authority (4 years) 

• Valley Center Municipal Water District (4 years) 

• South Coast Water District (2 years) 

• Rancho California water District (1 year) 

• Padre Dam Municipal Water District (1 year) 

• Orange County Water District (1 year) 
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     Dave Moran 
                                            Staff Accountant 

 

 
Education:  

▪ Fairleigh Dickinson University, Masters of Science in Accounting, 2015 
▪ Fairleigh Dickinson University, Bachelor of Science in Accounting, 2014 

 
Professional Organizations: 

▪ California society of Certified Public Accountants 
 
Work Experience:  

▪ Leaf & Cole, LLP (1 year)  
▪ Deloitte & Touche, LLP (1 year) 

 
Professional Experience: 

▪ Includes preparation of compiled and audited financial statements for governmental and non-profit 
entities, including compliance requirements under OMB’s Uniform Administrative Requirements, 
Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards. 

 
Continuing Education: 
 

▪ Exceeds 120 hours during the last three years including concentration in auditing procedures and 
techniques. 
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Dave F. Moran 
Staff Accountant 

 

 
Water District Experience: 

• De Luz Community Services District (2 years) 

• Lakeside Water District (2 years) 

• Newhall County Water District (2 years) 

• Valley Center Municipal Water District (2 years) 

• Amador Water Agency (1 year) 

• Encina Wastewater Authority (1 year) 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.i.c: Consent Calendar 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Refund of Club Circle Golf Fees to Santiago Estates HOA – K Pittman 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Authorize staff to enter into Agreement with Santiago Estates HOA for refund of Golf Course fees 
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
In 2018, BWD determined the fee charged to fund the maintenance of Club Circle golf course and a 

refund of one year of fees collected was warranted. Staff has been working with Santiago Estates 

HOA and now the necessary tenant information has been received. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Agreement with Santiago Estates HOA  
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.2 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Acceptance of Bid and Authorization of Staff to Send Letter of Award to Southwest 
Drilling for Replacement Well #1 (ID 4-4 location) 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Authorize staff to accept the Bid and authorize Staff to send Letter of Award to Southwest drilling 
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
As reported at the February 12th Board Meeting, 4 bids were received and the low bidder was 

Southwest. Legal Counsel has competed the review and concluded the bid is responsive. Therefore, 

a Letter of Award issued to Southwest is the next step in the process.   

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Bid results for Replacement Well #1 
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New ID4-4 Well Location - Bid Summary

Estimated South West South West Best Drilling Best Drilling Zim Ind. Zim
Item Description Quantity Unit Price Extd Cost Unit Price Extd Cost Unit Price Extd Cost

1 Mobilization 1 $80,000 $80,000 $142,000 $142,000 $131,200 $131,200

2 30" Conductor 50 $1,000 $50,000 $1,200 $60,000 $560 $28,000

3 17.5" Pilot Hole 1,000 $55 $55,000 $120 $120,000 $110 $110,000

4 E-Log 1 $7,000 $7,000 $5,000 $5,000 $4,100 $4,100

5 Zone testing (optional) 3 $15,000 $45,000 $17,500 $52,500 $18,000 $54,000

6 Ream Pilot 1,000 $65 $65,000 $80 $80,000 $100 $100,000

7 Caliper 1 $3,000 $3,000 $2,500 $2,500 $2,800 $2,800

8
16" Blank Casing 
install 500 $435 $217,500 $460 $230,000 $560 $280,000

9
3.5" Gravel Feed Tube 
Install 325 $30 $9,750 $44 $14,300 $35 $11,375

10
14" Screen Casing 
Install 500 $478 $239,000 $451 $225,500 $550 $275,000

11 Filter Pack 700 $53 $37,100 $55 $38,500 $53 $37,100

12 Annular Seal 300 $61 $18,300 $55 $16,500 $45 $13,500

13 Dual-swab/air lift 24 $600 $14,400 $450 $10,800 $550 $13,200

14 Line-swab/air lift 24 $375 $9,000 $450 $10,800 $490 $11,760

15 Pump Development 12 $300 $3,600 $450 $5,400 $450 $5,400

16 Test Pumping 60 $300 $18,000 $450 $27,000 $400 $24,000

17
Video survey, spinner 
log, deviation test 1 $10,000 $10,000 $6,000 $6,000 $9,650 $9,650

18 Disinfection 1 $4,000 $4,000 $2,500 $2,500 $1,400 $1,400

19 Standby 1 $400 $400 $450 $450 $500 $500

Total Bid $886,050 $1,049,750 $1,112,985

Santa Ynez River Water Conservation District, ID#1
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.3 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Cost of Service Study Proposal for Establishing District Rates for FY 2021 - FY 2025 
from Raftelis 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Authorize staff to enter into Agreement with Raftelis to develop Cost of Service Study 
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
As reported at the February 12th Board Meeting, Directors Brecht, Ehrlich and staff have been 

working with Raftelis representatives on a Proposal to create a Cost of Service study. The Proposal 

is attached for Board review.  

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Raftelis Proposal  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

44



 

445 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 2270 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 
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February 21, 2019 

Mr. Geoff Poole 
General Manager  
Borrego Water District 
806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs CA 92004 
 

Subject: Proposal to Provide Consulting Services for the 2019 Water and Wastewater Cost of 
Service Studies 

 

Dear Mr. Poole: 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (Raftelis) is pleased to submit this scope of services to perform Water 
and Wastewater Cost of Service and Rate Studies (Studies) for the Borrego Water District (District). The 
following sections outline the tasks Raftelis believes will be involved in completing the Studies that 
accomplish the District’s goals.  
 
Raftelis is pleased to submit this proposal for services. If you agree with the proposed fee, please sign in 
the space on the last page and return one copy for our files. Please do not hesitate to call me at (213) 
262-9304 or Kevin Kostiuk at (760) 519-8520 should you have any questions. 

We look forward to the opportunity to assist the District with these important Studies.  

Sincerely, 

 

Sanjay Gaur   
Vice President 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
2019 WATER AND WASTEWATER COST OF SERVICE STUDIES 

 

 
Page 2 

 
  

Scope of Services 

 

Task 1 – Kick-Off and Data Collection   
Task 1.1 –Kick-Off Meeting  
The Kick-Off conference call and web-meeting provides a foundation for the project and ensures that 
project participants are in mutual agreement as to the project’s approach, work plan, schedule, and the 
District’s priorities. As part of the meeting, Raftelis will discuss the District’s current rates, identify any 
new customer classes that may be considered as part of the cost of service analysis, work with staff and 
the Rates Committee to identify and prioritize rate objectives, develop a framework for the proposed new 
rate structure, and evaluate the various policy options available for meeting the District’s goals and 
objectives. ` 

Task 1.2 – Data Collection and Cost Analysis 
A detailed data request list will be submitted to the District so all appropriate data in the required format 
can be forwarded to Raftelis.  Data requirements include but are not limited to operating and capital costs, 
water consumption and account information, prior year(s) financial statements, water production 
records, account growth estimates, and relevant master plan studies.  

The District will provide Raftelis the data required in a timely manner to conduct the Studies for the 
water and wastewater enterprises. Data is preferred in electronic format as either Excel spreadsheets or 
Access databases.   Subsequent conference calls and web-meetings may be required to discuss and 
confirm the received data.  

Task 1.3 – Reserves and Risk Evaluation  
Raftelis will review existing District reserve policies to recommend appropriate reserve balances (e.g. 
operating, capital, rate stabilization, and emergency) that are consistent with industry standards as well 
as the District’s risk profile. The District has identified long term capital requirements, some of which 
represent low probabilities but high risks and high costs including advanced water treatment, well re-
drills in the Central Management Area of the groundwater basin, and water supply purchase and 
management costs, among other risks. Additionally, the District wishes to increase its cash reserves by 
$3 million by fiscal year 2030 and add cash flow for additional low interest debt. We will work with 
District Staff and the Rates Committee to determine the appropriate types of reserves, individual 
funding targets of each reserve, and perform sensitivity analyses on future scenarios that incorporate 
the financial and environmental risks previously mentioned.  

Current funds will be evaluated to determine if re-balancing, elimination, or amendments to specific 
reserves is required. This discussion will be particularly important for future capital repair and 
replacement and other future risks to the water and sewer systems. 

Meetings/Workshops: Kick-Off conference call and web-meeting; follow up conference call as necessary 
to discuss data items 
Deliverables: Data request list; Kick-Off meeting minutes  
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Task 2 – Financial Plan Model Development   
This task will include the projections of budget items for the water system and wastewater services 
within SA 1, SA2, and SA5. These budget items include annual costs related to the water system and 
sewer system, labor, power, materials, capital expenditures, operating and maintenance (O&M) 
expenses, reserve contributions, depreciation, and debt service. Future costs will be projected using 
assumptions based on different economic factors, inflationary factors, and growth trends.  

Raftelis will develop a forecast of revenue requirements for the next 10-year planning period for water 
and for the three sewer service areas.  This will include an estimate of revenues based on current rates, 
growth in customers and fee levels, as well as other revenues generated from other operating and non-
operating revenues.  Revenue requirements will be projected over the planning horizon (minimum of 10 
years) considering the current budget, different CIP scenarios, the utilities’ existing debt service, other 
obligations, and current economic trends. Raftelis will identify funding needs and develop financing 
options for capital projects over the long planning horizon allowing the District to make timely 
adjustments to expenses, reserve balances, or the timing of capital projects to smooth rate impacts and 
maintain financial sustainability and sufficiency.  In addition, the financial models will have the ability to 
examine the financial consequences of different CIP scenarios and what-if scenarios that incorporate 
measurable financial and environmental risks identified in Task 1.3. We will produce two separate model 
dashboards, one each for water and wastewater.  

Raftelis will conduct a long-term cash flow analysis to determine the revenue adjustments required to 
meet projected total costs for each year of the planning horizon. The Model cash flow incorporates 
revenues generated from different sources, expenses needed to maintain the water and sewer systems, 
any transfers in and out of the working cash fund, as well as the coverage needed to meet current and 
proposed debt service requirements. Raftelis will review reserves policies identified in Task 1.3 to 
recommend appropriate modifications and reserves targets for operating, capital, rate stabilization, and 
emergency needs, consistent with the District’s risk management practices and industry standards.  

Raftelis will conduct two web meetings with District Staff to review and validate inputs for the Financial 
Plan Model.  Feedback from District Staff and the Rates Committee will be incorporated into the Model 
before any presentations to the District Board.  

Meetings/Workshops: Two (2) web-meetings with District Staff to review and finalize Financial Plans 
Deliverables: Water and Wastewater Financial Plan Models in Microsoft Excel 2013 or later  
 

Task 3 – Water and Wastewater Cost of Service Analyses 
Task 3.1 – Water Cost of Service Analysis 
The water cost of service study will be performed based on industry standards and methodologies 
approved by the American Water Works Association (AWWA) M1 Rate Manual. Mr. Gaur and Mr. 
Kostiuk will collectively ensure that the cost of service allocations focus on service functions, 
appropriately allocate the cost of service (revenue requirements) to the service functions, determine 
how those services are used by each customer class, and develop the cost allocation components of the 
models. Cost allocations among customer classes will likely be based on the AWWA-approved Base-
Extra Capacity approach which utilizes the different demand patterns (or peaking factors) demonstrated 
by each customer class.  
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Based on the revenue requirements identified in Task 2, the cost of service will be allocated to the 
various cost components, including capacity-related costs, commodity (base delivery) costs, customer 
costs, and other direct and indirect costs consistent with industry standards. The purpose of this task is 
to allocate the costs associated with the various cost components of each utility to the various customer 
classes on the basis of the relative responsibility of each. Costs will be allocated based on the 
determination of units of service for each customer class and the application of unit costs of service to 
the respective units. The result is the total cost responsibility required of each customer class in order to 
maintain the financial stability of the District’s water enterprise.  

 

Task 3.2 – Sewer Cost of Service Analysis 
The sewer cost of service analysis will be performed based on industry standards and methodologies 
approved by the Water Environment Federation (WEF) Manual of Practice, Financing and Charges for 
Wastewater Systems. Raftelis will ensure that the cost of service allocations focus on appropriate service 
functions, appropriately allocate the cost of service to the service functions, determine how those 
services are used by each customer class, and develop the cost allocation components of the model. 
Cost allocations among customer classes for the wastewater enterprise will utilize estimated 
wastewater generation and associated strengths demonstrated by various user groups.  

Based on the wastewater enterprise revenue requirement identified in Task 2, the cost of service will be 
allocated to the various cost components, including operating and capital costs related to collection, 
treatment, and customer costs, consistent with industry standards. The purpose of this analysis is to 
allocate the costs to the customer classes on the basis of the relative responsibility of each. The result is 
the total cost responsibility required of each customer class in order to maintain the financial stability of 
the District’s wastewater enterprise.  

Throughout the water and sewer cost allocation process, Raftelis will comply with the District’s policy 
considerations and procedures, as well as current federal, state, and local rules and regulations such as 
Proposition 218. Although not a law firm, Raftelis is very familiar with Proposition 218 requirements and 
its implications on water and wastewater rates. Our Project Team has extensive experience with 
Proposition 218 and has conducted conference sessions on the matter.   

Meetings/Workshops: One (1) web-meeting with District Staff to review and discuss the cost of service 
analyses 
Deliverables: Water and sewer cost of service analyses in Microsoft Excel 2013 or later  
 

Task 4 – Water and Wastewater Rate Design 
Task 4.1 – Rate Design  

Raftelis will develop a Water and Sewer Rate Model with the flexibility to compare the current rate 
structure with modified proposed new rate structure(s), such as, a three-tiered rate structure for the 
water utility. The models will also have the capability to examine different options to enhance revenue 
stability while still balancing competing objectives such as affordability for essential needs and 
conservation signalling. The baseline rate design will maintain the current revenue percentage split 
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between fixed and variable charges to aid District staff in comparing alternative scenarios to this 
baseline.  

To help communicate 
with customers about 
the drivers behind any 
potential rate 
increases and the 
rationale behind the 
proposed rates, the 
water rates will have several cost components for each tier including water supply costs, the District’s 
system costs (delivery costs), and peak costs of capital. An example of this type of structuring is the 
water rates for El Toro Water District, which are shown in the table above. Water supply rates in tiers 1 
(indoor allocation) and 2 (outdoor allocation) are associated with low water supply costs, and tiers 3 (50 
percent of total allocation) and 4 are based on the cost of expanding the supplemental water supply and 
conservation programs. Raftelis will explore similar methodological approaches for the District to 
incorporate expected impacts of SGMA, long-term water purchases, and potential advanced treatment 
requirements.  

Utilizing the Model, Raftelis will determine the water rates required for each tier to collect the required 
revenues. Raftelis will also build-in the capability to conduct various scenario analyses to address 
different conservation issues such as reduction of water supply, different levels of capital funding, and 
demands/wastewater flow generation. The Dashboard, which displays key variables and results on-
screen in real-time, will facilitate discussion for quick consensus building.  

 

Task 4.2 –Customer Impact Analysis 

Besides required revenue adjustments, changes to the rate structure itself could also cause “rate shock” 
to customers. Raftelis will determine the potential financial impact on customers that may result from 
the proposed rate structure. In our impact analysis graphics, we regenerate every monthly bill of each 
account assuming the new proposed rates were already in place to determine the “true” impact of the 
new rate structure on District customers.  

 As an example, the customer impact illustration shown below indicates that a customer with a 5/8-inch 
meter using 20 hcf per billing period will see a $0.80, or 1.2%, increase in the bimonthly bill. Raftelis will 
perform customer impact analyses for both water and sewer account bills.  

 

“The assessment of the overall financial impacts on customers is a tool for stakeholders to make informed 
decisions regarding different policy options and variables.” 

Water Supply Delivery Conservation Offset Total
Tier 1 $1.86 ($0.06) $1.80
Tier 2 $1.89 $1.86 $0.34 $2.20
Tier 3 $1.89 $3.80 $0.34 $0.24 $4.38
Tier 4 $1.89 $5.70 $0.24 $5.94

Uniform Rate $1.89 $1.86 $0.17 $2.03

Current 
Rates

Proposed Rates
Tiers

Graphical interface showing tier widths and cost component breakdown
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Meetings/Workshops: Two (2) web-meeting with District Staff to review and refine the rate design and 
customer impacts 
Deliverables: Draft Water and Sewer Rate Models in Microsoft Excel 2013 or later  
 

Task 5 – Draft and Final Reports 
The draft report will include an executive summary highlighting the major issues addressed, decisions 
reached, and recommended rates developed during the course of the Studies. The main body of the report 
will include a brief physical description of the water and sewer systems and District characteristics, details 
of the financial plans and reserve policies, cost of service analyses, rate design details, and the proposed 
five-year water and sewer rates for fiscal years (FY) 2021-2025. It will also contain a discussion on rate 
structure selection and rate design assumptions. The methodology describing the cost of service analyses 
and rate calculations will be described in detail so that the nexus between costs and rates is clearly defined 
and understandable.  

Proposed connection fees will be described in the report and will satisfy applicable regulatory 
requirements (Government Code 66000). Raftelis will provide a draft report to District Staff to comment 
and edit and will incorporate those changes into the final report.    

Meetings/Workshops: One (1) conference call with District Staff to review the draft report(s) 
Deliverables: Draft and Final Reports in Microsoft Word and Adobe PDF 

 

Task 6 – Public Hearing   
Raftelis will be available to assist the District through elements of the Proposition 218 process, such as 
reviewing the Proposition 218 notice. Raftelis will be present at the Public Hearing to adopt the 
recommended rates and will be available to answer any questions. 

Meetings/Workshops: One (1) Public Hearing  
Deliverables: Presentation materials, if necessary, in Microsoft PowerPoint  
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Task 7 – Water and Sewer Connection Fee Updates (Optional Task) 
Concurrent with the utility cost of service and rate Studies, Raftelis will update the District’s water and 
sewer connection fees using the existing methodology. We will review the District’s current fixed asset 
schedules, as well as current and future potential demands based on existing master and capital plan 
documents. The goal is to ensure that total demand from existing users, and at build-out, is considered 
for purposes of calculating the connection fees.  Raftelis will summarize the assets and costs that need 
to be constructed to meet future demand. The calculation of the fees will depend on current fixed 
assets, planned (future) capital improvements, capital financing assumptions, system capacities, and the 
level of service (or demand requirements) of new customers.  Proposed fees will meet applicable 
regulatory requirements (i.e. Government Code 66000) in developing rates and impact fees. Raftelis will 
develop a Connection Fee Model that will reflect future demand and associated facility costs that 
benefit new development.  Raftelis will review the resulting connection fees with District Staff before 
including in the draft report. 

Meetings/Workshops: One (1) web-meeting with District Staff to review connection fee calculation 
results 
Deliverables: Updated Connection Fee Model in Microsoft Excel 2013 or later  
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Fees and Hours 

Raftelis proposes to complete Tasks 1-6 within the scope of work outlined above on a time-and-materials basis with a not-to-exceed cost of 
$51,895. The following work plan provides a breakdown of the estimated level of effort required for completing each task described and the 
hourly billing rates for the personnel scheduled to complete the project. 

 

Hours

PD PM SC Total

1. Project Initiation, Management, and Data 
Collection

4 18 12 34 $7,180

2. Financial Plan Development 2 2 10 35 47 $9,165

3. Cost of Service Analyses 1 3 16 20 39 $7,945

4. Rate Structure Design 2 4 12 24 40 $8,140

5. Draft and Final Reports 6 12 60 78 $15,390

6. Public Hearing 1 2 12 2 16 $4,075

7. Water and Sewer Connection Fees 
(Optional)

1 2 2 24 28 $5,450

Total Estimated Meetings / Hours Tasks 1-6 5 1 21 80 153 254

Hourly Billing Rate $295 $210 $185

Total Professional Fees $6,195 $16,800 $28,305 $51,300

Task Fees (1-6) $51,300

Total Expenses  (1-6) $595

Total Fees & Expenses (1-6) $51,895

Total Fees & 
Expenses

PD - Project Director, Sanjay Gaur
PM - Project Manager, Kevin Kostiuk
SC- Staff Consultants

Tasks
Web 

Meetings
Number of 

Meetings
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Project Schedule 

Raftelis proposes to complete the Study in time to hold a Public Hearing in February 2020 with new rates and charges effective July 1, 2020. 

 

 

 

 

If you agree with the proposed fees and expenses documented in this letter, please sign in the space below and return one copy for our files. 

 

We accept the terms of this engagement letter: 

   
     
    _______________________________           ________________________________ 
    Signature Name of authorized agent 

     _________________________                        _______________________________ 
     Date Title 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.A.4 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  2019 Town Hall Slides – All 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Review Town Hall slides  
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
In preparation for the Town Hall on February 28th, As reported at the February 12th Board Meeting, 

Directors Brecht, Ehrlich and staff have been working with Raftelis representatives on a Proposal to 

create a Cost of Service study. The Proposal is attached for Board review.  

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

N/A 

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Town Hall Slide Text  
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 DIRECTOR BRECHT FY 2019 TOWN HALL NARRATIVE 

DRAFT 1.5  Page 1 of 8 

Slide 1 

Water rates are what they are to provide potable water to your homes & businesses. Under State law, the 

District is required to charge rates that produce revenues to cover its costs. So, the deeper issue is not 

rates, but costs to provide potable water. Rates are the result of the District’s costs. 

✤ assuming the District is already being well-managed: 

✤ from a public health perspective, most of the district’s costs are non-discretionary. Costs are 

primarily driven by safe drinking water regulations and potable water supply economics 

✤ from an economic development perspective, most of the district’s costs are non-

discretionary. Water quality and supply uncertainty constrains economic development 

Thus today, District cost issues beg two questions: 

1) what one should be asking is if the District is charging enough to assure potable water is delivered 

24X7 in its maintenance and repair of the District’s $62.5M in replacement cost water, wastewater, 

and sewer infrastructure? That is, do the rates produce sufficient revenue for the District to provide 

potable and reliable service for its customers? Communities where municipal water purveyors 

cannot afford to provide potable water to their customers get into severe economic distress and 

sometimes experience horrendous public health outcomes. 

2) w/re to SGMA, one should ask if SGMA-related costs are being allocated across all pumpers in the 

basin fairly, so the costs of SGMA are not being disproportionally placed on the backs of 

ratepayers. 

Slide 2 - SGMA description 

3) The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) is a massive unfunded mandate to bring 

pumping from the basin into balance w/ natural recharge. Overdraft of a groundwater basin is 

extremely expensive. Many of these costs attributed to the overdraft have never been accounted for 

in this basin. But, they do not go away with age; they only grow larger, as they accumulate over 

time. One of the results from SGMA is that groundwater is no longer free for everyone. Now, every 

pumper of the basin must pay something for the water they pump rather than nothing. Bottom line 

is that water rates for municipal customers will increase in the future. Precisely how much is pure 

speculation at this juncture. But they will increase. 

What is best for ratepayers? 
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1. District Fundraising efforts for buying the farmers out could be the quickest way to address the 

critical overdraft? 

• It turns out that fundraising is a community affair, not something the District can take the lead 

in in many cases. In some cases it would merely act as an implementation vehicle to manage 

the purchase of farmland and be accountable for the use of these funds; 

• For example, once the 2018 public initiative bond that had a $35M allocation for Borrego in it, 

was written, the District and its employees were prohibited from expending any public funds 

or having any involvement to pass the bond. I remained working with the bond committee, but 

as a public citizen, not as a board member. In the bond’s formation stages, it took about half a 

dozen community members representing various civic organizations to get Borrego in the 

bond. This is something the District could not do on its own. This bond initiative lost by a few 

percentage points; 

• If we are talking about State grants, they are so competitive that they often require the District 

to partner w/ civic organizations in the application to be competitive; 

• Foundations have been willing to talk with civic organizations directly, not the District, and to 

date have wanted to see a plan in place before they would be willing to provide any funding 

(thus, the importance of the GSP);  

• The District’s allies in the community are also pursuing private and other governmental 

sources of money. These and other conversations are highly sensitive, confidential, and outside 

the District’s control; 

• However, one should note that some of these governmental, foundation, and private  source 

fundraising efforts would cease should litigation be pursued.  

2. Can or should the District claim 1,700 AF or 2,400 AF pumping allocations with no reductions? 

• Unfortunately, the simple answer is no. The District has been looking at this option since about 

2013, and has reviewed changes in the law every year since then. Under SGMA, the 

Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) may not alter water rights. A GSA can propose 

pumping allocations, as long as those pumping allocations do not impinge on someone’s water 

rights. 

56



 DIRECTOR BRECHT FY 2019 TOWN HALL NARRATIVE 

DRAFT 1.5  Page 3 of 8 

• The only way to establish water rights in an overdrafted basin is through the courts. If the 

pumpers do not all agree to the proposed allocation of water rights in a court stipulation, the 

only option is an adversarial adjudication.  

• Pursuing an adversarial adjudication at this time in the hopes of the courts awarding 1,700 or 

2,400 AFY in water rights to the District would only add economic risk to ratepayers from 

SGMA, not lessen it, as some ratepayers claim. 

• Despite what some ratepayers assert, there is no legal precedent; no established legal principle 

that indicates municipal purveyors will be awarded 100% or more of current use as a 

prescriptive right if one goes to court over this issue. 

• Some ratepayers claim that State grants will pay for an adversarial adjudication. We know of 

no situation where State grants were used to pay attorney fees in an adversarial adjudication. 

The cost for an adversarial adjudication would likely need to be paid from rates. 

• Some ratepayers claim that the District Board is remiss, that it is not looking out for 

ratepayers’ best interests by not initiating an adversarial adjudication; that it is giving in to fear 

of litigation. Litigation is expensive. It takes time. It is not fun. And, it is not necessarily the 

best means to arrive at a satisfactory outcome. 

• For those ratepayers who are itching for a fight, any filed adjudication is likely to be 

“comprehensive” in order to be able to adjudicate all water rights and to satisfy the recent 

changes to the Code of Civil Procedure governing adjudications.  This means that all 

landowners in the Subbasin will be named in the lawsuit, not just those who pump.  So, if you 

are a ratepayer in favor of adjudication, be careful what you wish for.  You are likely to get 

sued if you own property. 

• In addition, the “cram down” procedures in the Water Code allow any group of more than 50% 

of pumpers pumping more than 75% of all water to potentially “cram down” a settlement 

against the hold outs (like the District, which pumps only about 10% of all water 

produced).  Again, be careful what you wish for. 

• In summary, the District Board is making an economic decision to not pursue zero reductions 

from current municipal use for no compensation to other water rights holders at this time. This 
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present decision is based on sound legal and economic analysis based on information available 

at this time. This does not mean the District is cowed from disputing any attempt to 

disadvantage the District or its ratepayers unfairly. 

• I’ve given you the economic and legal arguments. This is substantively different than what is a 

fair or moral argument. In my opinion, both SGMA and CA water law leave much off the table 

related to equity, fairness, and environmental justice. 

3. does WQ deteriorate as water levels decline? The simple answer is “yes (irrespective of what some 

may otherwise claim), but it depends.”  

• In the Southern Management Area (SMA) of the Subbasin, the water quality is poor, 

independent of depth.  

• In the Northern Management Area (NMA) of the Subbasin, the shallowest part of the upper 

aquifer is more likely to be polluted w/ nitrates, but as one pumps from deeper levels in the 

upper aquifer of middle aquifer, the WQ improves markedly.  

• In the Central Management Area (CMA) if the Subbasin, it depends where one is pumping, 

and how deep one is pumping, from which aquifer.  

• In other words, based on present knowledge, there is currently no generalized statement that 

one can make about WQ and depth that applies uniformly to everywhere in the basin; 

• What we do know is that the upper aquifer of the basin, where the highest water quality is 

found has largely been dewatered in the Central Management Area due to the overdraft. 

Thus, the majority of municipal pumping is now from municipal wells screened in the 

middle and lower aquifers. What we also know is that the water that is presently being 

pumped from these municipal wells is presently good, well within State Minimum 

Contaminants Levels (MCLs). We also know there are no detected trends in WQ from these 

wells in the CMA that lead us to worry about future WQ changes today;  

• That said, the potential degradation of WQ due to the critical overdraft of the basin is the #1 

risk factor for the District and its ratepayers. The degradation of WQ in the basin is a low 

probability high consequence concern. For that reason, the District has switched from a 

1x/3year WQ testing schedule mandated by the State to a 2x/1year WQ testing, expanded its 
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WQ monitoring network, and is considering the recommendations from one of its 

consultants to do monthly water chemistry testing to provide additional data for GSP 

required adaptive management of the basin related to WQ. The comprehensive water quality 

monitoring and testing program anticipated by the GSP should begin immediately and not 

wait to begin until some future convenient date; 

•  historically, the most expensive WQ problem for municipal water supplies has been 

degraded WQ from septic tank effluent. As many as 4 municipal wells have either been 

abandoned or had to be re-drilled or replaced due to nitrate contamination from septic tanks 

(ID4-1, ID4-4 (deepened), WC #1, Roadrunner). These days, a new municipal well is a $1.5 

million cost; 

• historically, 2 municipal wells (ID-1 & ID1-2) have been abandoned due to naturally 

occurring contaminants, and presently the District has one well (ID1-8) that is scheduled for 

replacement for municipal purposes due to rising levels of naturally occurring contaminants. 

• historically, we presently know of no municipal wells that have been adversely affected by 

pollution from return flows from agricultural pumping. 

4. do return flows from irrigation matter for WQ? The answer is “Yes.”  

• Return flows are highly polluted with salts and chemicals. Return flow water is non-potable. 

This water would need to be treated before it was suitable for human consumption; 

• does that mean that we need to be concerned today about return flows. The simple answer is 

yes & no; 

• the more return flows, the more pollution of that portion of the aquifer near the well that is 

drawing water from where return flows emanate; 

• however, at least in a foreseeable future, it is unlikely that any concentrated salts and 

chemicals from return flows would enter into potable water sources; 

• so what happens 30-40-years from now? By then the salt concentrations may have 

dissipated and be much less of a concern, and some of the toxic chemicals may have 

degraded to non-toxic forms. 
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• This is NOT to allay concerns, but to suggest that we just don’t know at this juncture how 

big a problem will historical return flows from agricultural irrigation be down the road in 

the future for this basin; 

• However, the precautionary principle suggests that we must today plan for an uncertain 

future and make allowances for the potential treatment of return flows from agricultural 

irrigation. 

• One of the things that CEQA will likely assess is the potential pollution from agricultural 

return flows and the potential costs associated with these return flows. 

 

5. Should the District lobby for shorter reductions rather than 20-years? 

• The magnitude of overdraft and additional long-term groundwater level decline in the 

Subbasin will vary depending on the reduction rate schedule.  A reduction rate schedule 

that minimizes overdraft will also minimize groundwater level decline and the potential 

that undesirable results will occur as defined under SGMA and further explained in the 

GSP. 

• The choice of rate schedule can accelerate or delay the effect of decreased pumping.    Having 

significant reductions earlier in the compliance period results in a more meaningful aquifer 

system response necessary to support timely adaptive management.  The longer the 

reductions are delayed the higher the risk that adaptive management will not be effective.  

• Year-to-year pumping rate reductions are directly determined by the reduction rate schedule.  

Ideally the year-to-year changes are made gradually to allow the community to adapt to 

less water use.  The percentage change from year to year can rapidly increase and be much 

greater than 10% reductions per year when reductions are deferred toward the end the 

compliance period.  

• Thus, a shorter reduction period, all things being equal is less risky for the District. That was 

especially true 35 years ago when the first USGS study was completed for this basin. But, 35-

years have gone by with no reduction of the overdraft. Between 1982 and 2010, the overdraft 

actually more than doubled.  
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• Today, we have a critical overdraft. Per SGMA “A basin is subject to critical overdraft when 

continuation of present water management practices would probably result in significant 

adverse overdraft-related environmental, social, or economic impacts.” 

• For those in the audience interested in the math, the target pumping rate of 5,700 AFY is an 

average over 66-years of estimated total recharge from ~1,482 AFY to ~23,877 AFY. Being 

an average, the recharge rate will be lower than average 50% of the time. Failure of the 

reduction rate schedule to accommodate below average recharge rates by January 2040, the 

end of the SGMA compliance period could trigger State intervention should the GSP fail to 

attain a sustainable groundwater condition.  

• When the results of all of the possible 20-year model periods are compiled the summary 

statistics show that the lowest 20th percentile of recharge is 4,151 AFY. This means that a 

recharge rate of at least 4,151 AFY occurred 80% of the time.  

• For risk reduction purposes, the issue is when and how reductions are taken (fixed amount or 

fixed percentage) and the target pumping rate, not necessarily just how long the reduction 

period lasts. 

• For example, a 15-year constant reduction volume starting at years 2022-23 with a target 

pumping rate of 5,700 AFY is about equal to or somewhat less attractive to the District than a 

20-year, constant percentage reduction starting at year 2020, if the target pumping is 5,700 

AFY. 

6. Are GDEs considered and addressed in the draft GSP? 

• GDE’s are considered in the draft GSP. The question for the community is whether they are 

adequately and appropriately addressed in the Plan; 

• Under SGMA, GDEs must be considered, but they are not required to be addressed in any 

particular way; 

• how they are addressed is a policy issue for the local GSA; 

• what DWR requires is that any policy be supported by analysis, rather be arbitrary or 

capricious; 
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• one way to address GDEs is by treating them as a pumper of GW that may not be reduced. 

Another way is to include them in adaptive management criteria that would alter reductions, if 

certain GDE thresholds are breached; 

• until the public has access to the draft GSP to review during the public review period, the 

public will have the opportunity to determine whether GDEs are being treated appropriately. 
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SGMA ECONOMICS

SGMA is a massive unfunded State mandate

managing the GW basins in CA is necessary to support 
continued growth of the State’s economy

bringing the critically overdrafted Borrego Springs Subbasin into 
sustainable use in a timely fashion is necessary to preserve the 
future economy of Borrego

SGMA changes the economics of GW use; for the first time GW 
itself will have a cost. Today, this is not the case

 2
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REDUCTION CURVE OPTIONS

Blue = stepwise; Red = constant amount; 
Green = constant rate

Each curve uses percentages;
the difference is how they are used

Draft 1.265
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VARIABILITY OF RECHARGE
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BORREGO WD - FINANCE
Town Hall 2019 – Harry Ehrlich, Board of Directors
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SOME HISTORY - IN FY 2011

$200,000 of ~$6.2 million in reserves left; remainder allocated

~$1.2 million annual operating deficit

~$7.0 million in potential new debt from pre-2011 business deals 
with no means to pay P&I

6 disputes and threats of litigation (est. cost >$1 million)

No ability to borrow, even short-term (lost all creditworthiness)

No longer-term CIP plan; no cash flow management reporting
2
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BOARD STRATEGIC FOCUS OVER
8-YEARS:  TO REGAIN CREDIT

CAPACITY/STABILITY
Eliminated $5.5 million of $7.0 million in future debt payment obligations

Refinanced $1.5 million Viking loan saving $1 million in financing costs

Cut $1.2 million in annual operating expenses for several years

Negotiated resolutions with all disputants saving ~$900,000

Conducted 2 Proposition 218s that raised residential commodity rates for needed funds

Wrote off ~$1.4 million in previously capitalized expenses to clean up Balance Sheet

Developed rolling 10-year CIP; monthly detailed cash flow report; consolidated FY 
budget

Deferred ~$11.0 million in identified CIP needs until credit was restored
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PRESENT FINANCIAL STATUS

 2018 $                      2017 $

 Net Position Investment in Capital Assets:           14,816,900               14,128,331

 Unrestricted Fund Balance                                     4,245,573                 3,982,417

 Total Revenues                                                       4,310,327                  4,015,715

 Total Expenses                                                      (3,509,671)               (2,990,741)

 Income                                                                      820,656 1,024,974

 Total Cash Reserves   (6/30/2018)                        4,570,637

 Reserve Policy Goal                                              5,380,000

 Unfunded Reserve Goal (Future Years)                 (809,363)
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.B.1 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Reimbursement Agreement with County of San Diego for SDAC Prop One Grant 
Proceeds 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Approve Agreement  
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
In late 2018, BWD and the County of SD submitted a grant application to the State that included 

$500,000 for BWD. The specific projects to be funded include public outreach with Le Sar 

Consultants, modeling of BWD wells and socio-economic impacts from Dr Jones, new meter 

Installation, and siting and drilling of replacement well #2. The County is the lead agency on the 

Grant and the attached Agreement allows for the transfer of funds from the County of San Diego to 

BWD for the $500,000 Prop One SDAC Grant. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

$500,000  

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. Proposed Agreement  
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COST REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
AND BORREGO WATER DISTRICT FOR THE BORREGO VALLEY SEVERELY 
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (SDAC) IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR THE 

SUSTAINABLE GROUNDWATER PLANNING (SGWP) GRANT PROGRAM  
(COST AGREEMENT)  

  
This Cost Agreement between the County of San Diego (County), the Grantee, and the 
Borrego Water District (District), the Local Project Proponent (LPP), sets forth the 
understanding of the County and District (collectively Parties) for distribution of a grant 
award from the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) (2017 Proposition 1 
SGWP Grant Agreement No. 4600012839) for specific tasks (District Tasks) associated 
with the San Diego County Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Development (Project). 
The Effective Date of this Cost Agreement is the date signed by all Parties. 
 
RECITALS: 
1. WHEREAS, Proposition 1, approved by the voters on November 4, 2014, authorized the 

legislature to appropriate funds to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to 
establish the Sustainable Groundwater Planning (SGWP) Grant Program. 
 

2. WHEREAS, the SGWP Grant Program provides funds for projects that develop and 
implement sustainable groundwater planning and projects consistent with groundwater 
planning requirements outlined in Division 6 of the California Water Code, commencing 
at §10000. 
 

3. WHEREAS, the Project was submitted to DWR in November 2017 in response to the 
Groundwater Sustainability Plans and Projects Proposal Solicitation Package. 

 
4. WHEREAS, the Project will serve an SDAC and support groundwater sustainability 

planning and management in the Borrego Springs Subbasin (Subbasin), identified as 
Basin Number 7-024.01, a Bulletin 118 designated (high-priority) basin, as required by 
the SGWP Grant Program for Category 1 – SDAC Projects.   

 
5. WHEREAS, the County entered into an agreement (2017 Proposition 1 SGWP Grant 

Agreement No. 4600012839) with DWR on February 1, 2019 for the Project.   
 

6. WHEREAS, the County, as the Grantee for the Project, will be responsible for 
distribution of funds to the District from DWR for District Tasks and ensuring 
compliance with terms of the Grant Agreement (No. 4600012839). 

 
7. WHEREAS, the District’s role is to serve as the Local Project Proponent (LPP) for 

portions of the Project, as defined. 
 

8. WHEREAS, the County and District are part of a State of California sanctioned multi-
agency Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA), and have entered into a 
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Memorandum of Understanding specifying the terms and conditions for GSP 
development and implementation.  

 
9. WHEREAS, the County and the District, as a multi-agency GSA, intend to prepare a 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP or Plan) and sustainably manage the Subbasin in 
accordance with the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). 

 
10. WHEREAS, the Project is intended to support the implementation of SGMA on the 

Subbasin. 
 

11. WHEREAS, the County and the District, as a single, multi-agency GSA, share a 
common interest arrangement throughout SGMA implementation and that information 
shared between the Parties and their respective legal counsels is privileged and designed 
to further the shared interests of the Parties. 

 
The Recitals are incorporated herein, and the Parties do agree as follows: 
 
1. DEFINITIONS: The following words and terms, unless otherwise defined, shall mean: 

 
a) Cost Reimbursement Agreement (Cost Agreement) means this agreement between 

the County and the Local Project Proponent (District) for the performance of District 
Tasks and receipt of the grant funds allocated for those tasks. 

b) District Tasks refer to Component 2: Borrego Valley SDAC Impact 
Assessment/Environmental Planning; Category (a): Planning/Environmental 
Documentation; Tasks numbered 1 through 5 of the Project on attached Budget 
(Exhibit B of Attachment 1).  

c) Grant Agreement means the 2017 Proposition 1 SGWP Grant Agreement No. 
4600012839 between the California Department of Water Resources and the County 
of San Diego, dated February 1, 2019, for the disbursement of $2,500,000 in grant 
funds for San Diego County GSP Development, which includes (Component 1) 
Grant Administration; (Component 2) Borrego Valley SDAC Impact 
Assessment/Environmental Planning; and (Component 3) Borrego Valley 
Groundwater Sustainability Plan Development. 
 

d) Grantee for this Project refers to the County of San Diego. 
 

e) LPP means Local Project Proponent. An LPP is a proponent of specific Project 
tasks. The LPP for this Cost Agreement is the District.  The LPP shall be responsible 
for tasks associated with (1) SDAC Engagement; (2) SDAC Impact/Vulnerability 
Analysis; (3) Decision Management Analysis; (4) Well Metering; and (5) Water 
Vulnerability/New Well Site Feasibility Study, as detailed in the Grant Agreement.  
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f) Project means the San Diego County GSP Development project, as detailed in 

Exhibit A through C of Attachment 1. 
 
2. TERM OF AGREEMENT: The term of this Cost Agreement begins on the Effective 

date and terminates on June 30, 2020 or when all Parties’ obligations under this Cost 
Agreement have been fully satisfied, whichever occurs earlier. 
 

3. TOTAL PROJECT COSTS: The reasonable total cost of the District Tasks is 
estimated to be $500,000. These costs are summarized in Exhibit B, Budget, of 
Attachment 1.  

 
4. GRANT AMOUNT: The maximum amount payable by the County under this Cost 

Agreement for the District Tasks shall not exceed $500,000. Any costs necessary to 
complete District Tasks that are incurred by the District in excess of the allotted 
$500,000 shall be the responsibility of the District. 
 

5. LPP COST SHARE: There is no funding match associated with the District Tasks 
since a Severely Disadvantaged Community project waiver has been granted by DWR. 

6. LPP RESPONSIBILITIES:  
a)   Faithfully and expeditiously perform or cause to be performed all District Tasks 

project work (Component 2, Category (a) tasks numbered 1-5) as described in 
Attachment 1 – Exhibit A (Workplan) and in accordance with Exhibit B (Budget) 
and Exhibit C (Schedule). 

 
b)   Accept and agree to comply with all terms, provisions, conditions, and written 

commitments of this Cost Agreement, including all incorporated documents, and to 
fulfill all assurances, declarations, representations, and statements made by LPP in 
the grant application, documents, amendments, and communications filed in support 
of its request for SGWP grant program funding. 

c)  Comply with all applicable California laws and regulations.  

d)  Implement the District Tasks in accordance with applicable provisions of the law.  

e) Fulfill its obligations under the Cost and Grant Agreements, and be responsible for 
the performance of the District Tasks to completion.  

 
f) Obtain any and all permits, licenses, and approvals required for performing any work 

under this Cost Agreement, including those necessary to perform design, 
construction, or operation and maintenance of the Project. LPP shall provide copies 
of permits and approvals to State upon request. 
 

g) Perform the Workplan for the District Tasks including project management, 
oversight, and compliance associated with the tasks. LPP shall also be solely 
responsible for work and for persons or entities engaged in work, including, but not 
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limited to, subcontractors, suppliers, and all providers of services under this Cost 
Agreement. LPP shall fulfill its obligations in a manner that is consistent with this 
Cost Agreement, the Grant Agreement (4600012839) and the SGWP Program.  
 

h) Be responsible for all disputes arising out of its contracts for work including, but not 
limited to, bid disputes and payment disputes with its contractors and consultants or 
other entities. DWR, or County will not mediate disputes between the LPP and any 
other entity regarding performance of work.  
 

i) Promptly perform, or cause to be performed, work as described in the Workplan for 
the District Tasks identified in Exhibit A, Workplan, of Attachment 1. LPP shall be 
responsible for oversight and compliance of District Tasks identified in the Grant 
Agreement.  
 

j) LPP is solely responsible for the District Tasks identified in Exhibit A of Attachment 
1. Review or approval of plans, specifications, bid documents, or other construction 
documents by DWR or the County is solely for the purpose of proper administration 
of grant funds and shall not relieve or limit responsibilities of LPP with regard to its 
contractual obligations. 
 

k) For District tasks which have deliverables that are part of GSP development, the 
Core Team shall be involved in reviewing work product for District tasks in 
accordance with current Core Team procedures. 

 
7. GENERAL CONDITIONS: County is not obligated to provide any funds other than 

those received pursuant to the Grant Agreement, and in the event DWR does not provide 
the full funds described in this Cost Agreement, then the County is under no obligation 
to fulfill distribution of funds.  The County shall have no obligation to disburse money 
for a project under this Cost Agreement until LPP has satisfied the following conditions: 

 
a)   For the term of this Cost Agreement, LPP must provide timely input to the County 

Grant Manager to ensure timely submission of Quarterly Progress Reports as 
required by DWR. 

b)   LPP shall submit all deliverables and fulfill reporting requirements associated with 
the District Tasks as specified in Attachment 1 – Exhibit A (Workplan) and Exhibit 
C (Schedule) in accordance with DWR requirements detailed in the Grant 
Agreement.  

c) Prior to the commencement of construction or implementation activities, if 
applicable, LDD shall submit the following to the County for submission to DWR: 

 
1. Work that is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 

or environmental permitting shall not proceed under the Grant Agreement 
until the following actions are performed: 
(i) Grantee submits to DWR all applicable environmental permits as 

indicated on the Environmental Information Form to DWR, 
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(ii) Documents that satisfy the CEQA process are received by DWR, 
(iii) DWR has completed its CEQA compliance review as a Responsible 

Agency, and 
(iv) Grantee receives written concurrence from DWR of Lead Agency’s 

CEQA document(s) and DWR notice of verification of environmental 
permit submittal. 

 
8. DISBURSEMENT BY DWR AND PAYMENT BY THE COUNTY:  Following the 

review of each invoice, the County will approve the invoice and disburse payment 
subject to the availability of funds through normal DWR, and County processes. Funds 
will be disbursed by the County to District in response to each approved invoice within 
forty-five (45) days of receipt of funds from DWR. No disbursement shall be required at 
any time in any manner which is in violation of, or in conflict with federal or state laws, 
or regulations or which may require any rebates to the federal government or any loss of 
tax-free status on state bonds, pursuant to any federal statute or regulation. Any and all 
money disbursed by the County under this Cost Agreement and all interest earned by 
LPP shall be used solely to pay eligible costs.  

 
9. ELIGIBLE PROJECT COSTS: Costs as described in Attachment 1 – Exhibit A, 

Workplan and in accordance with Exhibit B, Budget and Exhibit C, Schedule of 
Attachment 1, Grant Agreement.  

Advanced funds will not be provided.  LPP shall apply DWR funds received only to 
Eligible Project Costs in accordance with applicable provisions of the law and the Grant 
Agreement. Work performed on the projects after July 1, 2017 shall be eligible for 
reimbursement with DWR grant funds. 

Costs that are not eligible for reimbursement include those specified in the Grant 
Agreement (Attachment 1 – Section 7). 
 

10. METHOD OF PAYMENT: Submit a copy of invoice for costs incurred and supporting 
documentation to the County via email as directed by the County’s Grant Administrator. 
Invoices submitted shall include the information required in the Grant Agreement 
(Attachment 1 – Section 8).  

a)  Reimbursement 

1.  Costs incurred for work performed in implementing the projects during the 
period identified in the particular invoice. 

2.  Invoices shall meet the following format requirements: 

(i) Invoices must contain the date of the invoice, the time period covered by 
the invoice, and the total amount due. 

(ii) Invoices must be itemized based on the categories (i.e., tasks) specified in 
Exhibit B of Attachment 1. The amount claimed for 
salaries/wages/consultant fees must list the classification or title of each 
staff/consultant claiming labor costs and include a calculation formula 
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(i.e., hours or days worked times the hourly or daily rate = the total 
amount claimed). 

(iii) Sufficient evidence (i.e., receipts, copies of checks or other proof of 
payment, time sheets) as determined by DWR must be provided for all 
costs included in the invoice.  

(iv) The County will notify the LPP, in a timely manner, when, upon review of 
an invoice, if DWR determines that any portion or portions of the costs 
claimed are not eligible costs or are not supported by documentation or 
receipts acceptable to DWR. LPP may, within seven (7) calendar days of 
the date of receipt of such notice, submit additional documentation to the 
County to cure such deficiency(ies). If LPP fails to submit adequate 
documentation curing the deficiency(ies), the County will adjust the 
pending invoice by the amount of ineligible, unsupported or unapproved 
costs. Invoices shall be submitted no more frequently than quarterly. All 
invoices must be certified to be true and accurate and submitted by an 
official representative of the project. 

Submit invoice to:  

PDS.COR@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 
11. WITHHOLDING OF GRANT REIMBURSEMENT BY THE COUNTY:  If the 

County or DWR determines that the Project is not being implemented in accordance 
with the provisions of this Cost Agreement, or that LPP has failed in any other respect to 
comply with the provisions of this Cost Agreement, and if LPP does not remedy any 
such failure to DWR’s satisfaction, the County may withhold from LPP all or any 
portion of DWR funding and take any other action that it deems necessary to protect its 
interests. Where a portion of DWR funding has been disbursed to the LPP and DWR 
notifies the Grantee of its decision not to release funds that have been withheld pursuant 
to Paragraph 12, Default Provisions, the portion that has been disbursed shall thereafter 
be repaid immediately with interest at the California general obligation bond interest rate 
at the time the County notifies the LPP, as directed by DWR. The County may consider 
the LPP’s refusal to repay the requested disbursed amount a contract breach subject to 
the default provisions in Paragraph 12, Default Provisions.” If the County notifies the 
LPP of its decision to withhold the entire funding amount from LPP pursuant to this 
paragraph, this Cost Agreement shall terminate upon receipt of such notice by LPP and 
the County shall no longer be required to provide funds under this Cost Agreement and 
the Cost Agreement shall no longer be binding on either party. 
 

12. DEFAULT PROVISIONS: LPP will be in default under this Cost Agreement if any of 
the following occur:   

a) Substantial breaches of this Cost Agreement, or any supplement or amendment to it, 
or any other agreement between LPP and the County evidencing or securing LPP’s 
obligations. 

b) Making any false warranty, representation, or statement with respect to this Cost 
Agreement or the application filed to secure this Cost Agreement. 
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c) Failure to operate the Project in accordance with this Cost Agreement.  

d) Failure to make any remittance required by this Cost Agreement. 

e) Failure to submit timely progress reports. 

f) Failure to routinely invoice the County. 

If an event of default occurs, the County shall provide a notice of default to the LPP and 
shall give LPP at least five (5) calendar days to cure the default from the date the notice 
is sent via first-class mail to the LPP. If the LPP fails to cure the default within the time 
prescribed by the County, the County may do any of the following: 

a) Declare the funding be immediately repaid with interest, which shall be equal to 
State of California general obligation bond interest rate in effect at the time of the 
default. 

b) Terminate any obligation to make future payments to LPP. 

c) Terminate the Cost Agreement. 

d) Take any other action that it deems necessary to protect its interests.  

 
13. PERMITS, LICENSES, APPROVALS, AND LEGAL OBLIGATIONS: LPP shall 

be responsible for obtaining any and all permits, licenses, and approvals required for 
performing any work under this Cost Agreement, as applicable. LPP shall be responsible 
for observing and complying with any applicable federal, state, and local laws, rules or 
regulations affecting any such work, specifically those including, but not limited to, 
environmental, procurement, and safety laws, rules, regulations, and ordinances. LPP 
shall provide copies of permits and approvals to the County, if requested. 
 

14. SUBMISSION OF REPORTS:  LPP shall provide input to Grantee for inclusion in the 
progress reports on a quarterly basis to meet DWR’s requirement for disbursement of 
funds. Input shall include a brief description of the work performed during the reporting 
period including: LPP’s activities, milestones achieved, any accomplishments, 
deliverables submitted, costs incurred during the period and to date, upcoming work and 
any problems encountered in the performance of the work under this Cost Agreement. 
Once input from LPP is received, Grantee will prepare a progress report for submission 
to DWR. All reports shall be submitted to the County’s Grants Administrator via email 
or as directed by the County’s Grants Administrator for submission to DWR. 
 

15. INDEMNIFICATION: To the fullest extent permitted by law, the LPP shall indemnify 
and hold and save the County, DWR, its officers, agents, and employees, free and 
harmless from any and all liabilities for any claims and damages (including inverse 
condemnation) that may arise out of the Projects and this Cost Agreement, including, 
but not limited to any claims or damages arising from planning, design, construction, 
maintenance and/or operation of this Project and any breach of this Cost Agreement. 
LPP shall require its contractors or subcontractors to name the County, DWR, its 
officers, agents and employees as additional insured on their liability insurance for 
activities undertaken pursuant to this Cost Agreement. 
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16. CONFIDENTIALITY:  The County and the District, as a single, multi-agency GSA, 
share a common interest arrangement and acknowledge that information shared between 
the Parties and their respective legal counsels is privileged and designed to further the 
shared interests of the Parties.  The Parties and their Counsels believe that it is in their 
mutual best interest to coordinate their efforts and share certain privileged and 
confidential information, without risk of waiving or diminishing any protection against 
discovery, disclosure, or misuse of common interest information under any applicable 
privileges or protections. The Parties and their Counsels agree that such exchange of 
legal advice and information among themselves will advance the Parties’ common 
interests to develop and implement a GSP for the Subbasin in accordance with the 
requirements of SGMA.  As such, the Parties agree to keep information confidential to 
the maximum extent allowed by law throughout SGMA implementation, in accordance 
with the Common Interest Doctrine. 
 

17. TERMINATION, IMMEDIATE REPAYMENT, INTEREST:  The Cost Agreement 
may be terminated by written notice at any time before completion of the District Tasks 
at the option of the County or DWR if LPP breaches the Cost Agreement and has been 
asked to cure the breach within a reasonable time and fails to do so. If the Cost 
Agreement is terminated, LPP shall, upon demand, immediately repay to DWR an 
amount equal to the amount of grant funds disbursed to LPP. Interest shall accrue on all 
amounts due at the legal rate of interest allowed by law from the date that notice of 
termination is mailed to LPP to the date of full repayment. 

18. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF CREDIT AND SIGNAGE:  LPP shall include 
appropriate acknowledgement of credit to the State for its support when promoting the 
Project or using any data and/or information developed under this Cost Agreement. 
Signage shall be posted in a prominent location at Project site(s) (if applicable) or at the 
LPP’s headquarters and shall include the Department of Water Resources color logo and 
the following disclosure statement: “Funding for this project has been provided in full or 
in part from the Water Quality, Supply, and Infrastructure Improvement Act of 2014 and 
through an agreement with the State Department of Water Resources.” 

19. DELIVERY OF INFORMATION, REPORTS, AND DATA: LPP agrees to 
expeditiously provide throughout the term of this Cost Agreement, such reports, data 
information, and certifications as may be reasonably required by State. 

20. DISPOSITION OF EQUIPMENT:  LPP shall provide to the Grantee, not less than 45 
calendar days prior to submission of final invoice to DWR, an itemized inventory of 
equipment purchased with funds provided by State. The inventory shall include all items 
with a current estimated fair market value of more than $5,000.00 per item. Within 60 
calendar days of receipt of such inventory State shall provide Grantee with a list of the 
items on the inventory that State will take title to. All other items shall become the 
property of LPP. The Grantee shall arrange for delivery from LPP of items that the State 
takes title to. Cost of transportation, if any, shall be borne by State.  
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21. FINAL INSPECTIONS AND CERTIFICATION OF REGISTERED 

PROFESSIONAL: Upon completion of the Project, LPP shall provide for a final 
inspection and certification by a California Registered Professional (i.e., Professional 
Civil Engineer, Engineering Geologist) that the Project has been completed in 
accordance with submitted final plans and specifications and any modifications thereto 
and in accordance with this Cost Agreement and Grant Agreement. 

22. LABOR CODE COMPLIANCE: The LPP agrees to be bound by all the provisions of 
the Labor Code regarding prevailing wages and shall monitor all contracts subject to 
reimbursement from this Cost Agreement to assure that the prevailing wage provisions 
of the Labor Code are being met. The LPP certifies that it has a Labor Compliance 
Program (LCP) in place or has contracted with a third party that has been approved by 
the Director of the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) to operate an LCP. Current 
DIR requirements may be found at http://www.dir.ca.gov/lcp.asp. For more information, 
please refer to DIR’s Public Works Manual at: 
http://www.dir.ca.gov/dlse/PWManualCombined.pdf. The LPP affirms that it is aware 
of the provisions of Section 3700 of the Labor Code, which requires every employer to 
be insured against liability for workers’ compensation or to undertake self-insurance, 
and the LPP affirms that it will comply with such provisions before commencing the 
performance of the work under this Cost Agreement and will make its contractors and 
subcontractors aware of this provision. 

23. RIGHTS IN DATA: LPP agrees that all data, plans, drawings, specifications, reports, 
computer programs, operating manuals, notes and other written or graphic work 
produced in the performance of the Cost Agreement shall be made available to the State 
and shall be in the public domain to the extent to which release of such materials is 
required under the California Public Records Act. (Gov. Code, § 6250 et seq.)  LPP may 
disclose, disseminate and use in whole or in part, any final form data and information 
received, collected and developed under the Cost Agreement, subject to appropriate 
acknowledgement of credit to State for financial support. LPP shall not utilize the 
materials for any profit-making venture or sell or grant rights to a third party who 
intends to do so. The State shall have the right to use any data described in this 
paragraph for any public purpose. 

24. PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES: The Project Representatives during the term of 
this Cost Agreement are as follows:  

LPP 
Borrego Water District 
Geoff Poole 
General Manager 
806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA 92004 
Phone: (760) 767-5806 
e-mail: geoff@borregowd.org  

Grantee 
County of San Diego  
Leanne Crow 
Grant Administrator 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego CA 92123 
Phone: (858) 495-5514 
e-mail: Leanne.crow@sdcounty.ca.gov  
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Either party may change its Project Representative upon written notice to the other 
party. 

25. STANDARD PROVISIONS. The following Attachment (including exhibits) is 
included and made a part of this Cost Agreement by this reference: 

Attachment 1 – Grant Agreement 
 

26. SIGNATURES: The individuals executing this Cost Agreement represent and warrant 
that they have the legal capacity and authority to do so on behalf of their respective legal 
entities. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Cost Agreement as of the last date 
below:  
 
 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO (GRANTEE)  
        
       Approved as to form and legality: 
 
 
By:             By:      
      Mark Wardlaw                           Justin Crumley     
      Director, Planning & Development Services   Senior Deputy, County Counsel 
 
Date:             Date:      
 
 
BORREGO WATER DISTRICT (LOCAL PROJECT PROPONENT [LPP]) 
  
 
 
By:             
       Kathy Dice                                      
       President, Board of Directors                          
 
Date:             
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Attachment 1 (Grant Agreement) 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.B.2 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Information Only: ENSI, Comparison of Pumping Rate Reduction Schedules Under SGMA 
(February 11, 2019) 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Receive Report  
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
Director Brecht requested this item be placed on the agenda.  

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

TBD  

 

ATTACHMENT 

1. ENSI Analysis   
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POB 231026, ENCINITAS, CA  92023-1026  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL NAVIGATION SERVICES, INC. 

February 11, 2019 
 
Mr. Geoff Poole 
General Manager, Borrego Water District 
806 Palm Canyon Drive, 
Borrego Springs, CA  92004 
 
RE: Comparison of Pumping Rate Reduction Schedules Under SGMA 
 
Dear Geoff, 
 
The following draft Report was produced under our existing contract to provide 
technical support to BWD for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan Proposition 1 Grant Project.   This Report provides supporting 
analysis for Task 3 specific to the assessment of pumping rate reductions to be 
implemented as Project and Management Action #3 in the Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

 
 
Jay W. Jones   
CA PG#4106  
Environmental Navigation Services Inc. 
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ENSI:  DRAFT 2-11-2019 1 
 

COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

The Borrego Springs Subbasin (Subbasin) of the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin has been designated 
by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) to be in a state of critical overdraft and is subject 
to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).  Pursuant to SGMA1 a Groundwater 
Sustainability Plan (GSP) is currently under development for the Subbasin.   Annual groundwater pumping 
will need to be reduced from a baseline pumping allocation (BPA) rate of approximately 24,000 AFY2 to a 
target rate of 5,700 AFY during a 20-year SGMA compliance period that begins in 2020 – next year.   A 
total reduction of approximately 76% is required.   
 
The purpose of this Report is to examine pumping rate reduction schedules relative to that proposed in 
the Draft GSP.   The choice of the reduction rate schedule necessary to achieve the target pumping rate 
can affect the following: 
 

• The magnitude of overdraft and additional long-term groundwater level decline in the Subbasin 
will vary depending on the reduction rate schedule.  A reduction rate schedule that minimizes 
overdraft will also minimize groundwater level decline and the potential that undesirable results 
will occur as defined under SGMA and further explained in the GSP. 
 

• The choice of rate schedule can accelerate or delay the effects associated with decreased 
pumping.    Making significant reductions earlier in the compliance period results in a more 
meaningful aquifer system response, which is necessary to support timely adaptive management.  
The longer the reductions are delayed the higher the risk that adaptive management will not be 
as effective, potentially require unanticipated additional pumping restrictions, or become more 
expensive to implement. 
 

• Year-to-year pumping rate reductions are directly determined by the reduction rate schedule.  
Ideally the year-to-year changes are made gradually to allow the community to adapt to less water 
use.   However, when reductions are deferred toward the end the compliance period the 
percentage change in pumping rate from year-to-year can rapidly increase and be much greater 
than 10%.   
 

• A long-term average recharge rate determined by the USGS Groundwater Model3 was used to 
develop the target pumping rate of 5,700 AFY.  Being an average, the recharge rate will be lower 
than average 50% of the time.  Failure of the reduction rate schedule to accommodate below 
average recharge rates by January 2040, the end of the SGMA compliance period could trigger 
State intervention should the GSP fail to attain a sustainable groundwater condition.   The GSP 
describes an adaptive management strategy based on the observed aquifer response that will 
occur as pumping is reduced.  A lower target pumping rate could also be used to increase the 
probability of compliance. 

                                                           
1 SGMA is being managed by the State Department of Water Resources.  For more information see:  
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SGMA-Groundwater-Management 
2 The BPA has not been established.  A BPA of 22,044 AFY was used in a previous ENSI report dated 9/12/2018.  A 
provisional value of 24,000 AFY is used for this Report based on a preliminary draft version of the GSP. 
3 [USGS Model Report, 2015] Faunt, C.C., Stamos, C.L., Flint, L.E., Wright, M.T., Burgess, M.K., Sneed, Michelle, 
Brandt, Justin, Martin, Peter, and Coes, A.L., 2015, Hydrogeology, hydrologic effects of development, and 
simulation of groundwater flow in the Borrego Valley, San Diego County, California: U.S. Geological Survey 
Scientific Investigations Report 2015–5150, 135 p., http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/sir20155150 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Currently the GSP4 proposes to employ a pumping reduction rate schedule where groundwater pumping 
is reduced by a constant volume each year.  In this case decreasing the BPA from 24,000 to 5,700 AFY 
requires a reduction of 18,300 AFY, or 915 AFY.  This results in a linear trend as illustrated in Figure 1.  
 
Alternatively, the BPA can be reduced as a constant percent of the previous year’s pumping rate.  Table 1 
shows the values used to develop Figure 1, which illustrates how the two approaches conceptually differ.  
Constant volume reductions result in substantially more overdraft (~179,000 versus ~132,000 AF over 20 
years) and have much more impact relative to pumping rates toward the end of the compliance period.   
Groundwater level decline is directly proportional to overdraft and can lead to reductions in water well 
productivity and degraded water quality.   Therefore, the greater the overdraft the higher the potential 
for water supply impacts to occur. 
 
The relative impact on later years pumping is expressed as a percentage of the pumping rate at the time 
the reduction is made.  The constant volume reduction begins as a 3.8% reduction of total pumping, 
doubles by year 15, and increases to 13.8% the end of the SGMA compliance period.  This is compared to 
a constant rate reduction of 6.9% applied each year as depicted by Figure 2.    
 
TABLE 1 / FIGURE 1 
 

 

 
  

                                                           
4 The GSP is being developed by the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) that consists of the County of San 
Diego and the Borrego Water District.  See overview at:  https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/pds/SGMA.html 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

FIGURE 2 
 

 
 
The two reduction approaches can be generally described as ‘front-end’ and ’back-end’ loaded in terms 
of relative impacts realized over time.  There is a trade-off.  On one hand the constant volume reductions 
do allow for an easier start and allow more pumping to occur over time provided undesirable results5 are 
not realized.  On the other hand, the use of a constant rate provides a faster aquifer response to support 
adaptive management, realizes much less overdraft (132,000 versus 174,000 AF over 20 years), and allows 
for less reductions at the end of the compliance period. 
 
The relative acceleration between the two reduction approaches can be seen by comparing when total 
pumping is reduced 50%.  The constant rate reduction schedule reaches the 50% point in 2030 versus 
2033 for the constant volume method (see underlined values in Table 1).   Having the pumping reductions 
occur 3 years earlier in the compliance period provides additional time for the aquifer response to be 
observed and allow adjustments to the target pumping rate to be made based on the adaptive 
management strategy outlined in the GSP.   It also serves to reduce the amount of overdraft that will occur 
and lessen the risk that the GSP’s sustainable management criteria will trigger additional and potentially 
unexpected pumping rate reductions.   
 

                                                           
5 As explained in the GSP there are six types of undesirable results that can occur due to overdraft.  Of highest 
concern to most groundwater users are potential decreases in well production capacity due to decreases in aquifer 
permeability with depth, and diminished water quality due to increased TDS with depth and ongoing degradation 
associated with land uses (e.g. fertilizers, septic systems, and irrigation return flows). 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Progress reports are required under SGMA to be submitted to the State Department of Water Resources 
at 5-year intervals.  Deferral of pumping reductions to 2033, for example, has the potential to defer 
management decisions to the last 5 years of the 20-year compliance period that ends in 2040.   Having a 
10-year period to manage pumping reductions provides a longer time frame for effective groundwater 
management.  Successful achievement of the SGMA-mandated goals is a significant challenge to the 
Borrego Springs community and early attainment of a goal such as a 50% reduction in pumping could also 
provide a psychological boost. 
 
The comparison illustrates how constant rate reductions include a higher amount of pumping reductions 
early in the compliance period (i.e. front-end loading) versus constant volume reductions.  This can also 
be achieved using a rate schedule with step-wise decreasing volumes that can be used to reduce relative 
impacts at the end of the compliance period.  
 
Please note that overdraft is defined here as the difference between the annual pumping rate and the 
target pumping rate.   This is done for simplicity of comparison.  The calculation of the net difference 
between pumping and recharge introduces uncertainty associated with the overall water balance.  Among 
the complicating factors include the estimation of groundwater outflow and evapotranspiration losses, 
and the time delay and effective rate of irrigation return flows.  Please refer to a more detailed discussion 
of net recharge and water balance uncertainty in the GSP and in an ENSI Draft Report dated 9/12/2018. 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Constant Volume Reduction Schedule with a Factor of Safety 
 
The draft GSP is currently based on a rate reduction schedule where annual pumping is reduced by a 
constant volume of ~915 AFY.    This base case is compared to a rate reduction schedule where a Factor 
of Safety (FS) is included that assumes that recharge will be lower than average over the 20-year 
compliance period.  The use of a Factor of Safety will help offset the downside risk that significantly below-
average recharge will be experienced during the 20-year period, that significant overdraft will continue 
beyond the compliance period, and that the groundwater basin will be out of SGMA compliance by the 
year 2040.  
 
A maximum 20-year compliance period is described under SGMA irrespective of natural variability.  Having 
a ‘wet’ 20-year period would likely support SGMA compliance.  However, while the ‘wet’ period may 
influence the long-term statistics, the long-term average will remain as the compliance objective under 
SGMA.   Significant (well above average) recharge events occur on a decadal basis.  The 5,700 AFY average 
used as a pumping target is based on a 1945 to 2010 model period.  The recharge rate that will occur 
during the 2020 to 2040 compliance period may or may not benefit from the infrequent storm events 
(‘wet’ periods in the model calibration period) that cause above-average recharge.   
 
The target pumping rate is based on an average recharge rate determined using the results of the USGS 
groundwater model where the results of recharge estimates over the model period (1945 to 2016) are 
being used to represent the range of recharge that may occur over 20-year periods.   A target pumping 
rate based on a long-term average of 5,700 AFY is used in the GSP.   When the results of all of the possible 
20-year model periods are compiled6 the summary statistics show that the lowest 20th percentile of 
recharge is 4,151 AFY.   This means that a recharge rate of at least 4,151 AFY occurred 80% of the time.     
A chart depicting the percentile values follows as Figure 3. 
 

FIGURE 3 

 
                                                           
6 ENSI 9/12/2018 report 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

The Factor of Safety described in this comparison corresponds to an increased pumping rate where the 
target pumping rate is assumed to be 4,151 AFY, corresponding to the 20th percentile recharge rate.   This 
is not an overly conservative approach as historically the groundwater model supports that the recharge 
rate was less than 4,151 AFY 20% of the time.  For reference, the minimum 20-year period average was 
3,882 AFY. 
 
A third case is considered here where recharge is lower than average by applying a Factor of Safety using 
a target pumping rate of 4,151 AFY.  Table 3 compares this case to the constant volume pumping rate 
reduction with a target pumping rate of 5,700 AFY.   To do so the annual pumping rate is increased from 
915 to 992 AFY (~8% increase in the annual reduction rate)   
 

TABLE 3 

 
 

If below average recharge does not occur, this third reduction schedule that includes a Factor of 
Safety is effectively the same as reducing the compliance time to year 18.  It has the benefit of 
reducing total overdraft by ~16,000 AF but causes the relative impact of pumping reductions to 
increase toward the end of the compliance period and further illustrates how the constant 
volume reductions are ‘back-end’ loaded.  
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Stepped Reduction Alternative (65/35 Example) 
 
A fourth case is presented where the reduction is ‘stepped’ by having a higher initial reduction 
rate over the first 10 years, then decreased for the last 10 years.   By stepping the rate, the 
‘back-end’ effects on year-to-year pumping can be reduced and, in this case, limited to a 
maximum of 10%.   The higher initial pumping rate reduces overall pumping more rapidly and 
50% of the BPA (12,000 AFY) is attained three years earlier (2030 versus 2033).   Overdraft is 
also significantly reduced. 
 
TABLE 4/ FIGURE 4 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Summary of Reduction Method Choice 
  
Comparison of pumping rate reduction schedules shows that significant differences arise depending on 
how the reduction rates are selected.  Table 5 summarizes the different rate reduction schedules 
described in this report.  The constant volume and constant rate examples used here represent either a 
front-end or back-end loaded rate schedule.   An intermediate case was presented that uses a variably 
stepped rate where reductions begin at a higher rate and are then decreased after year 10.   
 
CONSTANT VOLUME   
 

• Pumping rate reduction schedules that use a constant volume reduction per year allow for the 
greatest amount of pumping to occur during the compliance period.  

• The highest rates of pumping lead to the highest amounts of overdraft and increased risk that 
undesirable results will occur under SGMA as outlined in the GSP.   

• Year to year, the use of a constant volume per year means that the relative percentage of pumping 
reductions occur during the back end of the compliance period (back-end loaded).  These rapid 
changes occur after much effort has been expended to reduce groundwater use. 

• If the reduction period is decreased the impact of the reductions becomes greater as illustrated 
by the use of a lower pumping target rate based on the recharge statistics. 

 
CONSTANT RATE 
 

• Pumping rate reduction schedules that use a constant percentage rate reduction per year allow 
for the greatest reduction of pumping to occur during the compliance period.  Pumping 
reductions, by volume, are greatest in the early years (front-end loaded). 

• Year-to-year pumping reductions remain constant when measured as a percentage.  The impact 
of the reductions on allowable pumping rates near the end of the reduction period is lessened. 

 
CONSTANT VOLUME:  65/35 STEPPED EXAMPLE 
 

• A range of pumping scenarios can be examined to determine their overall characteristics, costs, 
and benefits.  The 2-step example was presented as an intermediate case between the front-end 
loaded constant rate reduction and the back-end loaded constant volume example. 

• The stepped rate can help reduce late impacts while accelerating the initial pumping reductions 
to allow time for adaptive management to be effective.  
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

TABLE 5.  COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES,  
        RANKED BY OVERDRAFT IMPACT 
 

CASE Annual Pumping 
Reduction, AFY 

Overdraft, AF Year When 50% of 
BPA Occurs 

Year-to-year 
Reduction Rate,  
last 5 years 

Constant Rate 
Reduction to 5,700 AFY 

Starts at 2,016 
AFY and reduces 
to 381 AFY at end 

132,000 2030 6.9% (constant) 

Stepped Rate, Constant 
Volume 
(65/35 Example) 

Begins at 1,200 
AFY, then 
Reduces to 630 
AFY at year 11. 

145,000 2030 7.1 to 10.0% 

Factor of Safety: 
Constant Volume 
Reduction.  Target 
Pumping Rate is 4,151 
AFY. 

992 AFY 158,000 2032 10.0 to 17.8% 

Constant Volume 
Reduction to 5,700 AFY  
(Draft GSP Example) 

915 AFY 174,000 2033 8.9 to 13.8% 

 
Notes:   
1.  Overdraft values are rounded to the nearest 1,000.  Units are Acre-feet (AF) and AF/Year (AFY). 
2.  For perspective, while the relative impacts to overdraft may not be considered not very significant 
relative to the magnitude of the overdraft, BWD’s current water production rate is approximately 1,500 
AFY. 
3.  Overdraft is defined here as the difference between the annual pumping rate and the target pumping 
rate.   This is done for simplicity of comparison because the calculation of the net difference between 
pumping and recharge introduces uncertainty associated with the overall water balance.  (also see Page 
4) 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

Concluding Remarks 
 
The Borrego Springs community is facing severe reductions in water use under SGMA.   Choice of 
pumping reduction method is one of six inter-related projects and management actions proposed 
in the GSP.  For example, the choice of pumping rate reduction schedule will either support or 
detract from the water trading program necessary for long-term changes in water use, depending 
on whether is judged to be effective and implementable7.   
 
Actual pumping rates will physically differ from the rate reduction schedule that will be 
incorporated into the GSP.   Current pumping rates are likely less than the BPA in some cases and 
it is possible that future pumping rates may decline faster than the GSP pumping rate reduction 
schedule should water trading, water conservation, and land fallowing be implemented earlier in 
the 20-year compliance period. 
 
The primary purpose of presenting different pumping rate reduction schedules is to illustrate 
that there are multiple assessment criteria that can be applied and need to be considered as the 
GSP proceeds.  An adaptive management strategy will be used to guide the implementation of 
the GSP in large part based on the observed aquifer response.  Adjustments may need to be made 
to the target pumping rate and/or rate of reductions based on the sustainable management 
criteria where minimum thresholds and measurable objectives are met or need to be adjusted 
based on new information.   
 
Four concepts are presented to further evaluate various pumping rate reduction schedules: 
 

• Assess how much additional overdraft will occur and whether this additional overdraft is 
material to avoiding undesirable results. 
 

• Determine whether the choice of pumping rate reductions accelerates or delays the bulk 
of the water use reductions and timing of the aquifer response necessary to support 
timely adaptive management. 
 

• Examine how year-to-year changes in pumping occur depending on whether the 
reductions are ‘front-end’ or ‘back-end’ loaded. 
 

• Consider using a Factor of Safety where the pumping target is reduced from the long-term 
average recharge rate (5700 AFY) to a lower target rate that allows for a lower than 
average recharge rate that may occur over the 20-year compliance period. 

 
  

                                                           
7 Successful implementation of the reduction schedule is essential to the water trading program because water 
shares will entitle a shareholder to extract a reduced volume of groundwater over time based on the pumping rate 
reduction schedule. 
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COMPARISON OF PUMPING RATE REDUCTION SCHEDULES UNDER SGMA 

The choice of rate reduction schedule will involve trade-offs.    Among these include: 
 

• A fast start with more rapid reductions in pumping will lead to less overdraft and lowers 
the risk that undesirable results will occur and that sustainable management thresholds 
will be exceeded during the compliance period.   Unexpected pumping rate reductions 
triggered by sustainability criteria may prove very difficult to manage. 
 

• A slow start leads to less rapid reductions and allows for more water use during the first 
10 years.  However, deferring the pumping rate reductions leads to a ‘hard landing’ with 
large year-to-year pumping rate adjustments and greater risk of non-compliance as 
aquifer response will be deferred, thus compressing the time frame for adaptive 
management to be successful.  
 

• Accelerated (front-end) reduction is illustrated by the constant rate reduction and the 
stepped volume rate reduction schedules.   An accelerated schedule also leads to lower 
pumping rates during years 10 to 15 when the target pumping rate may need to be 
adjusted downward should below-average recharge be realized.   These sorts of 
adjustments will be easier to make and have less relative impact at the end of the 
compliance period if a constant rate or stepped volume reduction schedule is in place. 
 

• As noted in this Report, using a lower target pumping rate at the start of the GSP could 
be used to increase the probability of compliance.   Simply reducing the target rate to 
allow for below average recharge is similar in effect to reducing the compliance period.  
However, this has a consequence where the relative impact on year-to-year changes is 
significant.   

 
In closing, the choice of reduction rate schedule and associated impacts needs to be considered 
in the broader context of the GSP.   Multiple water supply management options are available to 
the Borrego Water District and other stakeholders that can reduce reliance on pumping rate 
reductions to mitigate chronic overdraft and attain long-term sustainability under SGMA.    
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item II.B.3 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Information Only: Concept Proposal to Borrego Valley Endowment Fund for the Local 
Government Commission to Provide Proposal Development Support to the BWD for Integrated Community 
Planning to Complement the GSP and Provide Draft GSP Review Comments 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
Receive Report  
 
ITEM EXPLANATION 
 
Director Brecht requested this item be placed on the agenda.  

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

TBD  

 

ATTACHMENT 

None 
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BORREGO WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 

February 26, 2019 
Item IV.D 

 
TO:   Board of Directors 
 
FROM:  Geoff Poole, General Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  GM Report 
 
New Private Well Drilling Response: Staff and Legal Counsel are looking into the facts surrounding a 
new private well that is now being drilled at Tilting T and Di Giorgio and will report to the Board at the 
meeting. 

ATT Cell Tower near Rams Hill: ATT, Rams Hill and have identified a new site for a cell tower and all 
parties are in agreement so far. Now that the parties are all in agreement, Staff and Legal Counsel have re 
started discussions on the specific Lease Agreement language with ATT reps. This item is likely to 
appear for Board consideration in March. 

Wastewater and Water Projects Grant Application: Rick Alexander and staff have continued to respond 
to technical questions as well as complete the Environmental reviews for Biological and Archeological.  

Prop 68 Grant Application: Staff, Diane Johnson and Rick Alexander submitted a proposal for removal 
of a flow restricting berm in Coyote Creek and study/experiment with various fallowing alternatives. The 
State will be reviewing all applications and notify BWD if the project is being recommended for 
continuation in the Grant process or not.  

Well #2 Location: Staff and Dudek are evaluating the impact of the new private well drilling on 
Replacement Well #2 site. An updated  

BS High School Well: Staff and Legal Counsel and BS High Staff are continuing its discussions 
regarding the proposed well at the high school and possible language for an Agreement. Staff and the O 
and I Committee plan to return with a recommendation at the March 12 meeting.  

GSP Update and Meeting Schedule: The Groundwater Sustainability Plan is scheduled for public release 
on March 15th for a 60-day public review process. During the process BWD and the Sponsor Group will 
he holing a series of events and recommendations will be presented at the 2-26 Board Meeting. 
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