
    
 
   AGENDA  

REGULAR BOARD MEETING 
Saturday, March 13, 2021 – 8:00AM 

District Board Room, Community Services Building 
33540 Loop Road, Kirkwood, CA  95646 

               

                                                                         BOARD MEMBERS 
             Eric Richert, President 
Robert Epstein, Vice President/Treasurer               Peter Dornbrook, Secretary 
John Schroeder, Director                                                                Bertrand Perroud, Assistant Secretary 
               

 
IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING COVID-19 AND TELECONFERENCED MEETINGS: 

Based on mandates by the Governor and the Alpine and Amador County Health Officers to shelter 
in place and the guidance from the CDC, to minimize the spread of coronavirus, please note the 
following changes to the District’s ordinary meeting procedures: 

• The District offices are not open to the public at this time. 

• The meeting will be conducted via teleconference using Zoom. 

• All members of the public seeking to observe and/or to address the Board may 
participate in the meeting telephonically or otherwise electronically in the manner 
described below. 

 
HOW TO PARTICIPATE / OBSERVE THE MEETING: 

All participants will be automatically muted upon entering the meeting. 
Telephone: Listen to the meeting live by calling Zoom at (669) 900-6833 and enter the Meeting 
ID# 876 4703 5857 followed by the pound (#) key.  Raise your hand to talk by pressing *9. 
Computer: Watch the live streaming of the meeting from a computer by navigating to   
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87647035857 using a computer with internet access the meets Zoom’s 
system requirements (see https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/204003179-System-
Requirements-for-Zoom-Rooms)  Raise your hand to talk by clicking Participants/Raise Hand. 
Mobile: Login through the Zoom mobile app on a smartphone and enter Meeting ID# 876 4703 
5857 
 
HOW TO SUBMIT PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
Prior to the meeting, please mail comments to P.O. Box 247, Kirkwood, CA 95646, fax your 
comments to (209) 258-8727 Attn: Erik Christeson or email at echristeson@kmpud.com, write 
“Public Comments” in the subject line.  Include the agenda item number and title, as well as your 
comments. During the meeting, the Board President will announce the opportunity to make public 
comments.  Please utilize the “raise your hand” function via the Zoom application or your telephone 
if participating in this manner. 
 

ACCESSIBILITY INFORMATION: 
Board meetings are accessible to people with disabilities and others who need assistance.     
Individuals who need special assistance or a disability-related modification or accommodation 
(including auxiliary aids or services) to observe and/or participate in this meeting and access 
meeting-related materials should contact Jessica Gillies, Clerk of the Board, at least 48-hours before 
the meeting at (209) 258-4444 or jgillies@kmpud.com.  Advanced notification will enable the District 
to swiftly resolve such requests and ensure accessibility.  

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87647035857
https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/204003179-System-Requirements-for-Zoom-Rooms
https://support.zoom.us/hc/en-us/articles/204003179-System-Requirements-for-Zoom-Rooms
mailto:echristeson@kmpud.com
mailto:jgillies@kmpud.com
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AGENDA 

1) CALL TO ORDER                    President Richert 

2) ROLL CALL                         Secretary Dornbrook 

3) ANNOUNCEMENTS               General Manager Christeson 

4) CORRECTIONS TO THE AGENDA OR CONSENT CALENDAR (For purposes of the Brown 
Act, all Action and Consent items listed give a brief description of each item of business to be 
transacted or discussed.  Recommendations of the staff, as shown, do not prevent the Board 
from taking other action.) 

5) COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE (This is an opportunity for members of the public to 
address the Board on any short non-agenda items that are within the subject matter jurisdiction 
of the District.  No discussion or action can be taken on matters not listed on the agenda, per the 
Brown Act.)  

6) WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC (This is an opportunity for Directors and Staff to 
share written comments received from the public. No discussion or action can be taken on 
matters not listed on the agenda, per the Brown Act.) Pgs. 4-5 

7) ADOPTION OF THE CONSENT CALENDAR (Any item can be removed to be discussed and 
considered separately upon request.  Comments and questions from members of the public, 
staff or Board can be taken when the comment does not necessitate separate action.) 
a) Approve January 23, 2021 and February 13, 2021 Minutes Pgs. 6-16 
b) Approve Current Consent for Claims Pgs. 17-34 
c) Review Receivables/Shut Offs Report Pg. 35 

8) CONSENT ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD FOR SEPARATE DISCUSSION/ACTION 

9) ITEMS FOR BOARD ACTION 

a) Finances. Discussion and possible action regarding the District’s financials. AM McBride 

i) January Financials Pgs. 36-52 

ii) February Preliminaries Pg. 53 

iii) Cash Flow Pg. 54 

iv) Budget Variance Tracking Pg. 55 

b) Budget Assumptions. Discussion & possible action. AM McBride Pg. 56 

c) USDA RUS Loan B8-7. Discussion & possible action. AM McBride Pg. 57  

d) Performance Reporting & Aquifer Levels. Update. OM Benson Pgs. 58-60 

e) Electric Facility Physical Security Discussion & possible action. OM Benson Pgs. 61-76 

f) Hydrology Study & Well 6 Scope of Work. Discussion & possible action. GM Christeson 

Pgs. 77-83 
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g) Snow Removal – Driveways Pricing.  Discussion & possible action. Director Perroud 

Pgs. 84-86 

h) Snow Removal – Driveway Contracts. Discussion & possible action. GM Christeson     

Pg. 87 

i) Electric Rate Study.  Discussion & possible action. Director Epstein & GM Christeson 

Pgs. 88-158 

j) OGALS Temporary Advisory Committee Recommendations.  Discussion & possible 

action. Director Dornbrook Pgs. 159-161 

10) GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT (Discussion may take place; however, no action will be taken.) 

11) OPERATIONS REPORT (Discussion may take place; however, no action will be taken.)  

12) STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 

13) TEMPORARY ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS 

a) Summer Festival. Update. 

14) GENERAL DISCUSSION Opportunity for Board Members to ask questions for clarification, 
provide information to Staff, Committee updates, request Staff to report back on a matter, or to 
direct Staff to place a matter on a subsequent agenda. 

15) ADJOURNMENT 

The next Regular Board Meeting is scheduled for Saturday, April 10, 2021 at 8:00AM 
 

 
 
 
The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District Board of Directors regularly meets the second Saturday of each month.  A complete Agenda 

packet is available for review at the meeting and at the District office during the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. Monday through Friday.  This 
meeting is recorded and broadcast over Volcano Community Channel 19 and on the internet at www.kmpud.com.  Items on the Agenda are 
numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the order in which they appear.  Designated times are for 

particular items only.  Public Hearings will not be called to order prior to the time specified but may occur slightly later than the specified time. 
 
Public participation is encouraged.  Public comments on items appearing on the Agenda will be taken at the same time the Agenda items are 

heard; comments should be brief and directed to the specifics of the item being considered.  Please provide the Clerk of the Board with a copy 
of all written materials presented at the meeting.  Comments on items not on the Agenda can be heard during “Comments from the Audience”; 
however, action cannot be taken on items not on the Agenda. 

 
Backup materials relating to an open session item on this Agenda, which are not included with the Board packet, will be made available for 
public inspection at the same time they are distributed or made available to the Board, and can be viewed at the District off ice, at the Board 

meeting and upon request to the Clerk of the Board. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a disability -related modification or 

accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the District at (209) 258-4444, by email at jgillies@kmpud.com. Requests must 
be made as early as possible, and at least two business days before the meeting. 
 

 
The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District is an Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 

http://www.kmpud.com/
mailto:jgillies@kmpud.com
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           BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

           KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 
           33540 Loop Rd., P.O. Box 247, Kirkwood, CA 95646 

           Telephone (209) 258-4444 

 
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Saturday, January 23, 2021 – 8:00 AM 
 

BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
               
                                                                              BOARD MEMBERS 
 Robert Epstein, Vice President/Treasurer Eric Richert, President    Seat #2- Vacant 
 Peter Dornbrook, Secretary                         Bertrand Perroud, Assistant Secretary 
               

 
Due to mandates by the Governor and the Alpine and Amador County Health Officers to shelter 
in place and guidance from the CDC to minimize the spread of COVID-19, this meeting took place 
via video/teleconference. 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER                             President Richert 
 
Determining a quorum present, President Richert called the meeting to order at 8:01 am. 
 

2. ROLL CALL                 Secretary Dornbrook 
 
Board of Directors Present via Zoom: President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 
Staff Present via Zoom:  General Manager Christeson, Assistant General Manager 

Ansel, Administrative Manager McBride, Operations Manager 
Benson 

Others Present via Zoom:  Terry Woodrow, Alpine County Supervisor District 4, Jeff Brown, 
Amador County Supervisor District 3, Doug Mitarotonda, Greg 
Hess, Patrick O’Donnell, Howard Hoffman, John Schroeder 

 
3. ANNOUNCEMENTS                      General Manager Christeson 

 
General Manager Christeson welcomed members of the public to the January 23 Special Board meeting.  
If members of the public would like to make a comment, they can use the raise your hand function on 
Zoom. All votes by the Board will be made via roll call. 

 
4. CORRECTIONS TO THE AGENDA OR CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Director Perroud requested to pull Item 7a. Regular Board Meeting Minutes from December 12, 2020 and 
Item 7d. Appointments to Committees from the Consent Calendar for discussion.  

 
5. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

 
Jeff Brown, Amador County Supervisor District 3, announced COVID-19 vaccinations are available for 
Amador County residents 75 years of age and older.  He also detailed upcoming road work on Highway 
88. 
 
Terry Woodrow, Alpine County Supervisor District 4, announced COVID-19 vaccinations are available for 
Alpine County residents 65 years of age and older. 
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6. WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 

 
President Richert noted that the Board received written letters of resignation from Director O’Grady and 
Finance Committee member, Nancy Trevett. Both letters of resignation will be included in the February 
13, 2021 Board Packet. 
 

7. ADOPTION OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Regular Board Meeting Minutes: December 12, 2020 

Approve December 12, 2020 Regular Board Meeting Minutes 
b. Current Consent for Claims 

Approve Current Consent for Claims 
c. Receivables / Shut Offs Report 

Review Receivables /Shut Offs Report 
d. Appointments to Committees 

Approve Appointments to Committees 
 

Director Dornbrook motioned to adopt Consent Calendar items 7b. Current Consent for Claims and 7c. 
Receivables/Shut Offs Report as presented. Director Epstein seconded the motion and it carried by the 
following roll call vote: 
 

AYES:  President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

8. CONSENT ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD FOR SEPARATE DISCUSSION / ACTION: 
 

Director Perroud noted an omission in the December 12, 2020 Regular Board Meeting Minutes on Item 
13. Temporary Advisory Committee Reports.  Vail Resorts, Representative, Dan Deemer is a member of 
the OGALS (Office of Grants and Local Services) Ad-hoc Committee. 
 
Director Dornbrook motioned to approve the December 12, 2020 Regular Board Meeting Minutes as 
amended. Director Perroud seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll call vote: 
 

AYES:  President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None 

 

Director Perroud expressed dissatisfaction with the method of appointing Committee members. 

Director Perroud motioned to appoint Vail representatives, Eric Tiffany to the Finance Committee, Dan 

Deemer to the Operations Committee, and Greg Kiskinen to the Planning Committee. Director Epstein 

seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll call vote: 

 

AYES:  President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 
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ABSTAINING: None 

9. ITEMS FOR BOARD ACTION 
 

a. Adoption of Resolution 21-01 Recognition of Standish O’Grady. Discussion and possible 
action. 
 
President Richert presented Resolution 21-01 Recognition of Standish O’Grady. Discussion 
ensued. 
Director Epstein motioned to adopt Resolution 21-01 Recognition of Standish O’Grady as 
presented. President Richert seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll call vote: 
 

AYES:  President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None 

b. Adoption of Resolution 21-02 Recognition of Cheryl Stern. Discussion and possible action. 
 

President Richert presented Resolution 21-02 Recognition of Cheryl Stern. Discussion ensued. 

Director Dornbrook motioned to adopt Resolution 21-02 Recognition of Cheryl Stern as 

presented. Director Perroud seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll call vote: 

 

AYES:  President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Perroud 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None 

c. Review and Hear from Applicants to Fill Vacancy on District Board of Directors. Discussion 
and possible action. 
 
President Richert outlined Board vacancy protocols and detailed the process to hear from 
applicants to fill the vacant seat on the District Board of Directors.  
 
Applicants, Doug Mitarotonda, Greg Hess, Howard Hoffman, John Schroeder, Patrick O’Donnell, 
and Preston Roper briefly introduced themselves and outlined their professional background and 
interest in filling the vacant Board seat. All applicants answered questions from the Board. 

   
President Richert detailed the process for selecting one applicant to fill the vacant Board seat. 
Discussion ensued among Board members.  Applicants were narrowed down to John Schroeder 
and Howard Hoffman.  
 
Director Dornbrook motioned to nominate Howard Hoffman to fill the vacant Board seat. Director 
Perroud seconded the motion and it failed by the following roll-call vote: 
 

AYES:  Directors Dornbrook and Perroud 

 

NOES:  President Richert and Director Epstein 

 

ABSENT:  None 
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ABSTAINING: None 

 

President Richert motioned to nominate John Schroeder to fill the vacant Board seat. Director 

Epstein seconded the motion and it failed by the following roll call vote: 

 

AYES:  President Richert and Director Epstein 

NOES:  Directors Dornbrook and Perroud 

ABSENT:  None 

ABSTAINING: None 

President Richert declared a tie between Howard Hoffman and John Schroeder. In order to 

determine the winner, Director Dornbrook suggested a name be drawn from a hat. All Board 

Members agreed that pulling a name from a hat was appropriate to break the tie after the failure 

of the two prior motions. General Manager Christeson and Assistant General Manager Ansel 

drew John Schroeder’s name, and he was selected as the appointee to fill the vacant Board seat. 

The meeting adjourned for a short break at 9:45 AM. 

The meeting readjourned at 9:55 AM. 

d. Finances. Discussion and possible action regarding the District’s financials.    AM McBride
   

i. November Financials. Administrative Manager McBride presented the Consolidated 
Balance Sheet noting Year-to-Date Total Operating Revenues is up from plan. Total 
Operating Cash by Fund was presented. Combined Income Statement was presented 
noting Operating Revenues for November are down from plan and Year-to-Date Total 
Operating Revenues are up from plan. Income Statement Comparison for November 
2019 to November 2020 was presented. Discussion ensued. 

ii. December Preliminaries. December 2020 Preliminary Income Statement was presented 
noting Operating Revenues are actuals and are up from plan.  Year-to-Date Revenues 
are down from plan. Discussion ensued. 

iii. Cash Flow.  Cash Flow through the month of December ended better than plan. 
iv. Budget Variance Tracking. Known Budget Variances for Fiscal Year 2021 were updated. 

 
e. Performance Reporting and Aquifer Levels. Update               OM Benson          

 
Operations Manager Benson presented Performance Reporting for each department and Aquifer 
Levels for the month of December. Discussion ensued. 
 

f. Energy Storage Targets (AB 2514). Discussion and possible action.            OM Benson                 
 
Operations Manager Benson requested deferral of this item to the February 13, 2021 Board 
meeting.                   

 
g. General Manager Goals and Objectives. Discussion and possible action.         GM Christeson 

 
General Manager Christeson presented General Manager Goals and Objectives with changes 
requested by the various committees.  Discussion ensued. 

                
h. Snow Removal – Driveways. Discussion and possible action.             Director Epstein 

 
Director Epstein provided an update on the development of a methodology to improve the 
accounting for time spent servicing private driveway snow removal contracts in order to provide 
accurate data to each Homeowner’s Association (HOA). It is the expectation of the Board that 

9



 REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES – Saturday, January 23, 2021   Page 5 

each HOA that contains homes with private driveways will manage a single snow removal 
contract for both the HOA and private driveways. Discussion ensued. 
 

i. Electric Rate Study Methodology                    GM Christeson     
            
General Manager Christeson detailed Finance Committee discussions regarding proposed 
methodologies for the Electric Rate Study. Discussion ensued.  The Finance Committee will 
review proposed methodology options and bring back recommended options to the Board at the 
February 13, 2021 Regular Board of Directors meeting.    
 

10. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT                               GM Christeson 
 

General Manager Christeson reported on: 
 

• ACWA Board meetings. 

• California Air Resources Board Fleet Rule meeting.  

• Power outage due to extreme wind event and report from the District’s professional forester. 

• Upcoming election for ACWA Region 3 Board. 

• Wastewater Treatment Plant financing update. 
 

11. OPERATIONS REPORT 
 

Assistant General Manager Ansel reported all items were covered. 
 

12. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
a. Planning Committee 

 
Did not meet. 
 

b. Finance Committee 
 
General Manager Christeson reported credit card fees will be discussed at the February 9, 2021 
Finance Committee meeting. 

 
c. Operations Committee 

 
Did not meet. 
 

d. Communications Committee 
 
Director Epstein reported on Committee discussions regarding: 

• Website review and redesign. 

• Customer Survey Newsletter articles. 

• Snow Removal drive time test and communications. 
 

e. Personnel Committee 
 
Did not meet. 
 

 President Richert detailed Standing Committee members.   
 

President Richert summarized changes to the Economic Development Committee members and 
requested feedback from Alpine County Supervisor Woodrow and Amador County Supervisor Brown on 
the usefulness of the Economic Development Committee meetings, to be discussed at the February 13, 
2021 Board Meeting. 

 
13. TEMPORARY ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT 
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OGALS Committee  
President Richert detailed the OGALS Committee function and active timeframe.  Director Dornbrook 
summarized committee discussions. 
 
Summer Festival Committee 
Assistant Manager Ansel reported the Summer Festival Committee will have their first meeting on 
February 11, 2021 and he thanked the community for their generous support in 2020. 

 
14. GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 
President Richert discussed legal changes to inter-fund transfers and loans between departments. 
 
Director Perroud recommended that staff track the impact that the Snow Removal Residency System has 
on the efficiency of Snow Removal Operations. 
 

15. ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:40am. 

 

(The next Regular Board Meeting is Saturday, February 13, 2021 at 8:00am) 

 

 

 
________________________________ 
Peter Dornbrook, Board Secretary 
Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District 

      
 Jessica Gillies, Clerk of the Board  
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           BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

           KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 
           33540 Loop Rd., P.O. Box 247, Kirkwood, CA 95646 

           Telephone (209) 258-4444 

 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Saturday, February 13, 2021 – 8:00 AM 
 

BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
               
 
 Robert Epstein, Vice President          BOARD MEMBERS             John Schroeder, Director  
 Peter Dornbrook, Secretary      Eric Richert, President                Bertrand Perroud, Assistant Secretary 
               

 
Due to mandates by the Governor and the Alpine and Amador County Health Officers to shelter 
in place and guidance from the CDC to minimize the spread of COVID-19, this meeting took place 
via video/teleconference. 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER                             President Richert 
 
 

2. ROLL CALL                 Secretary Dornbrook 
 
Board of Directors Present via Zoom: President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 
Staff Present via Zoom:  General Manager Christeson, Assistant General Manager 

Ansel, Administrative Manager McBride, Operations Manager 
Benson 

Others Present via Zoom:  Jeff Brown, Amador County Supervisor District 3, Terry 
Woodrow, Alpine County Supervisor District 4, Howard 
Hoffman, Doug Mitarotonda  

 
3. ANNOUNCEMENTS                      General Manager Christeson 

 
General Manager Christeson welcomed members of the public to the February 13, 2021 Regular Board 
meeting.  If members of the public would like to make a comment, they can use the raise your hand 
function on Zoom. All votes will be taken by roll call vote. 

 
4. CORRECTIONS TO THE AGENDA OR CONSENT CALENDAR 

 
Director Epstein requested to remove and defer Item 9d. Snow Removal – Driveways, to the March 13, 
2021 Board Meeting. 
 
Director Epstein motioned to adopt the February 13, 2021 Board of Directors Meeting Agenda as 
amended. Director Dornbrook seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll call vote: 
 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None  
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5. COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
 
Jeff Brown, Amador County Supervisor District 3, announced COVID-19 vaccines are available for 
Amador County residents 70 years of age and older. 
 
Terry Woodrow, Alpine County Supervisor District 4, announced COVID-19 vaccines are available for 
Alpine County Residents 65 years of age and older. 
 

6. WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
None 
 

7. ADOPTION OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 

a. Current Consent for Claims 
Approve Current Consent for Claims 

b. Receivables / Shut Offs Report 
Review Receivables / Shut Offs Report 

c. Appointments to Committees 
Approve Appointments to Committees 

d. Resolution 21-05 Updating Bank of the West Account Signatories 
Approve Resolution 21-05 Updating Bank of the West Account Signatories 

 
Director Perroud motioned to adopt the Consent Calendar as presented. Director Epstein seconded the 
motion and it carried by the following roll-call vote: 
 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

8. CONSENT ITEMS BROUGHT FORWARD FOR SEPARATE DISCUSSION / ACTION: 
 

None 
 

9. ITEMS FOR BOARD ACTION 
 

a. Finances. Discussion and possible action regarding the District’s financials.    AM McBride 
 

i. December Financials. Administrative Manager McBride presented the Consolidated Balance 
Sheet noting that Operating Cash is up from plan. Revenue Account by fund was presented 
and Administrative Manager McBride answered questions from the Board. Combined Income 
Statement was presented noting Operating Revenues for the month of December are down 
from plan, Year-to-Date Operating Revenues are down from plan, and Total Operating 
Revenues are up from plan. Discussion ensued. 

ii. January Preliminaries. January 2021 Preliminary Income Statement was presented noting 
Operating Revenues are actuals. January 2021 Revenues are down from plan and Year-to-
Date Revenues are down from plan. Discussion ensued. 

iii. Cash Flow.  Cash Flow for the month of January ended better than plan noting in February 
2021 one (1) million dollars will be moved into the LAIF (Local Agency Investment Fund) 
Account. 

iv. Budget Variance Tracking. Budget Variances were updated through  
January 2021. Discussion ensued. 
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b. Performance Reporting and Aquifer Levels. Update.               OM Benson 
 
Operations Manager Benson presented Performance Reporting for each department for the 
month of January and Aquifer Levels for the month of January. Discussion ensued. 
 

c. Resolution 21-03 Declining to Establish a Procurement Target for Energy Storage Systems 
for Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District. Discussion and Possible Action.         OM Benson 

 
Operations Manager Benson summarized California State requirements for each publicly owned 
electric utility (POU) to determine appropriate targets, if any, to procure viable and cost-effective 
energy storage systems. Upon analysis of the costs and benefits of various energy storage 
systems, Staff determined there is no commercially available energy storage technology that is 
feasible and cost-effective for the District at this time. Discussion ensued. 
 
Director Dornbrook motioned to adopt Resolution 21-03 Declining to Establish a Procurement 
Target for Energy Storage Systems for Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District. Director Epstein 
seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll-call vote: 
 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

e. Electric Rate Model. Discussion and possible action.                   Director Epstein & GM Christeson 
 

Director Epstein summarized Finance Committee discussions regarding proposed changes to the 

current Electric Base Rate. Various rate models and policy objectives for consideration were 

discussed. General Manager Christeson presented draft Electric Rate Model calculation options. 

Discussion ensued.  The Finance Committee will bring back a final Electric Rate Study to the 

Board for consideration. 

f. Resolution 21-04 Adopting Solid Waste Service Charges. Discussion and possible action. 
GM Christeson 

 
General Manager Christeson summarized the District’s contract with ACES Waste (ACES) to 

facilitate solid waste removal and detailed ACES intent to increase solid waste removal rates, 

effective March 1, 2021. The proposed Solid Waste Usage Rate and Base Rate increase was 

presented. Director Epstein stated the Finance Committee recommends implementation of the 

Solid Waste Rate increase. Discussion ensued. 

 

Director Schroeder motioned to adopt Resolution 21-04 Adopting Solid Waste Service Charges. 

Director Perroud seconded the motion and it carried by the following roll-call vote: 

 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 
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g. Ordinance 21-01 Concerning Propane and Electric Meter Protection and Point of Service 
Delivery. Discussion and possible action.                                  GM Christeson 

 
General Manager Christeson summarized previous discussions, Committee and Board direction 

regarding Propane and Electric Meter Protection and presented draft Ordinance 21-01 

Concerning Propane and Electric Meter Protection and Point of Service. Discussion ensued. 

 

Director Dornbrook motioned to adopt Ordinance 20-01 Concerning Propane and Electric Meter 

Protection and Point of Service Delivery as presented. Director Epstein seconded the motion and 

it carried by the following roll-call vote:  

 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, and Schroeder 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

 

NOES:  Director Perroud 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

h. Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvement Plant Project - Notice of District’s intent to file 

Notice of Exemption and other associated environmental documents necessary in association 

with this project.                    GM Christeson 

 

General Manager Christeson summarized discussions with United States Department of 

Agriculture (USDA) and outlined the environmental exemption for which the Wastewater 

Treatment Plant Improvement Project qualifies for. Discussion ensued. 

 

Director Dornbrook motioned to adopt the Notice of Exemption for the Wastewater Treatment 

Plant Improvement Project. Director Schroeder seconded the motion and it carried by the 

following roll-call vote: 

 

AYES:               President Richert, Directors Epstein, Dornbrook, Perroud, and 

Schroeder 

 

ABSTAINING: None  

 

NOES:  None 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

i. Economic Development Committee. Discussion and possible action.         President Richert 

 

President Richert provided background of the Economic Development Committee and requested 

feedback from the Board regarding the District’s role in the Economic Development Committee. 

Discussion ensued. President Richert will contact Dolan Beckel, Kirkwood Community 

Association (KCA) President, and Matt Jones, Kirkwood Mountain Resort General Manager, 

letting them know the Board’s thoughts and asking if KCA would continue Bruce Gianola’s role in 

providing leadership to the Committee. 

 

10. GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT                               GM Christeson 
 

General Manager Christeson reported on: 
 

• ACWA and CMUA Sub-Committee Meeting. 
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11. OPERATIONS REPORT 
 

Assistant General Manager Ansel stated all items were covered. 
 

12. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
a. Planning Committee 

 
Director Perroud reported on Committee discussions regarding: 

• New Committee Member 

• Green Energy and SB 1037 
 

b. Finance Committee 
 
All items were covered. 

 
c. Operations Committee 

 
All items were covered. 
 

d. Communications Committee 
 
Director Epstein reported on Committee discussions regarding redesign of the District website. 

 
e. Personnel Committee 

 
Did not meet. 

 
13. TEMPORARY ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
a) OGALS Update. 

 
Director Dornbrook reported the OGALS (Office of Grants and Local Services) Ad-hoc Committee 
has met twice and is researching recreational improvement projects to use the grant funds 
allocated to the District. 
 

b) Summer Festival Update. 
 

Assistant General Manager Ansel provided an update on 2021 Summer Festival planning.  
 

14. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 

None 
 

15. ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:00am. 

 

(The next Regular Board Meeting is Saturday, March 13, 2021 at 8:00am) 

 

 

 
________________________________ 
Peter Dornbrook, Board Secretary 
Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District 

      
 Jessica Gillies, Clerk of the Board  
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KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

ACES001 ACES WASTE SERVICES, INC

 15498 02/09/2021 2021-07 410496 AP004782 Sludge Disposal 1/5/21 & 1/26/21  1,760.00  0.00  35838 0.00

 15533 02/15/2021 2021-07 410009 AP004793 Waste Removal January  17,257.92  0.00  35816 0.00

ACES001 ACES WASTE SERVICES, INC $19,017.92 $0.00 

ACWA001 ACWA/JPIA

 15510 02/09/2021 2021-09 0662016 AP004785 March Health, Dental, & Vision  43,773.63  0.00  35800 0.00

 15634 03/04/2021 2021-10 0663683 AP004837 April Health, Dental & Vision  42,395.17  0.00  35861 0.00

ACWA001 ACWA/JPIA $86,168.80 $0.00 

AIRG001 AIRGAS USA, LLC

 15499 02/09/2021 2021-07 9977388527 AP004782 Cylinder Rental  134.47  0.00  35817 0.00

AIRG001 AIRGAS USA, LLC $134.47 $0.00 

ANSE001 RICK ANSEL

 15616 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35862 0.00

ANSE001 RICK ANSEL $35.00 $0.00 

AQUA001 AQUA SIERRA CONTROLS, INC.

 15645 03/05/2021 2021-08 31125 AP004841 Annual Meter Calibrations  1,381.33 21-209  0.00  35863 0.00

AQUA001 AQUA SIERRA CONTROLS, INC. $1,381.33 $0.00 

AQUA002 AQUA-METERIC SALES, CO.

 15492 02/04/2021 2021-07 INV0080915 AP004781 3/4" iPerl Meters - Hot Water Meters  691.76 21-278  0.00  35818 0.00

AQUA002 AQUA-METERIC SALES, CO. $691.76 $0.00 

ARNO001 ARNOLD MACHINERY COMPANY

 15493 02/04/2021 2021-07 B7K733 AP004781 Volvo Filters & Coolant  5,507.63 21-218  0.00  35819 0.00

ARNO001 ARNOLD MACHINERY COMPANY $5,507.63 $0.00 
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KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

AT&T001 AT&T

 15598 02/26/2021 2021-08 0300828157001 AP004827 Long Distance  138.63  0.00  35864 0.00

AT&T001 AT&T $138.63 $0.00 

AT&T002 AT&T

 15559 02/19/2021 2021-08 3125333835 AP004806 KM Blue/Green Broadband  1,058.23  0.00  35839 0.00

AT&T002 AT&T $1,058.23 $0.00 

ATTM001 AT&T MOBILITY

 15530 02/10/2021 2021-08 287253399054X02112021 AP004790 February Cell Phone Acct #9054  369.60  0.00  35820 0.00

ATTM001 AT&T MOBILITY $369.60 $0.00 

BAGG001 THOMAS BAGGETT

 15507 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  20.00  0.00  35801 0.00

 15605 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35865 0.00

BAGG001 THOMAS BAGGETT $500.00 $0.00 

BART001 BARTKIEWICZ KRONICK & SHANHAN

 15526 02/10/2021 2021-07 AP004787 Legal Services  1,040.00  0.00  35840 0.00

BART001 BARTKIEWICZ KRONICK & SHANHAN $1,040.00 $0.00 

BENS002 ED BENSON

 15609 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35866 0.00

BENS002 ED BENSON $480.00 $0.00 

BONN001 BONNEVILLE ENVIRONMENTAL FOUNDATION

 15558 02/19/2021 2021-08 INV-7468 AP004806 Carbon Offsets Sept 2019 - Sept 2020  1,638.00 21-305  0.00  35841 0.00

BONN001 BONNEVILLE ENVIRONMENTAL FOUNDATION $1,638.00 $0.00 
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KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

BOTW001 BANK OF THE WEST

 15532 02/12/2021 2021-07 AP004791 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard  4,674.09  0.00  8801211 0.00

 15490 02/03/2021 2021-07 AP004777 BOTW Loan Payment  7,099.04  0.00  8801208 0.00

 15491 02/03/2021 2021-08 AP004778 TM #225 Loan Payment  2,168.69  0.00  8801209 0.00

 15564 02/22/2021 2021-08 AP004807 SM4 #111 Loan Payment  972.49  0.00  8801220 0.00

 15631 03/04/2021 2021-08 AP004832 BOTW Loan Payment  7,099.04  0.00  8801229 0.00

 15633 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004833 TM #225 Loan Payment  2,168.69  0.00  8801230 0.00

BOTW001 BANK OF THE WEST $24,182.04 $0.00 

BRAU001 BRAUN BLAISING SMITH WYNNE, P.C.

 15635 03/04/2021 2021-07 19489 AP004838 Legal Services  1,488.00  0.00  35867 0.00

 15524 02/10/2021 2021-07 19424 AP004787 Legal Services  3,063.00  0.00  35842 0.00

BRAU001 BRAUN BLAISING SMITH WYNNE, P.C. $4,551.00 $0.00 

BRUZ001 BRANDON BRUZZESE

 15508 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  460.00  0.00  35802 0.00

BRUZ001 BRANDON BRUZZESE $460.00 $0.00 

BURG001 BURGARELLO ALARM/MOUNTAIN ALARM

 15571 02/23/2021 2021-09 2355338 AP004809 Alarm Monitoring - Emp. Housing #207128  191.61  0.00  35843 0.00

 15575 02/23/2021 2021-09 2355337 AP004809 Alarm Monitoring - CSB #207128  126.66  0.00  35843 0.00

BURG001 BURGARELLO ALARM/MOUNTAIN ALARM $318.27 $0.00 

CALP002 CALPERS

 15542 02/15/2021 2021-08 100000016317867 AP004794 Unfunded Liability Contribution #1765  6,543.95  0.00  8801212 0.00

 15543 02/15/2021 2021-08 100000016317875 AP004794 Unfunded Liability Contribution #26403  146.78  0.00  8801213 0.00

CALP002 CALPERS $6,690.73 $0.00 
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CALP457 CALPERS SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME PLANS

 15546 02/15/2021 2021-08 100000016324002 AP004794 PPE 2/6/21 #100000016324002  2,048.40  0.00  8801216 0.00

 15594 02/25/2021 2021-08 100000016343307 AP004818 PPE 2/20/21 #100000016343307  2,048.40  0.00  8801226 0.00

CALP457 CALPERS SUPPLEMENTAL INCOME PLANS $4,096.80 $0.00 

CANO001 CANON FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC.

 15560 02/19/2021 2021-08 26296871 AP004806 Copier Lease  402.19  0.00  35844 0.00

CANO001 CANON FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC. $402.19 $0.00 

CAPL001 CAPLES VIEW HOA

 15582 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  580.00  0.00  35845 0.00

CAPL001 CAPLES VIEW HOA $580.00 $0.00 

CAST001 CA STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT

 15596 02/25/2021 2021-08 AP004818 Andrew Meteer  359.07  0.00  8801228 0.00

 15548 02/15/2021 2021-08 AP004794 Joseph Pellerin  161.53  0.00  8801218 0.00

 15549 02/15/2021 2021-08 AP004794 Andrew Meteer  359.07  0.00  8801219 0.00

CAST001 CA STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT $879.67 $0.00 

CHRI001 ERIK CHRISTESON

 15602 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35868 0.00

CHRI001 ERIK CHRISTESON $480.00 $0.00 

COMP001 COMPUTER COURAGE

 15497 02/09/2021 2021-07 47150 AP004782 Report Server & Website Support  934.20  0.00  35821 0.00

 15643 03/05/2021 2021-08 47410 AP004840 Report Server & Website Support  87.75  0.00  35869 0.00

COMP001 COMPUTER COURAGE $1,021.95 $0.00 
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CROS001 CROSS CANYON ENGINEERING, LLC

 15525 02/10/2021 2021-07 1869 AP004787 Engineering Support  251.00  0.00  35822 0.00

CROS001 CROSS CANYON ENGINEERING, LLC $251.00 $0.00 

DEEM001 DANIEL DEEMER

 15511 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  10.00  0.00  35803 0.00

DEEM001 DANIEL DEEMER $10.00 $0.00 

DORN001 DEREK DORNBROOK

 15612 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35870 0.00

DORN001 DEREK DORNBROOK $35.00 $0.00 

EDD001 EDD

 15591 02/25/2021 2021-08 01/2020 AP004818 Acct #49902836  4,846.21  0.00  8801223 0.00

EDD001 EDD $4,846.21 $0.00 

EHSI001 EASY FLEET GPS, INC

 15623 03/03/2021 2021-08 1204 AP004830 GPS Units  206.55  0.00  35871 0.00

EHSI001 EASY FLEET GPS, INC $206.55 $0.00 

FANJ001 ELLIOT FANJUL

 15617 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35872 0.00

FANJ001 ELLIOT FANJUL $35.00 $0.00 

FEDE001 FEDERAL EXPRESS

 15534 02/15/2021 2021-07 7-153-08286 AP004793 Health Ins. Info to Henie & Sharp  58.16  0.00  35823 0.00

 15537 02/15/2021 2021-08 7-268-79829 AP004794 State Controller's FTR  27.17  0.00  35823 0.00

FEDE001 FEDERAL EXPRESS $85.33 $0.00 
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FICH001 BRANDI BENSON

 15610 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35873 0.00

 15611 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35873 0.00

FICH001 BRANDI BENSON $515.00 $0.00 

HARR002 THOMAS HARRIS

 15512 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  107.50  0.00  35804 0.00

HARR002 THOMAS HARRIS $107.50 $0.00 

HOLT001 HOLT OF CALIFORNIA

 15488 02/03/2021 2021-07 PS010975855 AP004772 924G - Dymax Blade Seperator  920.95 21-292  0.00  35824 0.00

HOLT001 HOLT OF CALIFORNIA $920.95 $0.00 

HOST001 CHRIS HOSTNIK

 15618 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35874 0.00

HOST001 CHRIS HOSTNIK $35.00 $0.00 

HSBS001 HIGH SIERRA BUSINESS SYSTEMS

 15553 02/15/2021 2021-08 115485 AP004794 Color & B/W Copy Charges  188.82  0.00  35825 0.00

HSBS001 HIGH SIERRA BUSINESS SYSTEMS $188.82 $0.00 

HUNT001 HUNT & SONS, INC.

 15550 02/15/2021 2021-08 755186 AP004794 Unleaded Delivery 2/12/21  1,487.61  0.00  35826 0.00

 15624 03/03/2021 2021-08 770255 AP004830 Unleaded Delivery 2/26/21  419.39  0.00  35875 0.00

HUNT001 HUNT & SONS, INC. $1,907.00 $0.00 

IRS001 INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

 15595 02/25/2021 2021-08 74363924 AP004818 PR Tax PPE 2/20/21  12,203.99  0.00  8801227 0.00

 15547 02/15/2021 2021-08 45454694 AP004794 PR Tax PPE 2/6/21  13,672.70  0.00  8801217 0.00

IRS001 INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE $25,876.69 $0.00 
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JACK002 COREY S JACKSON

 15535 02/15/2021 2021-07 AP004793 Application Development  875.00  0.00  35876 0.00

JACK002 COREY S JACKSON $875.00 $0.00 

JOHN006 JOE JOHNSON

 15620 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35877 0.00

 15606 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35877 0.00

JOHN006 JOE JOHNSON $515.00 $0.00 

KCA001 KIRKWOOD COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

 15568 02/23/2021 2021-08 802 AP004810 KCA Assessment SM4 #111  65.00  0.00  35846 0.00

KCA001 KIRKWOOD COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION $65.00 $0.00 

KELL002 CLAYTON KELLEY

 15513 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  1,155.00  0.00  35805 0.00

KELL002 CLAYTON KELLEY $1,155.00 $0.00 

KENT001 IAN KENT

 15514 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  110.00  0.00  35806 0.00

KENT001 IAN KENT $110.00 $0.00 
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KIVA001 KIVA ENERGY INC. - CALIFORNIA

 15505 02/09/2021 2021-08 KE1088126 AP004783 Propane Delivery 2/3/21  17,445.03  0.00  35827 0.00

 15506 02/09/2021 2021-08 KE1088274 AP004783 Propane Delivery 2/5/21  17,435.93  0.00  35827 0.00

 15531 02/10/2021 2021-08 KE1088515 AP004790 Propane Delivery 2/9/21  17,505.20  0.00  35827 0.00

 15554 02/15/2021 2021-08 KE1088832 AP004794 Propane Delivery 2/12/21  17,461.45  0.00  35827 0.00

 15574 02/23/2021 2021-08 KE1089538 AP004810 Propane Delivery 2/21/21  17,830.61  0.00  35878 0.00

 15561 02/19/2021 2021-08 KE1089220 AP004806 Propane Delivery 2/16/21  17,476.84  0.00  35878 0.00

 15562 02/19/2021 2021-08 KE1089221 AP004806 Propane Delivery 2/16/21  18,032.85  0.00  35878 0.00

 15599 02/26/2021 2021-08 KE1089831 AP004827 Propane Delivery 2/24/21  18,386.49  0.00  35878 0.00

 15600 02/26/2021 2021-08 KE1089874 AP004827 Credit Memo - Propane Delivery 2/16/21 (17,476.84)  0.00  35878 0.00

 15625 03/03/2021 2021-08 KE1090044 AP004830 Propane Delivery 2/28/21  18,284.32  0.00  35878 0.00

KIVA001 KIVA ENERGY INC. - CALIFORNIA $142,381.88 $0.00 

LANG001 JEDIDIAH LANGHAM

 15515 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  940.00  0.00  35807 0.00

LANG001 JEDIDIAH LANGHAM $940.00 $0.00 

LIFE002 LIFE-ASSIST, INC.

 15578 02/24/2021 2021-08 1077619 AP004814 Exam Gloves  178.04 21-321  0.00  35879 0.00

 15579 02/24/2021 2021-08 1078348 AP004814 S-SCORT Suction Unit & Nasal Cannula  887.39 21-309  0.00  35879 0.00

LIFE002 LIFE-ASSIST, INC. $1,065.43 $0.00 

LOST001 LOST CABIN HOA

 15583 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  580.00  0.00  35847 0.00

LOST001 LOST CABIN HOA $580.00 $0.00 

MCBR001 KELLY MCBRIDE

 15613 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35880 0.00

MCBR001 KELLY MCBRIDE $35.00 $0.00 

24

amie
Highlight

amie
Highlight

amie
Highlight

amie
Highlight



AP - Vouchers  2:08:45PM3/5/2021

Page 9 of 16kmamiep

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

MCCU001 DAVID MCCULLERS

 15516 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  290.00  0.00  35808 0.00

MCCU001 DAVID MCCULLERS $290.00 $0.00 

MEAD001 MEADOWS AT KIRKWOOD

 15565 02/23/2021 2021-09 124-00124-225-02 AP004809 HOA Dues  877.45  0.00  35848 0.00

MEAD001 MEADOWS AT KIRKWOOD $877.45 $0.00 

MEAD002 MEADOWSTONE LODGE HOA

 15584 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  10.00  0.00  35849 0.00

MEAD002 MEADOWSTONE LODGE HOA $10.00 $0.00 

METE001 ANDREW METEER

 15603 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Prorated Rent/Utility Reimbursement  112.00  0.00  35881 0.00

METE001 ANDREW METEER $112.00 $0.00 

MONR001 RICHIE MONROE

 15517 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  10.00  0.00  35809 0.00

MONR001 RICHIE MONROE $10.00 $0.00 

MOUR001 REBEKAH MOURAO

 15518 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  110.00  0.00  35810 0.00

MOUR001 REBEKAH MOURAO $110.00 $0.00 

MSCI002 MSC INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CO.

 15495 02/04/2021 2021-07 50837983 AP004781 Nitrile Gloves  252.94 21-291  0.00  35828 0.00

MSCI002 MSC INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CO. $252.94 $0.00 
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NCJP001 NCJPA

 15627 03/03/2021 2021-08 0916 AP004830 NCJPA 2021 Membership Dues  754.31  0.00  35882 0.00

NCJP001 NCJPA $754.31 $0.00 

NOSS001 ARYAH NOSSRAT

 15520 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  60.00  0.00  35811 0.00

NOSS001 ARYAH NOSSRAT $60.00 $0.00 

NWLC001 NORTHWEST LINEMAN COLLEGE

 15569 02/23/2021 2021-08 CM-GT-000129 AP004810 Credit - Lineworker Cert Module #1 - G.Russ (602.00)  0.00  35850 0.00

 15570 02/23/2021 2021-08 CIGT-004005C AP004810 Lineworker Cert Module #1 - C.Kelley  616.00 21-214  0.00  35850 0.00

NWLC001 NORTHWEST LINEMAN COLLEGE $14.00 $0.00 

ONET001 ONETO TREE SERVICE

 15552 02/15/2021 2021-08 087637 AP004794 Emergency Tree Removal - KM Green  3,800.00 21-298  0.00  35829 0.00

ONET001 ONETO TREE SERVICE $3,800.00 $0.00 

OTIS001 OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY

 15557 02/19/2021 2021-08 100400271894 AP004806 2021 Elevator Service Contract  4,738.25  0.00  35851 0.00

OTIS001 OTIS ELEVATOR COMPANY $4,738.25 $0.00 

PARK002 PARKSON CORPORATION

 15622 03/03/2021 2021-08 AR1/51030389 AP004830 Hycor Brush Sub Assembly  1,473.66 21-295  0.00  35883 0.00

PARK002 PARKSON CORPORATION $1,473.66 $0.00 

PCS001 PROFESSIONAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC

 15496 02/09/2021 2021-07 3672 AP004782 January Hosting Fees  578.00  0.00  35812 0.00

 15502 02/09/2021 2021-08 3744 AP004783 February Hosting Fees  578.00  0.00  35812 0.00

PCS001 PROFESSIONAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS LLC $1,156.00 $0.00 
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PELL001 JOSEPH PELLERIN

 15607 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35884 0.00

 15614 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35884 0.00

PELL001 JOSEPH PELLERIN $515.00 $0.00 

PERS001 PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM

 15592 02/25/2021 2021-08 100000016291360 AP004818 PPE 2/20/21 #100000016291360  6,882.86  0.00  8801224 0.00

 15593 02/25/2021 2021-08 100000016291396 AP004818 PPE 2/20/21 #100000016291396  1,408.18  0.00  8801225 0.00

 15544 02/15/2021 2021-08 100000016291344 AP004794 PPE 2/6/21 #100000016291344  6,906.44  0.00  8801214 0.00

 15545 02/15/2021 2021-08 100000016291378 AP004794 PPE 2/6/21 #100000016291378  1,512.15  0.00  8801215 0.00

PERS001 PUBLIC EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT SYSTEM $16,709.63 $0.00 

PFEI001 AMIE PFEIFFER

 15604 02/26/2021 2021-09 AP004828 Rent/Utility Reimbursement  480.00  0.00  35885 0.00

PFEI001 AMIE PFEIFFER $480.00 $0.00 

POST002 JOHN POST

 15519 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  210.00  0.00  35813 0.00

POST002 JOHN POST $210.00 $0.00 

POST003 DAVID POSTE

 15621 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35886 0.00

POST003 DAVID POSTE $35.00 $0.00 

QUAD001 QUADIANT LEASING USA, INC.

 15573 02/23/2021 2021-08 N8740570 AP004810 Postage/Folding Machine Lease  182.90  0.00  35852 0.00

QUAD001 QUADIANT LEASING USA, INC. $182.90 $0.00 

REIN001 TYLER REINKE

 15619 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35887 0.00

REIN001 TYLER REINKE $35.00 $0.00 
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REMO001 REMOTE SATELLITE SYSTEMS INT'L

 15539 02/15/2021 2021-08 AP004794 Satellite Phone  56.00  0.00  35830 0.00

REMO001 REMOTE SATELLITE SYSTEMS INT'L $56.00 $0.00 

SHAF001 SHAFER EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC

 15494 02/04/2021 2021-07 10020923 AP004781 T-5 Belt Tensioner  169.76 21-290  0.00  35831 0.00

SHAF001 SHAFER EQUIPMENT COMPANY INC $169.76 $0.00 

SHEL001 SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA (US), L.P.

 15414 01/26/2021 2021-06 2020_12 T+12 AP004758 December 2020 Purchased Power  1,109.17  0.00  8801221 0.00

 15415 01/26/2021 2021-06 2020_10 T+55 AP004758 Credit Memo - October 2020 (258.07)  0.00  8801221 0.00

 15431 01/26/2021 2021-06 06.2019 T+18M AP004758 Credit Memo - June 2019 (131.10)  0.00  8801221 0.00

 15435 01/26/2021 2021-07 RC 2021.01 AP004759 January 2021 Purchased Power  226.43  0.00  8801221 0.00

 15576 02/24/2021 2021-07 01.2021 T+9B AP004811 January 2021 Purchased Power  63,357.38  0.00  8801221 0.00

SHEL001 SHELL ENERGY NORTH AMERICA (US), L.P. $64,303.81 $0.00 

SNOW001 SNOWCREST HOA

 15585 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  10.00  0.00  35853 0.00

SNOW001 SNOWCREST HOA $10.00 $0.00 

STAP002 STAPLES CREDIT PLAN

 15541 02/15/2021 2021-08 9828549458 AP004794 Office Supplies  236.99 21-299  0.00  35832 0.00

STAP002 STAPLES CREDIT PLAN $236.99 $0.00 

SUMM001 SUMMIT PLUMBING COMPANY

 15630 03/03/2021 2021-08 79254 AP004830 Pump Grease Traps - TC, Cornice & Red Cliffs  1,275.00  0.00  35888 0.00

SUMM001 SUMMIT PLUMBING COMPANY $1,275.00 $0.00 
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KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

SUNM001 SUN MEADOWS 1 HOA

 15586 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  403.75  0.00  35854 0.00

SUNM001 SUN MEADOWS 1 HOA $403.75 $0.00 

SUNM002 SUN MEADOWS 2 HOA

 15587 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  87.75  0.00  35855 0.00

SUNM002 SUN MEADOWS 2 HOA $87.75 $0.00 

TAYL001 SCOTT  TAYLOR

 15521 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  30.00  0.00  35814 0.00

TAYL001 SCOTT  TAYLOR $30.00 $0.00 

TESC001 TESCO CONTROLS, INC.

 15538 02/15/2021 2021-08 0072720-IN AP004794 Timers  375.00  0.00  35833 0.00

TESC001 TESCO CONTROLS, INC. $375.00 $0.00 

THIM001 THIMBLEWOOD HOA

 15588 02/24/2021 2021-08 AP004815 Credit Balance from Overpayment  10.00  0.00  35856 0.00

THIM001 THIMBLEWOOD HOA $10.00 $0.00 

UNIO001 MUFG, UNION BANK, N.A.

 15597 02/25/2021 2021-08 AP004819 COP Interest  34,499.07  0.00  8801222 0.00

UNIO001 MUFG, UNION BANK, N.A. $34,499.07 $0.00 

VACM001 VACMASTERS

 15500 02/09/2021 2021-07 56524 AP004782 Hose for Vacuum Trailer  870.13 21-284  0.00  35834 0.00

VACM001 VACMASTERS $870.13 $0.00 
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KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD

DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

VAIL001 VAIL RESORTS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC.

 15551 02/15/2021 2021-08 GEN0000023883 AP004794 Snow Removal for Monitoring Wells  350.00 21-301  0.00  35857 0.00

VAIL001 VAIL RESORTS MANAGEMENT COMPANY, INC. $350.00 $0.00 

VOLC001 VOLCANO COMMUNICATION GROUP

 15589 02/25/2021 2021-09 AP004816 KVFD 209-258-8407  100.52  0.00  35858 0.00

 15590 02/25/2021 2021-09 AP004816 CSB 209-258-4444  1,540.08  0.00  35858 0.00

VOLC001 VOLCANO COMMUNICATION GROUP $1,640.60 $0.00 

WADD001 DAVID WADDLE

 15615 03/01/2021 2021-09 AP004829 March Cell Phone  35.00  0.00  35889 0.00

WADD001 DAVID WADDLE $35.00 $0.00 

WELL001 WELLS FARGO EQUIPMENT FINANCE

 15529 02/10/2021 2021-08 5013694814 AP004786 Trackless Loan Payment  3,047.28  0.00  8801210 0.00

 15628 03/03/2021 2021-09 5014068479 AP004831 Trackless Loan Payment  3,047.28  0.00  8801231 0.00

WELL001 WELLS FARGO EQUIPMENT FINANCE $6,094.56 $0.00 

WETL001 WESTERN ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING LABORATORY

 15527 02/10/2021 2021-07 130281 AP004787 1/14/21 / #21010454  7,048.00  0.00  35835 0.00

 15528 02/10/2021 2021-07 130282 AP004787 1/14/21 / #21010475  2,923.00  0.00  35835 0.00

 15536 02/15/2021 2021-07 130352 AP004793 1/26/21 / #21010737  109.00  0.00  35835 0.00

 15501 02/09/2021 2021-07 130207 AP004782 1/26/21 / #21010738  111.00  0.00  35835 0.00

 15601 02/26/2021 2021-08 130529 AP004827 2/2/21 / #21020085  431.00  0.00  35890 0.00

 15572 02/23/2021 2021-08 130496 AP004810 2/9/21 / #21020311  120.00  0.00  35890 0.00

 15563 02/19/2021 2021-08 130478 AP004806 2/2/21 / #21020084  136.00  0.00  35890 0.00

 15644 03/05/2021 2021-08 130576 AP004840 2/9/21 / #21020310  109.00  0.00  35890 0.00

WETL001 WESTERN ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING LABORATORY $10,987.00 $0.00 
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DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

WIRE001 WIRED SOLUTIONS

 15503 02/09/2021 2021-08 300024 AP004783 Cloud Server/Microsoft 365  373.00  0.00  35836 0.00

 15504 02/09/2021 2021-08 300010 AP004783 February IT Services  3,000.00  0.00  35836 0.00

WIRE001 WIRED SOLUTIONS $3,373.00 $0.00 

YANC001 ARYN YANCHER

 15522 02/09/2021 2021-07 AP004784 January KVFD  80.00  0.00  35815 0.00

YANC001 ARYN YANCHER $80.00 $0.00 

ZORO001 ZORO TOOLS, INC.

 15523 02/10/2021 2021-08 INV9107373 AP004786 Rain Suits with Jackets  23.27 21-287  0.00  35837 0.00

 15540 02/15/2021 2021-08 INV9114238 AP004794 Rainsuits  61.55 21-287  0.00  35837 0.00

ZORO001 ZORO TOOLS, INC. $84.82 $0.00 

ZZ000135 SAM HANCOCK

 15555 02/18/2021 2021-08 AP004805 CREDIT REFUNDS - 12435 1420  KMD #4 BASE CAMP  98.25  0.00  35859 0.00

ZZ000135 SAM HANCOCK $98.25 $0.00 

ZZ000136 THE TREVETT FAMILY

 15556 02/18/2021 2021-08 AP004805 CREDIT REFUNDS - 15809 34117  YARROW PL LOT 141S  60.18  0.00  35860 0.00

 15642 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 15809 34117  YARROW PL LOT 141S  4.13  0.00  35891 0.00

ZZ000136 THE TREVETT FAMILY $64.31 $0.00 

ZZ000137 BARBARA ALLMAN

 15636 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 10697 1430  KMD #46 BASE CAMP  3.30  0.00  35892 0.00

ZZ000137 BARBARA ALLMAN $3.30 $0.00 

ZZ000138 KURT KLEIN

 15637 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 13258 976  KMD #22 EDELWEISS  694.40  0.00  35893 0.00

ZZ000138 KURT KLEIN $694.40 $0.00 
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DocNbr TranDate PeriodPost InvNbr PONbr BatchID Description Amount Paid Chk # Doc BalanceDiscAmt

ZZ000139 KELLY OWEN

 15638 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 14411 1215  KMD #206B SNOWCREST  1.97  0.00  35894 0.00

ZZ000139 KELLY OWEN $1.97 $0.00 

ZZ000140 PETER PETKOV

 15639 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 14579 39  PALISADES DR #103 TIMBE  59.86  0.00  35895 0.00

 15640 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 14579 39  PALISADES DR #103 TIMBE  3.76  0.00  35895 0.00

ZZ000140 PETER PETKOV $63.62 $0.00 

ZZ000141 JOHN ROLSTON

 15641 03/04/2021 2021-09 AP004839 CREDIT REFUNDS - 14893 1360  KMD #206 SUN MEADOWS  12.07  0.00  35896 0.00

ZZ000141 JOHN ROLSTON $12.07 $0.00 

$ 502,302.68 All Vendors Report Total

Database: D:\Program Files\PCS\Insight Accounting\InstalledReports\AP-Vouchers.rptReport:

({APDoc.DocNbr} in [15645, 15644, 15643, 15642, 15641, 15640, 15639, 15638, 15637, 15636, 15635, 15634, 15633, 15631, 15630, 15628, 15627, 15625, 15624, 15623, 15622, 

15621, 15620, 15619, 15618, 15617, 15616, 15615, 15614, 15613, 15612, 15611, 15610, 15609, 15607, 15606, 15605, 15604, 15603, 15602, 15601, 15600, 15599, 15598, 15597, 15596, 

15595, 15594, 15593, 15592, 15591, 15590, 15589, 15588, 15587, 15586, 15585, 15584, 15583, 15582, 15579, 15578, 15576, 15575, 15574, 15573, 15572, 15571, 15570, 15569, 15568, 

15565, 15564, 15563, 15562, 15561, 15560, 15559, 15558, 15557, 15556, 15555, 15554, 15553, 15552, 15551, 15550, 15549, 15548, 15547, 15546, 15545, 15544, 15543, 15542, 15541, 

15540, 15539, 15538, 15537, 15536, 15535, 15534, 15533, 15532, 15531, 15530, 15529, 15528, 15527, 15526, 15525, 15524, 15523, 15522, 15521, 15520, 15519, 15518, 15517, 15516, 

15515, 15514, 15513, 15512, 15511, 15510, 15508, 15507, 15506, 15505, 15504, 15503, 15502, 15501, 15500, 15499, 15498, 15497, 15496, 15495, 15494, 15493, 15492, 15491, 15490, 

15488, 15435, 15431, 15415, 15414])

Parameters:

Insight Production
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3:25:51 PM

2021-07 Statu
s

Posted BatchType Description

PO # Doc Type Date Paid
VO 02/12/2021

TR 
Unit

Exp Cd Taxab
le

1099

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

20 Y N

70 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

90 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

10 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

70 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

20 Y N

50 Y N

01 Y N

01 Y N

20 N N

70 N N

90 N N

01 N N

50 N N

10 N N

Voucher # 15532 Total

Batch AP004791 Total

Batch AP004791

4,674.09 4,674.09

$4,674.09 $4,674.09

 Documents Total $4,674.09

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 108.16

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 88.96

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 3,279.04

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 145.90

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 314.63

0.00

0 23210 0.00 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 0.00 737.40

1 92600 0.00 Kirkwood Season Pass 309.00

2 62020 0.00 Amazon - TV Mounts & 4-Way Key 109.89 0.00

0 56601 0.00 Amazon - Snowmobile Battery 88.96 0.00

0 62020 0.00 Amazon - Oil 706.30 0.00

1 92100 0.00 Amazon - Shop Coffee 49.87 0.00

1 92100 0.00 Amazon - Eyewash Station & Cardboard Storage Bins 244.36 0.00

0 62020 0.00 Amazon - Welding Tips & Helmet 167.72 0.00

0 14399 0.00 Squad 93 Winch Supplies 72.92 0.00

2 62020 0.00 Amazon - Interlocking Floor Tiles 96.36 0.00

2 62020 0.00 Amazon - Detergent, Glucose Testing & Cold Packs 145.68 0.00

1 92100 0.00 Office Drinks & Food 94.03 0.00

1 93400 0.00 Amazon - Left Interior Door Handle 58.44 0.00

1 92100 0.00 KMPUD APPROVED Stamp 18.76 0.00

2 62020 0.00 KVFD APPROVED Stamp 18.77 0.00

0 62020 0.00 Titan Construction - Concrete Curing Blanket 108.16 0.00

1 92100 0.00 PCS - 2020 W-2 & 1099 E-Filings 287.85 0.00

1 92100 0.00 Wylder - Cheryl Stern Thank You Gift 550.00 0.00

0 62020 0.00 Reolink - Indoor/Outdoor Security Cameras 145.90 0.00

0 14399 0.00 Phoenix USA - Squad 93 Back Wheel Parts 44.35 0.00

1 92105 0.00 Best Buy - Webcam - T.Baggett 128.69 0.00

1 92105 0.00 Mailstyler Pro - Annual Subscription 99.00 0.00

0 62020 0.00 Best Buy - Dash Cam & SD Card 146.91 0.00

0 61020 0.00 eBay - Mettler Scale Bulb 31.10 0.00

1 92120 0.00 AT&T Mobility - January Cell Phone 374.36 0.00

1 92105 0.00 Box.net 50.00 0.00

1 92105 0.00 Rackspace - Report Server 476.12 0.00

0.00

1 92105 0.00 Mailchimp 30.49 0.00

ProjectID TaskID Description DrAmt CrAmt

1 92120 0.00 Twilio 20.10

Fund Sect
or

GLAcct Alloc% WOID WOCat

Amount
15532 01/28/2021 KMPUD BOTW Mastercard 8801211 0.00 $4,674.09

AP_VOUCHER AP January Mastercard 2021 AP

BOTW001 BANK OF THE WEST
Doc Nbr Inv Date Inv # Inv Description Pd w/ Chk# DiscAmt

kmkellym AP Batch Page 1 of 2

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS PUD 3/9/2021

BatchI
D

AP004791 PeriodPos
t

Date 02/12/2021
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Consent for Claims
March 13, 2021

COP Interest Payment $34,499

OPERATING COSTS $467,804

TOTAL $502,303
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There are currently 0 locked off accounts.

Acct Current Past Due 1-30 Past Due 31-60 Past Due 61-90 Past Due Over 90 Total Balance Last Payment Date

10231 1,419.73 1,794.91 1,533.55 0.00 0.00 4,748.19 12/7/2020

10351 538.84 57.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 596.22 3/8/2021

10573 496.59 613.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,109.74 1/8/2021

10675 263.99 315.67 315.58 0.00 0.00 895.24 12/31/2020

10684 132.66 150.99 148.40 0.00 0.00 432.05 12/31/2020

10853 1,938.00 2,357.78 145.84 0.00 0.00 4,441.62 2/5/2021

10897 779.02 567.99 93.42 0.00 0.00 1,440.43 2/10/2021

11105 471.67 496.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 968.29 1/19/2021

11472 905.20 709.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,615.18 1/12/2021

11530 1,406.38 1,101.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,508.21 1/12/2021

11752 1,255.86 1,171.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,427.75 1/19/2021

12073 277.20 29.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 306.79 3/4/2021

12162 187.49 438.87 0.00 0.00 0.00 626.36 1/26/2021

12495 759.72 755.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,514.79 1/20/2021

12695 508.91 571.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,080.76 1/19/2021

13292 446.55 716.99 574.07 0.00 0.00 1,737.61 3/4/2021

13372 902.11 371.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,274.08 2/23/2021

13750 925.28 799.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,724.68 1/26/2021

14179 232.33 290.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 522.78 1/26/2021

14560 242.48 24.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 267.18 3/4/2021

14680 1,575.72 549.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,125.29 3/1/2021

14982 819.26 706.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,525.57 1/19/2021

15065 203.53 16.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 219.94 3/4/2021

15523 1,142.84 70.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,212.94 3/8/2021

15681 1,359.97 871.19 115.25 0.00 0.00 2,346.41 2/9/2021

15770 1,382.40 1,300.37 72.85 0.00 0.00 2,755.62 2/22/2021

16066 704.80 737.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,442.60 1/20/2021

16708 1,373.10 132.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,505.31 3/4/2021

17029 379.50 263.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 642.68 2/2/2021

17032 700.30 641.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,342.15 2/1/2021

17374 557.24 609.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,167.21 1/29/2021

18775 983.74 859.21 76.25 0.00 0.00 1,919.20 2/22/2021

18851 1,271.08 651.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,922.93 2/2/2021

19227 201.19 290.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 492.08 1/26/2021

19316 149.20 18.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 167.58 3/8/2021

19550 429.00 207.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 636.58 2/15/2021

19852 244.01 90.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 334.70 1/4/2021

19941 793.30 723.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,516.83 1/15/2021

19985 332.32 34.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 366.67 3/8/2021

20504 464.54 444.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 909.32 1/8/2021

20637 1,952.92 215.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,168.22 3/8/2021

20659 653.00 74.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 727.78 3/8/2021

20960 247.82 262.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 510.40 1/22/2021

21094 768.90 89.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 858.68 2/26/2021

21247 490.87 826.51 744.05 0.00 0.00 2,061.43 12/10/2020

21625 240.01 259.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 499.97 1/5/2021

21672 506.19 136.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 642.36 3/1/2021

21701 733.32 692.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,425.47 1/26/2021

21783 377.19 435.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 812.33 2/2/2021

22193 1,505.18 987.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,492.96 2/1/2021

22355 188.05 212.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 400.71 1/26/2021

22435 795.06 25.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 820.06
TOTALS 37,615.56 26,775.11 3,819.26 0.00 0.00 68,209.93

Acct 1 to 30 31 to 60 61 to 90 Over 90 NOTES

MEAD002 75.00 Meter Reads

TOTALS 75.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Secondary AR Past Due Balances 

Past Due Balances 

35



Balance Sheet - Consolidated 
January 31, 2021

Actual Budget

January, 2021 January, 2021 Variance

ASSETS

Current Assets - Funds

 2,583,242.50  2,204,711.00  378,531.50 Total Operating

 150,291.46  130,280.00  20,011.46 Total KVFD Reserve

 466,039.13  473,242.00 (7,202.87)Total Restricted

 439,808.03  439,808.00  0.03 Total Capital Reserve

 223,863.68  224,160.00 (296.32)Total COP Reserve Fund

 3,863,244.80  3,472,201.00  391,043.80 Total Current Assets - Funds

Current Assets - Other

 1,487,576.60  1,309,103.00  178,473.60 Total Accounts Receivable, net

 254,696.75  217,000.00  37,696.75 Total Materials & Supplies

 179,545.38  170,000.00  9,545.38 Total Prepaid Expenses

 1,921,818.73  1,696,103.00  225,715.73 Total Current Assets - Other

Capital Assets

 12,908,128.65  12,905,070.00  3,058.65 Total Buildings

 16,905,361.28  16,763,383.00  141,978.28 Total Generation Equipment

 15,854,083.31  15,854,083.00  0.31 Total Intangible Assets

 43,177,086.11  43,222,383.00 (45,296.89)Total General Plant & Other

 210,644.85  168,978.00  41,666.85 Total Construction in Progress

(26,497,401.11) (26,342,895.00) (154,506.11)Total Less: Accumulated Depreciation

 62,557,903.09  62,571,002.00 (13,098.91)Total Capital Assets

Non-Current Assets

 0.00  0.00  0.00 Total Capitalized Interest Bond Proceeds

 0.00  0.00  0.00 Total Restricted Funds

 4,521,278.99  4,504,242.00  17,036.99 Total Unamortized Debt Expenses, net

 0.00  0.00  0.00 Total Other Non-Current Assets

 4,521,278.99  4,504,242.00  17,036.99 Total Non-Current Assets

Deferred Outflows

 597,119.98  0.00  597,119.98 Total Deferred Outflows

 597,119.98  0.00  597,119.98 Total Deferred Outflows

Total Assets  72,864,245.61  72,243,548.00  620,697.61 

 73,461,365.59  72,243,548.00  1,217,817.59 Total Assets and Deferred Outflows

LIABILITIES

Current Liabilities

 195,243.87  408,249.00 (213,005.13)Total Accounts Payable

 139,751.83  145,840.00 (6,088.17)Total Accrued Interest Payable

 4,178.41  0.00  4,178.41 Total Customer Deposits

 760,505.47  672,174.00  88,331.47 Total Current Portion of Long-Term Debt

 588,182.47  567,050.00  21,132.47 Total Other Current Liabilities

 1,687,862.05  1,793,313.00 (105,450.95)Total Current Liabilities

Non-Current Liabilities

 54,285,514.12  54,264,006.00  21,508.12 Total Long-term Debt, less Current Portion

 2,480,520.87  2,230,570.00  249,950.87 Total Installment Loans

 304,520.00  320,760.00 (16,240.00)Total Unearned Revenues

 939,819.00  939,819.00  0.00 Total Net Pension Liability

(95,058.98) (95,945.00)  886.02 Total Cushion of Credit

 1,579,731.00  1,579,731.00  0.00 Total Net OPEB Liability
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Balance Sheet - Consolidated 
January 31, 2021

Actual Budget

January, 2021 January, 2021 Variance

 59,495,046.01  59,238,941.00  256,105.01 Total Non-Current Liabilities

Deferred Inflows

 62,687.99  0.00  62,687.99 Total Deferred Inflows

 62,687.99  0.00  62,687.99 Total Deferred Inflows

Total Liabilities  61,182,908.06  61,032,254.00  150,654.06 

Total Liabilities and Deferred Inflows  61,245,596.05  61,032,254.00  213,342.05 

EQUITY

Net Assets

 0.00  0.00  0.00 Total Restricted for Debt Service

 12,218,539.90  11,211,294.00  1,007,245.90 Total Unrestricted

 12,218,539.90  11,211,294.00  1,007,245.90 Total Net Assets

Total Equity  12,218,539.90  11,211,294.00  1,007,245.90 

Total Liabilities, Deferred Inflows, and Equity  73,464,135.95  72,243,548.00  1,220,587.95

Database: Report:D:\Homedir\PCS\Reports\ClientCustom\Calendar Combined Balance.rpt
{GlAcct.AcctType} in ["A", "L", "Q"] and

{?Period to Post} = {GlAcctBal.PeriodPost}

Parameters:
Insight Production

Last Modified: 10/13/2017
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This Year Budget This Year Variance

Net Income/(Loss) 242,458.64 246,981.00 (4,522.36) (72,228.48) (430,554.00) 358,325.52

0.00

Total Non-Operating (174,428.01) (178,039.00) 3,610.99 (1,231,805.25) (1,293,679.00) 61,873.75

GASB 68 & 75 Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00

GASB 75 OPEB Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

GASB 68 Pension Expense 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(3,091.63)

Non-Operating Expenses 175,592.72 183,539.00 (7,946.28) 1,295,518.97 1,312,479.00 (16,960.03)

Amortization 35,758.33 36,200.00 (441.67) 250,308.37 253,400.00

(13,868.40)

Other 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Interest Expense 139,834.39 147,339.00 (7,504.61) 1,045,210.60 1,059,079.00

0.00

Non-Operating Revenues 1,164.71 5,500.00 (4,335.29) 63,713.72 18,800.00 44,913.72

Contribution Revenues 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other 25.00 0.00 25.00 52,116.24 0.00 52,116.24

863,125.00 296,451.77

Investment Income 1,139.71 5,500.00 (4,360.29) 11,597.48 18,800.00 (7,202.52)

Total Operating 416,886.65 425,020.00 (8,133.35) 1,159,576.77

(155,408.98)

Operating Expenses 794,946.70 862,115.00 (67,168.30) 4,401,599.74 4,923,103.00 (521,503.26)

Internal Allocations 55,367.92 100,739.00 (45,371.08) 262,364.02 417,773.00

(25,507.28)

G & A Allocations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (5.00) 5.00

Depreciation 177,711.58 181,582.00 (3,870.42) 1,245,566.72 1,271,074.00

(43,910.24)

Board of Directors 9,549.33 12,350.00 (2,800.67) 88,492.83 86,468.00 2,024.83

Operating Expenses 45,014.53 52,704.00 (7,689.47) 275,237.76 319,148.00

(98,648.95)

Contract Services 16,818.00 4,150.00 12,668.00 118,036.36 90,900.00 27,136.36

Operations & Maintenance 67,101.62 85,323.00 (18,221.38) 481,784.05 580,433.00

(68,896.30)

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits 79,547.19 74,455.00 5,092.19 476,343.54 490,737.00 (14,393.46)

Salaries and Wages 121,887.24 124,703.00 (2,815.76) 762,996.70 831,893.00

(225,051.49)

Cost of Goods Sold 221,949.29 226,109.00 (4,159.71) 690,777.76 834,682.00 (143,904.24)

Operating Revenues 1,211,833.35 1,287,135.00 (75,301.65) 5,561,176.51 5,786,228.00

(49,868.56)

Meter Charges 6,638.67 6,675.00 (36.33) 46,001.22 46,725.00 (723.78)

Other Sales to Public Authorities 65,287.46 60,159.00 5,128.46 343,783.44 393,652.00

0.00

Base Rates 112,365.93 121,391.00 (9,025.07) 786,930.24 849,737.00 (62,806.76)

Property Taxes 70,200.00 70,200.00 0.00 491,400.00 491,400.00

0.00

Other 104,377.98 96,225.00 8,152.98 443,046.00 429,345.00 13,701.00

Imbalance Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KMPUD Internal Usage 17,652.94 12,207.00 5,445.94 54,410.54 36,621.00 17,789.54

2,126,027.00 (161,733.62)

Residential 338,810.40 317,101.00 21,709.40 1,431,311.69 1,412,721.00 18,590.69

YTD YTD Dollar

Commercial 496,499.97 603,177.00 (106,677.03) 1,964,293.38

Budget Income Statement - Combined
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals--------------

 January 31, 2021 Variance Budget
January       January Dollar
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Budget Income Statement -  General Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

1 - General & Admin

Other  50.00  0.00  50.00 na  1,318.08  0.00  1,318.08 na

Property Taxes  70,200.00  70,200.00  0.00 0.00%  491,400.00  491,400.00  0.00 0.00%

 70,250.00  492,718.08  491,400.00  50.00 0.07%  1,318.08 0.27% 70,200.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  33,696.15  47,804.00 (14,107.85) -29.51%  309,914.17  363,381.00 (53,466.83) -14.71%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  48,669.80  39,541.00  9,128.80 23.09%  291,766.16  283,779.00  7,987.16 2.81%

Operations & Maintenance  2,049.03  2,500.00 (450.97) -18.04%  23,123.09  21,178.00  1,945.09 9.18%

Contract Services  1,040.00  1,000.00  40.00 4.00%  68,508.88  60,350.00  8,158.88 13.52%

Operating Expenses  36,461.78  42,354.00 (5,892.22) -13.91%  232,276.94  261,698.00 (29,421.06) -11.24%

Board of Directors  9,549.33  12,350.00 (2,800.67) -22.68%  88,492.83  86,468.00  2,024.83 2.34%

G & A Allocations (131,214.93) (145,550.00)  14,335.07 -9.85% (1,012,763.99) (1,076,866.00)  64,102.01 -5.95%

 251.16  1,318.08 (12.00) 252.16 -25,216.00%  1,330.08 -11,084.00%(1.00)Operating Expenses

Total  69,998.84  491,400.00  70,201.00  491,412.00 (202.16) -0.29% (12.00) 0.00%Operating

Investment Income  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Expenses

Total  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 naNon-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (202.16) -0.29% (12.00) 0.00% 69,998.84  70,201.00  491,400.00  491,412.00 
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Budget Income Statement -  General Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

2 - Fire Department

Other  5,434.12  5,500.00 (65.88) -1.20%  40,505.78  39,500.00  1,005.78 2.55%

 5,434.12  40,505.78  39,500.00 (65.88) -1.20%  1,005.78 2.55% 5,500.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  394.24  71.00  323.24 455.27%  4,842.26  497.00  4,345.26 874.30%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  200.72  42.00  158.72 377.90%  3,135.95  323.00  2,812.95 870.88%

Operations & Maintenance  4,044.45  4,550.00 (505.55) -11.11%  35,662.72  33,850.00  1,812.72 5.36%

Contract Services  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  277.50  0.00  277.50 na

Operating Expenses  100.41  700.00 (599.59) -85.66%  2,346.53  4,900.00 (2,553.47) -52.11%

Depreciation  3,343.09  3,200.00  143.09 4.47%  23,401.69  22,400.00  1,001.69 4.47%

G & A Allocations  10,890.83  12,081.00 (1,190.17) -9.85%  84,059.38  89,378.00 (5,318.62) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  2,485.79  2,441.00  44.79 1.83%  7,666.81  7,323.00  343.81 4.69%

 21,459.53  161,392.84  158,671.00 (1,625.47) -7.04%  2,721.84 1.72% 23,085.00 Operating Expenses

Total (16,025.41) (120,887.06)(17,585.00) (119,171.00) 1,559.59 -8.87% (1,716.06) 1.44%Operating

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Expenses

Total  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 naNon-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS)  1,559.59 -8.87% (1,716.06) 1.44%(16,025.41) (17,585.00) (120,887.06) (119,171.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  General Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

3 - Parks & Recreation

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  9.11  0.00  9.11 na  2,500.92  3,251.00 (750.08) -23.07%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits (21.02)  0.00 (21.02) na  340.12  2,186.00 (1,845.88) -84.44%

Operations & Maintenance  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  900.00 (900.00) -100.00%

Operating Expenses  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Depreciation  0.00  315.00 (315.00) -100.00%  0.00  2,205.00 (2,205.00) -100.00%

G & A Allocations  1,312.15  1,455.00 (142.85) -9.82%  10,127.64  10,769.00 (641.36) -5.96%

Internal Allocations  5.28  0.00  5.28 na  41.06  0.00  41.06 na

 1,305.52  13,009.74  19,311.00 (464.48) -26.24% (6,301.26) -32.63% 1,770.00 Operating Expenses

Total (1,305.52) (13,009.74)(1,770.00) (19,311.00) 464.48 -26.24%  6,301.26 -32.63%Operating

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Expenses

Total  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 naNon-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS)  464.48 -26.24%  6,301.26 -32.63%(1,305.52) (1,770.00) (13,009.74) (19,311.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Water Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Commercial  6,613.26  14,769.00 (8,155.74) -55.22%  36,587.51  46,897.00 (10,309.49) -21.98%

Residential  12,956.57  13,009.00 (52.43) -0.40%  63,898.51  64,332.00 (433.49) -0.67%

KMPUD Internal Usage  36.38  0.00  36.38 na  322.17  0.00  322.17 na

Other  380.61  500.00 (119.39) -23.88%  3,630.94  3,500.00  130.94 3.74%

Base Rates  36,096.45  36,045.00  51.45 0.14%  253,100.16  252,315.00  785.16 0.31%

Meter Charges  2,939.52  2,978.00 (38.48) -1.29%  20,085.41  20,846.00 (760.59) -3.65%

 59,022.79  377,624.70  387,890.00 (8,278.21) -12.30% (10,265.30) -2.65% 67,301.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  6,203.84  6,140.00  63.84 1.04%  43,639.34  51,022.00 (7,382.66) -14.47%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  4,322.32  3,691.00  631.32 17.10%  27,197.72  33,031.00 (5,833.28) -17.66%

Operations & Maintenance  1,884.21  1,450.00  434.21 29.95%  5,797.84  28,150.00 (22,352.16) -79.40%

Contract Services  485.00  1,600.00 (1,115.00) -69.69%  10,928.66  11,200.00 (271.34) -2.42%

Operating Expenses  1,795.19  1,400.00  395.19 28.23%  6,824.59  9,800.00 (2,975.41) -30.36%

Depreciation  8,987.43  9,640.00 (652.57) -6.77%  64,182.94  67,480.00 (3,297.06) -4.89%

G & A Allocations  22,962.61  25,471.00 (2,508.39) -9.85%  177,233.70  188,452.00 (11,218.30) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  10,973.26  12,846.00 (1,872.74) -14.58%  44,363.44  54,205.00 (9,841.56) -18.16%

 57,613.86  380,168.23  443,340.00 (4,624.14) -7.43% (63,171.77) -14.25% 62,238.00 Operating Expenses

Total  1,408.93 (2,543.53) 5,063.00 (55,450.00)(3,654.07) -72.17%  52,906.47 -95.41%Operating

Investment Income  0.67  0.00  0.67 na  3.03  0.00  3.03 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.67  3.03  0.00  0.67 na  3.03 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  859.02  859.00  0.02 0.00%  6,699.48  6,013.00  686.48 11.42%

Amortization (79.82)  0.00 (79.82) na (558.74)  0.00 (558.74) na

 779.20  6,140.74  6,013.00 (79.80) -9.29%  127.74 2.12% 859.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (778.53) (6,137.71)(859.00) (6,013.00) 80.47 -9.37% (124.71) 2.07%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (3,573.60) -85.00%  52,781.76 -85.88% 630.40  4,204.00 (8,681.24) (61,463.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Waste Water Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Commercial  29,083.38  41,907.00 (12,823.62) -30.60%  96,161.97  166,218.00 (70,056.03) -42.15%

Residential  37,488.08  33,745.00  3,743.08 11.09%  175,726.34  118,863.00  56,863.34 47.84%

KMPUD Internal Usage  63.88  0.00  63.88 na  642.28  0.00  642.28 na

Other  739.65  625.00  114.65 18.34%  5,845.75  4,375.00  1,470.75 33.62%

Base Rates  55,366.57  65,093.00 (9,726.43) -14.94%  387,412.18  455,651.00 (68,238.82) -14.98%

Meter Charges  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 122,741.56  665,788.52  745,107.00 (18,628.44) -13.18% (79,318.48) -10.65% 141,370.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  10,581.49  12,008.00 (1,426.51) -11.88%  74,540.07  98,750.00 (24,209.93) -24.52%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  7,543.83  7,719.00 (175.17) -2.27%  40,547.72  67,458.00 (26,910.28) -39.89%

Operations & Maintenance  4,247.56  8,850.00 (4,602.44) -52.00%  44,084.01  81,550.00 (37,465.99) -45.94%

Contract Services  10,742.00  1,550.00  9,192.00 593.03%  18,809.07  10,850.00  7,959.07 73.36%

Operating Expenses  2,094.11  2,450.00 (355.89) -14.53%  15,565.62  17,150.00 (1,584.38) -9.24%

Depreciation  25,262.79  25,700.00 (437.21) -1.70%  179,206.48  179,900.00 (693.52) -0.39%

G & A Allocations  22,962.61  25,472.00 (2,509.39) -9.85%  177,233.70  188,453.00 (11,219.30) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  30,120.68  73,004.00 (42,883.32) -58.74%  175,579.82  313,019.00 (137,439.18) -43.91%

 113,555.07  725,566.49  957,130.00 (43,197.93) -27.56% (231,563.51) -24.19% 156,753.00 Operating Expenses

Total  9,186.49 (59,777.97)(15,383.00) (212,023.00) 24,569.49 -159.72%  152,245.03 -71.81%Operating

Investment Income  0.98  0.00  0.98 na  4.17  0.00  4.17 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.98  4.17  0.00  0.98 na  4.17 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  1,243.09  1,880.00 (636.91) -33.88%  9,694.84  13,160.00 (3,465.16) -26.33%

Amortization (115.24)  0.00 (115.24) na (806.68)  0.00 (806.68) na

 1,127.85  8,888.16  13,160.00 (752.15) -40.01% (4,271.84) -32.46% 1,880.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (1,126.87) (8,883.99)(1,880.00) (13,160.00) 753.13 -40.06%  4,276.01 -32.49%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS)  25,322.62 -146.69%  156,521.04 -69.51% 8,059.62 (17,263.00) (68,661.96) (225,183.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Employee Housing Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Other  6,385.00  6,800.00 (415.00) -6.10%  38,820.00  40,600.00 (1,780.00) -4.38%

 6,385.00  38,820.00  40,600.00 (415.00) -6.10% (1,780.00) -4.38% 6,800.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  102.48  0.00  102.48 na  6,463.17  1,910.00  4,553.17 238.39%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  14.21  0.00  14.21 na  2,656.36  1,260.00  1,396.36 110.82%

Operations & Maintenance  2,068.22  2,000.00  68.22 3.41%  17,368.35  14,000.00  3,368.35 24.06%

Contract Services  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Operating Expenses  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Depreciation  4,736.43  4,740.00 (3.57) -0.08%  33,155.04  33,180.00 (24.96) -0.08%

G & A Allocations  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Internal Allocations  5,162.19  4,635.00  527.19 11.37%  15,092.95  17,821.00 (2,728.05) -15.31%

 12,083.53  74,735.87  68,171.00  708.53 6.23%  6,564.87 9.63% 11,375.00 Operating Expenses

Total (5,698.53) (35,915.87)(4,575.00) (27,571.00)(1,123.53) 24.56% (8,344.87) 30.27%Operating

Investment Income  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  1,339.49  1,300.00  39.49 3.04%  9,383.61  9,100.00  283.61 3.12%

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 1,339.49  9,383.61  9,100.00  39.49 3.04%  283.61 3.12% 1,300.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (1,339.49) (9,383.61)(1,300.00) (9,100.00)(39.49) 3.04% (283.61) 3.12%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (1,163.02) 19.80% (8,628.48) 23.53%(7,038.02) (5,875.00) (45,299.48) (36,671.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Electricity Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Commercial  329,559.69  391,030.00 (61,470.31) -15.72%  1,457,684.92  1,412,623.00  45,061.92 3.19%

Residential  157,172.81  150,396.00  6,776.81 4.51%  745,434.49  781,871.00 (36,436.51) -4.66%

Imbalance Energy  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  9,660.23  1,000.00  8,660.23 866.02%  14,142.59  7,000.00  7,142.59 102.04%

Base Rates  16,907.72  16,568.00  339.72 2.05%  118,444.65  115,976.00  2,468.65 2.13%

Other Sales to Public Authorities  65,287.46  60,159.00  5,128.46 8.52%  343,783.44  393,652.00 (49,868.56) -12.67%

Meter Charges  2,234.31  2,237.00 (2.69) -0.12%  15,657.99  15,659.00 (1.01) -0.01%

 580,822.22  2,695,148.08  2,726,781.00 (40,567.78) -6.53% (31,632.92) -1.16% 621,390.00 Operating Revenues

Cost of Goods Sold  77,577.17  79,331.00 (1,753.83) -2.21%  308,287.51  368,844.00 (60,556.49) -16.42%

Salaries and Wages  27,108.81  19,655.00  7,453.81 37.92%  136,006.04  150,078.00 (14,071.96) -9.38%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Operations & Maintenance  28,567.77  40,413.00 (11,845.23) -29.31%  196,480.28  231,475.00 (34,994.72) -15.12%

Contract Services  4,551.00  0.00  4,551.00 na  11,124.75  8,500.00  2,624.75 30.88%

Operating Expenses  1,220.33  800.00  420.33 52.54%  9,254.90  5,600.00  3,654.90 65.27%

Depreciation  125,000.16  125,000.00  0.16 0.00%  873,637.39  875,000.00 (1,362.61) -0.16%

G & A Allocations  27,030.28  29,983.00 (2,952.72) -9.85%  208,629.39  221,833.00 (13,203.61) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  3,650.12  4,069.00 (418.88) -10.29%  8,946.78  12,207.00 (3,260.22) -26.71%

 294,705.64  1,752,367.04  1,873,537.00 (4,545.36) -1.52% (121,169.96) -6.47% 299,251.00 Operating Expenses

Total  286,116.58  942,781.04  322,139.00  853,244.00 (36,022.42) -11.18%  89,537.04 10.49%Operating

Investment Income  1,136.41  5,500.00 (4,363.59) -79.34%  11,582.92  18,800.00 (7,217.08) -38.39%

Other  25.00  0.00  25.00 na  52,116.24  0.00  52,116.24 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 1,161.41  63,699.16  18,800.00 (4,338.59) -78.88%  44,899.16 238.83% 5,500.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  134,006.98  139,752.00 (5,745.02) -4.11%  1,000,769.55  1,005,970.00 (5,200.45) -0.52%

Amortization  36,159.19  36,200.00 (40.81) -0.11%  253,114.39  253,400.00 (285.61) -0.11%

 170,166.17  1,253,883.94  1,259,370.00 (5,785.83) -3.29% (5,486.06) -0.44% 175,952.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (169,004.76) (1,190,184.78)(170,452.00) (1,240,570.00) 1,447.24 -0.85%  50,385.22 -4.06%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (34,575.18) -22.79%  139,922.26 -36.13% 117,111.82  151,687.00 (247,403.74) (387,326.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Cable TV Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Other  1,290.00  1,290.00  0.00 0.00%  9,030.00  9,030.00  0.00 0.00%

 1,290.00  9,030.00  9,030.00  0.00 0.00%  0.00 0.00% 1,290.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  28.41  0.00  28.41 na  401.98  0.00  401.98 na

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  24.30  0.00  24.30 na  265.23  0.00  265.23 na

Operations & Maintenance  0.00  320.00 (320.00) -100.00%  0.00  2,240.00 (2,240.00) -100.00%

Operating Expenses  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Depreciation  27.65  65.00 (37.35) -57.46%  362.22  455.00 (92.78) -20.39%

G & A Allocations  656.08  728.00 (71.92) -9.88%  5,063.83  5,384.00 (320.17) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  2.64  0.00  2.64 na  20.54  0.00  20.54 na

 739.08  6,113.80  8,079.00 (373.92) -33.60% (1,965.20) -24.32% 1,113.00 Operating Expenses

Total  550.92  2,916.20  177.00  951.00  373.92 211.25%  1,965.20 206.65%Operating

Investment Income  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 naNon-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS)  373.92 211.25%  1,965.20 206.65% 550.92  177.00  2,916.20  951.00 
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Budget Income Statement -  Snow Removal Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

KMPUD Internal Usage  12,207.00  12,207.00  0.00 0.00%  36,621.00  36,621.00  0.00 0.00%

Other  79,711.00  79,410.00  301.00 0.38%  326,903.25  317,640.00  9,263.25 2.92%

 91,918.00  363,524.25  354,261.00  301.00 0.33%  9,263.25 2.61% 91,617.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  32,242.59  30,569.00  1,673.59 5.47%  126,583.23  100,791.00  25,792.23 25.59%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  17,144.09  18,378.00 (1,233.91) -6.71%  71,512.70  62,567.00  8,945.70 14.30%

Operations & Maintenance  6,800.50  5,200.00  1,600.50 30.78%  43,952.18  53,600.00 (9,647.82) -18.00%

Contract Services  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Operating Expenses  3,194.42  5,000.00 (1,805.58) -36.11%  7,487.60  20,000.00 (12,512.40) -62.56%

Depreciation  5,294.83  6,982.00 (1,687.17) -24.16%  36,570.84  48,874.00 (12,303.16) -25.17%

G & A Allocations  14,827.29  16,447.00 (1,619.71) -9.85%  114,442.33  121,686.00 (7,243.67) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  59.61  100.00 (40.39) -40.39%  463.97  700.00 (236.03) -33.72%

 79,563.33  401,012.85  408,218.00 (3,112.67) -3.76% (7,205.15) -1.77% 82,676.00 Operating Expenses

Total  12,354.67 (37,488.60) 8,941.00 (53,957.00) 3,413.67 38.18%  16,468.40 -30.52%Operating

Investment Income  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  172.27  200.00 (27.73) -13.87%  1,399.72  1,400.00 (0.28) -0.02%

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 172.27  1,399.72  1,400.00 (27.73) -13.87% (0.28) -0.02% 200.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (172.27) (1,399.72)(200.00) (1,400.00) 27.73 -13.87%  0.28 -0.02%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS)  3,441.40 39.37%  16,468.68 -29.75% 12,182.40  8,741.00 (38,888.32) (55,357.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Propane Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Commercial  129,600.02  153,677.00 (24,076.98) -15.67%  362,325.73  487,731.00 (125,405.27) -25.71%

Residential  113,656.43  102,451.00  11,205.43 10.94%  322,675.85  325,155.00 (2,479.15) -0.76%

KMPUD Internal Usage  5,345.68  0.00  5,345.68 na  16,825.09  0.00  16,825.09 na

Other  614.86  1,000.00 (385.14) -38.51%  1,736.73  7,000.00 (5,263.27) -75.19%

Base Rates  3,995.19  3,685.00  310.19 8.42%  27,973.25  25,795.00  2,178.25 8.44%

Meter Charges  1,464.84  1,460.00  4.84 0.33%  10,257.82  10,220.00  37.82 0.37%

 254,677.02  741,794.47  855,901.00 (7,595.98) -2.90% (114,106.53) -13.33% 262,273.00 Operating Revenues

Cost of Goods Sold  144,372.12  146,778.00 (2,405.88) -1.64%  382,490.25  465,838.00 (83,347.75) -17.89%

Salaries and Wages  9,255.66  7,395.00  1,860.66 25.16%  43,593.76  53,675.00 (10,081.24) -18.78%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  8,815.36  4,446.00  4,369.36 98.28%  32,214.03  34,611.00 (2,396.97) -6.93%

Operations & Maintenance  36.06  1,440.00 (1,403.94) -97.50%  7,214.23  37,790.00 (30,575.77) -80.91%

Contract Services  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  6,312.50  0.00  6,312.50 na

Operating Expenses  148.29  0.00  148.29 na  1,481.58  0.00  1,481.58 na

Depreciation  5,059.20  5,940.00 (880.80) -14.83%  35,050.12  41,580.00 (6,529.88) -15.70%

G & A Allocations  25,062.05  27,800.00 (2,737.95) -9.85%  193,437.92  205,676.00 (12,238.08) -5.95%

Internal Allocations  1,259.19  2,017.00 (757.81) -37.57%  5,135.19  7,617.00 (2,481.81) -32.58%

 194,007.93  706,929.58  846,787.00 (1,808.07) -0.92% (139,857.42) -16.52% 195,816.00 Operating Expenses

Total  60,669.09  34,864.89  66,457.00  9,114.00 (5,787.91) -8.71%  25,750.89 282.54%Operating

Investment Income  1.65  0.00  1.65 na  7.36  0.00  7.36 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 1.65  7.36  0.00  1.65 na  7.36 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  2,213.54  3,348.00 (1,134.46) -33.88%  17,263.40  23,436.00 (6,172.60) -26.34%

Amortization (205.80)  0.00 (205.80) na (1,440.60)  0.00 (1,440.60) na

 2,007.74  15,822.80  23,436.00 (1,340.26) -40.03% (7,613.20) -32.49% 3,348.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total (2,006.09) (15,815.44)(3,348.00) (23,436.00) 1,341.91 -40.08%  7,620.56 -32.52%Non-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (4,446.00) -7.04%  33,371.45 -233.01% 58,663.00  63,109.00  19,049.45 (14,322.00)
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Budget Income Statement -  Solid Waste Fund

YTDJanuary       YTD 
 January 31, 2021

January Dollar Percent

Variance Variance
--------------------------Month Totals-------------------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals---------------------------

This Year Budget Variance Variance This Year Budget

Dollar Percent

0 - Default

Commercial  1,643.62  1,794.00 (150.38) -8.38%  11,533.25  12,558.00 (1,024.75) -8.16%

Residential  17,536.51  17,500.00  36.51 0.21%  123,576.50  122,500.00  1,076.50 0.88%

Other  112.51  100.00  12.51 12.51%  1,112.88  700.00  412.88 58.98%

 19,292.64  136,222.63  135,758.00 (101.36) -0.52%  464.63 0.34% 19,394.00 Operating Revenues

Salaries and Wages  2,264.46  1,061.00  1,203.46 113.43%  14,511.76  8,538.00  5,973.76 69.97%

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits  1,406.57  638.00  768.57 120.47%  6,707.55  5,522.00  1,185.55 21.47%

Operations & Maintenance  17,403.82  18,600.00 (1,196.18) -6.43%  108,101.35  75,700.00  32,401.35 42.80%

Contract Services  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  2,075.00  0.00  2,075.00 na

Operating Expenses  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Depreciation  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

G & A Allocations  5,511.03  6,113.00 (601.97) -9.85%  42,536.10  45,230.00 (2,693.90) -5.96%

Internal Allocations  1,649.16  1,627.00  22.16 1.36%  5,053.46  4,881.00  172.46 3.53%

 28,235.04  178,985.22  139,871.00  196.04 0.70%  39,114.22 27.96% 28,039.00 Operating Expenses

Total (8,942.40) (42,762.59)(8,645.00) (4,113.00)(297.40) 3.44% (38,649.59) 939.69%Operating

Investment Income  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Other  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Contribution Revenues  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Revenues

Interest Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

Amortization  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 Non-Operating Expenses

GASB 68 Pension Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

GASB 75 OPEB Expense  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00  0.00  0.00 na

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 na 0.00 GASB 68 & 75 Expense

Total  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 na  0.00 naNon-Operating

NET INCOME (LOSS) (297.40) 3.44% (38,649.59) 939.69%(8,942.40) (8,645.00) (42,762.59) (4,113.00)
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Actual
January, 2020 Variance

2,741,478.37
150,263.59
439,931.44
439,808.03
226,602.44

3,998,083.87

1,528,268.72
217,980.19
146,022.62

1,892,271.53

12,602,483.14
16,763,382.83
15,854,083.31
42,989,107.53

456,805.94
(24,365,433.78)
64,300,428.97

0.00
0.00

4,953,410.63
0.00

4,953,410.63

499,858.98
499,858.98

75,144,195.00

75,644,053.98

464,264.58
148,992.29

6,852.54
918,839.08
622,238.58

2,161,187.07

55,398,238.74
3,093,795.78
295,346.57
852,269.00
(90,676.02)

1,306,014.00
60,854,988.07

33,143.99
33,143.99

63,016,175.14

63,049,319.13

0.00
12,594,958.27
12,594,958.27

12,594,958.27

75,644,277.40Total Liabilities, Deferred Inflows, and Equity 73,464,135.95 (2,180,141.45)

Total Net Assets 12,218,539.90 (376,418.37)

Total Equity 12,218,539.90 (376,418.37)

Total Restricted for Debt Service 0.00 0.00
Total Unrestricted 12,218,539.90 (376,418.37)

Total Liabilities and Deferred Inflows 61,245,596.05 (1,803,723.08)

EQUITY

Net Assets

Total Deferred Inflows 62,687.99 29,544.00

Total Liabilities 61,182,908.06 (1,833,267.08)

Total Non-Current Liabilities 59,495,046.01 (1,359,942.06)

Deferred Inflows
Total Deferred Inflows 62,687.99 29,544.00

Total Cushion of Credit (95,058.98) (4,382.96)
Total Net OPEB Liability 1,579,731.00 273,717.00

Total Unearned Revenues 304,520.00 9,173.43
Total Net Pension Liability 939,819.00 87,550.00

Non-Current Liabilities
Total Long-term Debt, less Current Portion 54,285,514.12 (1,112,724.62)
Total Installment Loans 2,480,520.87 (613,274.91)

Total Other Current Liabilities 588,182.47 (34,056.11)
Total Current Liabilities 1,687,862.05 (473,325.02)

Total Customer Deposits 4,178.41 (2,674.13)
Total Current Portion of Long-Term Debt 760,505.47 (158,333.61)

Total Accounts Payable 195,243.87 (269,020.71)
Total Accrued Interest Payable 139,751.83 (9,240.46)

Total Assets and Deferred Outflows 73,461,365.59 (2,182,688.39)

LIABILITIES

Current Liabilities

Total Deferred Outflows 597,119.98 97,261.00

Total Assets 72,864,245.61 (2,279,949.39)

Total Non-Current Assets 4,521,278.99 (432,131.64)

Deferred Outflows
Total Deferred Outflows 597,119.98 97,261.00

Total Unamortized Debt Expenses, net 4,521,278.99 (432,131.64)
Total Other Non-Current Assets 0.00 0.00

Non-Current Assets
Total Capitalized Interest Bond Proceeds 0.00 0.00
Total Restricted Funds 0.00 0.00

Total Less: Accumulated Depreciation (26,497,401.11) (2,131,967.33)
Total Capital Assets 62,557,903.09 (1,742,525.88)

Total General Plant & Other 43,177,086.11 187,978.58
Total Construction in Progress 210,644.85 (246,161.09)

Total Generation Equipment 16,905,361.28 141,978.45
Total Intangible Assets 15,854,083.31 0.00

Total Current Assets - Other 1,921,818.73 29,547.20

Capital Assets
Total Buildings 12,908,128.65 305,645.51

Total Materials & Supplies 254,696.75 36,716.56
Total Prepaid Expenses 179,545.38 33,522.76

Total Current Assets - Funds 3,863,244.80 (134,839.07)

Current Assets - Other
Total Accounts Receivable, net 1,487,576.60 (40,692.12)

Total Capital Reserve 439,808.03 0.00
Total COP Reserve Fund 223,863.68 (2,738.76)

Total KVFD Reserve 150,291.46 27.87
Total Restricted 466,039.13 26,107.69

ASSETS

Current Assets - Funds
Total Operating 2,583,242.50 (158,235.87)

Balance Sheet Comparison January 20-21

Actual
January, 2021
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2021 2020 Variance

2,090,525.10

1,261,051.79

57,113.54

0.00

565,732.54

486,528.00

709,069.50

346,693.89

46,404.49

5,563,118.85

701,808.92

757,312.47

461,377.74

512,018.83

91,444.76

300,570.53

88,575.12

1,268,894.74

225,052.98

262,832.72

4,669,888.81

893,230.04

23,204.85

277,433.00

0.00

300,637.85

1,083,724.22

0.00

250,924.45

1,334,648.67

(1,034,010.82)

(140,780.78)Net Income/(Loss)

YTD 

(72,228.48) 68,552.30

Total Non-Operating (1,231,805.25) (197,794.43)

(616.08)

Non-Operating Expenses 1,295,518.97 (39,129.70)

Amortization 250,308.37

(38,513.62)

Other 0.00 0.00

Interest Expense 1,045,210.60

0.00

Non-Operating Revenues 63,713.72 (236,924.13)

Contribution Revenues 0.00

Other 52,116.24 (225,316.76)

266,346.73

Investment Income 11,597.48 (11,607.37)

Total Operating 1,159,576.77

(468.70)

Operating Expenses 4,401,599.74 (268,289.07)

Internal Allocations 262,364.02

(23,328.02)

G & A Allocations 0.00 (225,052.98)

Depreciation 1,245,566.72

(25,332.77)

Board of Directors 88,492.83 (82.29)

Operating Expenses 275,237.76

(30,234.78)

Contract Services 118,036.36 26,591.60

Operations & Maintenance 481,784.05

5,684.23

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits 476,343.54 14,965.80

Salaries and Wages 762,996.70

(1,942.34)

Cost of Goods Sold 690,777.76 (11,031.16)

Operating Revenues 5,561,176.51

(2,910.45)

Meter Charges 46,001.22 (403.27)

Other Sales to Public Authorities 343,783.44

4,872.00

Base Rates 786,930.24 77,860.74

Property Taxes 491,400.00

0.00

Other 443,046.00 (122,686.54)

Imbalance Energy 0.00

KMPUD Internal Usage 54,410.54 (2,703.00)

(126,231.72)

Residential 1,431,311.69 170,259.90

YTD Dollar

Commercial 1,964,293.38

Income Statement Comparison January 20-21
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This Year Budget This Year Variance

1,224,647.00 191,776.96Total Operating 399,041.19 361,527.00 37,514.19 1,416,423.96

(155,408.98)

Operating Expenses 827,627.00 827,627.00 0.00 5,371,420.74 5,750,735.00 (379,314.26)

Internal Allocations 92,038.00 92,038.00 0.00 354,402.02 509,811.00

(25,507.28)

G & A Allocations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Depreciation 181,582.00 181,582.00 0.00 1,427,148.72 1,452,656.00

98,283.76

Board of Directors 12,353.00 12,353.00 0.00 100,845.83 98,821.00 2,024.83

Operating Expenses 54,180.00 54,180.00 0.00 471,611.76 373,328.00

(98,648.95)

Contract Services 4,150.00 4,150.00 0.00 122,186.36 95,050.00 27,136.36

Operations & Maintenance 75,956.00 75,956.00 0.00 557,740.05 656,389.00

(68,896.30)

Payroll Taxes & EE Benefits 74,980.00 74,980.00 0.00 551,323.54 565,717.00 (14,393.46)

Salaries and Wages 123,764.00 123,764.00 0.00 886,760.70 955,657.00

(187,537.30)

Cost of Goods Sold 208,624.00 208,624.00 0.00 899,401.76 1,043,306.00 (143,904.24)

Operating Revenues 1,226,668.19 1,189,154.00 37,514.19 6,787,844.70 6,975,382.00

(43,623.90)

Meter Charges 6,641.45 6,675.00 (33.55) 52,642.67 53,400.00 (757.33)

Other Sales to Public Authorities 60,484.66 54,240.00 6,244.66 404,268.10 447,892.00

0.00

Base Rates 112,417.90 121,391.00 (8,973.10) 899,348.14 971,128.00 (71,779.86)

Property Taxes 70,200.00 70,200.00 0.00 561,600.00 561,600.00

0.00

Other 101,138.92 96,225.00 4,913.92 544,184.92 525,570.00 18,614.92

Imbalance Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

KMPUD Internal Usage 17,130.55 12,207.00 4,923.55 71,541.09 48,828.00 22,713.09

2,668,274.00 (198,670.75)

Residential 353,344.84 285,969.00 67,375.84 1,784,656.53 1,698,690.00 85,966.53

YTD YTD Dollar

Commercial 505,309.87 542,247.00 (36,937.13) 2,469,603.25

February 2021 Preliminary Income Statement
--------------------------Month Totals--------------------- ----------------------------Year to Date Totals--------------

 February 28, 2021 Variance Budget
February       February Dollar

53



Cash Flow FYE 2021

Jul-20 Aug-20 Sep-20 Oct-20 Nov-20 Dec-20 Jan-21 Feb-21 Mar-21 Apr-21 May-21 Jun-21
Revenue/Expenses

AR Revenue $389,301 $465,668 $425,426 $483,601 $392,061 $670,164 $1,029,155 $1,096,319 $913,729 $1,102,553 $739,066 $514,869
Snow Removal Revenue $61,034 $140,315 $140,315 $140,315 $116,000
Property Tax Revenue $84,000 $83,258 $346,201 $75,000 $302,936
Operating Expenses (w/out depreciation) ($419,965) ($427,772) ($423,902) ($444,136) ($559,501) ($695,503) ($680,416) ($645,924) ($631,540) ($527,374) ($402,498) ($370,264)

Capital Expenses ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875) ($68,875)

Loans
COP Interest ($45,100) ($34,500)
COP Principal ($530,000)
RUS Interest ($392,902) ($382,355) ($411,149) ($412,597)
RUS Principal ($309,259) ($400,099) ($426,578) ($335,949)
Bank of the West Loan ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100) ($7,100)
Employee Housing Condos ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175) ($3,175)
Wells Fargo Trackless Loan ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050) ($3,050)

Net Changes ($112,864) ($535,404) ($721,804) $97,580 ($109,325) ($666,420) $728,740 $333,695 ($637,738) $567,979 $254,367 ($383,206)

Updated Operating Forecast $1,565,865 $1,095,490 $1,117,223 $1,223,190 $1,279,078 $1,407,538 $2,067,513 $1,752,664 $1,212,371 $1,780,349 $2,034,717 $1,651,511
Cushion of Credit $92,945 $92,945 $94,445 $94,445 $94,445 $95,945 $95,945 $95,945 $0 $0 $0 $0
LAIF Balance $1,524,540 $1,524,540 $774,540 $777,621 $777,621 $277,621 $277,621 $1,278,756 $1,278,756 $1,278,756 $1,278,756 $1,278,756
Total Operating Cash $3,183,349 $2,712,974 $1,986,207 $2,095,256 $2,151,144 $1,781,104 $2,441,079 $3,127,364 $2,491,126 $3,059,105 $3,313,473 $2,930,267
Budget $3,060,150 $2,482,972 $1,718,819 $1,923,971 $1,931,785 $1,349,406 $2,204,711 $2,606,459 $2,216,353 $2,733,014 $3,025,382 $2,687,001
Variance to Budget $123,199 $230,002 $267,388 $171,285 $219,359 $431,698 $236,368 $520,906 $274,774 $326,091 $288,090 $243,265

Reserve Fund  

Transfer in from Operating Cash $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Capital Expenses
Reserve Fund Balance

Updated Reserve Forecast $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808 $439,808

FYE 2021
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KNOWN BUDGET VARIANCES FOR FYE 2021 Annual Impact
Waste Water Base Rates Total FY 2021 $108,000
Solid Waste Dumping Fees - Through 1/31/21 $32,401
Solid Waste Salaries & Wages - Through 1/31/21 $7,159
Snow Removal Salaries & Wages - Through 1/31/21 $34,738
WET Lab - Iron & Manganese Testing $4,532
Ammonia Spill Clean Up $30,289
IRS Late Penalties $4,092
Snow Removal Contract Revenue $13,122

TOTAL ANNUAL IMPACT $234,334
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Board Meeting 3/13/21   Agenda Item 9b 

STAFF REPORT 
FYE 2021 Budget Assumptions 

 
Requested Action: 
 

To provide direction to Staff regarding the methodology to use to create the budget 
assumptions for units sold. 
 
Background: 
 
In past budgeting cycles staff has used a 5-year average to create budget assumptions for units 
sold. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic the last fiscal year has created an anomalous year in the 
average. Some members of the Board previously mentioned that they believed that this 
anomalous year may become the norm versus an anomaly. Staff would like direction on how to 
proceed with creating budget assumptions in order to minimize re-work. Would the Board prefer 
to continue to use the 5-year average, or would the Board prefer to use the recent fiscal year as 
the basis to make the assumptions for units sold?  
 
Reviewed By: 
Finance Committee – Finance Committee recommends continuation of using the 5-year average 
to create budget assumptions for units sold. 
 
 
Prepared By: 
Kelly McBride 
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Board Meeting 3/13/21   Agenda Item 9c 

STAFF REPORT 
RUS Loan Maturity 

 
Requested Action: 
 

Provide consensus to the Board on rollover or pay-off of the RUS FFB Loan B8-7 due to 
mature on 3/31/2021.  
 
Background: 
 
RUS Loan #3370 originally funded on 10/17/2014 in the amount of $100,000 is due to mature on 
3/31/2021. The outstanding principal is $87,864 with a current interest rate of 1.642. Staff 
recommends this loan be allowed to mature and use the balance in the Cushion of Credit to cover 
the payment of the balance on this loan. The current balance in the Cushion of Credit is $95,945. 
 
 
 
Reviewed By: 
Finance Committee – Finance Committee recommends allowing the loan to mature and applying 
the balance in the Cushion of Credit to cover the loan payoff. 
 
 
 
Prepared By: 
Kelly McBride 
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Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District

Aquifer Levels / Water Pumped / Water Treated

February 2021

WATER PRODUCED WWTP

Well 4 Well 4/5 Well 2 Well 2 Well 3 Total Daily

Date Aquifer Level Pumped Aquifer Pumped Pumped Pumped Influent Flow

1 126.4 21 50800 7000 57800 44963

2 127.3 21 44400 10000 54400 44127

3 128.3 21 36400 10000 46400 58172

4 129.2 21 57300 10000 67300 67656

5 130 21 51500 51500 61541

6 130.9 22931 21 47300 13000 83231 88724

7 129.7 28403 21 28403 66111

8 128.8 23512 21 44200 17000 84712 43877

9 127.7 21 39600 13000 52600 42159

10 129 21 46500 46500 37974

11 130.1 21 23300 12000 35300 43402

12 131.1 24203 21 24203 71870

13 130.1 39096 21 26000 65096 72125

14 128.3 25391 21 47800 9000 82191 91617

15 127.5 18734 21 49800 14000 82534 85668

16 127.4 21 49700 10000 59700 74939

17 128.7 21 45400 18000 63400 65507

18 129.8 21 50000 10000 60000 69639

19 130.8 26989 21 46300 10000 83289 65496

20 129.2 21 47400 10000 57400 78730

21 130.6 28636 21 46900 9000 84536 73957

22 129.1 24302 21 49500 9000 82802 54823

23 128.5 21 45000 45000 45546

24 129.8 21 40300 15000 55300 35157

25 130.9 21 33400 33400 48413

26 131.8 21 38600 13000 51600 48551

27 132.9 21 34900 34900 84912

28 131.9 41092 21 89500 26000 156592 66357

AVG 129 21

TOTAL 303,289       1,155,800     271,000       

Monthly Well Water Pumped 1,730,089        

Monthly Water Treated / Processed in WWTP 1,732,013      

Well 4 Depth Sounding

Field Plant Display Date Well 4/5 Purging

Water/Qtrly Samples 12,000.00      

Hydrant Flushing

Fire Department 1,800.00        

-                 

Hours Wells Run

2 152.6 13,800.00      

3 219.2

4 & 5 66.1 58



Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District

Electric Generation

2020/2021         

JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE

Total Production (kWh) 479,077 416,148 379,192 417,352 792,456 1,240,224 968,453 951,588 5,644,490

         CAISO Purchase (kWh) 436,777 415,778 329,782 380,742 745,706 1,240,184 905,433 951,588 5,405,990

         Powerhouse Production (kWh) 42,300 370 49,410 36,610 46,750 40 63,020 0 238,500

Actual Metered (kWh) 436,777 344,170 299,702 329,019 631,154 1,082,720 823,197 848,243 4,794,982

Budgeted Metered (kWh) 348,872 321,467 314,510 346,139 721,301 971,393 915,655 825,560 4,764,896

Total System Losses (kWh) 42,300 71,978 79,490 88,333 161,302 157,504 145,256 103,345 849,508

Identified System Losses (Estimated kWh):

          KM Blue Transformer 9,226 9,226 8,928 8,928 8,928 9,226 8,630 9,226 72,317

          KM Green Transformer 10,892 10,892 10,541 10,541 10,541 10,892 10,189 10,892 85,380

          Step-Up Transformers 8,090 8,090 8,090 8,090 8,090 8,090 8,090 8,090 64,720

Total Identified System Losses (kWh) 28,208 28,208 27,559 27,559 27,559 28,208 26,910 28,208 222,417

Total Unidentified System Losses (kWh) 14,092 43,771 51,931 60,774 133,743 129,296 118,347 75,137 627,090

% Unidentified System Losses (Goal 12%) 3% 11% 14% 15% 17% 10% 12% 8% 11%

#####

JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

Propane Usage (cf) 469,301 378,908 413,907 686,523 2,012,665 2,917,635 3,071,334 2,881,701 12,831,974

Actual Metered (cf) 456,291 390,896 429,571 761,213 1,984,247 2,925,126 3,125,971 2,988,221 13,061,536

Budgeted Metered (cf) 452,566 436,555 560,613 953,730 2,066,820 3,506,204 3,669,452 3,423,770 15,069,710

Unmetered Total 13,010 (11,988) (15,664) (74,690) 28,418 (7,491) (54,637) (106,520) (229,562)

% Unmetered (Goal 2%) 3% -3% -4% -11% 1% 0% -2% -4% -2%

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District

Propane Production

2020/2021 

Totals

2020/2021 

Totals

Unidentified System Losses (kWh):

2020/2021
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JULY AUGUST SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

Total Production (Gallons) 1,122,242 1,084,662 983,479 782,480 1,480,926 1,484,528 1,760,330 1,730,089 10,428,736

958,719 891,519 711,326 671,263 1,251,913 1,287,263 1,380,202 1,690,914 8,843,118

791,881 665,584 576,074 377,060 568,078 1,432,456 1,748,779 1,414,384 7,574,295

Total System Losses (Gallons) 163,523 193,143 272,153 111,217 229,013 197,265 380,128 39,175 1,585,618

          District Facility Use 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 29,000 12,000 113,000

          Hydrant / Sample Flushing 5,000 7,400 20,200 5,200 5,000 20,000 5,000 12,000 79,800

          Backwards Meter Reads 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 8,000

          Discovered Leaks Before Meters 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

          Fire Department 800 800 800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 11,400

Total Identified System Losses (Gallons) 18,800 21,200 34,000 20,000 19,800 34,800 36,800 26,800 212,200

Unidentified System Losses (Gallons) 144,723 171,943 238,153 91,217 209,213 162,465 343,328 12,375 1,373,418

% Unidentified System Losses (Goal 15%) 13% 16% 24% 12% 14% 11% 20% 1% 13%

JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

Influent Metered (Gallons) 1,250,209 991,244 740,900 717,422 646,326 1,584,966 1,761,998 1,732,013 9,425,078

Actual Metered (Gallons) 932,232 846,586 647,102 644,701 509,343 1,098,348 1,380,195 1,527,745 7,586,253

Total System Unmetered (Gallons) 317,977 144,658 93,798 72,721 136,983 486,618 381,803 204,268 1,838,825

          District Facility Use 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 96,000

          Hydrant Flushing Into System 0 2,400 5,200 200 200 0 0 0 8,000

         Backwards Reads 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Identified Unmetered Usage (Gallons) 12,000 14,400 17,200 12,200 12,200 12,000 12,000 12,000 104,000

Unidentified Unmetered Usage (Gallons) 305,977 130,258 76,598 60,521 124,783 474,618 369,803 192,268 1,734,825

% Unidentified Unmetered Usage 24% 13% 10% 8% 19% 30% 21% 11% 18%

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District

Water Production

2020/2021

2020/2021 

Totals

Identified Unmetered Usage - (Estimated Gallons)

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District

Waste Water Treatment

2020/2021

Identified System Losses - (Estimated Gallons)

2020/2021 

Totals

Actual Metered (Gallons)

Budgeted Metered (Gallons)
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Board Meeting: March 13, 2021   Agenda Item 9e. 

STAFF REPORT 

Electric Facility Physical Security 

 

Requested Action: 

That the Board review the Draft Utility Security Plan Report and provide comments to staff. 

 

Background: 

CPUC Decision 19-01-018 requires IOUs to perform an assessment of the physical security of 

electric infrastructure.  Though POUs are not currently required to perform this assessment, it is 

anticipated that this will become a requirement.  KMPUD recognizes the importance of securing 

the safety and reliability of its electric system and, therefore, KMPUD voluntarily participated in 

the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Physical Security proceeding and has 

undertaken an assessment. The California Municipal Utilities Association (CMUA) coordinated 

with the state’s IOUs to develop a comprehensive Straw Proposal for a process to identify at-risk 

facilities and, if necessary, develop physical security mitigation plans.  

 

KMPUD staff reviewed all electric facilities and identified no Covered Distribution Facilities as 

described in the Straw Proposal.  The Draft Utility Security Plan Report has been submitted to 

Alpine County Sheriff’s Department who will perform an independent review.  Once this review 

is completed, comments from the independent review along with any comments from the Board 

will be incorporated.  A Final Utility Security Plan Report will be brought to the Board for 

approval.  A qualified authority is required to review the final plan before submission to the 

CPUC in June 2021. 

   

 

Fiscal Impact: 

Since no Covered Distribution Facilities were identified, no costs for mitigation measures are 

expected.  The costs to have the final plan reviewed by a qualified authority are yet to be 

determined. 

 

Reviewed By: 

Operations Committee has reviewed the Draft Utility Security Plan Report. 

 

Prepared By: 

Brandi Benson 
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KMPUD Utility Security Plan 

February 2, 2021 

4 

I. OVERVIEW 

A. GOAL OF UTILITY SECURITY PLAN 

Ensuring the safety of its facilities is a top priority for KMPUD, and KMPUD prioritizes safety in all 

aspects of its design, operation, and maintenance practices.  The overarching goal of this Utility 

Security Plan is to describe KMPUD’s risk management approach toward distribution system 

physical security, with appropriate consideration of resiliency, impact, and cost.  

KMPUD recognizes the importance of securing the safety and reliability of its electric system and, 

therefore, KMPUD voluntarily participated in the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) 

Physical Security proceeding and has undertaken this assessment.  In the spirit of continued 

voluntary cooperation, KMPUD offers the following in response to CPUC Decision 19-01-018. 

B. DESCRIPTION OF KMPUD 

Established in 1985, the Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (KMPUD) was formed as a public 

municipal corporation under the California Public Utilities Code after detachment from the El 

Dorado Irrigation District.  The District is located in a remote area in the Sierra Nevada mountains 

within Alpine, Amador, and El Dorado Counties. KMPUD’s service area encompasses an area of 

approximately 1.875 square miles.  KMPUD serves 761 active electric customers, of which 242 are 

residential. 

To serve these customers, KMPUD owns and operates two substations, 1.7 miles of 34.5kV 

overhead transmission lines, 25.7 miles of 34.5kV underground transmission lines, 11.5 miles of 

12.47kV underground distribution lines,170 transformers, six circuit routing switches and 37 

underground vaults.  In addition, KMPUD owns and operates a 5-megawatt emergency backup 

generation facility housing eight diesel generators with sufficient capacity to meet the current 

peak demand of 3.2 megawatts.   

C. RESULTS OF UTILITY SECURITY PLAN ASSESSMENT 

Three distribution facilities were assessed as part of the Utility Security Plan Assessment.  Of these, 

none were determined to be Covered Distribution Facilities, and none were found to require the 

creation of a Mitigation Plan.   

[PLACEHOLDER: Once completed, this section should describe the general conclusions of the 

Independent Evaluation and POU’s response]  
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II. BACKGROUND 

On April 16, 2013, one or more individuals attacked equipment located within Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company’s (PG&E) Metcalf Transmission Substation, ultimately damaging 17 

transformers.  These individuals also cut nearby fiber-optic telecommunication cables owned by 

AT&T.  In response to the attack, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) directed the 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) to develop new physical security 

requirements, resulting in the creation of CIP-014. 

At the state level, Senator Jerry Hill authored SB 699 (2014), directing the CPUC to 

“consider adopting rules to address the physical security risks to the distribution systems of 

electrical corporations.”  In response to SB 699, the CPUC’s Safety and Enforcement Division, Risk 

Assessment and Safety Advisory Section (RASA) prepared a white paper proposing a new 

requirement for investor owned utilities (IOUs) and publicly owned utilities (POUs) to develop 

security plans that would identify security risks to their distribution and transmission systems, and 

propose methods to mitigate those risks.  The CPUC hosted a series of workshops to better 

understand the state of utility physical security protections and to seek input on refining their 

proposal. 

In order to support a statewide improvement of how utilities address distribution level physical 

security risks, the California Municipal Utilities Association (CMUA), which is the statewide trade 

association for POUs, coordinated with the state’s IOUs to develop a comprehensive Straw 

Proposal1 (Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal) for a process to identify at-risk facilities and, if 

necessary, develop physical security mitigation plans.  As a member of CMUA, KMPUD staff 

participated in the development of the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal through a CMUA working 

group.  The Joint POU/IOU Straw Proposal set out a process for the following: (1) identifying if the 

utility has any high priority distribution facilities; (2) evaluating the potential risks to those high 

priority distribution facilities; (3) for the distribution facilities where the identified risks are not 

effectively mitigated through existing resilience/security measures, developing a mitigation plan; 

(4) obtaining third party reviews of the mitigation plans; (5) adopting a document retention 

policy; (6) ensuring a review process established by the POU governing board; and (7) 

implementing information sharing protocols.   

RASA filed a response2 to the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal that recommended various 

modifications and clarifications, including a six step process.  Additionally, RASA recommended 

that the utility mitigation plans include: (1) an assessment of supply chain vulnerabilities; (2) 

training programs for law enforcement and utility staff to improve communication during 

physical security events; and (3) an assessment of any nearby communication utility 

infrastructure that supports priority distribution substations. 

 
1 Straw Proposal available at: 

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/Safety/Risk_Assessment/physicalsecurity/R1506009-

Updated%20Joint%20Straw%20Proposal%20and%20Cover%20083117%20Filing.pdf.    
2 RASA Response available at:  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/uploadedFiles/CPUCWebsite/Content/Safety/Risk_Assessment/physicalsecurity/Final%20Staff

%20Recommendation%20for%20Commission%20Consideration%20010318.pdf.  
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In early 2019, the CPUC approved Decision (D.) 19-01-018, which adopted the Joint IOU/POU 

Straw Proposal as modified by the RASA proposal, with additional clarifications and guidance. 

D.19-01-018 clarified that where there is a conflict between the Straw Proposal and the RASA 

proposal, then it is the rule in the RASA proposal that controls.3  

D.19-01-018 asserted that the POUs should utilize the Utility Security Plan process described 

therein.  KMPUD is following the process and issuing this report at this time to reflect its existing 

commitment to safety and to protecting its ratepayers’ investment by taking reasonable and 

cost-effective measures in an effort to safeguard key assets of its distribution system. 

 

 

 

 
3 D.19-01-018 at 43, footnote 58 (“Should there be any question of which shall predominate should there be any 

incongruity or conflict between a utility or SED RASA recommended rule, the SED RASA rule shall apply.”).  
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III. PLAN DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

A. PHYSICAL SECURITY PRINCIPLES 

The Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal seeks to support the creation of a risk management approach 

toward distribution system physical security, with appropriate considerations of resiliency, 

impact, and cost.  In order to accomplish this risk-based approach, the Joint IOU/POU Straw 

Proposal identifies several principles to guide the development of each individual utility’s 

program.  These principles are the following:  

1. Distribution systems are not subject to the same physical security risks and associated 

consequences, including threats of physical attack by terrorists, as the transmission 

system.  

2. Distribution utilities will not be able to eliminate the risk of a physical attack occurring, 

but certain actions can be taken to reduce the risk or consequences, or both, of a 

significant attack.  

3. A one-size-fits-all standard or rule will not work. Distribution utilities should have the 

flexibility to address physical security risks in a manner that works best for their systems 

and unique situations, consistent with a risk management approach.  

4. Protecting the distribution system should consider both physical security protection and 

operational resiliency or redundancy.  

5. The focus should not be on all Distribution Facilities, but only those that risk dictates 

would require additional measures.  

6. Planning and coordination with the appropriate federal and state regulatory and law 

enforcement authorities will help prepare for attacks on the electrical distribution system 

and thereby help reduce or mitigate the potential consequences of such attacks. 

B. Utility Security Plan Development Process  

KMPUD utilized a multi-step process to develop this Utility Security Plan that is consistent with the 

Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal and D.19-01-018.  The relevant six steps of that process are the 

following: 

STEP 1: ASSESSMENT/PLAN DEVELOPMENT 

KMPUD staff and/or consultants prepare a Draft Utility Security Plan through the process set forth 

in Steps 1A, 1B, and 1C.   
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STEP 1A: IDENTIFY COVERED DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES 

KMPUD will evaluate all distribution-level facilities in its service territory that are subject to its 

control to determine if any facility meets D.19-01-018’s definition of a “Covered Distribution 

Facility” using the seven factors identified in the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal.   

STEP 1B: PERFORM RISK ASSESSMENT 

For every individual Covered Distribution Facility identified pursuant to Step 1A, KMPUD will 

perform an evaluation of the potential risks associated with a successful physical attack on that 

Covered Distribution Facility, and whether existing grid resiliency, back-up generation, and/or 

physical security measures appropriately mitigate identified risks.  

STEP 1C: DEVELOP MITIGATION PLAN 

If there are any individual Covered Distribution Facilities where the Risk Assessment performed 

pursuant to Step 1B finds that the existing mitigation and/or resiliency measures do not 

effectively mitigate the identified risks, then KMPUD will develop a Mitigation Plan for that 

Covered Distribution Facility. The Mitigation Plan will use a risk-based approach to select 

reasonable and cost-effective measures that can either be security focused (e.g., walls or 

alarms) or resiliency focused (e.g., adequate spare parts). 

STEP 2: INDEPENDENT REVIEW  

For every Utility Security Plan cycle, KMPUD will document the results of the identification process, 

risk assessment, and Mitigation Plan development performed pursuant to Steps 1A, 1B, and 1C.  

This documentation in combination with narrative description in Section IX below, constitutes 

KMPUD’s Draft Utility Security Plan.  Each Draft Utility Security Plan is submitted to a Qualified Third 

Party for Independent Review.  The Qualified Third Party Reviewer will then issue an evaluation 

that identifies any potential deficiencies in the Draft Utility Security Plan as well as 

recommendations for improvements.  KMPUD will then modify its plan to address any identified 

deficiencies or recommendations, or will document the reasons why any recommendations 

were not adopted.  The combination of the Draft Utility Security Plan, the non-confidential 

conclusions of the Qualified Third Party Reviewer, and KMPUD’s responses to the Qualified Third 

Party Review will constitute KMPUD’s Utility Security Plan.  

STEP 3: VALIDATION 

KMPUD will submit its Utility Security Plan to a qualified authority for review.  Such entity will 

provide additional feedback and evaluation of KMPUD’s Utility Security Plan and, to the extent 

that this  entity is authorized, such entity deems the Utility Security Plan as adequate.  
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STEP 4: ADOPTION 

KMPUD’s Utility Security Plan will be presented to and adopted by KMPUD’s Board of Directors at 

a public meeting.  

STEP 5: MAINTENANCE 

KMPUD will refine and update the Utility Security as appropriate and as necessary to preserve 

plan integrity.   

STEP 6: REPEAT PROCESS 

KMPUD will repeat this six-step process at least once every five years.  

IV. IDENTIFICATION OF COVERED DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES (STEP 1A) 

As described in Section III, Step 1A of the Utility Security Plan process involves assessing all 

distribution-level facilities that are subject to the control of KMPUD to determine which facilities 

are “Covered Distribution Facilities” subject to the need for a risk assessment.  This Section 

describes the factors that KMPUD used to evaluate its distribution facilities and the results of its 

evaluation. 

A. IDENTIFICATION FACTORS  

The Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal defines seven screening factors to determine if a facility is a 

“Covered Distribution Facility.”  Some factors require additional definitions and/or clarifications in 

order to be applied to KMPUD’s facilities.  The following Table provides the Joint IOU/POU Straw 

Proposal’s Factors as modified/clarified by KMPUD. 

Factor Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal Description KMPUD’s Specific Approach 

1 

Distribution Facility necessary for crank path, 

black start or capability essential to the 

restoration of regional electricity service 

that are not subject to the California 

Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) 

operational control and/or subject to North 

American Electric Reliability Corporation 

(NERC) Reliability Standard CIP-014-2 or its 

successors 

KMPUD reviewed system operations, 

grid operations, and area planning to 

identify any crank path or black start 

essential facilities. 

 

As KMPUD does not currently any black 

start facilities capable of exporting 

power to reginal facilities, no facilities 

were expected to meet this criteria. 

2 

Distribution Facility that is the primary source 

of electrical service to a military installation 

essential to national security and/or 

emergency response services (may include 

certain airfields, command centers, 

weapons stations, emergency supply 

depots) 

KMPUD does not have any military 

installations or emergency response 

services in its service territory. 
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3 

Distribution Facility that serves installations 

necessary for the provision of regional 

drinking water supplies and wastewater 

services (may include certain aqueducts, 

well fields, groundwater pumps, and 

treatment plants) 

As KMPUD does not have any 

installations that supply drinking water 

or wastewater services for over 40,000 

customer accounts, no facilities were 

expected to meet this criteria. 

4 

Distribution Facility that serves a regional 

public safety establishment (may include 

County Emergency Operations Centers; 

county sheriff’s department and major city 

police department headquarters; major 

state and county fire service headquarters; 

county jails and state and federal prisons; 

and 911 dispatch centers) 

KMPUD defines “regional public safety 

establishment” as any of the following: 

(1) Headquarters of a major police or 

fire department serving 1.5 million 

population with at least 1,000 sworn 

officers; (2) County Sheriff’s 

Department Headquarters; (3) County 

Emergency Operations Center; (4) 

County/State Fire headquarters; (5) a 

California State Prison; (5) a United 

States Penitentiary; or (6) a Federal 

Correctional Institute.   

 

KMPUD does not have any installations 

serving any regional public safety 

establishments. 

5 

Distribution Facility that serves a major 

transportation facility (may include 

International Airport, Mega Seaport, other 

air traffic control center, and international 

border crossing) 

In addition to the facilities listed in the 

Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal, KMPUD 

defines a “major transportation facility” 

as any transportation facility that has 

(1) an average of 600 or more flights 

per day; or (2) over 50,000 passengers 

arriving or departing per day.  

 

KMPUD does not have any installations 

serving any major transportation 

facilities. 

6 

Distribution Facility that serves as a Level 1 

Trauma Center as designated by the Office 

of Statewide Health Planning and 

Development 

KMPUD does not have any installations 

serving any Level 1 Trauma Centers. 

7 
Distribution Facility that serves over 60,000 

meters 

KMPUD does not have any installations 

serving over 60,000 meters. 

B. IDENTIFICATION ANALYSIS  

In performing this identification analysis, KMPUD is assessing all distribution level facilities that are  

subject to its exclusive control, or if the facility is jointly owned, the joint ownership agreement 

identifies KMPUD as the entity responsible for operation and maintenance.  The specific types of 

facilities include substations and an emergency backup generation facility.   
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Based on this scope, KMPUD has identified 3 facilities that are subject to this identification  

analysis. Of these 3 facilities, none fall within one of the categories listed above.  Therefore, 

KMPUD has no Covered Distribution Facilities. 

V. RISK ASSESSMENT (STEP 1B) 

A. METHODOLOGY 

Pursuant to the process identified in the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal and D.19-01-018, KMPUD 

will assess the potential risks associated with a successful physical attack on each of the 

Covered Distribution Facilities identified in Section IV above.  For purpose of this analysis, a 

physical attack is limited to the following: (1) theft; (2) vandalism; and (3) discharge of a firearm.  

A “successful physical attack” is limited to circumstances where a theft, vandalism, and/or the 

discharge of a firearm has directly led to the failure of any elements of the Covered Distribution 

Facility that are necessary to provide uninterrupted service to the specific load identified in 

Section IV. 

In order to perform this risk analysis, KMPUD evaluates the relative risk that (1) a physical attack 

on a Covered Distribution Facility will be successful considering the protective measures in 

place; or (2) that the impacts of a successful attack will be mitigated due to resiliency and other 

measures in place.  

B. MITIGATION MEASURES 

D.19-01-018 identifies the specific mitigation measures that a utility should consider when 

performing this risk analysis.  The following table lists these mitigation measures and provides 

KMPUD’s additional clarifications that are necessary to apply these measures to the KMPUD’s 

territory.  

Measure D.19-01-018 Description Additional Clarification 

1 

The existing system resiliency and/or 

redundancy solutions (e.g., switching the 

load to another substation or circuit 

capable of serving the load, temporary 

circuit ties, mobile generation and/or 

storage solutions). 

No additional clarification. 

2 
The availability of spare assets to restore a 

particular load. 

No additional clarification. 

3 
The existing physical security protections to 

reasonably address the risk. 

No additional clarification. 

4 

The potential for emergency responders to 

identify and respond to an attack in a 

timely manner. 

Each facility is evaluated based on 

the likelihood that a law enforcement 

officer would generally be able to 

arrive at the Covered Distribution 

Facility within 15 minutes of a report 
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from the public of a break-in or 

attack, or of KMPUD notifying the law 

enforcement agency of triggering of 

an alarm at the facility.   

5 

Location and physical surroundings, 

including proximity to gas pipelines and 

geographical challenges, and impacts of 

weather. 

KMPUD evaluated this element based 

on the proximity of the Covered 

Distribution Facility to populated areas 

and the extent to which the interior of 

the facility is shielded from view and 

access due to walls, vegetation, or 

other physical obstructions. 

6 

History of criminal activity at the Distribution 

Facility and in the area. 

KMPUD evaluated the property crime 

rates in the immediate vicinity of the 

Covered Distribution Facility and 

compared those crimes rates to 

property crime rates for the county 

and the state to determine if the area 

is subject to a higher than average 

incidence of property related crimes.  

7 

The availability of other sources of energy 

to serve the load (e.g., customer owned 

back-up generation or storage solutions). 

No additional clarification. 

8 
The availability of alternative ways to meet 

the health, safety, or security. 

No additional clarification. 

9 

Requirements served by the load (e.g., 

back up command center or water 

storage facility).  

No additional clarification. 

C. RISK ASSESSMENT 

Based on the process described in the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal and the direction provided 

in D.19-01-018, KMPUD has identified no Covered Distribution Facilities.  Since no Covered 

Distribution Facilities were identified, no risk assessments were performed. 

VI. COVERED DISTRIBUTION FACILITY MITIGATION PLANS (STEP 1C) 

Pursuant to the process identified in the Joint IOU/POU Straw Proposal and D.19-01-018, KMPUD 

has determined that there are no Covered Distribution Facilities that are subject to KMPUD’s 

control.  Therefore, no Mitigation Plans were developed.   
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VII. INDEPENDENT EVALUATION AND RESPONSE (STEP 2) 

A. REQUIREMENTS FOR QUALIFIED THIRD PARTY REVIEW 

D.19-01-018 specifies the following criteria for a Qualified Third Party Reviewer:  

Independence: A Qualified Third Party Reviewer cannot be a division of the POU. A 

governmental entity can select as the third-party reviewer another governmental entity 

within the same political subdivision, so long as the entity has the appropriate expertise, 

and is not a division of the POU that operates as a functional unit, i.e., a municipality 

could use its police department as its third-party reviewer if it has the appropriate 

expertise.  

 

Adequate Qualifications: A Qualified Third Party Reviewer must be an entity or 

organization with electric industry physical security experience and whose review staff 

has appropriate physical security expertise, which means that it meets at least one of the 

following: (1) an entity or organization with at least one member who holds either an ASIS 

International Certified Protection Professional (CPP) or Physical Security Professional (PSP) 

certification; (2) an entity or organization with demonstrated law enforcement, 

government, or military physical security expertise; or (3) an entity or organization 

approved to do physical security assessments by the CPUC, Electric Reliability 

Organization, or similar electrical industry regulatory body.  

 

B. IDENTIFICATION OF THIRD PARTY REVIEWER 

KMPUD has selected as its Third Party Reviewer _________.  

[describe how the Third Party Reviewer meets the independence and qualification requirements 

specified above] 

C. PUBLIC RESULTS OF THIRD PARTY EVALUATION 

[PLACEHOLDER: This section to be completed when Third Party Reviewer completes its analysis 

and has prepared a public summary of its conclusions and recommendations.]  

D. KMPUD RESPONSE 

[PLACEHOLDER: This section to be completed when Third Party Reviewer completes its analysis 

and POU has completed its response.]  

 

74



 

 

KMPUD Utility Security Plan 

February 2, 2021 

14 

VIII. VALIDATION (STEP 3) 

A. SELECTION OF QUALIFIED AUTHORITY 

CMUA is working to identify a qualified authority available to review the plans of its members.  As 

a member of CMUA, KMPUD plans to have its plan reviewed by the qualified authority identified 

by CMUA. 

B. RESULTS OF QUALIFIED AUTHORITY REVIEW 

[PLACEHOLDER: This section to be completed when qualified authority completes its review.] 

C. KMPUD RESPONSE TO QUALIFIED AUTHORITY REVIEW 

[PLACEHOLDER: This section to be completed when POU has a response to the qualified authority 

review.] 
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IX. NARRATIVE DESCRIPTIONS FOR UTILITY SECURITY PLAN 

A. ASSET MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

KMPUD has an active asset management program to promote optimization, and quality 

assurance for tracking and locating spare parts stock, ensuring availability, and the rapid 

dispatch of available spare parts. 

B. WORKFORCE TRAINING AND RETENTION PROGRAM 

KMPUD has a a workforce training and retention program to employ a full roster of highly-

qualified service technicians able to respond to make repairs in short order using spare parts 

stockpiles and inventory. 

C. PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE PLAN 

 KMPUD has a preventative maintenance plan for security equipment to ensure that mitigation 

measures are functional and performing adequately. 
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Board Meeting: March 13, 2021   Agenda Item 9f.   

STAFF REPORT 

Hydrology Study & Well 6 Scope of Work 

Background 

Over the last year, issues have arisen with regards to the existing District wells. First, aquifer 

levels have not rebounded as they have in previous years.  Second, air entrainment has been 

identified in Wells 4 & 5.  Third, iron and manganese issues have arisen in Wells 4 & 5.  

Operations Staff believes that these conditions are related to increased usage and reduction of 

production from Well 2 due to coliform detections. 

Staff solicited a scope & fee from NV5, the consulting firm that provides the District with 

hydrogeological services for wastewater monitoring, to perform a hydrogeological assessment of 

the existing wells; provide recommendations for installation of flow meters and transducers on 

the existing wells; and to develop bid documents for possible installation of Well 6 next fiscal 

year. 

Fiscal Impact: 

Professional Hydrogeologist Services: $9,800 

Flow Meters & Transducers: $25,000  

 

Reviewed By: 

Operations Committee recommends proceeding with Phase 1 and installation of the hardware. 

 

Prepared By: 

Erik Christeson 
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February 17, 2021 Via Email 
 
Mr. Erik Christeson, P.E. 
Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District 
P.O. Box 247 
Kirkwood, CA 95646 
 
Reference:   Hydrogeological Assessment, Target Depth Memo and Driller Request for Bid 

Documents for the Proposed Production Water Well No. 6 
 
Dear Erik; 

In accordance with the request for Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (KMPUD), NV5 prepared 
this proposal to provide hydrogeological services in a phased approach for installation of the proposed 
drinking water production water Well No. 6. NV5 will compile and use existing information and planning 
documents to identify potential well locations, target depths, acquire permits for the future drilling of 
an exploratory testhole and construct a production water well on the KMPUD property located in 
Amador and Alpine Counties, California. 

1.0 PROJECT UNDERSTANDING 
NV5 understands that KMPUD would like to proceed with a hydrogeologic investigation to identify the 
best location and depth specific stratigraphy for the completion of a new production water Well No. 6. 
The complex geologic and hydrogeologic settings of the Kirkwood Valley is dominated by the Mehrten 
Formation consisting of fractured volcanic and plutonic rocks isolated shallow alluvial valleys. NV5 will 
use previous hydrogeologic studies, existing production well borehole hydrogeology, and existing well 
capacity test information to determine the target location, testhole depth and final well construction 
specifications for installing a new production water well. 

With the preceding in mind, NV5 organized this proposal into the following sections: project 
understanding, scope-of-services, fee estimate, schedule, and closing statement. 

2.0 PHASED SCOPE-OF-SERVICES 
NV5 proposes to perform a two phased scope-of-services. The Phase 1 scope-of-services will entail 
project management, hydrogeologic assessment, and work plan development and approval. NV5’s 
cost estimate to perform the Phase 1 scope-of-services is included in this proposal. The Phase 2 
Scope-of-Services will entail a future subsurface testhole investigation, future production well design 
and construction specification bid documents, and construction of a future production water well. 
NV5’s cost estimate to perform the Phase 2 scope-of-services is not included in this proposal, because 
it is dependent upon the findings, conclusions and recommendations that will be developed by the 
Phase 1 scope-of-services. 

2.1 PHASE 1 SCOPE-OF-SERVICES 
NV5 proposes to perform the Phase 1 Scope-of-Services described below. 
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TASK 1 - PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

NV5 will provide project management services that will include the coordination of project critical path 
elements including, but not limited to, permitting, and procurement of subconsultants (i.e., geophysical 
logging and analytical testing laboratory) and subcontractors (i.e., testhole drilling contractor), among 
others. In addition, NV5 anticipates that up to three on-line or virtual meetings may be needed to 
discuss drilling coordination and project progress, among other topics. Other administration efforts 
included under this task include periodic project updates and related project communications. 

TASK 2 – HYDROGEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

Subtask 2.1 - Compilation of Hydrogeologic Background Reports - NV5 will review pertinent 
available hydrogeologic publications including: Robert Curry (1998 and later Correspondence), C.J. 
Busby GSA Bulletin; March/April 2008. NV5 will also review pertinent available publications from the 
following sources: California Department of Water Resources (DWR), California Geological Survey 
(CGS), United States Geological Survey (USGS), and County (County), among other sources. This 
information will be used to assess the hydrogeologic stratigraphy underlying Kirkwood Valley. 

Subtask 2.2 – Existing Well Assessment - NV5 will inventory the capacity and water quality 
variation of existing KMPUD production wells. NV5’s review of the elevated iron and manganese water 
quality data from recent testing has concluded that it appears to be related to well use and 
redevelopment of the wells. NV5 recommends installing flow meters and pressure transducers in each 
existing well to document individual water usages and groundwater elevation changes. Upon 
completing redevelopment of the existing wells NV5 will facilitate the completion of aquifer pumping 
tests to confirm the pumping or specific capacity of each well. 

TASK 3 –TARGET DEPTH MEMO, RFB AND PERMIT 

Subtask 3.1 –Target Depth Memo and Work Plan - Based on the information collected under 
Task 2, NV5 will prepare a memorandum that will present the hydrogeologic conceptual model, 
findings, conclusions and recommendations. A work plan with specifications to investigate and install 
the proposed production Well No. 6 will be included. 

Subtask 3.2 – Request for Bid and Well Permit Approval – NV5 will prepare a request for bid 
(RFB) document that will be used to obtain bids from California licensed water well driller who will 
perform the following: testhole drilling, downhole geophysical logging, isolation zone sampling, and 
completion of the production water well. 

NV5 understands that the proposed production well site may be in Alpine or Amador Counties; 
therefore, well drilling permits will be obtained from the governing County Environmental Health 
Department. Presently, the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) identifies the project 
site as being situated within a low priority groundwater subbasin; therefore, no other requirements 
other than obtaining water well drilling and construction permits from the governing County 
Environmental Health Department are required. 

2.2 FUTURE PHASE 2 SCOPE-OF-SERVICES 
NV5 proposes to perform the Future Phase 2 Scope-of-Services described below. The actual scope-of-
work and associated costs are dependent upon the findings, conclusions and recommendations 
developed by the Phase 1 scope-of-services. Therefore, only a generalized scope-of-services is 
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provided without the associated costs which will both be provided upon completing the Phase 1 Scope-
of-Services. 

TASK 1 – FUTURE SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION 

NV5 will provide oversight for a subsurface investigation that will include drilling and logging of a 
testhole, conducting downhole geophysical logging, and isolation zone water quality sampling. The 
testhole will be converted into a production water well based on the final well specifications. This 
approach will be included in the Driller’s Request for Bid (RFB). 

Future Subtask 1.1 – Drilling and Logging the Exploratory Borehole 

Based on a preliminary review of the DWR well log reports for the project site and immediate vicinity 
NV5 anticipates that the exploratory boring will need to be drilled to a depth of approximately 600 feet 
below the existing ground surface (bgs). A nominal 8-inch-diameter borehole will be drilled using 
reverse circulating or direct mud-rotary drilling equipment. The drilling subcontractor will provide 
drilling mud shakers and sand separator equipment to aid logging of the soil and rock materials 
encountered. 

An NV5 geologist will collect samples of the drill cuttings returned to the surface by the drilling mud 
and will prepare a borehole log of these materials. The borehole log will include estimates of the 
approximate depths bgs where the materials were encountered and descriptions of the soil and rock 
materials consistent with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D2487  

NV5’s drilling oversight will also include review of the drilling techniques employed, equipment, and 
the mud engineer’s means and methods to preserve sample quality and to minimize drilling fluid 
losses to the aquifer formations. 

Future Subtask 1.2 - Downhole Geophysical Logging 

Upon reaching the target termination depth of approximately 600 feet bgs NV5 will notify its 
geophysical subconsultant who will perform downhole geophysical logging of the open borehole. The 
borehole geophysical logs provide unbiased, continuous, in-situ information that is critical for 
understanding the subsurface soil conditions. The geophysical logs are interpreted and are used to 
delineate hydrogeologic units (i.e., aquifers), determine groundwater quality, and for well construction 
design (i.e., placement of well screens adjacent to water producing aquifers). Brief descriptions of each 
downhole geophysical log that may be performed include the following: 

• Caliper Log: is a record of the borehole diameter. Other logging methods are affected by the 
diameter of the borehole and can be better interpreted knowing the borehole diameter. 

• Single Point Resistance Log: is a record of the electrical resistance from points within the borehole 
to an electrical ground at the surface and is useful in the determination of lithology, water quality, 
and fracture zones. 

• Spontaneous Potential Log: is a record of potentials or voltages developed between the borehole 
fluid and the surrounding soil and/or rock and fluids and is useful in the determination of lithology 
and water quality. 
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• Normal Resistivity Log: is a record of the electrical resistivity of the borehole environment and the 
surrounding soil and/or rocks and water that is measured with potential electrodes spaced apart 
at typically 16 inches (short normal resistivity) and at 64 inches (long normal resistivity). 

• Electromagnetic Induction Log: is a record of the electrical conductivity or resistivity of the soil 
and/or rocks and water surrounding the borehole and are used to interpret porosity, permeability, 
clay content, and dissolved solids concentration of the water in the rocks. 

 

Future Subtask 1.3 – Isolation Zone Sampling and Testing 

NV5 will evaluate the drill cutting logs and the geophysical logs to identify potentially significant water 
bearing target zones. NV5 assumed for cost estimating purposes that a maximum of three water 
bearing zones may be identified for water quality sampling and testing. Reliable water quality samples 
will be collected from each targeted water bearing zone using the following four step process starting 
with the deepest most isolation zone (targeted water bearing zone): 

1. Based on the NV5 determined target zone depth, the driller will install a temporary isolation zone 
water quality sampler consisting of the following components described from top to bottom: 
2-inch-diameter, polyvinylchloride (PVC), solid wall casing extending from the surface to the top of 
the targeted isolation zone, then a minimum 5 to 20-foot-long slotted screen PVC casing, then a 
minimum 5 foot-long solid wall PVC casing with a bottom seal PVC cap. Inflatable-bladder-packers 
or approved equivalent will be attached to the solid wall casings both above and below the slotted 
screen casing for the purpose of isolating the target zone. 

2. The driller will isolate the zone (inflate the isolating bladder packers or approved equivalent) and 
then remove the drilling mud from the annular space between the borehole and well screen using 
surge block and pumping methods. These well development procedures will continue until the 
measured turbidity of the discharge water is at or below 5 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU). 

3. Reliable water quality samples can be taken when the measured turbidity of the well development 
discharge water is at or below 5 NTU. NV5 will collect a minimum of two water quality samples 
from each targeted isolation zone. The water samples shall be placed in appropriate sample 
containers and immediately placed in an a partially ice filled insulated cooler. The cooler shall be 
transported to an analytical testing lab where testing for constituents of concern will be completed 
within the required time following sampling. 

4. After the samples have been collected from the targeted water bearing isolation zone, then the 
driller will move the well screen to the next shallower targeted water bearing isolation zone and 
perform the four-step sampling process again. 

NV5 will have analytical tests performed on each water sample that include the primary and secondary 
drinking water constituents. NV5 assumed for costing purposes that a maximum of two water quality 
samples will be collected from each targeted water bearing isolation zone and that a maximum of 
three targeted water bearing isolation zones will be identified and sampled. 

TASK 2 – FUTURE PRODUCTION WATER WELL DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS  

NV5 will use the subsurface investigation information to prepare the final design, construction 
specifications and RFB documents for installing a production water well at the site. These production 
water well construction specifications will be suitable for use as bid documents. NV5 will assist KMPUD 
with selection of a qualified water well driller to drill and install the production water well on the 
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property under the Task 1 scope of work. However, the design and construction of the production water 
well is unknown at this time and therefore, the Scope-of-Services and associated costs are not 
included in the fee estimate presented in this proposal. 

TASK 3 – FUTURE PRODUCTION WATER WELL CONSTRUCTION AND REPORT 

Construction of the final production water well is dependent upon the information obtained from Tasks 
1 and 2 of the Phase 2 Scope-of-Work. NV5 anticipates that the depth of final production well will 
range from approximately 400 to 700 feet below the existing ground surface. 

3.0 PHASE 1 FEE ESTIMATE 
NV5 proposes to perform the scope of work presented in this proposal on a time and expense basis 
for an estimated not to exceed fee of $10,800. The estimated fees for each scope of work task are 
summarized in Table 3.1. NV5 will submit invoices monthly. NV5 will use the following labor and 
materials laboratory testing rates. NV5 will mark-up all subcontractor’s invoices (i.e., analytical 
laboratory, and water well driller) by 10 percent. 

• Project Manager ........................................................................................................ $185.00 per hour 

• Associate Hydrogeologist .......................................................................................... $170.00 per hour 

• Project Engineer/Geologist ....................................................................................... $145.00 per hour 

• Staff Engineer/Geologist ........................................................................................... $125.00 per hour 

• Scientist/Technician/AutoCAD ................................................................................. $105.00 per hour 

• Administrative Assistant .............................................................................................. $90.00 per hour 

 

TABLE 3.1 PHASE 1 TASK FEE ESTIMATES 
TASK DESCRIPTION COST 

1 Project Management $1,500.00 
2 Hydrogeologic Assessment $4,500.00 
3 Target Depth Memo, RFB and Permit $3,800.00 

TOTAL $9,800.00 
 
 
This fee estimate may require modification if unusual or unexpected site conditions are encountered, 
additional permits, or additional regulatory requirements are incurred, which significantly change the 
scope of work and increase the associated costs, or if the client requests an expansion of the scope 
of work. NV5 will not perform any additional work until a written authorization to proceed and an 
approved budget augmentation is received. 

4.0 SCHEDULE 
NV5 is prepared to start work on this project within 10 working days from receipt of a signed contract 
authorizing NV5 to proceed. NV5 anticipates providing the Target Depth Memo, RFB for the Testhole 
and Isolation zoned sampling within 30 days after contract initiation.  
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5.0 CLOSING STATEMENT 
NV5 appreciates this opportunity to provide hydrogeologic consulting services for this important 
Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District project. Please call me at 916-221-0012 if you have any 
questions or need additional information. NV5 looks forward to working with you on this project. 

Sincerely, 
 
NV5 
 

 
 
Patrick F. Dunn, M.S., P.G., C.Hg.  
Associate Hydrogeologist   
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Driveway Snow Removal Considerations 
Bertrand Perroud and Bob Epstein 

Introduction: This document describes a methodology to more accurately separate the snow 
removal (SR) time used to service driveways in an HOA from the time required to service the 
HOA itself. In anticipation of the possible transfer of driveway contracts to HOAs, this 
methodology will provide the HOAs the ability to charge driveways their proportionate share of 
the SR time.  
Using GPS tracking and snow removal (SR) algorithms, the District measures times within 
driveways and subtracts that time from the HOA time (except East Meadows) to assess each 
HOA share (% allocation). GPS accuracy is not always sufficient to handle small areas like 
driveways. To estimate each driveway share, we compute a Derived Average (DAVE), that uses 
the typical driveway time, ignoring extreme cases (very short or very long recorded times). We 
then multiply this by the average SR runs during the season to have a representative allocation 
(%) for every driveway that KMPUD services. With several years of GPS tracking, we have 
enough data for each driveway and calculations are no longer biased by occasional tracking 
misses.  
However, the HOA with driveways (Juniper Ridge, Palisades and KMA) have been charged for 
the GPS missed driveways.  Regarding transit time to each driveway, generally Staff conducts 
work on the roadways between driveways, but occasionally skips HOA roads and focuses on 
driveways only. To compensate for this when calculating last two seasons contract pricing, the 
Board subtracted 10% of the HOA time from their total time. This was acknowledged as a very 
rough estimate. It created confusion to other HOAs, as their own contract prices were increased 
following this adjustment, as the three HOA allocations were reduced and the HOA SR budget 
was not adjusted accordingly. The Board provided a credit for this difference to each HOA, 
resulting in the SR department budget starting the season with a deficit of $14,770. 
Communication/IT Committee then committed to research the topic and come up with a fair 
strategy to handle this issue.  Further, it is clear that the three impacted HOAs have different 
characteristics (length, driveway density, cul-de-sac or loop, snow storage issues, etc.) and an 
arbitrary 10% was very likely not a good correction for every HOA.  
For testing purpose, SR staff installed a video camera with a timestamp in a SR trackless unit 
and used it during multiple driveway plowings. After completion of all the driveway plowing 
routes a visual analysis was performed to determine how much time was spent traveling 
between driveways (transit) and if any driveways were missed by the GPS system. These tests 
were performed twice for the three HOAs during this winter. 
 
The video analysis allowed us to measure: 
1. the number of times the GPS driveway times were under reported and, 
2. the ratio between transit and driveway times for each HOAs. 

 
The video analysis is a good orthogonal validation (using an independent method) to calibrate 
the GPS tracking. In normal SR operation, we only have GPS tracking as we need an 
automated system to record SR activities, without burdening SR staff with additional chores and 
increasing SR costs. With the video validation, we can now correct the GPS driveway time by a 
factor to account for both the missed driveways and the transit time between driveways. We had 
six datapoints. We saw excellent reproducibility for Palisades, very good reproducibility for KMA 
and acceptable results for Juniper Ridge, which has its own unique circumstances (double snow 
handling because of lack of snow storage in Cornice Court).  
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Based on this video time data, the GPS tracking is under reporting time dedicated to servicing 
driveways by about 29%. Driveway time are corrected accordingly. Also, based on the video 
data, the ratio of the time spent in transit between driveway over the time spend in driveway, is 
shown for each HOA, in table below. Please note that the transit time below assumes that no 
activity occurs in the HOA contract while the trackless moves between driveways.  According to 
Snow Removal Supervisor Dave Waddle, this only occurs between 10% and 20% of the time 
depending on wind loading. After correcting the GPS driveway total time, we can estimate the 
transit and missed driveway times from total driveway time for each of the three HOA, using the 
ratios (%) in transit ratio table below: 

Video Data Date Transit/Driveway Average  

Juniper Ridge 12/31/20 14% 27% JR 

Juniper Ridge 1/25/21 41%    

KMA 12/31/20 63% 53% KMA 

KMA 2/3/21 42%    

Palisades 1/25/21 13% 13% Pa 

Palisades 2/3/21 13%    
 
As explained at a previous Board meeting by Director Epstein, the Total Driveway Time for each 
of the driveways in the three HOAs have been put in separate buckets. We added the three 
driveway buckets to the 22 other buckets corresponding to the 22 HOAs. We now have 25 
buckets that corresponds to all the SR services KMPUD provides to third parties. They are 
treated equally. 
 
We used the current season to assess impact of the 25 Bucket model.  In the table attached 
below, columns stand as follows: 
• “2020 Contract” is the 2020/2021 SR contract amount 
• “2020 Credit” is the 2020/2021 credit the Board approved 
• “3-year Avg (seconds)“ is the 3 years Average seconds for each HOA 
• “Driveway time” is the corrected total driveway time for each relevant HOA 
• “Net Avg” is Net Average time for each HOA (after subtracting the driveways) 
• “Estimated Driveway Transit” is the computed adjustment using the ratio described above and 

adjusted to reflect mixed use of SR for HOAs and driveways (40% to 60% respectively). 
• “3Y Ave Adjusted w/ Driveway Transit“ is the transit adjusted Net Average time for each HOA 
• “Percentage Based On Driveway Buckets” is the allocation (%) for each HOA, based on the 

transit adjusted Net Average time 
• “Actual Policy percentage (w. $14K loss)” is the current policy percentage for the HOA 

(excluding driveways)  
• “Pricing Based on 25 Buckets (w/o $14K loss)” is pricing based on the 25 buckets after video 

curation and without the $14K loss 
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• “2020 Actual Price (w. $14K loss)” is the 2020-21 SR pricing, with the credit motioned by 
Board at the Sept 2020 meeting 

 
Please note that with the 25 Bucket model changing the driveway times only impacts the three 
HOAs with contracted driveways and the three driveway pools for the corresponding HOAs, as it 
should. Other HOAs are not impacted by the private driveway accounting.  
 
Table shows a reduction for Juniper Ridge and Palisades HOAs, and a reduction for all three 
HOAs driveway pool but to a lesser extent for KMA driveways. This makes sense as KMA 
driveways have a much higher transit time (39 min) that the other two HOAs have (JR 10 min 
and Pa 8 min) in the video test runs, as expected with respective layouts. 
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Board Meeting: March 13, 2021   Agenda Item 9h.   

STAFF REPORT 

Private Driveway Snow Removal Contracts 

Background 

At the September 2020 Board meeting, the Board unanimously voted, “that is this the Boards’ 

intention for Fiscal Year 2021/2022 to incorporate private driveways into HOA Snow Removal 

Contracts with HOAs determining driveways within their HOA.” 

Over the six months, Directors Epstein and Perroud, along with Staff have continued to perform 

tests, refine calculations, and provide the most accurate data available to the HOAs so they can 

make more strategic allocations to driveways within their HOAs (see Item 9g.) 

The following table utilizes the latest Report Server calculation method which has been refined 

over previous years and thus may result in some discrepancies over previous calculations, 

allocations, etc.  Adjustments relative to transit time, GPS inaccuracies of driveways would be 

made in the allocations of the overall contract amounts.  This table simply analyzes the 

percentages of including or excluding driveways in HOAs. 

HOA'S 
4 Year Average 
with Driveways 

4 Year Average 
without Driveways 

LAVA ROCK 1.9% 2.1% 

JUNIPER RIDGE 7.1% 5.8% 

BASE CAMP 3.3% 3.6% 

CAPLES VIEW 1.8% 2.0% 

EAST MEADOWS* 26.6% 28.5% 

EDELWEISS 1.5% 1.6% 

KIRKWOOD MEADOWS 34.8% 33.2% 

LOST CABIN 1.9% 2.1% 

MEADOWSTONE 0.6% 0.6% 

PALISADES 5.2% 4.3% 

SENTINELS 2.3% 2.5% 

SENTINELS WEST 3.0% 3.2% 

SNOWCREST 0.2% 0.2% 

SUN MEADOWS 1 1.2% 1.3% 

SUN MEADOWS 2 0.5% 0.5% 

SUN MEADOWS 3 &4 0.5% 0.6% 

THE MEADOWS 1.5% 1.6% 

WHISKEY RUN 1.8% 2.0% 

THIMBLEWOOD 0.7% 0.8% 

TIMBER RIDGE 1.1% 1.2% 

TIMBER CREEK 0.4% 0.5% 

UNIT 3 0.2% 0.2% 

THE LODGE 1.7% 1.8% 

Subtotal HOAs 100% 100% 

*East Meadows calculation always includes driveways as per their contract. 
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Executive Summary 

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (“KMPUD or “District”) is a special district 

located within Alpine, Amador, and El Dorado Counties. The District services 769 

active electric connections and receives its power from both the CAISO grid and 

emergency standby diesel generation at the District Powerhouse. 

Revenue for the electric utility comes primarily from rate revenue.  The enterprise 

also receives property tax revenue.  The utility charges a fixed monthly rate (or 

“Base Rate”) in addition to a usage rate.  The last rate study for the electric 

enterprise was conducted by the District in 2014. 

Scope and Approach 

The scope of the Study was to prepare multi-year financial plans, develop a 

consistent cost-of-service analyses, review the existing rate structures, and 

propose a 5-year rate schedule. The primary objectives of the Study were to 

develop multi-year financial management plans; identify future annual rate 

adjustments to rates to help ensure adequate revenues to meet the ongoing 

service requirements, District policies, and financial obligations; determine the cost 

of providing service to customers, and recommend specific modifications to the 

existing rate structures in order to ensure that the proposed rate equitably recovers 

the cost of providing service and comporting with industry standards and 

California’s legal requirements.  

The Study applied methodologies that are equitable and logical for rate setting, 

and although not required, the District has opted to also comply with California 

Constitution Article XIII D, Section 6(b), commonly known as Proposition 218.   

Financial Plans 

The Study produced robust financial plans that will help enable the utility to meet 

revenue requirements and financial performance objectives throughout the 

planning period while striving to minimize rate increases. Financial performance 

objectives include covering all anticipated operating, maintenance, debt service, 
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and capital program costs; maintaining financial reserves in accordance with 

District policy; and meeting USDA Tier Ratio debt service obligations.  

Based upon the financial data, assumptions, reserve targets, and debt obligations, 

the Study proposes rate realignment and adjustment.  In addition to these rate 

revenue adjustments, rate structure changes are proposed for the new rates to be 

effective July 1, 2021. 

Cost of Service and Rate Design 

Once the rate revenue requirements have been determined, the next step in the 

rate setting process is to evaluate the cost of providing this service to customers.  

A cost-of-service analysis evaluates the cost of providing service and 

proportionately allocates those costs to customer classes and rate structure 

components to ensure the proposed rate structure is aligned with the costs of 

providing electric service.  This is necessary in order to be equitable among all 

ratepayers.  The cost-of-service analysis and rate structure proposed by the Study 

is designed to: 

• Fairly and equitably share debt service across all customers  

• Fairly and equitably recover operational and capital costs through rates  

• Provide financial stability and recovery of system fixed costs  

Electric Rates 

The structure for the District’s current electric rates includes a three-part structure 

that is comprised of a fixed Base Rate correlating to customers’ “average usage 

over the last three years.”1, a fixed Meter Charge, and a consumption-based 

Usage Rate.  

The full schedule of the recommended electric rates is shown below and all rates 

are effective the first day of the fiscal year (July 1). 
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The Study used methodologies that are equitable, logical, and comply with all 

applicable laws.  The proposed adjustments to the rates proportionately assign 

costs to each customer class and customer based on service demands and will 

allow the District to continue to provide safe, reliable electric service to customers.  

The electric rates will be noticed and adopted in accordance with Proposition 218, 

which will include a detailed notice describing the proposed rates to be mailed to 

each affected property owner or customer at least 45 days prior to conducting a 

public hearing to adopt the rates.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (District) was formed in 1985 by an 

act of LAFCO (Local Agency Formation Commission) to provide Water and 

Wastewater services to the community of Kirkwood, California. Over the years, the 

District has taken on many other functions, including Electric service. 

The District is governed by a five-member Board of Directors (Board) elected by 

registered voters in the District to serve staggered four-year terms. The Board 

Members are: 

Eric Richert, President 

Robert Epstein, Vice President & Treasurer 

Peter Dornbrook, Secretary 

Bertrand Perroud, Assistant Secretary 

John Schroeder, Director 

The Board adopts a budget annually for all departments, and the General Manager 

monitors procedures to assure that expenditures of the District do not exceed the 

appropriations by department and/or Enterprise of the major summary categories 

(salaries and benefits, operating services and supplies, capital outlay, and capital 

improvement projects) in conformance with the adopted policies set by the Board. 

Kirkwood Meadows Public Utility District (“KMPUD or “District”) conducted a 2021 

Electric Rate Study (Study).  This report describes in detail the assumptions, 

procedures, and results of the Study, including conclusions and recommendations. 
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1.1. UTILITY BACKGROUND 

KMPUD is a special district located within Alpine, Amador, and El Dorado 

Counties. KMPUD’s service area encompasses an area of approximately 1.875 

square miles.   The community size and operation of the Kirkwood Ski Resort 

creates unique seasonal demands on the electric utility, with peak activity and 

population occurring during snow season. There are normally approximately 150 

full-time residents living within the District’s service area, but seasonal daily 

population maximums may reach 8,000 – 9,000 persons during the winter months. 

The village core includes a combination of residential, lodging, and commercial 

uses serving residents and guests.  The District services 769 active electric 

connections, of which 636 are residential and 133 are commercial.  The residential 

accounts include 23 homeowner associations (HOAs).  KMPUD receives its power 

from both the CAISO grid and diesel generation at the District Powerhouse. 

Revenue for the electric utility comes primarily from rate revenue.  The enterprise 

also receives property tax revenue and miscellaneous fee revenue.  The last rate 

study for the electric enterprise was conducted by the District in 2014. 

1.2. SCOPE OF STUDY 

The scope of this Study was to review the most recently adopted District 

operational and capital budgets, develop a consistent cost-of-service analyses, 

review the existing rate structures, and propose 5-year rate schedules for the 

electric utility. The primary objectives of this Study were to: 

• Review existing multi-year budget for the electric enterprise that 
integrate operational and capital project funding needs and meet 
established District Reserve Policy goals and USDA Tier Ratios; and 

• Identify future annual rate adjustments to electric rates to help ensure 
adequate revenues to meet the respective utility’s ongoing service 
and financial obligations; and 

• Determine the cost of providing electric service to customers using 
equitable and logical methodologies; and 

• Recommend specific modifications to the existing rate structures in 
order to ensure that the proposed rates equitably recover the cost of 
providing service, provide for equitable sharing of annual debt 
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service, and comporting with industry standards and California’s legal 
requirements. 

1.3. STUDY GOALS 

KMPUD proposes changes to the current base and usage rates for electricity to 

accomplish the following goals: 

• Better balance our fixed income with our fixed expenses; 

• Ensure fixed costs (debt) are equitably allocated across customers; 
and 

• Create a rate structure that makes electricity competitive with 
propane to both reduce greenhouse gas emissions and lower overall 
electricity rates; and 

• Target revenue neutrality with the same estimated unit sales; and 

• Minimize changes in their annual costs for the majority of customers. 

1.3.1.BUDGET 

The budget for fiscal year 2020-2021 calls for usage of 6,814,149 kWh or usage 

revenue of $4,476,896 and base rate revenue of $198,808. Sources of cash 

include power sales, property taxes, and cash reserves. Cash reserves for 

electricity are targeted at $2,000,000.  Currently annual debt payments are 

estimated at approximately $1,600,000.  

Each subsequent year of the budget includes allowance for Cost of Living 

Adjustments, Salary & Wages increases, etc. and is used in calculating financial 

need in each of the revenue scenarios. 

1.3.2.FIXED COSTS 

A primary goal is to meet our financial obligations in the event of a significant ski 

area closure due to pandemic and/or weather. We have two obligations. One is 

sufficient cash to make our debt service payments and operational obligations. The 

second is to meet our Tier ratios that are defined within our loan agreements with 

RUS.  
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The District has two sources of revenue and three sources of cash. Revenues can 

either come from sales of power defined to be the monthly fixed base rate and the 

variable usage rate or revenue can come from property taxes allocated to 

electricity. The latter is limited to approximately $450,000 and our goal is $0 in a 

year where revenues and expenses meet budget. 

Another goal of this study is to be both revenue neutral and to have, to the greatest 

extent possible, the minimum impact on our customers’ annual cost of electricity. 

The exception is the consideration of the minimum annual customer contribution 

to equitably cover the costs of the infrastructure and debt service. 

Multiple scenarios were analyzed relative to fixed costs; Cost Allocation method 

(similar to Water & Wastewater rate studies), Avoided Costs method, and the Cost 

of Goods Sold method. 

1.3.3.VARIABLE COSTS 

The usage portion of electricity is currently $0.656/kWh which includes an “avoided 

cost” of $0.13/kWh. The “avoided cost” is the savings to the District for not 

purchasing and delivering a kWh. 

Shifting total revenues between usage and base rates does not lower the costs of 

power for KMPUD customers. However, if we can encourage customers to use 

electric heating instead of propane and electric vehicles instead of gasoline, this 

represents a cleaner, greener Kirkwood. In addition, the increase in overall electric 

consumption enables us to lower the overall rates since the annual fixed costs are 

spread across a larger base. This is true because we have the capacity to 

significantly increase electric consumption without adding any fixed costs. Thus, 

encouraging new electric heat - especially on new construction - and more EV 

charging is both a financial and environmental benefit. However, to compete with 

propane and gasoline, the cost of power needs to be lower. 

Therefore, the scenarios analyzed used Usage Rates as close to District incurred 

cost as possible. 
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1.3.4.EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNIT (“EDU”) METHODOLOGY 

1.3.4.1.EDU Assignment and Duration 

Per Ordinance 16-01, the District currently does not merge previous customer 

usage with new customer usage. Instead, each new residential customer is 

assigned 1 EDU until they have at least 12 months of usage data on July 1, and at 

that time the District recalculates their EDU based on that usage until such time as 

they have 3 years data. 

The District has recently made improvements to its Report Server system that 

allows it to track customer usage by parcel, rather than by customer.  Therefore, it 

is recommended that the EDUs be based on historical usage, from July 1, 2014 to 

January 1, 2021 to calculate new residential customer EDUs.  Once established, 

EDUs would remain fixed for 1 to 5 years, based on the methodology chosen. 

1.3.4.2.EDU Calculation 

Per Ordinance 16-01, the District currently calculates EDUs for each electric 

customer on an annual basis where 1 EDU is equivalent to the average electric 

usage of all customers, including commercial, for the prior 3 years. 

To calculate an individual customer’s EDUs, their average annual usage for the 

previous 3 years is divided by the average annual usage for all electric customers 

for the previous 3 years. 

3 Year Avg. of Individual Customer Usage / 3 Avg. of All Customer Usage = ## EDUs 

The scenarios used a modified calculation to mirror industry standard which 

generally only considers residential customers “dwellings”. Thus, EDUs were 

calculated over the period from July 1, 2014 to January 1, 2021 as: 

Average Individual Customer Usage / Average All Residential Customer Usage = ## EDUs 

For this period, the average annual EDU equals 229 kW. 
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1.3.4.3.EDU Minimum 

Per Ordinance 16-01, the District currently calculates EDUs for each electric 

customer on an annual basis in 0.1 increments with a minimum of 1.0. This study 

evaluated the impacts of different minimum EDUs, recognizing the potential 

capacity demands of each connection while balancing that with the desire to 

minimize impacts to the largest percentage of customers possible. 

In Water & Wastewater industry standard calculations; apartments, hotel rooms, 

and condominiums are generally assigned a factor of 0.8 to 0.9 EDUs in 

recognition of their smaller footprint and generally smaller potential capacity 

demands.  This similarly applies to electricity and was one of the recommendations 

offered by the Out Valley Electrical Engineer David Rightley. 

Under the Cost Allocation method, approximately 59% should be assigned to Base 

Rate and an EDU of 0.8 or 0.5 equitably distributes fixed costs as well as minimizes 

impact to a majority of customers. 

Consider the Annual Debt service obligations of $1,600,000.  Under the 

subsequent scenarios, projected Base Rate revenue needs are: 

Cost Allocation: @ 0.8 Min. EDU $2,991,361 or @ 0.5 Min. EDU $3,002,040 

Avoided Costs: @ 0.8 Min. EDU $3,700,656 or @ 0.5 Min. EDU $3,722,532 

Cost of Goods Sold: @ 0.8 Min. EDU $3,947,364 or @ 0.5 Min. EDU $3,962,688 

Thus, if $1,600,000 is viewed as the bare minimum of fixed costs, it could be 

argued that it would be appropriate to set the minimum EDU to 0.5 so that every 

customer covers their minimum obligation. Scenarios will consider minimum EDUs 

between 0.5 and 0.8. 

1.3.5.NET METERING 

Another consideration is to ensure that net metering customers, who connect solar 

or wind generation to the KMPUD electric grid, cover their minimum obligation.  

These customers effectively use the grid to store power at times of high generation 

and pull power from the grid at night or during other times when generation is 
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minimal.  Meters installed at net metering customer residences measure power 

pulled from the grid but do not measure behind-the-meter power, which is power 

generated and consumed immediately on-site.  An analysis of current net metering 

solar customers shows a behind-the-meter power use between 5% and 9%.  This 

Study estimates each current net metering customer’s historical power 

consumption by decreasing the recorded power consumption by 7% to adjust the 

EDU calculation for estimated behind-the-meter power use.  For new installations, 

this increase is only applied to years in which a customer’s net metering generation 

was active. The EDU calculation for future net-metering customers would not be 

affected since the calculation is based on historical usage.  

 

 

99



KMPUD Electric Rate Study Budget 

 

 9 

2. BUDGET 

This District utilized the adopted budget which provides budgeted operating costs 

for the current fiscal year, a multi-year capital improvement program (CIP), and 

outstanding debt service obligations. 

2.1. ELECTRIC ENTERPRISE FINANCIAL PLAN 

The following sections describe the financial plan for the District’s Electric 

Enterprise. 

2.1.1.BEGINNING FUND BALANCES 

The FY 2020/21 beginning fund balances for Fund 50 are: 

 

2.1.2.RESERVE TARGETS 

Reserves for electric were previously established by the Board in order to  

(a) comply with contractual obligations (e.g., USDA Tier Ratios and loan 

covenants), (b) protect the utility from unexpected financial events, and  

(c) accommodate operational and capital program cash flow needs. 

2.1.3.CUSTOMER GROWTH 

Future customer growth can affect a rate study in terms of (1) anticipated capacity 

charge revenue and (2) increases in rate revenue due to a larger customer base.  

This Study assumes that the District will grow, whether by new construction or 

conversion from propane use by existing customers, by 3% over the next five 

years.   
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2.1.4.RATE REVENUES 

Rate revenue is the revenue generated from customers for electric service.  Rate 

revenue is collected through a fixed “Base Rate”, a fixed “Meter Charge”, and a 

variable “Usage Rate”. This Study proposes shifting revenue from Usage to Base 

Rate and annual Usage rate revenue adjustments that will meet the District’s 

revenue requirements. Budgeted and projected rate revenues are listed later in 

this study. 

2.1.5.NON-RATE REVENUES 

In addition to rate revenue, the Electric Enterprise receives other revenue, 

including miscellaneous fees, interest earnings on investments, and property tax 

revenue.  Property tax revenue collected by the District is first allocated as needed 

to the District’s Electricity Utility (per an agreement with RUS for the electric 

transmission loans) and then allocated to other District departments as available. 

Based on commitments made in the recent Water & Wastewater rate increases, 

there is, on average $450,000, available to the Electric Enterprise annually.  

2.1.6.OPERATION & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

The combined operating and maintenance expenses include all ongoing 

transmission, distribution, generation, and administrative expenses. The annual 

operating and maintenance costs for this Study are based on the Electric 

Enterprise’s FY 2020/21 budget and are adjusted for future years based on 

inflation. 

2.1.7.COST ESCALATION 

Annual cost escalation factors for the various types of expenses were developed 

based upon a review of historical inflation trends, published inflation forecasts, 

industry experience, and discussions with District staff.  During the projection 

period, all operations and capital expenses are projected to increase at 3.0% per 

year.   
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2.1.8.EXISTING DEBT SERVICE 

The Electric Enterprise currently has outstanding debt through USDA RUS which 

has annual debt service of approximately $1,600,000 and will be paid off over the 

next 35 years.  USDA loan covenants require the District to maintain minimum Tier 

Ratios under various criteria, which are satisfied by the proposed scenarios. 

2.1.9.CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

 

2.1.10.FUTURE BORROWING ASSUMPTIONS 

This Study does not propose any new debt for the Electric Enterprise to finance 

the costs of future capital projects.  Debt financing is not utilized because none of 

the capital projects during the planning period are expected to materially impact 

cash reserves and it is more cost effective to fund ongoing rehabilitation and 

replacement projects on a pay-as-you-go basis.
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3. COST OF SERVICE & RATE DESIGN 

Once the respective rate revenue requirements have been determined, the next 

step in the rate setting process is to evaluate the cost of providing these services 

to individual customer classes.  A cost-of-service analysis evaluates the cost of 

providing service and proportionately allocates those costs to customer classes 

and rate structure components to ensure the proposed rate structure is aligned 

with the costs of providing electric service.  

The following sections present detailed descriptions of the cost-of-service and rate 

structure methodology used for electric and the corresponding proposed rate 

schedules.  Note that no change or modification is proposed for monthly Meter 

Charges. 

3.1. CURRENT ELECTRIC RATES 

EDU = 726 kWh 

Minimum EDU = 1.0 

 

 

3.2. COST ALLOCATION METHOD 

Similar to the method used for the recent Water / Wastewater Rate Study, Staff 

created the following allocation table to appropriately place fixed costs into the 

Base Rate and variable costs into the Usage Rate.  This method would recompute 

EDUs annually, based on the most recent 3-year average electric use for each 

property.  The Test Year Budget is the projected Fiscal Year 2021/2022 Budget. 
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0.8 EDU Cost Allocation Scenario: 

EDU = 229 kWh 
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0.5 EDU Cost Allocation Scenario: 

EDU = 229 kWh 

 

 

3.3. AVOIDED COSTS METHOD 

The usage portion of electricity is currently $.656/kWh. We also have an “avoided 

cost” rate of $.13. The “avoided costs” are the savings to the District of not 

purchasing and delivering a kWh. This is also the amount we would pay a solar 

customer if they generated more power than they consumed in a year. Using these 

numbers, we know that we have a cash need of $.656 - $.13 = $.526/kWh to cover 

our fixed costs. 

This equates to: 1% Meter Charge; 76% Base Rate; 23% Usage Rate.  This 

method would recompute EDUs annually, based on the most recent 3-year 

average electric use for each property.   

0.8 EDU Avoided Costs Scenario: 
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0.5 EDU Avoided Costs Scenario: 

 

 

3.4. COST OF GOODS SOLD METHOD 

This method sets our usage rate equal to our actual cost at $0.13 cents/kWh, which 

was last calculated in 2015. This suggestion originated from a conversation with 

Severin Borenstein, Professor of Business Administration and Public Policy at the 

Haas School of Business and faculty director of the Energy Institute at Haas. 

Profession Borenstein is the leading expert in California on energy policy including 

utility rate design. The reasons to consider this object are: 

• Electricity is the cleanest form of energy available in California and by 

pricing it at our actual cost for an incremental kWh, we remove all artificial 

price barriers from customers deciding to use electricity instead of propane. 

• This would eliminate the need for separate metering systems for electric 

heat and EV charging thus lowering the customer’s capital costs. 

• This would eliminate all economic barriers to the use of electric heating and 

EV charging. It is very likely to encourage customer retrofits as well as 

positively impact new construction. 
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3.4.1.ACTUAL COST CALCULATION [UPDATED] 

Staff recalculated the actual cost utilizing the formulas used in 2015 and data from  

FY 2020/21.  The cost of RECs to meet Renewable Portfolio Standard obligations is not 

currently included in the avoided cost calculation since the cost of our obligation is 

currently covered entirely by proceeds from Greenhouse Auction credits.   

Avoided Cost/kWh FY 2020/21 

 

Continuing to set the usage rate at $0.13 cents, would mean our base rate would 

have to be a fixed rate and not recomputed every year base on usage - otherwise, 

the incremental cost of using more power would just be deferred for a year until 

the customer paid more in base rate. The base rate could be recomputed, if 

desired, in subsequent rate studies and would be reduced as debt is paid down.  

Maintaining a variable base rate creates confusion and instead, the base rates 

should encompass our fixed costs so that our rate structure reflects the true 

economics of power. 

We currently cover our fixed costs only when we sell the targeted amount of kWh. 

This is approximately 6.8 m kWh. If usage increased to 7.0 m kWh, that would not 

change anyone’s base rate. The additional 200,000 kWh are all incremental 

revenue with costs covered by the usage rate. 

As the debt is paid down or new residential or commercial units are built, the fixed 

rate would be lowered during a subsequent electric rate study. The portion of the 
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fixed rate not related to debt service would rise with inflation and other cost 

increases. 

This objective would not change the annual cost of power for customers. It only 

changes the monthly billing as the fluctuation in usage by month would have a 

smaller effect on the monthly bill. 

0.8 EDU Cost of Goods Sold Scenario 

 

 

0.5 EDU Cost of Goods Sold Scenario 
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3.5. COMPARISON OF SCENARIOS 

 

 

3.5.1.KWH SOLD OVER BUDGET 

The avoided cost per kWh is calculated to cover O&M costs, minus diesel, when the 

budgeted units sold target is met.  For every kWh over budget that is sold, 

approximately $0.05 is generated above the budgeted revenue target .  Under the Cost 

of Goods method, any excess revenue made from kWh sales above budget would be 

applied to debt service.   

3.5.2.EDU RECALCULATION 

In all methods except the Cost of Goods method, each customer s EDU is recalculated 

annually.  This allows for a reduction in base rate for customers who have lower electric 

demand.  In order to equitably treat new customers or customers who substantially 

reduce their electric use through efficiency under the Cost of Goods method, the Board 

may wish to consider an option for a customer to request a recalculation of their EDU 

based on an investment in energy efficiency permanently lowering electric usage for 

some period of time.  Increased electric usage would not result in a revised EDU 

under the Cost of Goods Method. 
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3.6. PROPOSED ELECTRIC RATE SCHEDULE 

Staff recommends adoption of the 0.5 EDU, Cost of Goods Sold model while the 

Finance Committee did not reach consensus on the best approach, although it 

was unanimous that the EDU be set at 0.5.  The proposed rate schedule 

assumes a 3.0% CPI annually applied only to fixed costs, excluding debt service, 

and the monthly meter charge.  The total monthly Base Rate Revenue under 

scenario is $3,962,688.  Based on $1,600,000 of annual debt service payments, 

fixed costs under this scenario of $2,362,688, or approximately 60%, are subject 

to CPI which is reflected below. 
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Policy Objectives for Electric Base Rate 
 

 
KMPUD will proposed changes to the current base rate for electricity to accomplish the following 
goals: 
 
1. better balance our fixed income with our fixed expenses; 
2. make sure that fixed costs are equitably allocated across customers; and 
3. create a rate structure that makes electricity competitive with propane and gasoline to both 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions and lower overall electricity rates. 
4. revenue neutral with the same unit sales 
5. majority of customers would see little change in their annual costs for electricity 
 
Fixed Costs and Financial Stability 
 
A primary goal is to meet our financial obligations in the event of a significant ski area closure 
due to pandemic and/or weather. We have two obligations. One is sufficient cash to make our 
debt service payments and operational obligations. The second is to meet our TIER ratios that 
are defined within our loan agreement with RUS.  
 
We have two sources of revenue and three sources of cash. Revenues can either come from 
sales of power defined to be the monthly fixed base rate and the variable usage rate or revenue 
can come from property taxes allocated to electricity. The latter is limited to $450,000 and our 
goal is $0 in a year where revenues and expenses meet budget. 
 
The budget for fiscal year 2020-2021 calls for sales of  6,814,149 kWh and total revenues of 
$4,714,552. The minimum power sale revenue  is currently the base rate which is $198,808 for 
this fiscal year. Source of cash include power sales, property taxes and cash reserves. Cash 
reserves for electricity are targeted at $2,000,000.  
 
The usage portion of electricity is currently $.656/kWh. We also have an “avoided cost” rate of 
$.13. The “avoid cost” is the savings to the District of not purchasing and delivering a kWh. This 
is also the amount we would pay a solar customer if they generated more power than they 
consumed in a year. Using these numbers we know that we have a cash need of $.656 - $.13 = 
$.526/kWh to cover our fixed costs. 
 
One consideration is to model a base rate that could meet our cash requirements and have a 
“fighting chance” to meet our TIER ratio in the event of a major disruption. One disruption we 
are modeling is the loss of a ski season due to pandemic. We believe a significant increase in 
the base rate and a commensurate lowering of the usage rate would be net neutral on an 
annual basis for most customers. However,  it could be a significant increase for customers with 
very little usage of electricity and for customers with rooftop solar. We will explore models for 
consideration that minimize some of those impacts. 
 
 
Equitable Allocation 
 
The current rate structure does not distinguish between commercial or residential customers, 
nor year-round or intermittent residents. The issue of equity comes up in two situations: (1) 
customers with little to no usage and (2) customers with solar generation (Note that the rules for 
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computing costs and credits for solar customers are mandated by the state’s Net Metering 
regulations). For a residential customer with no usage, they pay only the base rate at 1 EDU of 
$14.93/month for an annual cost of $179. It is an open question whether this is an equitable 
payment for their fair share of the cost of building a new powerhouse and connection to the grid. 
 
A net metering customer creates three situations as viewed by the electric grid. First, when a 
customer both generates and uses power concurrently, it appears as a reduction in demand for 
grid power. The second situation is when the customer uses the grid to place surplus power 
onto the grid. The third situation is when the customer draws power from the grid when their 
own generation is not available (i.e. nighttime) or insufficient. At the end of the year, the net 
usage is “trued up” and the customer is only changed for the net shortfall in power and not for 
the actual usage of the grid. In the extreme case, if a customer generates enough power to 
meet their annual usage, the only contribution they make to covering their use of the grid is the 
base rate. If the customer generates a net surplus of power, the District is required to pay the 
customer KMPUD’s “avoided cost” of $.13 (currently) for any excess power produced by the 
customer.  In considering the base rate, the District should consider the minimum contribution 
by a solar customer towards their fair share of the infrastructure that they are using. 
 
A goal of this study is to be both revenue neutral and to have, to the greatest extent possible, 
the minimum impact on our customers’ annual cost of electricity. The exception is the 
consideration of the minimum annual customer contribution to equitably cover the costs of the 
infrastructure as discussed above. 
 
 
Heat and Transportation 
 
Shifting total revenues between usage and base rates does not lower the costs of power for 
KMPUD customers. The annual cost stays the same, but the monthly costs will move making 
the minimum monthly payments higher. On an annual basis, a customer’s base rate payment is 
determined by multiplying the base rate times the customer’s EDU. The EDU is recalculated 
annually and is proportional to average residential customer usage. We currently have a 
volumetric base rate that is annually adjusted. 
 
If we can encourage customers to use electric heating instead of propane and electric vehicles 
instead of gasoline, this represents a cleaner, greener Kirkwood. In addition, the increase in 
overall electric consumption enables us to lower the overall rates since the annual fixed costs 
are spread across a larger base. This is true because we have the capacity to significant 
increase electric consumption without adding any fixed costs. Thus, encouraging new electric 
heat - especially on new construction - and more EV charging is both a financial and 
environmental benefit. However, to compete with propane and gasoline, the cost of power 
needs to be lower.  
 
To make electricity for heating and driving more competitive with propane and gasoline the 
District would need to have a lower base rate for those purposes. This would require a separate, 
sub-meter for heating and EV charging applications. Installing a separate sub-metered circuit 
can me a large enough expense that would discourage the customer. 
 
Additional Modeling 
 
There will be some additional modeling not directly related to determining the base rate. This 
includes (1) growth of rooftop solar in Kirkwood (especially by condos) and (2) existing revenues 
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from electric heat and EV charging that might be reduced if we implemented a reduced base 
rate and existing customers chose to add a sub-meter. 
 
For example with solar, the 6 large condos at Kirkwood consume about 1.33M kWh per year 
and pay a usage cost of about $870,000. Without a change in the base rate, if some 
combination of those buildings put on solar to generate 1/2 of their demand, the shortfall of 
$435,000 would have to be paid by everyone else. To keep the total revenue whole, usage 
rates would have to be increased by as much as $.07 to $.73 unless the solar customers paid 
for some of the shared infrastructure through the base rates. 
 
By law, the District is not obligated to accept solar power beyond 5% of peak demand and in 
fact too much power in the summer could exceed the small summer demand resulting in the 
grid being out of balance. Our infrastructure does not allow the District to send power to the grid, 
but rather we have to consume all power locally. In addition to considering the fair allocation of 
costs with solar customers, we also have to consider the limited amount of generation we can 
support. Should this limited capacity be based on a first-come, first-serve basis or would the 
community rather have some voluntary allocation of the limited resource? 
 
Regulator Limitations 
 
The District is not free to select any ratio of base rate and usage rate but rather is limited by 
both existing regulations and contractual obligations. 
 
Alternative Base Rate Design 
 
While this was not part of the original discussion, the Board may also wish to consider having 
our usage rate be the same as our avoided cost - i.e. 13 cents/kWh. This suggestion originated 
from a conversation with Severin Borenstein, Professor of Business Administration and Public 
Policy at the Haas School of Business and faculty director of the Energy Institute at Haas. 
Profession Borenstein is the leading expert in California on energy policy including utility rate 
design. The reasons to consider this object are: 
1. Electricity is the cleanest form of energy available in California and by pricing it at our actual 

cost for an incremental kWh, we remove all artificial price barriers from customers deciding to 
use electricity instead of propane or gasoline. 

2. This would eliminate the need for separate metering systems for electric heat and EV 
charging thus lowering the customer’s capital costs. 

3. This would eliminate all economic barriers to the use of electric heating and EV charging. It is 
very likely to encourage customer retrofits as well as positively impact new construction. 

 
For the usage rate to actually be 13 cents, it would mean our base rate would have to be a fixed 
rate and not recomputed every year base on usage. Profession Borenstein felt that a variable 
base rate creates confusion and that base rates should encompass our fixed costs so that our 
rate structure reflect the true economics of power. 
 
This would mean that our fixed costs would be allocated one time based on historic data and 
not be annually adjusted by usage. We currently cover our fixed cost when we sell the targeted 
amount of kWh. This is approximately 6.8 m kWh. If usage increased to 7.0 m kWh, that would 
not change anyone’s base rate. The additional 200,000 kWh are all incremental costs covered 
by the usage rate. 
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As the debt is payed down or new residential or commercial units are built, the fixed rate would 
be lowered. The portion of the fixed rate not related to debt service would rise with inflation and 
other cost increases. 
 
This objective would not change the annual cost of power for customers. It only changes the 
monthly billing billing as the fluctuation in usage by month would have a smaller effect on the 
monthly bill. 
 
Other Considerations from Finance Committee 
 
At the Feb 8 Finance Committee, the following details were suggested as part of the actual rate 
study: 
1. Model using the median rather than the average residential usage for the EDU 
2. Avoid the need to make another major change after this rate study 
3. Avoid the need for a reevaluation in the near future after this rate study 
4. Separate the debt service portion of the base rate so customers understand the sources of 

the high costs 
5. Identity if this rate change helps future development 
 
Other Considerations from Board Meeting 
 
1. A majority of the Board seemed interested in trying to achieve the 13 cent usage rate and a 

fixed base rate 
2. Examine the special cases and propose a base rate design that would handle: 

1. Mitigate the impact on existing solar customers. (One approach would be recognize 
that their actual usage needs to subtract the self-generated portion. This could be 
estimated as 25%). 

2. Customers with no usage (or nearly none) could be at a lower EDU 
3. Demonstrate the economic effectiveness of electric heat at 13 cents 
4. Understand any obligations for energy efficiency subsidies 
5. Verify 13 cent avoided cost calculation 
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executive summary
California has achieved notable success in 
decarbonizing its electricity supply, now getting 
over one-third of its power from renewable 
generation and nearly two-thirds from 
carbon-free sources. This makes it possible to 
decarbonize transportation and buildings by 
powering them with electricity from renewable 
resources. Yet while the state has done well to 
lay the groundwork for this transition, changes to 
how the state and its residents pay for electricity 
will be needed to ensure equitable outcomes as 
California pursues a carbon-neutral path.
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Electricity prices in California are high and rising. This 

poses a heavy burden for many of the state’s most eco-

nomically vulnerable households. It is also a headwind 

in the state’s efforts to combat climate change through 

electrifying transportation and buildings, which many 

see as critical steps to a low-carbon future.

The state’s three large investor-owned electric utilities 

(IOUs) recover substantial fixed costs through increased 

per-kilowatt hour (“volumetric”) prices. With nearly all fixed 

and sunk costs recovered through such volumetric prices, 

the price customers pay when they turn their lights on for 

an extra hour is now two to three times what it actually 

costs to provide that extra electricity—even when including 

the societal cost of pollution. This massive gap between 

retail price and marginal cost creates incentives that inef-

ficiently discourage electricity consumption, even though 

greater electrification will reduce pollution and greenhouse 

gas emissions. Changing the way that electricity is paid for 

can address this issue. 

This report takes stock of the current situation facing 

residential customers of California’s large electricity IOUs 

and describes pricing reforms that could improve economic 

efficiency, facilitate decarbonization, and improve overall 

equity. The analysis includes several findings that are perti-

nent to ongoing conversations about affordability, decar-

bonization, rooftop solar, and wildfire mitigation, including:.

• California IOUs’ prices are high, by both historical 

and national standards. a look at national data from 

the federal energy regulatory Commission (ferC) 

shows that the average price of residential electricity 

in California’s three large ious is out of line with the 

rest of the country. in the least expensive territory, 

southern California edison (sCe), residential prices 

per kilowatt hour are about 45 percent higher than 

the national average. Prices for Pacific Gas & elec-

tric (PG&e) are about 80 percent higher, and prices 

in san Diego Gas & electric (sDG&e) are roughly 

double the national average.

1 borenstein (2017) finds that for customers in PG&e territory, households in the top 40% of income were more than twice as likely to 
install solar Pv as households in the bottom 60%. using a different statistical approach and data through 2016, barbose et al (2018) 
find that the median income of California households installing solar Pv was more than 40% above the median income of households 
overall. The next stage of the current research project will update analysis of this income gap. borenstein available at: https://www.
journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/691978. barbose et al available at: https://emp.lbl.gov/publications/income-trends-residen-
tial-pv-adopters

• These high prices are two to three times the cost 

of producing additional electricity. To reach this 

conclusion, this report analyzed the marginal cost of 

electricity—that is, the increase in cost incurred in 

order to deliver additional kilowatt-hours of elec-

tricity to an existing customer—and compared that 

cost to current rates. The authors found that the 

price of electricity ranged from double to triple the 

marginal cost in 2019. even low-income customers 

who receive a subsidized rate paid prices well above 

marginal cost. The misalignment between price and 

cost creates problematic incentives.

• High prices are driven in part by a shifting burden 

of fixed cost recovery. Currently, 66 to 77 per-

cent of the costs that California ious recover from 

ratepayers are associated with fixed costs of opera-

tion that do not change when a customer increases 

consumption.  This includes much of the costs of 

generation, transmission and distribution of electric-

ity, as well as subsidies for low-income household 

and public purpose programs, such as energy ef-

ficiency assistance. in addition, greater adoption of 

behind-the-meter (bTm) solar photovoltaic (Pv) pan-

els—which represented more than 15 percent of the 

residential electricity consumption across the PG&e, 

sCe, and sDG&e service territories in 2019—has dis-

proportionately shifted cost recovery onto non-solar 

customers adopters. 

• Lower- and average-income households bear a 

greater burden. These households are increasingly 

having to cover high fixed costs from a shrinking 

base as wealthier customers leave for rooftop solar. 

Higher-income households now consume only mod-

estly more electricity than lower-income households.1

• More equitable alternatives can be found and imple-

mented. The report authors detail a variety of potential 

approaches to ensure utility revenues can be kept 

stable without relying on the current regressive rate 

model as the state looks to increase electrification.
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• The report suggests the following alternatives for 

paying the cost of electricity in the state: 

 » Tax revenue: raising revenue from sales or income 

taxes would be much more progressive than the 

current system, ensuring that higher-income house-

holds pay a higher share of the costs. 

 » income-based fixed charge: a more politically fea-

sible option could be rate reform—moving utilities 

to an income-based fixed charge that would allow 

recovery of long-term capital costs, while ensuring 

all those who use the system contribute to it. To 

make a fixed charge equitable, it would be based on 

income. in this model, wealthier households would 

pay a higher monthly fee in line with their income.

 · The report offers several ways to structure an 

income-based fixed charge, based on three 

criteria: set prices as close to cost as possible; 

recover the full system cost; and distribute the 

burden of cost recovery fairly.

• Wildfire cost transparency. finally, the report identi-

fied the need for more transparent accounting of wild-

fire mitigation costs, as the authors could not obtain 

clear wildfire-related expenditure data. This is vital as 

wildfire mitigation costs are likely to be a major driver 

of price increases in the near future.2

More detail on these findings can be found below and in 

the body of the report.

Retail Prices Vs. Marginal Cost
The report’s estimate of the marginal cost of electricity 

includes not only the cost of generating additional electric-

ity, but also potential increases in costs for transmission and 

distribution capacity that scale with usage, as well as the 

potential need for additional generation capacity. The cost 

of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is also included, which 

is borne by society rather than the utilities to the extent 

that existing programs (e.g., cap and trade) only partially 

price this climate externality. There is no perfect way to cal-

culate all of these costs with the available data, so a variety 

of alternatives is presented in the Appendix. In all cases, 

the marginal cost is vastly lower than current rates.

2 balaraman, Kavya. “California ious plan to spend $11b on wildfire prevention in 2021 and 2022 after record-breaking fire season.” 
utility Dive. february 9, 2021. available at: https://www.utilitydive.com/news/california-ious-plan-to-spend-11b-on-wildfire-preven-
tion-in-2021-and-2022/594823/ 

The authors’ primary estimate of marginal cost for 2019 is 

shown in Figure ES-1, along with estimates of the average 

residential price of electricity for each IOU. The price of 

electricity is more than double the estimated marginal cost 

for SCE, and it is more than triple for PG&E and SDG&E. 

Over 25 percent of residential customers in California pay 

lower rates through the low-income program, California 

Alternative Rates for Energy (CARE), but report authors 

found that even CARE rates are substantially above margin-

al cost, as shown in the figure.

This finding is not a commentary on the appropriateness 

of overall costs. High total system costs in California may 

well be justified by conditions in the state. Rather, the im-

plication of this finding is that by recovering total system 

costs through high volumetric prices, California’s IOUs 

are now operating a pricing scheme that sends mislead-

ing signals about the true cost to society of consuming 

electricity. Pricing reform that aligns the volumetric price 

of energy with marginal cost would dramatically reduce 

prices, which has the potential to spur electrification of 

other sectors of the economy.

FIG ES-1 Residential Retail Prices Vs. Social 
                Marginal Cost ($/kWh) for 2019
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FIG ES-2a-c Residential Price Decomposition ($/kWh) for 2019
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Components of California Electricity Rates
The components of California’s high electricity rates are 

unpacked in detail in this report and are summarized 

for each utility in Figure ES-2a-c, which breaks down the 

average volumetric price facing a residential customer on a 

standard rate. This figure decomposes costs into five main 

categories: generation, transmission, distribution, pollu-

tion and a residual category that combines public purpose 

programs and other costs. For generation, transmission and 

distribution, the costs are separated into the component 

that is part of marginal cost and the remaining costs that 

do not scale with usage. Details of each item’s calculation is 

included in the report. 

The marginal cost components are added up in the 

bottom staircase. Marginal cost is the combined height of 

the boxes representing the marginal costs of generation, 

transmission, distribution and greenhouse gas emissions 

that are associated with producing an additional unit of 

electricity. This is labeled here as the private marginal cost 

(PMC). Adding the unpriced portion of pollution damages 

resulting from electricity yields the social marginal cost 

(SMC). The other boxes represent additional system costs 

that do not scale with usage. These are all costs that are 

being recovered through high volumetric prices for stan-

dard rate customers, but they represent fixed costs that 

range from regular maintenance to wildfire mitigation to 

cross-subsidies for CARE customers and rooftop solar.

A few findings are apparent from the figure. First, the 

additional system costs are spread across several factors 

that, taken together, drive the high cost. In particular, costs 

associated with generation and distribution comprise a 

significant share of the cost recovery gap.

Second, as more and more households adopt behind-the-

meter (BTM) solar photovoltaic (PV) panels, cost recovery is 

disproportionately shifted onto the bills of solar non-adopt-

ers. In 2019, the report authors estimate that behind the 

meter residential solar production supplied more than 15 

percent of the residential electricity consumption across the 

PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E service territories. The fixed costs 

recovered via high volumetric electricity prices are shifted—

not avoided—when a residential customer installs rooftop 

solar. In other words, as residential solar adoption increases, 

system costs are being recovered from a shrinking base.

An additional finding of the report’s cost component 

analysis is that there is great need for a more transparent 

accounting of wildfire mitigation costs that could inform 

public debate. Despite going to considerable lengths in 

an attempt to delineate wildfire-related expenditures by 

separating them from other costs with publicly available 

data, it was not possible for the report authors to get clear 

numbers. In Figure ES-2-a-c, these costs are embedded 

primarily in transmission, distribution and other fixed costs. 

Wildfire mitigation costs are likely to be a major driver 

of price increases in the near future. Wildfire mitigation is 

a statewide priority that delivers benefits to households 

throughout all utility territories, regardless of the quan-

tity of electricity they consume, suggesting that perhaps 

some associated costs should be borne by the state at 

large. Transparent and consistent data about associated 

costs is essential to inform decision-making about how to 

pay for wildfire mitigation.

Improving Equitable Pricing of Electricity
A key finding of the report’s analysis is that the cur-

rent system of recovering system costs through high 

volumetric prices is not only inefficient; it is also far less 

equitable than viable alternatives. It imposes a relatively 

large burden on lower- and average-income households 

while it recovers a shrinking fraction of system costs 

from higher-income households because of the diffusion 

of rooftop solar.

The authors are in the process of constructing a de-

tailed assessment of how the burden of cost recovery is 

allocated across households in the current rate system, 

but that analysis involves customer billing data that was 

not obtained in time for this report. While a forthcoming 

Next 10-Energy Institute study will incorporate customer 

billing data, this initial report relied on survey data 

about household expenditures in California from the US 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, which are presented in Figure 

ES-3. Those data show that higher-income households 

spend only modestly more on electricity than lower-

income households, a much smaller differential relative 

to differences in incomes or expenditures on most other 

goods, including even gasoline.

Alternative Funding Mechanisms to Ensure an Equitable 

Electrification Transition

To address these inefficiencies and ensure a more equi-

table path toward greater electrification, the state could 

potentially support some measures, such as public pur-

pose programs or wildfire mitigation, directly through 

other tax revenue. Analysis of the survey data from 

the US Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) suggests that 
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using revenue raised from sales or income taxes would 

be much more progressive than the current scheme of 

covering residual costs above marginal cost by increas-

ing volumetric electricity prices. This is apparent in 

Figure ES-3, which shows that expenditures on goods 

subject to the sales tax rise much more steeply across 

the income distribution. Thus, raising electricity system 

revenue through the sales tax would recover far more of 

the costs from richer households than does the current 

scheme. The distribution of income rises even faster 

than do taxable expenditures—which means that paying 

for some system costs through additional revenue raised 

via the income tax in California would be even more 

progressive.

Recognizing potential political barriers to leverag-

ing state revenue to pay for electricity system costs, the 

report also considered ways of reforming the electricity 

system that could align prices with marginal cost with-

out imposing an additional burden on those least able 

to afford it. To that end, a final key finding is that an 

income-based fixed monthly connection charge could 

raise revenue to cover utility costs while maintaining a 

volumetric price that reflects marginal cost and improving 

equity outcomes. This fixed monthly charge would require 

income verification, but would ultimately help reduce vol-

umetric rates while providing stable revenue to utilities. 

The report concludes by discussing the possible structure 

of an income-based fixed charge, including some pos-

sible rate structures, as well as some of the logistical and 

equity considerations and trade-offs that would need to 

be weighed in order to implement such a scheme.

FIG ES-3 Average Expenditures and Income per  
                California Household by Income  
                Quintile Relative to Lowest Quintile
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1. introduction
California has charted an ambitious course towards 
decarbonizing its economy. The state achieved 
its 2020 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 
levels four years early. Notably, almost all of these 
emissions reductions have been achieved in the 
electricity sector. At the same time, California 
has among the highest electricity prices in the 
continental U.S. These two facts create a tension: 
decarbonizing the economy most likely requires 
electrification of transportation and space and 
water heating, but high prices push against such 
a transition. High prices also have troubling 
implications for equity and affordability. If the costs 
of decarbonizing the power sector are recovered 
through higher electricity prices, this could impose 
a large economic burden on low-income households 
amidst an increasingly unequal economy. This report 
discusses the causes and consequences of California’s 
high residential electricity prices, and it evaluates the 

merits of several potential remedies. 
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This study begins by asking why the residential electric-
ity prices charged by California’s investor-owned utilities 
(IOUs) are so high. First, the avoidable—or marginal—
cost of providing additional kilowatt-hours (kWh) of 
electricity to a residential customer are identified. This 
is a necessary first step because, to the extent that high 
electricity prices actually reflect high incremental costs 
of generating and delivering electricity, high prices 
are economically efficient. If that is the case, then high 
prices are still problematic, but they can only be ad-
dressed in an economically- efficient manner by policies 
that lower marginal costs. 

Instead, the authors find that residential electricity 
prices of California’s IOUs are two to three times higher 
than social marginal costs (SMC), that is, marginal cost 
inclusive of environmental externalities. Marginal cost 
estimates from this study are consistent with prior work, 
such as analysis commissioned by the California Public 
Utilities Commission and other recent studies.3 This 
conclusion is based on building an estimate of the social 
marginal cost of electricity that accounts for the direct 
cost of additional generation, the social cost of associat-
ed pollution, line losses from transporting the electricity, 
and appropriate capacity costs in generation, transmis-
sion and distribution that might change with demand. 
Section 3 provides a detailed discussion of the marginal 
cost estimates.

If a utility charges a retail electricity price equal to 
social marginal cost, this sends an economically-efficient 
price signal to consumers, but it would probably not col-
lect enough revenue to cover all of the costs of the grid, 
as well as other priorities that are currently supported via 
volumetric (i.e., per-kWh) rates. The cost recovery gap is 
defined here as the difference between a utility’s current 
revenue and the revenue it would collect if it instead 
charged the economically-efficient social marginal cost 
for the same quantity. This study estimates that gap and 
then decomposes it into a set of factors that increase the 
utilities’ revenue requirements.

Broadly, these factors can be divided into three 
classes. One class includes costs that are currently 
funded through rates but are not required to serve cur-
rent load. Energy efficiency programs are an example, 

3 Borenstein, S. and Bushnell, J. “Do Two Electricity Pricing Wrongs Make a Right? Cost Recovery, Externalities, and Efficiency.” Energy 
Institute at Hass. July 2019. Available at: https://haas.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/WP294.pdf. Detailed documentation of CPUC 
commissioned estimates of the avoided costs of distributed energy resources can be found at: https://www.ethree.com/public pro-
ceedings/energy-efficiency-calculator/

as are funds that support new low-carbon technologies. 
A second class includes costs that are necessary for the 
maintenance of the grid but would not change if de-
mand from current customers increased or decreased 
over a substantial range. An example is the maintenance 
of existing transmission lines. A third class includes 
cross-subsidies among rate payers. These include incen-
tives for rooftop solar and rate discounts for low-income 
customers provided via the California Alternative Rates 
for Energy (CARE) Program.

The authors conclude that California’s residential en-
ergy prices are high not because of any one factor, but 
because of the cumulative effect of many of these cost 
drivers. That said, some factors are larger than others. 
The role of energy efficiency programs and the Renew-
ables Portfolio Standard (RPS) has waned in recent years, 
whereas the impact of rooftop solar subsidies is large 
and rapidly growing. The majority of the cost recovery 
gap is related to recovering fixed costs for the grid, 
which are projected to grow further as a result of wildfire 
mitigation and other factors. Details of the calculations 
for recent years are in Section 5.

Who bears the burden of fixed cost recovery under 
the current rate design? A detailed analysis of how costs 
are allocated across households requires utility billing 
data, which the authors of this report are in the process 
of acquiring, in anonymized form. For this initial report, 
however, the authors present preliminary analysis using 
the Consumer Expenditure Survey from the US Bureau 
of Labor Statistics. That analysis suggests that the cur-
rent approach to cost recovery by increasing volumetric 
rates—essentially a volumetric tax—is quite regressive. 

Unfortunately, the state budget is under considerable 
pressure, which makes it less likely that costs can be 
moved from electricity rates to the general fund. There-
fore, this report explores an alternative that keeps cost 
recovery within electricity rates, but reduces regressiv-
ity. The starting point is to introduce a substantial fixed 
charge that would enable the utilities to lower volumetric 
prices towards avoidable cost. This would enhance eco-
nomic efficiency and foster greater electrification, while 
keeping utility revenue stable.
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The primary objection to fixed charges is that they tend 

to be regressive. A move to uniform fixed charges that 

apply equally to all households would likely exacerbate 

the inequities in the current system. Instead, this report 

proposes a system of fixed charges that are based on 

a sliding scale of income, so that lower-income house-

holds pay a lower monthly connection fee. In terms of 

administration, it may not be advisable for the utilities 

themselves to determine the income of households, 

and so instead the authors propose that this system be 

implemented in coordination with the state’s income tax 

authority, the Franchise Tax Board. Coordination be-

tween the utilities and the state could come in a variety 

of forms. Discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of 

several versions of this idea, as well as several potential 

rate structures, are in Section 7.

This report is a preliminary analysis in an ongoing re-

search program. Going forward, the report authors plan 

to use anonymized customer billing records to character-

ize in much more detail the distributional burden of the 

current model of cost recovery and these alternatives. The 

potential impact of high volumetric rates on the goals of 

decarbonizing residential buildings and personal transpor-

tation will also be analyzed as part of a follow-on study to 

be released later this year.
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2. California’s rates are 
among the Highest in 
the Country
This report’s analysis begins with an overview of 
California’s residential retail prices. Figure 1 displays 
the average residential electricity price for the three 
California IOUs and a box-and-whiskers plot of the 
distribution of average residential electricity prices 
across US utilities, based on data from the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). For each year, 
the solid horizontal line shows the national average 
(median) price (weighted across utilities by load), and 
the box traces the 25th to 75th percentiles. The lines 
(whiskers) extending from the box show the 5th and 
95th percentiles. These data reveal that SDG&E and 
PG&E rates are now among the top few percentile of all 
residential rates in the country. SDG&E’s rates are double 
the national median. SCE's rates are lower, but still about 
45 percent above the national median. 
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Figure 1 presents the overall average residential rates, 
including those on low-income rates (CARE). In 2019, 
over a quarter of California IOU customers were en-
rolled in the CARE program.4 When CARE customers are 
removed, average rates for non-CARE households are 
about 10 percent higher.

4 IOU annual reports on low income assistance programs indicate the share of residential customers that are presumptively eligible for 
CARE is in the range of 26-28%. All three utilities report very high (90-96%) CARE participation among eligible households.

FIG 1 Average Residential Price ($/kWh) by Year for Major U.S. Utilities
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3. Why Does 
efficient electricity 
Pricing matter?
A fundamental economic principle of efficient 
pricing is that the prices consumers face should 
reflect the marginal cost of supply in a good or 
service. Adhering to this principle maximizes 
welfare insofar as it allows consumers to efficiently 
trade off consumption benefits and production 
costs. In the context of electricity, marginal cost is 
often referred to as incremental cost or avoidable 
cost, based on the notion that it also represents 
the cost that can be avoided if one fewer unit of 
electricity is consumed.
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The concept of marginal cost depends on the time 
horizon being considered and the question being ad-
dressed. For example, at a moment in time when a sys-
tem has excess power and is curtailing wind generation, 
the marginal cost of supply is effectively zero, because 
curtailing a little less wind power and instead deliver-
ing it to a customer would be virtually costless. But over 
the longer run, if wind generation would have to be 
expanded to meet a higher level of long-run demand, 
the marginal cost would include the cost of the wind 
turbine hardware. If additional demand in some hours 
of a year would require additional generation, transmis-
sion or distribution capacity, then the marginal cost of 
accommodating that additional demand would include 
the capacity investment cost that could otherwise be 
avoided or deferred. To the extent that there are many 
hours over the year in which the additional capacity may 
be utilized, then it is appropriate to allocate the cost of 
the additional capacity over those hours.

Societal, or social, marginal cost (SMC) includes not 
just costs borne by the producer, but also any external 
costs that are imposed in the production or consumption 
of the good. In the case of electricity production, the 
most notable externalities are the environmental impacts 
of pollution that are not fully reflected in electricity mar-
ket prices. Explanation of how private marginal operat-
ing costs, private marginal capacity costs, and emissions-
related external marginal costs were estimated is below 
and in the Appendix.

If the incremental, or “volumetric,” price is set higher 
than SMC, then it will discourage usage of the good in 
some cases where it creates more value than it imposes 
costs. For instance, if a consumer would get $10 of value 
from consuming an additional unit of a good, and doing 
so would create an additional $5 in cost to the producer 
and an additional $2 in pollution externality costs, then 
this unit of consumption still creates $3 in net additional 
value ($10-$5-$2). However, if the volumetric price of the 

5 Note that a rational, well-informed consumer will make consumption decisions based on the incremental price, ignoring any costs 
to them that do not change with their consumption at that time. So, a fixed monthly charge would not affect their incremental (or 
“marginal”) consumption decision. A demand charge on their peak consumption is non-marginal during most hours of the year, but 
could greatly increase the customer’s expected incremental price if their consumption is nearly at their annual peak. There is some 
controversy about the extent to which electricity consumers act in a way that is as precisely rational as this discussion suggests. Ito 
2014 finds that residential customers faced with increasing-block pricing seem to respond to the average price they face across the 
increasing- block price schedule rather than the marginal price. But recent work, such as Ito and Shuang 2020, suggests that custom-
ers don’t make such errors when faced with a fixed charge. Ito and Shuang 2020 available at: https://www.nber.org/papers/w26853

6 Borenstein, S. and Bushnell, J. “Do Two Electricity Pricing Wrongs Make a Right? Cost Recovery, Externalities, and Efficiency.” Energy 
Institute at Hass. July 2019. Available at: https://haas.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/WP294.pdf

good is set, for instance, at $11, then the consumer will 
choose not to purchase it, because the price is greater 
than the value that the consumer would get.5 That failure 
to purchase the good means that the $3 in value is lost. 
Such “deadweight loss” from under-consumption is 
avoided if the price of the good is set equal to its SMC—
in this case $7.

Similarly, for the same good, if the price were set at 
$5, then it would encourage use of the good even in 
cases where it creates less value than the cost it im-
poses. In that case, for instance, if there were a customer 
who valued the good at $5.50, that person would buy 
the good, but this would lower value in the economy by 
$1.50, the difference between the customer’s value of 
the good and the SMC of supplying it. Thus, this transac-
tion would create $1.50 in deadweight loss from over-
consumption.

These hypothetical examples have very tangible appli-
cations in electricity pricing. Previous research suggests 
nearly all of California is pricing electricity well above its 
SMC, as is much of the Northeast, though to a some-
what lesser extent.6 Many parts of the coal-reliant upper 
Midwest, however, are pricing well below their SMC, 
which is quite high due to the pollution from burning 
coal. In California, over-pricing electricity will inefficiently 
discourage some households from considering electrifi-
cation of space heating, water heating, clothes drying, 
vehicle transportation and other services that can switch 
between energy sources. In regions that are underpric-
ing electricity compared to SMC, there is too little incen-
tive to adopt energy efficiency improvements that would 
maximize economic value creation.

One might ask whether this problem of over-pricing 
compared to SMC isn’t ubiquitous in the economy, and 
why it should be more of a concern in electricity than 
elsewhere. It is true that many branded consumer goods 
are priced above their SMC, but that is less commonly 
the case with generic commodities, such as energy and 
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agricultural products. Furthermore, with many branded 

consumer goods—from new cars to airline tickets to 

groceries—price discrimination (charging different prices 

across customers even though the cost of supplying 

is the same) is a deeply ingrained part of the market. 

That discrimination is generally intended to pull in the 

customers with a lower value of the good while extract-

ing high prices from those with a higher valuation. This 

practice exists to some extent in residential electricity 

pricing with prices that vary depending on the use of the 

electricity—such as special lower rates for EV charging. 

With the need for separate wiring, metering and bill-

ing, however, such market segmentation is costly and 

cumbersome. Moreover, it requires regulators to make 

price-setting decisions based not just on cost, but also 

on demand factors—a topic on which there is likely to be 

widely divergent views. 
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4. What is the 
marginal Cost 
of electricity 
Consumption 
in California?
To calculate the marginal cost of electricity 
consumption, an accounting tool used by the 
California Public Utility Commission—called 
the Avoided Cost Calculator (ACC)—was 
the point of departure. The ACC is an open-
access, spreadsheet-based model developed 
by Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc 
(E3).7 This calculator uses publicly available 
data to generate hourly forecasts of the 
costs that a utility would avoid—on both the 
operating and capacity investment margin—
if demand were incrementally reduced. 
Whereas the E3 tool is designed to forecast 
the long-term cost implications of future 
electricity demand growth, the analysis of 
this report is more retrospective. To suit this 
application, several modifications were made 
to the E3 ACC methodology. 

The estimated marginal costs are comprised 
of eight components: marginal energy 
costs; line losses; GHG compliance costs; 
external emissions costs; ancillary services; 
marginal generation capacity costs; marginal 
transmission capacity costs; and marginal 
distribution capacity costs. Figure 2a-c 
shows the relative importance of these cost 
component estimates for the three IOUs. 
The methodology and underlying estimating 
equations follow, and additional details are 
reported in the Appendix.
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FIG 2a-c Annual Social Marginal Cost Estimates ($/kWh)
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4.1 Marginal Operating Costs7

The first marginal cost component captures variable 
electricity generation costs by collecting hourly, day-
ahead wholesale electricity prices for the default load 
aggregation points (DLAPS) associated with each of the 
three IOUs, respectively.8  These locational marginal 
prices (LMPs) reflect not only the per-kWh fuel and 
variable operations and maintenance (O&M) costs at a 
given location, but also the costs of purchasing GHG 
permits to offset emissions, congestion related costs, 
and electricity losses due to long-distance transport.

The first task is to isolate the component of these pric-
es that reflect the marginal cost of electricity generation. 
Using i to index the IOU territory and t to index hours of 
the year, the marginal energy cost MECit is defined as:

Equation 1 subtracts the GHG compliance costs 
incurred by the marginal producer from the LMP. To esti-
mate this per-kWh compliance cost, the prevailing GHG 
permit price, , is multiplied by the GHG emissions rate 
(measured in tons of CO2/kWh) of the marginal genera-
tor.9  Assuming that the marginal unit is a natural gas 
plant, the marginal operating emissions rate (MOERit ) 
can be defined as:

7 The Commission approved the first ACC in 2005 with Decision (D.) 05-04-24. Subsequent updates and reviews are available at https://
www.ethree.com/public proceedings/energy-efficiency-calculator.

8 For each node, CAISO calculates a load distribution factor. These are used to construct load-weighted average prices for each utility. 
These data were downloaded from SNL Financial. This is a proprietary source of financial data and market intelligence that includes a 
convenient centralized database of publicly available LMP data.

9 To calibrate the GHG permit prices, we use quarterly GHG permit auction prices. These prices can be found at: https://ww2.arb.
ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/results_summary.pdf

10 This emission factor does not include emissions associated with the extraction and delivery of natural gas. These upstream emissions 
tend to be region-specific and are hard to estimate generically. Further details are available at: https://www.eia.gov/environment/
emissions/co2_vol_mass.php

11 To calibrate variable O&M costs, we use the estimates provided in the E3 ACC. These costs are small (on the order of $0.6 per MWh). 
Natural gas prices are calibrated using IOU-specific volume-weighted average prices. For PG&E, monthly average prices are volume-
weighted across northern California hubs. For SCE and SDG&E, prices are volume-weighted across Southern California hubs.

12 To be precise, one should account for transmission losses in deriving the heat rate of the marginal producer from LMPs. We do not 
make further adjustments, however, because transmission losses are so small and we have no data on variation in the transmission 
losses of the marginal producer.

13 Borenstein, S. and Bushnell, J. “Do Two Electricity Pricing Wrongs Make a Right? Cost Recovery, Externalities, and Efficiency.” Energy 
Institute at Hass. July 2019. Available at: https://haas.berkeley.edu/wp-content/uploads/WP294.pdf

where HeatRateit measures the fuel efficiency (in 
MMBtu/kWh) of electricity generation for the marginal 
producer in region i and hour t. Multiplying by the car-
bon intensity of natural gas (0.05307 metric tons/MMB-
tu) yields an estimate of the GHG intensity of electricity 
production.10

To estimate the marginal heat rate in Equation 2, it 
is further assumed that the LMP accurately reflects the 
variable operating costs of marginal producers (i.e., fuel 
costs plus non-fuel costs (NFC) of variable O&M and 
GHG compliance costs).11 Invoking this assumption, the 
marginal heat rate is:

When power is transferred from electricity producers 
to residential consumers, losses accrue due to physical 
resistance in the transmission and distribution system. 
Transmission losses are quite small (typically 1-2%) and 
are reflected in LMPs.12 Losses on the lower-voltage 
distribution systems are substantially greater per kWh 
and increase with flow on the line.13 These losses must 
be accounted for when estimating the marginal cost 
of serving residential customers. The Borenstein and 
Bushnell study cited above estimates average annual 
residential distribution losses at the distribution com-
pany level and then derive marginal losses from an en-
gineering relationship. Equation 1 uses these marginal 
loss factors LFit to scale variable operating costs. This 

MOERit = HeatRateit · 0.05307,

HeatRateit =           
(LMPit – NFC)

(GasPriceit + 0.05307 * τt)
MECit = (LMPit – τt · MOERit)

1( )1 – LFit
GHG Costs

Loss adjustment

(1)

(2)

(3)
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approximately accounts for the costs associated with 

distribution system losses.

In sum, Equations 1, 2, and 3 calibrate three cost com-

ponents: marginal energy costs, GHG compliance costs, 

and distribution system losses. Figure 2a-c plots load-

weighted annual average measures of these marginal 

cost components. Of these, marginal energy costs are 

the most economically significant, comprising 30 to 40 

percent of social marginal costs. As of 2019, GHG com-

pliance costs comprise seven to nine percent of private 

marginal costs. Estimated losses increase marginal costs 

by 10 to 12 percent.

4.2 Ancillary services
Ancillary services (AS) are procured day-ahead, largely 

on the basis of total load forecast. Reducing load will 

generally reduce the amount of ancillary services that 

must be procured to meet system operating protocols. 

To estimate this marginal cost, the average ancillary ser-

vice costs reported annually by CAISO were utilized.14 

On a per-kWh basis, these AS costs are small. They are 

barely visible in Figure 2a-c.

4.3 GHG externality costs
From the inception of the California cap and trade mar-

ket, in 2013, through 2019, GHG permit prices in quarter-

ly allowance auctions ranged from $12-$17/metric ton.15 

These allowance prices fall below standard estimates of 

the social cost of carbon (SCC).16 To account for GHG 

costs that are not captured by GHG permit prices, the 

authors define a residual GHG cost component:

Primary cost estimates assume a SCC of $50/ton. Under 

this assumption, current GHG permit prices reflect up 

to 34 percent of the true social cost of GHG emissions. 

Figures 2a-c show how accounting for this GHG ex-

14 These as costs are taken from Caiso’s annual report on market issues and Performance.

15 “California Cap-and-Trade Program: summary of California-Quebec Joint auction settlement Prices.” California air resources board. 
november 2020. available at: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/results_summary.pdf

16 following the 2016 Technical update of the social Cost of Carbon for regulatory impact analysis produced by the interagency Work-
ing Group on social Cost of Greenhouse Gases, we assume that the sCC is $50/ton. in the appendix, we also consider a case with sCC 
equal to $100/ton.

ternality has an economically significant effect on our 

marginal cost estimates.

4.4 Marginal capacity costs
Thus far, this report has focused exclusively on the vari-

able operating costs (private and social) associated with 

serving residential electricity demand. Next, the invest-

ment margin is considered. In principle, if peak demand 

for electricity in a utility service territory is reduced, some 

transmission projects, distribution system upgrades, and/

or generation capacity investments could be deferred or 

avoided. In practice, the ability to defer these investments 

will depend on a number of factors, such as the location 

and timing of peak demand reductions.

Annualized cost impacts of incremental reductions in 

peak load on generation, distribution, and transmission 

capacity investments are discussed first—followed by an 

explanation of how these annualized costs are allocated 

across hours.

4.4.1 Marginal transmission capacity cost  
         (MTCC):
The IOUs coordinate with the California Independent 

System Operator (CAISO) to plan transmission system 

investments. If peak load is reduced prior to a project 

implementation date, a planned transmission project 

that is driven by anticipated increases in demand—ver-

sus regulatory, safety, contractual, efficiency or other 

reasons—could be deferred.

The E3 ACC tool uses data from general rate cases, 

and data provided by the IOUs, to identify deferrable 

transmission investments. These utility-specific mar-

ginal capacity costs are measured in terms of dollars 

per kilowatt-year. The primary estimates of this report 

incorporate these E3 cost estimates directly. For each 

IOU, the reported deferrable transmission costs are 

averaged across the ten-year period considered. Some 

stakeholders have challenged the idea that any transmis-

GHGit = (SCC – τt ) · MOERit

(4)
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sion investments are driven by load peak-load growth.17 
In the Appendix, alternative estimates which set MTCC 
component to zero are reported.

4.4.2 Marginal distribution capacity costs  
          (MGCC):
The costs of operating, maintaining and replacing 
distribution equipment, once installed, are generally 
independent of electricity consumption levels. However, 
there are some types of distribution system invest-
ments that can be sensitive to rates of demand growth 
for a given set of customers. For example, distribution 
reinforcement investments provide capacity to meet 
demand growth on the existing system.

The E3 Avoided Cost Calculator leverages information 
reported in general rate cases to estimate the value of 
deferring or avoiding investments in distribution infra-
structure through reductions in distribution peak capaci-
ty needs. These annualized costs, averaged across years, 
are used to construct this report’s primary estimates 
of IOU-specific marginal distribution capacity costs. 
However, it should be noted that several stakehold-
ers have challenged the idea that peak load reductions 
could defer distribution upgrades. Recognizing that 
these primary estimates may over-estimate distribution 
investment costs that are truly avoidable, the Appendix 
also reports marginal cost estimates that set the MDCC 
component to zero.

4.4.3 Marginal generation capacity costs    
         (MGCC):
When peak demand is forecast to increase, or new 
generation capacity will be needed to replace retire-
ments, the marginal generation cost captures the cost 
of procuring and operating new generation capacity 
(measured in terms of dollars per kilowatt-year). E3 
ACC calculations use the levelized capital cost of a new 
simple cycle combustion turbine generating unit net of 
profits earned in energy and ancillary service markets to 
estimate marginal generation capacity costs.

17 See for example, the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Create a Consistent Regulatory Framework for the Guidance, Planning and 
Evaluation of Integrated Distributed Energy Resources. Rulemaking 14-10-003, April 24, 2020.

18 PG&E has calculated a Net Present Value (NPV) sum of the six years of MGCCs and then converted this NPV to a levelized value. 
PG&E used its after-tax Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) of 7.0 percent. The estimated net costs of capacity: $30.23/kW-
year, $29.62/kW-yr, $28.53/kW-yr, $27.63/kW-yr, $27.70/kW-yr and $27.42/kW-yr for 2017 through 2022, respectively.

In time periods when peak demand is not forecast to 
increase, the MGCC captures the going- forward fixed 
cost of operating existing generation resources net of 
energy gross margins earned in the energy and ancillary 
services markets. In GRC proceedings, reported costs 
capture the fixed O&M, insurance, and property tax 
costs incurred to keep marginal generation operating. 
Noting that peak load has been declining over time, the 
generation capacity costs assumed here are based on 
resource adequacy cost estimates. The primary marginal 
cost estimates assume an MGCC of $30/kW-year.18

4.4.4 Hourly allocation of capacity costs:
To construct hourly marginal cost estimates, deferrable 
capacity costs must be allocated across hours of the 
year. Intuitively, these costs should be allocated to the 
hours when demand is likely to be highest. Historical 
load data is used to summarize systematic variation in 
hourly IOU load over the period of 2005 to 2019. The 
objective is to identify the hours in which electricity de-
mand is likely to be highest, and then allocate capacity 
costs proportionally.

Hourly load is regressed in L h,d,m,y (where h is hour, 
d is day, m is month, and y is year) regressed on hour-of-
day-by-month fixed effects, day-of-week fixed effects, 
and a set of holiday indicators:

The regression residual h,d,m,ʮ captures variation in real-
ized load that cannot be captured by our suite of fixed 
effects.

To predict hourly electricity demand in year y, Equation 
5 is estimated using data from the five years prior. Hourly 
load is then estimated within the year and these hourly 
load estimates are ranked in descending order. Load 
in the 501st hour defines a threshold Ty. All hours with 
predicted load below this threshold receive a weight of 
zero. Non-zero allocation factors for hours that exceed 

Lh,d,m,ʮ = αh,d,m + λd + ΣδholDj,ʮ  + ԑh,d,m,ʮ

(5)
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this threshold are defined as:
  Marginal capacity costs (for transmission, distribution, 
and generation) are allocated across hours of a year on 
the basis of these weights. Intuitively, for hours in the 

top 500 each year, marginal capacity costs are allocated 
in proportion to the difference between an hour’s load 
and the threshold load level from the 501st hour. Thus, 
for instance, the 499th highest load hour would likely 
get almost no capacity costs allocation, because the 
load in that hour is probably nearly the same as the load 
in the 501st hour.

Figure 2a-c illustrates the magnitude of these marginal 
capacity cost components (expressed in terms of aver-
age cost per kWh) relative to other cost drivers. Distribu-
tion and transmission costs vary with the size of defer-
rable investments reported in general rate cases. Across 
all three utilities, the marginal distribution investment 
cost component is the largest of the capacity-related 
cost components.

19 The retail price data for Figure 3a-c are created by taking the total residential revenue from FERC Form 1 and solving for the im-
plied CARE and non-CARE prices based on the share of kWh sold to CARE customers and the average CARE discount. The resulting 
standard rate is 1 to 2 cents lower than the rates shown in Figure 4a-c, which is mostly due to the FERC form 1 data including the 
California Climate Credit while the bill component figures on which Figure 4a-c are based do not.

4.5 The widening cost recovery gap
Figure 3a-c illustrates the significant gaps between so-
cial marginal cost and average retail prices for custom-
ers of all three utilities who are on not on a low-income 
rate. For PG&E and SDG&E, this gap has grown sub-
stantially over time. The SDG&E picture is particularly 
striking. In 2019, the average non-CARE retail price was 
more than three times the estimated social marginal 
cost. Note that the SMC captures not only the private 
marginal costs incurred by the utility, but also the full 
social cost of GHG emissions (evaluated at $50/ton 
CO2). For both SDG&E and PG&E, the gap between 
subsidized CARE rates and social marginal cost also has 
been widening over time.19 

wtʮ =    
Ltʮ– Tʮ

Σ(Ltʮ– Tʮ)

(6)
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FIG 3a-c Retail Price Vs. Social Marginal Cost ($/kWh)
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5. What factors 
create the cost 
recovery gap?
This section examines why California’s 
residential electricity prices are so much 
higher than marginal cost. In large part, this 
is due to costs that do not change with the 
volume of electricity sold to a customer, but 
are still recovered through volumetric prices. 
These include the above-market costs of past 
purchases of renewable electricity and other 
mandated technologies, the fixed costs of 
transmission and distribution (including wildfire 
prevention and compensation), and energy 
efficiency programs and other public purpose 
expenditures. The electricity price needed to 
cover the gap, however, also is increased if 
some customers are able to purchase electricity 
at a discounted price or the total volume of 
electricity sold declines. This analysis finds that 
all of these factors play a role in driving up 
residential electricity prices.
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Figure 4a-c illustrates both the components of so-

cial marginal cost (on the lower “staircase”), and the 

components of the gap between SMC and the average 

residential retail price for non-CARE customers (on the 

upper staircase). The left-most column presents the 

marginal costs associated with generation in the lower 

red box and the non-marginal costs associated with 

generation in the upper red box, and likewise in the 

other columns for transmission, distribution, greenhouse 

gas emissions, and a final column for public purpose 

programs and other expenses, virtually all of which are 

non-marginal.20 The box heights in the lower staircase 

are load-weighted averages over time; both private and 

externality marginal costs can vary substantially hour to 

hour. The box heights on the upper staircase, however, 

are simply a total cost figure divided by quantity. These 

costs are not associated with supply in any particular 

hour.21

For the generation, transmission, and distribution 

columns, Figure 4a-c is constructed by starting from the 

residential bill components under the standard residen-

tial rate for each category. The cost is then decomposed 

between marginal cost (lower staircase) and residual cost 

recovery (upper staircase) by subtracting off the relevant 

marginal cost components shown in Figure 2a-c. The 

residual cost component is then adjusted further due to 

the existence of CARE and BTM solar, as described in 

the subsequent paragraphs. The pollution column shows 

the cap and trade liability for the marginal kWh and the 

additional externality cost above the emitter’s cap and 

trade liability. Note that the cost of the additional exter-

nality is not borne by the producer, so is not part of the 

private marginal cost explained in this figure. Thus, the 

bottom of the next column begins at the top of the cap 

and trade box, not at the top of the non-market GHGs 

box. The pollution column is the end of the marginal 

cost components. Total private marginal cost is the top 

20 figure 4a-c does not include costs of other pollutants that are associated with supplying electricity. in our continuing research, we 
are working to include costs of these pollutants. borenstein and bushnell, 2019, however, suggest that in California by far the largest 
negative air pollution externality associated with electricity supply is the emissions of greenhouse gases.

21 The Care and bTm Pv total costs are affected by the particular hours in which Care customers and customers with bTm Pv consume 
electricity, but are not associated with supply to most standard-rate customers.

22 2018 Total system electric Generation. California energy Commission. 2019. available at: https://www.energy.ca.gov/ data-reports/
energy-almanac/california-electricity-data/2019-total-system-electric-generation.

23 The CPuC is required to report annually to the state legislature on the progress of electricity retail sellers in meeting their rPs goals 
and substantive actions taken to achieve those goals. Two reports that are required annually have information on 1) rPs program 
costs and 2) progress and status of the rPs program. Past reports to the legislature are available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/rPs 
reports Data.

of the cap and trade box and total social marginal cost is 

the top of the non-market GHGs box. The costs repre-

sented in the right-hand column are not marginal in that 

they do not change with the consumption of the house-

hold paying the bill.

5.1 Generation
Figure 4a-c shows generation costs both as part of 

marginal cost on the lower staircase and as significant 

residual costs on the upper staircase. The energy costs, 

as explained above, are based on wholesale electric-

ity prices, adjusted upward to reflect distribution line 

losses.

California’s high electricity prices have occasionally 

been attributed to its aggressive adoption of renewable 

generation under the Renewables Portfolio Standard 

(RPS) program. In 2019, all electricity retail sellers had an 

annual target to serve at least 29 percent of their electric 

load with RPS-eligible resources. Under this RPS, utility-

scale solar and wind generation capacity had reached al-

most 12,000 MW and 6,000 MW, respectively, by 2018.22

To the extent that qualifying renewable resources are 

more expensive, the RPS mandate will increase the cost 

of electricity generation. The CPUC tracks RPS and non-

RPS procurement expenditures in terms of $/kWh and 

annual RPS revenue requirements.23 RPS procurement 

costs have fallen at a rate of 13 percent per year be-

tween 2007 and 2019. In 2019, the average RPS energy 

contract price across all technology types was $28/MWh. 

As renewable energy technology costs have fallen, so 

has the above-market premium for renewable energy 

generation. The average difference in RPS versus non-

RPS procurement costs reported by the large investor-

owned utilities had dropped to $0.0028/kWh in 2019 

(CPUC, 2020).
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FIG 4a-c Residential Price Decomposition ($/kWh) for 2019
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Dividing the utility-specific RPS revenue requirements 

by the corresponding RPS procurement cost (per kWh) 

yields an estimate of the quantity of electricity procured 

to comply with the RPS mandate. This quantity was then 

multiplied by the reported RPS cost premium to estimate 

the additional generation costs incurred to meet RPS 

obligations. Assuming that 40 percent of RPS compli-

ance costs are recovered from residential customers, the 

impact of the RPS mandate on residential retail prices 

(in terms of $/kWh) can be estimated.24 On a per kWh 

basis, these residential rate impacts of RPS compliance 

are small. In 2019, SDG&E paid no price premium for 

RPS-eligible procurement. The authors estimate average 

residential rate impacts per kWh of $0.006 and $0.0001 

for PG&E and SCE, respectively. These cost differences 

for renewables comprise a very small part of the genera-

tion component of the upper staircase in Figure 4a-c.  

The large “Generation Fixed Costs” boxes for all three 

utilities represent contracts and utility-owned generation 

at costs well above 2019 market prices for all types of 

generation.

5.2 Transmission and distribution
For all three utilities, fixed costs of transmission and 

distribution (T&D) comprise more than half of the total 

fixed costs that are recovered in standard rates, before 

accounting for the cost shifts from CARE and behind-

the-meter solar PV. These fixed costs include amorti-

zation and return on capital for investments in T&D. 

They also include all of the operation and maintenance 

expenditures for transmission and distribution that must 

be done to keep the lines in-service, including vegeta-

tion management. These are not rate-based capital 

investments, but they are nonetheless fixed costs in that 

they do not vary with the amount of electricity a house-

hold uses.

As mentioned earlier, while some amount of these 

costs are a result of wildfire risks and past damages, the 

report authors have not been able to access the data 

necessary to determine how much. Fixed cost due to 

24 The CPuC is required to report annually to the state legislature on the progress of electricity retail sellers in meeting their rPs goals 
and substantive actions taken to achieve those goals. Two reports that are required annually have information on 1) rPs program 
costs and 2) progress and status of the rPs program. Past reports to the legislature are available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/rPs 
reports Data.

25 California Distributed Generation statistics. California solar initiative (Csi) available at: https://www.californiadgstats.ca.gov/

26 under nem2.0, which began in 2017, owners of rooftop solar now pay a small amount to cover their share of public purpose pro-
grams and a couple of other small charges, totaling about 2.5 cents per kWh.

wildfires include additional vegetation management, 

technology that monitors for wildfires near power lines, 

technology to detect line faults and shut off power 

before the line starts a fire, patrolling power lines during 

high fire risk periods, relocation of power lines, early 

replacement of lines and towers to reduce fire risk, and 

compensation for fire damage for which the CPUC de-

termines ratepayers will contribute.

5.3 Energy efficiency and other public 
      purpose programs
The lowest box in the right-hand column of Figure 4a-c 

represents all payments for public purpose programs 

except CARE. This includes energy efficiency programs, 

energy research and development programs, and subsi-

dies for customer-sited batteries, among others.

5.4 Behind-the-meter solar PV
California’s retail electricity pricing structure, together 

with the state’s net energy metering (NEM) policy, have 

been important drivers of “behind the meter” solar PV 

(BTM PV) adoption. By 2018, 6,854 MW of distributed 

solar had been installed under the NEM program, 4,356 

MW of which is residential.25 This level of investment in 

distributed solar PV is significantly less than the utility-

scale investments mandated under the RPS. However, 

the authors estimate that the retail rate implications of 

BTM PV investments have been much larger, as illus-

trated by Figure 5.

Residential customers with PV systems are credited at 

the retail electricity rate for every kWh of solar electricity 

they generate.26 This effectively shifts the burden of fixed 

cost recovery onto customers that have not adopted BTM 

PV. As Figure 4a-c clearly shows, this confers a generous 

subsidy because residential rates significantly exceed 

social marginal cost (which includes, among other com-

ponents, the estimated social cost of greenhouse gas 

emissions). Importantly, the growing gap between the 

retail rate and marginal cost reflects costs that are not 
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avoided—only shifted—when a household adopts PV.
To assess the residential rate implications of this cost 

shift, the authors estimate what residential rates would 
have been absent investments in residential solar PV.27 
For each utility-year, the electricity generated by installed 
residential BTM PV was simulated and then this genera-
tion was added to the residential electricity sales actually 
observed. Next, an estimate of how much lower retail 
rates would have been had costs been spread across this 
broader base of residential electricity consumption was 
established. To streamline these calculations, the authors 
assume that PV systems are adopted by non-CARE cus-
tomers and that residential electricity demand is perfectly 
inelastic.28 The height of the box labeled “BTM PV” shows 
the implied retail price impact. These calculations serve 
as approximate estimates of the residential rate increase 
attributable to BTM PV incentives.29

To put these rate impacts in perspective, the implica-
tions for annual electricity expenditures were assessed. 
Absent household-level data, this analysis is limited in the 
extent that it can characterize the distribution of this cost 
shift across different types of households. However, it was 
possible to estimate average bill impacts for CARE and 
non-CARE households. Annual CARE reports estimate the 
average annual electricity consumption among non-CARE 
and CARE households, respectively. Assuming no change 
in the share of CARE costs borne by the residential sector, 
the number of CARE customers, and the CARE discount 
relative to the non-CARE rate, the average bill impacts of 
BTM PV incentives can be estimated. Figure 5 shows eco-
nomically significant annual bill increases for both CARE 
and non-CARE customers. The impacts are particularly 
striking in SDG&E territory where residential PV genera-
tion accounted for more than 20 percent of residential 
consumption in 2019. Non-CARE and CARE rates increase 
by five cents and three cents, respectively. This translates 
into annual average bill increases of approximately $230 
and $124 for non-CARE and CARE customers.

27 This is equivalent to assuming that the utility institutes a feed-in tariff policy in which all output from residential solar is compensated at the 
utility’s marginal (i.e., avoided) cost.

28 Residential electricity demand is not perfectly inelastic. The simplifying assumption of perfectly inelastic demand will result in an 
under-estimation of the rate impacts of BTM-PV incentives. The assumption that all solar PV is adopted by non-CARE households is 
also strong. To the extent that solar PV is supplying CARE households, this assumption will over-state the rate impacts of BTM-PV 
incentives.

29 We assume that installation of behind the meter solar PV has no effect on the consumption of the household, either decreasing it 
due to greater environmental awareness or commitment to reducing pollution, or increasing it due to “moral licensing” of greater 
consumption or in response to actual lower opportunity cost of consumption under Net Energy Metering if solar panel output would 
otherwise exceed household consumption.

5.5 CARE program for low-income  
      customers
Between 25 and 30 percent of all residential electricity 
is sold to low-income customers at reduced rates, which 
by statute are 32.5 to 35 percent lower than the stan-
dard rates. The cost of this subsidy is borne by all other 
customers, both residential and non-residential.

The height of the CARE box in Figure 4a-c is con-
structed by calculating the difference between the rate 
that non-CARE customers pay and the rate that they 
would pay if there were no CARE program. If there were 
no CARE program, the standard rate would be some-
what lower than the top of the upper staircase because 
with additional customers on the standard rate, that 
rate would not need to be as high in order to cover 
the full revenue requirement from residential custom-

FIG 5 Household-Level Bill Impacts of BTM PV  
           Incentives ($/year)
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ers. That revenue requirement would change, however, 

because the transfer from non-residential to residential 

due to CARE—which occurs because the CARE subsidy 

is financed with an equal surcharge on all other kWh, 

including non-residential—would be eliminated. The 

counterfactual standard rate if there were no CARE 

program was calculated by solving simultaneously for 

the counterfactual standard rate and the new residential 

revenue requirement in the absence of CARE. Note that 

the height of the CARE box is not the full burden of the 

CARE program on other electricity prices.  The majority 

of the CARE subsidy is covered through higher rates to 

non-residential customers.
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6. Volumetric cost 
recovery is quite 
regressive
The current approach to raising revenues 
creates equity concerns because low-income 
consumers spend a larger share of income on 
energy consumption.30 What other options does 
California have for raising revenue to achieve 
cost recovery for the electricity system and to 
support other worthy priorities? In principle, 
any source of revenue could be used to cover 
these, so an expansive view of the problem 
should consider all major sources of revenue to 
the state.
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California tax revenue comes primarily from income and 

sales taxes, as summarized in Figure 6. Income tax rev-

enue ($96.8 billion in fiscal year 2018-19) are more than 

double sales and use taxes ($41.1 billion in 2018-19) in 

the state. After those, a remaining 18 percent of rev-

enue comes from taxes on corporations, motor vehicle 

excise taxes, and a collection of smaller sources. Prop-

erty taxes are an important source of local revenue, but 

they play a small role at the state level.30

If California shifted some of the cost recovery from 

electricity rates towards income or sales taxes, what 

would be the impact on economic efficiency and distri-

butional equity? On equity, a broad strokes answer to 

this question is provided by the Consumer Expenditure 

Survey from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics. The sur-

vey asks a random sample of U.S. households detailed 

questions about their expenditures.

Figure 7 plots data on expenditures by income 

quintile from the 2,469 California survey respondents 

in the 2017-2018 wave of the survey. Expenditures are 

normalized to the expenditure of the first quintile (e.g., 

a value of two implies that the group spends twice as 

much per household on that category as the lowest 

income quintile).

These data show that expenditures on electricity do 

indeed rise with income; the richest households spend 

almost twice as much as the quintile of households with 

the lowest income. But total household expenditures 

rise much more rapidly than electricity, with the richest 

households spending more than four times the amount of 

the poorest households on all types of consumption. This 

means that a tax on all expenditures would be substan-

tially more progressive than a tax on electricity. Gasoline 

expenditures also rise much faster than electricity.

The sales and use taxes in California do not apply to all 

types of consumption. All of the consumption categories 

in the survey were coded for this report’s analysis ac-

cording to whether or not expenditures in that category 

would be predominantly subject to sales and use taxes. 

Figure 7 shows that relative expenditures of this subset of 

items tracks the overall level very closely. Thus, collecting 

30 Thompson, a.l. “Protecting low-income ratepayers as the electricity system evolves.” energy law Journal, volume 37, no. 2, p. 265. 
2016. available at: https://www.eba-net.org/felj/energy-law-journal-volume-37-no2-2016/

FIG 6 Sources of State Tax Revenue in 2018-19
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2019. Total tax revenue in fy 2018-19 was $168.3 billion.

FIG 7 Average Expenditures per California  
           Household by Income Quintile Relative to  
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additional revenue from a sales tax also would be sub-

stantially more progressive than the current approach.

Collecting additional revenue from the income tax 

would be even more progressive. To see that, Figure 

8 adds mean income within each quintile to the chart. 

According to the survey, the richest quintile of house-

holds have income more than 17 times that of the 

lowest quintile. As such, even a flat proportional tax 

on income would be vastly more progressive than the 

tax on electricity that we currently impose. California’s 

progressive income tax implies an even steeper rise in 

income taxes paid as a function of income.

In terms of economic efficiency, reducing electric-

ity prices would have the benefits described above in 

terms of reducing distortions caused by having prices 

well above marginal cost in the electricity sector. Still, 

it should be noted that raising revenue through income 

and sales taxes also creates distortions because these 

taxes lower the incentive to earn income. Economic 

theory suggests that the size of these distortions de-

pends on the elasticity (i.e., how responsive is behavior 

to price) and the size of the pricing distortion squared. 

Because the pricing distortion for electricity is so large, 

the inefficiencies from an income or sales tax are likely 

to be far smaller than the distortions from raising the 

income or sales tax, but the authors are studying this 

important question in related ongoing research.

In short, there is good reason to believe that shifting 

some costs out of electricity rates and onto the general 

state budget could increase economic efficiency while 

also improving the overall equity of the system. There 

are, however, potential headwinds that make such a 

reform challenging. First is that this transition may face 

political opposition from those skeptical of adding any 

liabilities to the state budget. Second is that it does cre-

ate winners and losers, not only within utility service ter-

ritories (as will any rate reform), but also between utility 

territories, including the state’s many municipal utilities. 

About 30 percent of California households are not cus-

tomers of the three IOUs, and pricing implications differ 

even across those three. If system costs were funded 

through statewide revenue sources, it would effect a 

transfer of resources from municipal customers to the 

IOUs and among the IOUs towards those with higher 

system costs.

If the goal is to better align customer prices with so-

cial marginal cost while still recovering total costs, the 

alternative to raising revenue elsewhere is to reform 

electricity rates, which avoids some of those potential 

objections. This approach is discussed next.

FIG 8 Average Expenditures and Income per  
          California Household by Income Quintile  
          Relative to Lowest Quintile
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7. fixed charges 
can be made 
more equitable
Fixed monthly charges have long played a 
role in residential electricity billing. They are 
very attractive on efficiency grounds, allowing 
the utility to cover a revenue gap with almost 
no risk of customer departure, while keeping 
volumetric prices close to marginal cost. They 
also have some appeal on fairness, based on 
the argument that everyone who uses the 
system should contribute to the infrastructure 
that supports it. But, fixed monthly charges that 
are the same for all residential customers are 
also highly regressive; they take a much larger 
share of household income or expenditures 
from lower-income households than from 
wealthy customers.
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Fixed charges that vary with a household’s income can 
retain much of the efficiency appeal of an undifferenti-
ated fixed charge, while at the same time being more 
equitable. Still, implementation of such a tariff faces 
significant practical and administrative hurdles because 
of the need to verify income. And even if one decided 
to implement an income-based fixed charge, there are 
still many choices to be made because there are a mul-
titude of possible ways to structure an income-based 
fixed charge, in terms of both the rate and the practical 
implementation. This section discusses the main op-
tions and obstacles in broad terms, and then sketches 
proposed rate structures as examples.

This report does not attempt to address all the rel-
evant details here, which would inevitably be the subject 
of negotiation between utilities, customers, regulators, 
and other parties. Instead, the goal is to describe the 
core idea and identify the main conditions that would 
make it feasible to simultaneously improve the efficiency 
and equity of California’s electricity rates via income-
based fixed charges.

7.1 Core principles: efficiency, cost  
      recovery, equity and feasibility
Roughly following Bonbright's principles, four principles 
should guide the design of an income-based fixed 
charge: efficiency, cost recovery, equity and feasibili-
ty.31 In brief,  a tariff should be designed that (1) sets 
volumetric prices as close to social marginal cost as 
possible, (2) recovers full system costs, (3) is fair in its 
allocation of burdens, and (4) respects administrative, 
legal and political limitations. Each of these criteria is 
discussed briefly next.

31 Bonbright, J.C. “Principles of Public Utility Rates.” Columbia University Press. 1961. Available at: https://www.degruyter.com/docu-
ment/doi/10.7312/bonb92418/html. Available at: https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/706793

32 Note, however, that it is not in fact ideal to price electricity exactly at its social marginal cost when the alternatives to electricity are 
themselves mispriced. To the extent that the price of natural gas and petroleum motor fuels differ from their social marginal cost—be-
cause, for example, producers and users do not have to pay the full cost of associated emissions (as well as congestion and accident 
costs for motor fuels) or fixed infrastructure cost recovery drives price for the alternative fuel above SMC—the optimal price for elec-
tricity may be somewhat below or above its social marginal cost. For a related analysis pertaining to the usage of electric vehicles, see 
Davis and Sallee (2020) cited in earlier footnotes. Here we focus simply on social marginal cost as a benchmark.

33 See for instance, Borenstein and Bushnell (2019) and Burger et al. (2020) in earlier footnotes.

34 Increasing-block pricing is also supported by some who believe that higher prices are appropriate in order to encourage conserva-
tion. However, by setting price equal to SMC, regulators encourage the efficient amount of conservation, because consumers face a 
price that reflects the full social cost of their consumption. Furthermore, Ito (2014) finds that increasing-block pricing does not reduce 
consumption overall compared to a price that does not change with quantity consumed, but yields the same average price across all 
customers. Climate zones are also partially intended to benefit households in hotter areas, but if income-based fixed charges were 
implemented, it is not clear why one would want to further benefit households in one area versus another. If redistribution to house-
holds in hotter areas were a policy goal, one could have lower fixed charges for households in those areas. Ito (2014) available at: 
https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/aer.104.2.537

7.1.1   What is an efficient rate?
The core objective of this analysis is to propose a tariff 
that is more economically efficient. Roughly, this means  
a tariff with volumetric prices that are as close to social 
marginal cost as possible.

As discussed earlier, in many circumstances, when 
the price of a good equals its marginal cost (inclusive 
of externalities) the optimal (efficient) amount of that 
good will be produced and used, and it will be allocated 
among users so as to maximize its value. The analogous 
point for electricity is that its marginal price should be 
equal to social marginal cost.32

The ideal tariff thus charges social marginal cost per 
kWh, inclusive of generation costs, pollution impacts, 
and system costs that scale with usage. This applies 
the marginal, or avoidable, cost concept discussed 
extensively in Section 3. In addition, the volumetric rate 
should be time varying, as marginal costs vary across 
hours and days. The volumetric rate should also vary 
across space to the extent that transmission congestion 
implies different costs of delivering power to different 
locations within a utility’s service territory. The additional 
complexities of time and location varying costs, which 
have been discussed extensively elsewhere, are not ad-
dressed in this analysis.33 

CARE rates, increasing block pricing and climate zone 
baselines are instruments designed to alter the distribu-
tional outcomes of the current rate structures that charge 
prices well above avoidable cost. All of these features 
could be eliminated in a scheme that achieves equitable 
distribution through income-based fixed charges.34

Prices set at social marginal cost would encourage 
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users to use electricity when their benefit from usage 

exceeds the cost to society of producing and deliver-

ing electricity and to make appropriate investments in 

energy efficiency and fuel switching. Thus, a rate reform 

that moves volumetric prices closer to social marginal 

cost will generate efficiency improvements.35

It is important to note that income-based fixed charges 

themselves could in principle induce inefficient behavior, 

because households may be deterred from earning more 

if their electricity bill rises with income. For example, if 

the fixed charges are a step function of income (what tax 

economists refer to as a notch in the tax schedule), then 

there could be an incentive to keep reported income 

below a critical cutoff. Similarly, if fixed charges are a 

smooth, rising function of income, they could have the 

same efficiency implications as an increase in the income 

tax rate, to the extent they are salient. Such responses 

would represent inefficient distortions in behavior. These 

might only be reporting distortions, but nevertheless, 

one should be attentive to perverse incentives that 

might be created by the fixed charge schedule because 

they erode efficiency (and, potentially, fairness).

Finally, there is another potential distortion from having 

fixed charges if some customers may disconnect from the 

grid to avoid the charge. Such a response would be poten-

tially quite inefficient, but at this point there seems to be 

little risk of significant grid defection.36 

7.1.2   What is a rate that achieves cost recovery?

An economically efficient volumetric price will recover 

some amount of revenue, but it will be substantially less 

than the total revenue requirement for California IOUs. 

The point of fixed charges is to recover the remaining 

costs without pushing volumetric prices above SMC.

This elides the more nuanced question of which costs 

ought to be recovered via electricity bills at all. As noted 

above, an appealing alternative is to simply recover 

some fixed costs via another revenue source, such as 

the income or sales tax. The discussion in this section 

is focused on establishing the relative merits of us-

ing different components of electricity bills to recover 

35 With price set equal to smC, optimal levels of energy efficiency might still not result if consumers are poorly
informed about the efficiency of devices and the range of alternatives. it seems likely, however, that information provision or standards 

would be more effective for such specific cases than general increases in electricity prices.

36 Gorman, W., Callaway, D.s., and Jarvis, s. “should i stay or should i Go? The importance of electricity rate Design for House-
hold Defection from the Power Grid.” applied energy. available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/
s0306261920300064

system costs. But whether some categories—like energy 

efficiency programs or wildfire mitigation—can neverthe-

less be moved out of electricity rates entirely should be 

an ongoing debate.

The possibility that utility costs are excessively high, 

whether because of mismanagement, poorly designed 

regulatory incentives, or ill-advised mandates is also not 

addressed in this analysis. Setting aside the question of 

whether costs can be reduced, the amount of revenue 

that must be recovered through charges to electricity 

customers is taken as given.

7.1.3   What is an equitable rate?

An income-based fixed charge can be made to have a wide 

range of possible structures that would distribute the bur-

den of paying for the electricity system across households 

differently. What would make such a system equitable?

The component of the electricity system costs that does 

not change with level of household usage is effectively 

a public good among customers. Economists often use 

three distinct but related equity criteria to determine who 

should pay for a public good. One is the ability to pay 

principle: people with greater income or wealth should 

contribute more. A second is the benefits principle: 

those who benefit more from the public good should 

contribute more. A third is the responsibility principle: 

those who cause the need for the public good should 

contribute more.

Emphasizing the ability-to-pay principle naturally sug-

gests income-based fixed charges as a means to make 

cost recovery relatively progressive. There is no univer-

sal agreement on how progressive revenue collection 

should be, but a useful benchmark is to consider what 

rates would be like if they were as progressive as other 

sources of state revenue that are used to fund public 

goods, namely the California income and sales taxes.

Another common understanding of fairness is based 

upon changes from the current status quo. Some may 

view a rate reform as unfair if it causes certain people 

to pay more. It is inevitable that a rate reform will cause 

some people to pay more and some less than under 
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the current system, but it may be deemed important to 

ensure that certain groups of customers are not made 

worse off by a reform. To that end, the report explores 

rate designs firstly where households with the lowest 

income pay no more than they do today.

A final element is what economists sometimes call hori-

zontal equity—which states that people who are similar 

in income should pay similar fees. Here, a potential 

threat to horizontal equity is if a rate structure has large, 

discrete jumps in fees at particular income cutoffs, then 

customers who are very similar in income may pay very 

different amounts.

7.1.4   What is a feasible rate?

Finally, implementation costs must be factored into 

analysis of alternative rate designs. This has several 

implications.

First, implementation of a rate may require new infor-

mation to be collected or shared between institutions. 

The feasibility criterion requires that information sharing 

be permissible under the law and broadly acceptable 

among customers. It also requires that administrative 

costs of new information collection and processing be 

recognized and included in the analysis.

Second, it should not be overly burdensome on 

consumers. Consumers should be able to understand 

their rates and should have minimal additional burden 

imposed upon them.

Third, feasibility requires that the system be designed 

so that it is possible to collect credible income informa-

tion about households. If the system is easily manipu-

lated, then the principle of equity will be undermined.

The principle of feasibility imposes some real con-

straints on our proposed design, so we dis- cuss several 

key related issues in the next section before sketching 

out some hypothetical rates.

7.2 Administrative pathways towards an  
      income-based fixed charge
In order to assess fixed charges that vary by income, 

there needs to be some marriage between utility billing 

data and information about income. There are several 

ways to achieve this. Four possibilities are outlined here, 

which range from one extreme that fully integrates 

utility billing with the state’s income tax to another 

extreme that requires the utilities to conduct all of the 

income verification themselves. In between are a range 

of options that attempt to leverage the administrative 

strengths of state agencies for purposes of income veri-

fication, which are discussed third. The fourth approach 

explored levies fees at the community level rather than 

at the level of the individual in order to sidestep the 

challenge of verification.

Before detailing these, conceptual issues around the 

use of income as a primary measure are briefly dis-

cussed.

7.3 Measuring income
Like nearly all utility programs for the needy, this analy-

sis focuses on current income as a measure of financial 

well-being. Economists have long recognized that this 

is not an ideal indicator. Lifetime income or wealth are 

likely to better indicate financial need of an individual or 

household. Unfortunately, data on such broader mea-

sures are even more difficult to access or estimate than 

measures of current income, so any feasible scheme is 

sure to rely on the less ideal, but commonly accepted, 

measure of current income.

A preferred measure of current income upon which to 

based fixed charges would account for all of the income 

earned by people who share the same utility account, 

but adjust charges in some way to account for the num-

ber of individuals served by an account, so as to better 

reflect the financial resources and financial needs of a 

household.

This presents some significant practical challenges. 

Because fixed charges would be higher when more 

sources of income are reported, customers might not 

have an incentive to accurately report all of the income-

earning individuals associated with an account if asked. 

The system could be based by default on the income of 

the account holder (and spouse if married filing jointly), 

but inclusion of any other individuals in the household 

headcount would also require reporting of their income.

In the calculations below, households are sorted by 

household income, as reported to the Census Bureau, but 

no adjustment for household size is made. This gives a use-

ful view of the income distribution, but it should be noted 

that full implementation might involve some scaling by 

household size and must grapple with the issue of adding 

up income when an account serves multiple adult earners.
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7.3.1   Model 1: Revenue balancing with the Franchise         

           Tax Board

From an information point of view, the best way to measure 

income is to use the income tax system. If an income-based 

fixed charge were fully integrated with California’s state 

income tax, a scheme could proceed as follows.

Each utility would collect a fixed monthly charge from 

each account holder in each year. The utility would submit 

an information return to the tax filer and to the Franchise 

Tax Board stating two things: the total fixed charges paid 

by each account holder during the calendar year and the 

number of months that the account was active. The state’s 

income tax form would include a calculation of the amount 

of utility cost recovery owed based on the account holder’s 

income and the months of service. This would be similar to 

the documents filed for mortgage payments and myriad 

other tax provisions.37

If an account holder had been charged more than the 

amount they owed, then they would receive a credit. If 

they had paid too little already, then they would owe an 

additional payment. In either case, this payment would be 

rolled into the filer’s state income tax reconciliation. The 

Franchise Tax Board (FTB) would then balance the account 

with each utility. This would act the same as any other fully 

refundable tax credit. If consumers did not wish to report 

any of this type of information to the utility, they could 

simply pay some default rate (which would presumably be 

high) and effectively opt out.

The great advantage of this system is that it assigns the 

logistical tasks to the institutions with the expertise and 

infrastructure to handle them best and imposes minimal 

additional burden on customers.

The Franchise Tax Board has all of the relevant infor-

mation about income and already processes billions of 

information returns. The utilities are asked only to tally 

up one item from within a billing system that they are 

already operating. Customers need only provide a social 

security number, and they will need to add just one 

number on their tax return to claim a credit if they have 

overpaid. In addition, by operating directly through the 

tax system, it is easy to allow for fixed charges that are 

complex functions of income.

37 it would be convenient for the utilities to file information returns based on the account holder’s social security number (or taxpayer 
identification number), but if that poses privacy concerns, it would be straightforward for the tax agency to establish a personal identi-
fication key that maintains privacy.

A simple approach is to collect the same high monthly 

fixed charge from all households, and then rebate over-

payments as part of the tax return. But this would pose 

a significant burden on lower-income households. So, it 

seems important to give lower-income households, or 

perhaps all households, an option to make lower pay-

ments. This is very similar to employer withholding in 

the income tax system. It would be straightforward to 

develop a form that is analogous to the W-4 tax form 

through which account holders would make declarations 

about their income and household size, which would 

then be translated into a monthly payment amount. If 

that amount turns out to be too high or low, the differ-

ence would be reconciled on the return.

There are challenges associated with this approach. 

First, not all account holders file tax returns. Some 

method of accommodating such households without 

requiring them to process a full return just to claim their 

credit would be essential.

Second, there is an issue of underpayment and 

overpayment. Presumably, the FTB would just be a 

passthrough entity, not liable to the utility for a customer 

who doesn’t pay and not having a claim on any over-

payment from customers, or customer failure to claim a 

credit they are owed.

Third, there is a question of administrative cost. If the 

tax agency incurs costs on behalf of the utilities, it would 

presumably be necessary for the utilities to pay those 

costs out of their own revenue. So, some procedure for 

calculating those costs would be required.

Finally, perhaps the most important obstacle is that 

this approach uses the tax system to collect revenue for 

a private entity. This is quite rare, and it may raise a host 

of objections, legal and philosophical. This may be an 

insurmountable barrier. If so, then this scenario might 

be understood not as a likely outcome, but as a model 

against which to compare other schemes that try to 

leverage information sharing to enable an income-based 

fixed charge without involving the FTB in actual revenue 

collection or balancing.
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7.3.2   Model 2: Opt-in verification only

The opposite extreme is for the utilities to be solely respon-

sible for income verification, without the aid of the FTB or 

other state institutions.

Utilities would need to gather information about in-

come from all account holders in order to sort them into 

the relevant categories. Account holders would have 

strong incentives to report lower income than the truth 

if it qualified them for substantial discounts. Thus, if utili-

ties used the low cost option of simply asking customers 

to report their income, it seems likely that there would 

be substantial misreporting that would undermine the 

viability of the system.38

Instead, the utilities could require specific documenta-

tion of income. The obvious problem with that is that 

utilities would need a costly new administrative infra-

structure for processing millions of financial documents. 

Likewise, customers would be burdened with significant 

hassle costs, as they would need to produce and share 

various documents with the utility. In addition, most ways 

of validating income would contain private information 

like social security numbers. 

Utilities do not already have an infrastructure for verify-

ing income, nor do they have any special expertise in 

such matters. Currently, CARE eligibility is determined 

by a self-declaration of the account holder. Auditing of 

these declarations is quite limited, and households face 

little or no penalty for declarations that they cannot sub-

stantiate. Thus, the administrative structures surrounding 

CARE seem to be a thin foundation for the more expan-

sive system needed to execute an income-based fixed 

charge for all customers.

A system in which the utilities attempt to charge 

income-based fixed charges without direct cooperation 

from other state agencies seems seriously problematic. 

This leads to the next consideration: alternatives that 

do not rely on the tax system actually collecting revenue 

but do leverage information available in state institutions 

that can be shared with the utility.

38 Care eligibility in the current regime is potentially subject to these same problems. it is not clear how many ineligible customers 
currently are on a Care rate, but we conjecture that the incentives to misreport would be far more substantial if there was a salient 
change in the monthly charge associated with specific income thresholds, rather than the current rate discount.

39 Here it becomes useful if there are only a few distinct fixed charges. Then, revealing the rate class that is associated with each account 
divulges relatively less personal information.

7.3.3   Model 3: Information sharing without revenue 

           collection

The prior two options represent extremes along a spec-

trum. In between are ways that the utilities and its cus-

tomers could leverage the information available within 

state agencies in order to facilitate an income-based 

fixed charge. Here there are also a range of approaches.

Rather than actually collecting revenue, the FTB could 

simply report to the utilities the income associated with 

each account. This could be done on a rolling basis 

based on the prior year’s tax return, or even prospec-

tively based on withholding information.

A variant of this approach is to let consumers volun-

tarily send tax return documentation to the utilities for 

purposes of verification. But this involves greater hassle 

costs for customers, requires the sharing of personal 

information with the utilities, and requires the utilities to 

interpret and handle large volumes of documents.

Any version of information sharing that requires the 

utilities to handle, process and interpret a large flow of 

incoming documentation for its entire customer base is 

an inefficient use of institutional expertise. A more cost 

effective approach is to have the FTB produce a database 

that associates a fixed-charge rate with each account.39

The Franchise Tax Board does not have full income in-

formation for all account holders because not all people 

file an income tax return, and, if the analysis is based 

on a prior year’s tax return, not all people will have paid 

taxes in the state in the prior year. Moreover, income 

changes over time, so it would be desirable to allow 

changes in income to impact rates more quickly than im-

plied by a full year’s delay based on the tax return cycle.

This suggests an enhanced version where the database 

provided to the utilities has information augmented by 

information returns held by the FTB and/or participation 

in other programs that screen households for eligibility 

based on income. That is, the database could identify 

house- holds as eligible for lower rates proactively based 

on participation in CalFresh, housing voucher programs, 

enrollment in unemployment or disability insurance, or 

other such programs. This could greatly improve the 
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accuracy of the scheme in real time, but it does clearly 

require a level of coordination across state agencies that 

may be costly.

Information sharing may also face legal barriers. This 

report’s authors are not legal experts, but it seems likely 

that legal issues could be avoided if households had 

to opt-in to information sharing. They could be placed 

into the highest fixed charge tier unless they authorize 

the state to release information about which rate class 

they belong in. (The state does not need to release the 

information upon which that is based; it only needs to 

indicate the fixed-charge group.)

If revenue collection and balancing by the FTB is ruled 

out, the approach that likely yields the most efficient 

results by leveraging the relative expertise of different 

institutions is to have the utilities establish criteria for a 

specific set of rates, then have state agencies compile a 

database that assigns households to each rate based on 

tax information, supplemented by program participation 

to help incorporate non-filers, which the utilities use to 

assign a default rate. Customers who believe that this 

process puts them into the wrong group could appeal. 

Such an appeal might require some level of documenta-

tion. Presumably, these appeals would be adjudicated by 

the utilities or an independent consultant.

Note that many of the variants of this approach use the 

idea of defaulting customers into a higher fixed charge. 

If this option is considered a remedy for privacy concerns 

or hassle costs, then it is important to cap the fixed 

charges at a reasonable level, so that many customers 

actually belong in the highest rate class and if customers 

are wrongly put into that class, it need not be financially 

ruinous. This suggests the possibility that there might be 

several distinct default rates that vary by location.

7.3.4   Model 4: Presumptive charges by location

A fourth and final approach is quite different: the utili-

ties could assign fixed charges based on the income of 

the relevant geographic community, such as a census 

block, block group or tract, based on survey or adminis-

trative data.

Households would be assigned a fixed-charge based 

on the income of the community they live in. This is 

meant as an imperfect proxy measure of the household’s 

40 Census data that detail the income distribution within precise geographic areas could be used to study how much misclassification 
there would be for a given scheme. much would depend on how much fixed charges vary (are there many different fixed charges, or 
only a few?) and how precise a geographic area could be used.

income (and possibly more reflective of lifetime income). 

Households who in fact have lower income that would 

qualify them for a lower fixed charge could have the op-

tion to present proof of eligibility that would drop them 

to a lower fee.

This version need involve state agencies only to the 

extent that they are used as a method of income veri-

fication by those who voluntarily choose to do so. But 

even that is not required; income can be measured with 

publicly available data from the Census Bureau.

The advantage of this approach is twofold. First, it greatly 

alleviates the need for household income verification. With 

relatively precise targeting and broader income classes 

for each fixed charge tier, it could well be the case that 

relatively few people would have an incentive to conduct 

verification. Second, it minimizes potential distortions to 

income earning. For households that stick with their default 

charge, there would be no consequence for earning more 

and thus no distortionary incentive. This would thus be a 

relatively efficient option, both in terms of economic incen-

tives and administrative cost.

There are, however, two potential drawbacks. One is 

that such a scheme would be less equitable, as higher-

income households that happen to live in lower-income 

neighborhoods would be getting lower charges than 

those with the same income who lived in a neighbor-

hood with higher average incomes. If income verification 

is challenging, some who are eligible for a lower rate 

may not take it up.40

A second complication is that economic theory sug-

gests that the person who benefits from a favorable rate 

might be the current landowner, rather than a renter or 

future buyer. The reason is that a fixed charge would 

essentially become an attribute of a home or apartment. 

If a landlord can offer an apartment that comes with 

a low monthly utility fee, they may be able to charge a 

higher rent. This would potentially mean that the benefits 

intended to go to lower income households in fact could 

flow to the people who sell them housing. Note that, 

where voluntary income verification is straightforward, 

this might be a benefit that the landlord could only ex-

tract value from if the renter has above average income 

for the neighborhood.
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More broadly, the use of differentiated default rates can 

be integrated with some of the options described above. 

If a version with strong information sharing from the FTB, 

spatially differentiated default rates could be applied only 

to non-filers or those with missing information. Alterna-

tively, spatially-differentiated default rates could serve as a 

base, but high-income earners identified by the FTB would 

be assigned a higher rate, whereas those with lower than 

(local) average income would have the option to provide 

documentation of eligibility for a lower rate.

7.4 Some example rate structures
This section describes a few possible rate structures that 

would feature income-based fixed charges. It is worth 

emphasizing again that there are many ways to construct 

a rate structure with income-based fixed charges in 

terms of the number of different rates, the incomes to 

which they apply, and the progressivity of the schedule. 

Here, a few simple possibilities are considered in order 

to illustrate the potential and to offer broad guidance on 

how high fixed charges might be.

In all of the scenarios, the authors propose that volu-

metric price be set at avoidable cost that is time- and 

location-specific. This will raise revenue that leaves a 

significant cost recovery gap.41 To estimate the num-

ber of accounts at each level of income, data from the 

American Community Survey (ACS) that details counts 

of household income at the census block group level 

for sixteen distinct income categories was used. Block 

groups were assigned to each utility based on util-

ity boundaries, providing a distribution of household 

incomes for each utility in 2019.42

The estimates in Section 5 suggest that in 2019, the 

cost recovery gap is $4.3 billion for PG&E, $3.0 billion 

for SCE, and $1.1 billion for SDG&E. Next, income-

based fixed charge schedules that would recover those 

amounts of revenue are considered. According to FERC 

data, there are 4.8 million residential PG&E accounts, 

41 This discussion of alternatives to covering the cost recovery gap implicitly assumes no change in quantity demanded in response to 
alternative rate designs.  However, this would have no impact on the analysis if price were set equal to private marginal cost. setting 
price equal to social marginal cost instead implies that increases in quantity would have a small positive impact on utility revenues net 
of their private marginal cost, which would help to reduce the cost recovery gap.

42 The number of households assigned to each utility from the aCs differs slightly from the number of accounts reported in data from 
the ferC. We used a deflation factor to adjust the number of aCs households so that it matches the number of accounts reported in 
each utility service territory.

43 When pollution is priced below its social cost, as it is currently, this gap implies that utilities would recover a small amount of net rev-
enue from an increase in consumption.

4.3 million in SCE, and 1.3 million in SDG&E. This means 

that, on average, PG&E needs to recover almost $900 

per household per year; SCE needs to recover around 

$700 per household per year; and SDG&E needs to 

recover around $850 per year. It is important to keep 

in mind that these are costs that the utilities already 

do recover. Currently they recover these costs via high 

volumetric prices. In the alternative discussed here, the 

total revenue collected is held constant, but these large 

sums are switched into fixed charges. It is of course pos-

sible to recover only some fraction of system costs via 

fixed charges, in which case volumetric prices would get 

closer to social marginal cost than they are currently, and 

fixed charges would be proportionally smaller.

For reference, the uniform fixed charge that would be 

required to fully eliminate the cost recovery gap if all 

account holders were charged the same monthly fee is 

first calculated. Assuming all accounts are active for 12 

months, the monthly fixed charge would be $74.02 for 

PG&E customers, $58.80 for SCE customers, and $70.07 

for SDG&E customers. In Figure 9, this is represented by 

the red horizontal line.

Note that in all of these calculations, it is assumed 

that a change in the rate structure does not impact the 

size of the cost recovery gap. This is consistent with the 

assumption that volumetric prices are exactly equal to 

social marginal cost in the reformed rate and pollution is 

fully priced. If so, then any change in consumption as a 

result of lower volumetric rates leads to a $1 increase in 

revenue for every $1 increase in total cost.43

Two income-based fixed charge schedules are con-

sidered here, one pegged to the progressivity of sales 

tax collections and the other to the income distribu-

tion in California, as determined by the data from the 

Consumer Expenditure Survey we analyzed in Section 6. 

Those data report sales taxes paid and income earned 

by household income quintile in California.

To develop example rate structures, the consumers 

were divided roughly into quintiles based on household 
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FIG 9a-c Example Income-Based Fixed Charge Schedules for 2019
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income. (They are not divided perfectly into quintiles be-

cause the ACS data reports only sixteen income catego-

ries.) It is then assumed that the lowest income quintile 

is assessed zero fixed charge.

Next, the authors ask what income-based fixed charge 

schedule would be consistent with a distribution of bur-

dens across the richest four quintiles that is equal to the 

burden of raising the revenue through the sales tax. In 

practice, this means that, compared to a household in the 

second quintile, a household in the third (middle) quintile 

would pay 23 percent more, a household in the fourth 

quintile would pay 66 percent more, and a household in 

the fifth (richest) quintile would pay 180 percent (i.e., not 

quite three times) more. The state raises a substantial 

fraction of its revenue through a sales tax that has this 

same implied burden on its citizens. It is of course possi-

ble to dial up or dial down this progressivity, but pegging 

the progressivity of fixed charges to established sources 

of revenue provides a useful reference point.44

By construction, this schedule would raise revenue in a 

way that is roughly as progressive as the California sales tax. 

The implied rate structure for each utility is shown in the yel-

low lines in Figure 9. For PG&E, the monthly fixed charges 

would range from $54 for the second quintile up to $150 for 

the richest quintile (and zero for the lowest income quintile). 

In SCE, the implied schedule is slightly lower, with a range 

from $46 to $130 per month. For SDG&E customers, where 

even more revenue is needed per household, the proposed 

monthly fees range from $51 to $144.

An alternative is to peg the progressivity of the fixed-

charge schedule to the progressivity of the income distribu-

tion. The survey data used as a reference point here reports 

taxable income, rather than state income tax paid. Thus, 

the tax progressivity is pegged to the income distribution 

(rather than the burden of the income tax), which is concep-

tually equivalent to pegging it to the progressivity of a flat 

income tax. This schedule is substantially more progressive. 

Again, it is assumed that the lowest-income quintile pays 

zero fixed charges. Relative to households in the second 

quintile, households in the third (middle) quintile will pay 77 

percent more, households in the fourth quintile will pay 188 

percent more (i.e., nearly three times as much), and the fifth 

(richest) quintile will nearly six-and-one-half times more.

Visually, this results in much steeper schedules, shown in 

blue in Figure 9. For PG&E, the second quintile would pay 

44 note that we design rates for each utility separately, which means that the schedule depends in part on the distribution of income 
within the service territory. PG&e, for example, has a higher proportion of households in the highest income group.

only $29 per month (as compared to $54 under the sales-

tax motivated scheme), whereas the richest households 

would pay $186 (as compared to $150).

Again, the monthly charges are slightly lower for SCE 

customers, with fees ranging between $27 to $169. 

Monthly rates range between $27 and $169 for customers 

of SDG&E.

By design, this pricing schedule raises the same 

amount of revenue from consumers to cover fixed system 

costs. Overall, consumers would benefit because they 

would pay the same system costs but would face lower 

rates, which they could respond to by consuming more. 

However, any rate reform will create winners and los-

ers. Compared to the current scheme of high volumetric 

prices, a pricing schedule with these income-based fixed 

charges would redistribute the burden of cost recovery 

both across income groups and within income groups 

depending on household consumption.

Among households in the same income category, those 

who consume more electricity will benefit more from the 

introduction of fixed charges. With the anonymized resi-

dential billing data requested from the three utilities,  it is 

possible to fully characterize the number of winners and los-

ers and the amount that they stand to gain or lose in each 

alternative rate reform.

It is thus easy to see how income-based fixed charges, 

even with a modest tilt to charges, can be much more pro-

gressive than the current scheme, in addition to being more 

efficient. A more comprehensive comparison of the implied 

change in cost recovery across higher and lower income 

households will be possible with the billing data we have 

requested.

There are many additional options that could make 

the schedule more progressive generally, or more 

generous to specific groups. For example, the lowest 

income households could have positive or negative fixed 

charges. Or, a larger or smaller fraction of households on 

the lower part of the income distribution could have zero 

fixed charges. In addition, the schedule need not involve 

large jumps at specific income thresholds. Fewer distinct 

categories may simplify the system, but a progressive 

schedule with few tiers will necessarily involve large price 

jumps, which can both create perverse incentives and 

may raise fairness concerns.
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8. Conclusion: 
Rate reform can improve 
both efficiency and equity
High and rising retail electricity prices in California are fueling 
concerns about equity, affordability and the viability of the 
state’s climate objectives. These high electricity prices are due 
not to high marginal costs of electricity supply, but rather to 
the reliance on high volumetric rates to recover system costs 
associated with transmission and distribution infrastructure, 
renewable energy subsidies, wildfire risk mitigation, and other 
factors. This way of recovering costs, which amounts to a tax 
on electricity consumption, is not only inefficient, it is also 
inequitable. Because annual electricity expenditure has only a 
modest correlation with income in California, taxing electricity 
consumption is quite regressive.
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California’s plans to electrify transportation and build-

ings as part of its path to decarbonization will require 

more investments in the electricity system. As long as 

the current rate structure remains in place, these invest-

ments threaten to exacerbate the inefficiencies and 

inequities described throughout the report.

This report has proposed some alternative approaches 

to cost recovery that could out-perform the status quo 

on both efficiency and equity grounds. These include 

an income-based fixed charge that could raise revenues 

in a more equitable way while maintaining an efficient 

volumetric price. Electricity rate reform will surely pres-

ent challenges, both practical and political. But rate 

restructuring is essential to ensure that the California 

energy transition is both affordable and equitable. It is 

the authors’ hope that this report can help build momen-

tum towards a broader discussion about the best way to 

pay for electricity in the state.
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STAFF REPORT 

OGALS Temporary Advisory Committee 

Introduction 

The District has applied for and received a grant from the Office of Grants and Local Services 

(“OGALS”) through the per capita program designated by Prop 68. The District can use this 

grant for one project or multiple projects. The grant we received was for up to $177,952 with a 

20% match by the District. The District must submit an application package by December 2021, 

or the money will be returned to the State. Projects that are within the scope of this grant are 

capital outlay projects for recreational purposes. Any project that permanently installed will 

require either a deed restriction or lease. The following are projects that the Committee 

considered viable. 

Meadow Bridge: 

The Committee explored building a bridge that would connect the east and the west sides of the 

community. A bridge would allow a safe crossing of the creek, increase access to both sides of 

the meadow, and decrease the amount of sediment deposited into the stream by travelers.  

Next Steps would include: 

• Vail agreeing to the OGALS required lease agreement. 

• CEQA/NEPA documents ($35,000). 

• Permits from California Fish and Wildlife, California State Water Resources Control 

Board, Army Corps of Engineers, and United States Fish and Wildlife ($20,000). 

The Committee believes a seasonal bridge would be preferred; however, Staff prefers a 

permanent installation.  Primary concerns are the need for a crane operator and associated 

costs annual for set up and tear down; deterioration of foundations due to removal of the 

bridge and weather; lack of storage for the bridge; additional costs on-going costs to the 

Parks and Recreation fund. Reference California Trails Handbook on bridges for more in 

depth information and examples. 

 

Movie Projector, Screen, & Sound System: 

The Committee also considered the purchase of a movie projector, inflatable screen, and sound 

system for the community, which would be capable of being set up anywhere in Kirkwood and 

could possibly generate revenue. 

• 30-foot-long by 17-foot-tall screen with projector, console, and speakers designed to 

accommodate a viewing audience of 1,200 people ($30,000). 
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• 24-foot-long by 13.5-foot-tall screen with projector, console, and speakers designed to 

accommodate a viewing audience of 750 people ($25,000). 

The District would need to train staff to operate this equipment, acquire a yearly license, 

about $1,000 to $800 per year, and licensing fees for movies shown. 

The District could rent out this projector and Staff as a potential revenue stream or show 

movies for the public during a fundraiser for the fire department or simply to build 

community. 

Staff have spoken to the Alpine County about noise produced from a movie and preliminary 

discussions based on noise measurements over 24-hour increments indicates that the District 

would be well within the Alpine County Code playing one or two movies per day. 

 

Picnic Area: 

The Committee believes that the community would be well served by another picnic area on the 

West side of the Meadow. This would be a central location where parties could meet and enjoy 

the outdoors in a defined space. The recommended location would be behind Lava Rock, on 

District land that is close to the parking lot and the meadow. 

Staff would have to be assigned to monitor trash in this area daily and the picnic area equipment 

would have to be stored in the winter where storage is already limited. The District would have 

to allow a deed restriction on this piece and compile a CEQA document as above if this were to 

be a permanent structure. Permanent concrete picnic tables cost $1,000-$1,400 and weigh 1,250-

2,000 lbs. Seasonal metal tables range from $900-$700. 

 

Restroom: 

A restroom falls under the recommended projects of OGALS. There is a need for a restroom in 

the Valley by the playground that could be shared and maintained by Vail during the winter 

months. This would require a 30-year land tenure and CEQA documentation ($15,000). 

Temporary options are currently being utilized that cost approximately $100 a month, while not 

as attractive they are more cost effective. 

In July 2020, the district received an estimate for restrooms that ranged between a single stall at 

$90,000 to a two stall at $145,000. The District estimates the cost of tie in would be $5,000. 

 

Other Projects: 

Two other projects that were discussed as alternatives to two of the above projects above would 

be a permanent year-round bridge capable of handling Vail snowcat traffic and the Cross-

Country course in the winter. The other is an amphitheater to serve as a gathering space instead 

of a picnic area, also to be located behind Lava Rock. 

 

Fiscal Impact: 
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20% Match of the entire grant is $44,488 though the match varies based upon the total costs of 

the project.  

 

Reviewed By: 

OGALS Temporary Advisory Committee 

 

Prepared By: 

Thomas Baggett 
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