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BIG BEND WATER DISTRICT
Rates and Rules Citizens Advisory Committee

Recommendations Report
Purpose and Need
The Big Bend Water District (BBWD) provides water service to more than 9,000 residents and
approximately 2 million annual visitors in Laughlin, Nevada. Its responsibilities include operating and
maintaining the facilities necessary to meet the water demands within its service area. The BBWD is
governed by a Board of Trustees whose members also serve as Clark County Board of Commissioners. The
Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD) has served as operating agent for BBWD since September 2008.
Prior to the LVVWD’s operation of the BBWD, Laughlin ratepayers experienced four annual rate increases
of between 8.3 percent and 8.7 percent, beginning in July 1, 2003. Water rates and charges have not
changed since the last increase on July 1, 2006. Revenue generated by these increases resulted in healthy
reserves to be used to fund future capital improvements. By 2009, the reserve’s fund balance was
approximately $9.6 million.
Upon assuming operational control of the BBWD system, LVVWD staff identified a number of capital
improvement projects necessary to meet Nevada Administrative Code requirements, enhance system
reliability and increase efficiency, conservation and water quality. To date, more than $7.5 million has
been expended on these improvements which have largely been funded through BBWD reserves.
Today, the BBWD’s water system needs ongoing investments in maintenance and repair to continue to
provide quality drinking water and reliable water service to the area. In addition, operating costs have
increased over the past decade along with inflation. Approximately $9.2 million (in 2017 dollars) in capital
improvements are needed over the next 10 years to ensure reliable and sufficient service to the
community. The BBWD’s fund balance ending FY 2015-16 was approximately $1.6 million and would
continue to decline without changes in revenues. It is anticipated that the reserves would be exhausted
within 2 years without revenue increases.
Recognizing the need to evaluate different revenue alternatives, the BBWD Board of Trustees appointed
a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) on June 6, 2017 to offer community perspective on these important
issues. Eleven individuals1 were appointed by the Board, representing a broad spectrum of community
interests, including small businesses, gaming, retirees and members of the Laughlin Town Advisory Board.
Their unique perspectives helped shape six recommendations that will help guide the Board of Trustees
on how best to meet revenue deficiencies and support a reliable water system.
The committee met five times between July 12, 2017 and September 14, 2017, completing a process that
consisted of an overview and tour of the BBWD system and facilities, analysis of proposed capital
improvements projects, evaluation of funding options and rate structure scenarios, and the formulation
of recommendations.
1

The Board of Trustees appointed 10 individuals to serve along with an alternate. Upon appointment, two
appointees were unable to serve. Therefore, the committee met as a 9-member committee, which included the
appointed alternate.
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This report summarizes the committee process, key topics of discussion and the committee’s resulting
recommendations.

I.

Advisory Committee Process

To coordinate and manage committee meetings, the LVVWD retained an independent, neutral facilitator,
Lewis Michaelson of Katz & Associates, San Diego, California. Mr. Michaelson was responsible for
encouraging dialogue and interaction among committee members, ensuring all perspectives were heard
and considered, and suggesting appropriate process tools to assist the committee members in problemsolving and other aspects of their deliberations. Members worked together to identify positions that were
generally acceptable to the committee as a whole.
The committee consisted of nine members selected by the BBWD Board of Trustees to represent diverse
stakeholder groups within the BBWD’s service area. Below is a list of the committee members and the
stakeholder groups they represented.
Committee Membership
Fred Doten
Sean Hammond
Bruce Henry
Carrie Larson
Danny Laughlin
Deborah Murray
Kathy Ochs
Frank Pilj
Pamela Tyler

Stakeholder Group
Residential Ratepayers
Hospitality/Gaming
Town Advisory Board
Real Estate/Development
Hospitality/Gaming
Residential Ratepayers
Business/Town Advisory Board
Residential Ratepayers
Hospitality/Gaming

To encourage public involvement, committee meetings were publicly posted in accordance with Nevada’s
Open Meeting Law. Presentations, audio recordings and written meeting summaries are available on the
BBWD’s website (www.bigbendwaterdistrict.com).

II.

Discussion Topics

The committee process included an analysis of four major aspects of the BBWD: (1) its capital needs over
the next 10 years; (2) financing of capital expenditures (3) rates and charges associated with the BBWD’s
capital and operational activities; and (4) the use of grants and other alternative funding sources to
support needed capital improvement projects. To provide context for their discussions, the committee
received information on the BBWD’s history, major responsibilities, governance, service area, water
deliveries, system assets, and sources and uses of funds.
Aging Infrastructure
Like all water systems, the BBWD requires continual reinvestment to maintain safe and reliable water
delivery service. Because of ongoing proactive maintenance practices, the community’s water system is
in a generally stable condition. However, various components are nearing or even past the end of their
anticipated useful service life and are in need of replacement or repair.
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Over the next decade, the water system will require significant maintenance and/or replacement efforts
to address aging infrastructure. Some infrastructure issues discussed include strategic replacement of
pipelines and service laterals, water tank refurbishments, and meter replacements (see Appendix E).
Financing Capital Expenditures
The committee discussed funding options for the BBWD, including grants and other sources of funding,
paying from reserves and annual revenues (pay-as-you-go) and borrowing through Nevada’s State
Revolving Fund program (SRF loans) which offers low-interest loans for water system improvements.
During rate modeling evaluation, the committee found that a pay-as-you-go approach to fund millions of
dollars in construction projects would result in larger and potentially more volatile increases to water bills,
compared to using low-cost debt to fund the capital program. Borrowing to fund the portion of the capital
program that is not grant funded helps spread costs over time, mitigating near-term rate increases and
helping to ensure that the costs of the capital investments are recovered over the useful life of the
projects.
Rates and Charges
The committee recognized that water rates and charges had not increased in over a decade, and that
funding the needed capital improvements and ongoing operating and maintenance costs would require
increases in rates and charges. The committee evaluated seventeen different scenarios (see Appendix D
for a summary of the different scenarios) that considered alternative financing methods (i.e., pay-as-yougo vs. borrowing), the impact of grants on future capital needs and rate increases, and various ways to
increase rates (e.g., increases in the monthly Service Charge vs. increases in the Tiered Rates).
The BBWD’s Service Charge has remained unchanged for over a decade and was not increased when the
commodity (tiered) rates were changed in 2003 through 2006. After reviewing a number of rate scenarios
in which the Service Charge and Tiered Rates were increased by the same percentage, the committee
then reviewed scenarios in which more of the required increase would be paid by changes in the Service
Charge and the tiered rates would not increase as rapidly (even though they would also be raised). Given
that much of the ten-year capital program was needed to meet the overall reliability of the system, some
members believed that all users should share the burden even if they were not full-time residents. In
addition, a greater emphasis on the Service Charge resulted in slightly more stable revenues as the Service
Charge is not dependent on the amount of water sold.
Grants and Alternative Funding Sources
The committee discussed the use of grants and alternative funding sources to fund capital improvements.
Every one million dollars of grants or other funding helps reduce the required increase to the Service
Charge and Tiered Rates by 0.5 percent to 1 percent annually. In 2017, the BBWD was awarded a $300,000
grant from the Bureau of Reclamation to fund a portion of its 10-year capital program and anticipates
receiving another $500,000 as a principal forgiveness loan from the State of Nevada’s Board for Financing
Water Projects. Any grant funding secured for BBWD will offset capital costs and ultimately reduce the
amount of revenue needed to fund projected expenditures.
Beyond state and federal grants, the committee also evaluated the use of the Fort Mohave Valley
Development Fund (Fort Mohave Fund) to fund water system improvements in Laughlin. The Fort Mohave
Fund is managed by Clark County, has a balance of approximately $8.4 million and can exclusively be used
to support development and construction activities associated with a capital plan in the Fort Mohave area.
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III.

Recommendations

The committee spent considerable time evaluating rate model variables and the impact on water rates.
As noted above, the committee evaluated 17 different rate model scenarios that consisted of a multitude
of variables such as different financing methods, various ways rate increases could be implemented, and
the use of alternative sources of funding. The committee members expressed concern and considered the
impacts of different rate scenarios on Laughlin’s residences, businesses, and the community in general.
They did not simply look at impacts within their own stakeholder group, but looked at ways to distribute
costs equitably across all water users in Laughlin. After careful consideration and discussion, the
committee developed the following recommendations:
1. Pursue grant funding to offset the cost of the capital program and report grant activities
annually.
Committee members noted that Laughlin’s rural designation by the federal government would
open opportunities to receive more state and federal grants in the future. The committee also
recommends the BBWD provide an annual update on grant activities including grants pursued
and received.
2. Fund capital costs that are not grant-funded with low interest State Revolving Fund Loans,
rather than on a pay-as-you-go basis.
The committee supported the use of State Revolving Fund (SRF) loans to fund capital costs that
are not grant-funded to help stabilize and mitigate near-term rate impacts to customers.
3. Do not access funds in the Fort Mohave Valley Development Fund to fund capital needs.
The committee did not recommend accessing the Fort Mohave Fund to offset the costs of the
capital improvement program. Staff had provided information to the committee to show that
rate impacts are reduced by 0.5 - 1 percent for every $1 million used from the fund; however,
committee members expressed their opinion that the best use of the Fort Mohave Fund was for
future development projects in Laughlin.
4. Implement a 9.4 percent rate increase annually over four years. After those four years, increase
both the Service Charge and Tiered Rates annually by an amount equal to the increase in the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers.
The committee reviewed rate scenarios that achieved the same revenue needs over the ten year
planning period. In particular, they looked at scenarios that distributed the increases over a 4year period followed by modest CPI-based increases, and compared that to scenarios that showed
the increases spread equally over a 10-year period. Following deliberations, the committee
recommended a four-year annual phased-in rate increase with subsequent increases correlated
with the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W). As a
result, the four-year phase-in increase in water rates would start on January 1, 2018 and conclude
in December 2021. Beginning January 2022, increases in water rates would increase annually
correlated with the CPI.
5. Send preferred scenarios to the Laughlin Town Advisory Board for review.
While committee members achieved consensus on major elements of the funding plan, including
whether or not to fund capital improvements through SRF loans, secure grant funding, utilize the
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Fort Mohave Fund and the size and phasing of the increase in rates and charges, the committee
supported two different approaches to achieve the 9.4 percent increase.
The two variations the committee was split between were:
(1) Equal increases in the Service Charge and Tiered Rates. In this case, both the Service Charge
and Tiered Rates would be increased by 9.4 percent annually, which was described as Scenario
1B, or
(2) Greater increase on the Service Charge. The committee reviewed a scenario (described as
Scenario 9A) where the monthly Service Charge for 5/8-inch and 3/4-inch customers would
increase by $2 every year for four years (with customers with larger meters increasing at the same
percent). This results in smaller increases to the Tiered Rates over the four-year period compared
to the first option.
Committee members Sean Hammond, Danny Laughlin, Frank Pilj and Carrie Larson voiced their
preference for Rate Scenario 1B, which was a 9.4 percent increase to the Service Charge and water
rates. In committee discussions, committee members preferred this scenario because they felt it
was a more stable increase and that it would be more favorable for residents on fixed incomes.
Committee members Kathy Ochs, Bruce Henry, Fred Doten and Deborah Murray voiced their
preference for the scenario that increased the Service Charge more than the water rates (Scenario
9A). In discussions, committee members supported this scenario because they stated that it more
equitably generates the revenue needed to support fixed cost system improvements and they felt
it would be easier to budget. Committee member Pam Tyler, who was not present at the meeting,
later voiced her support for Scenario 9A to staff.
Although committee members were split between the two scenarios, committee members on
both sides expressed support for both options and noted that they would be fine with either
Scenario 1B or 9A, but expressed their preference. Furthermore, when asked by the moderator
on whether the committee was satisfied with the two scenarios, the committee agreed
collectively that both options were favorable and that the two scenarios be forwarded to the
Laughlin Town Advisory Board for review.
6. Evaluate revenue needs periodically and adjust rates accordingly if additional sources of
funding are secured.
The committee’s rate model assumes that $800,000 in grant funding is secured throughout the
10-year planning window. Should additional funding be secured that offsets capital costs, the
committee recommended the Board of Trustees evaluate revenue needs and adjust rates
accordingly at the time. Furthermore, committee member Carrie Larson suggested that rate
increases tied to the CPI-W be reviewed every five years to ensure that rates correspond with
necessary capital requirements.
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APPENDIX A
2017 Big Bend Water District Citizen Advisory Committee Meeting Synopses
The following provides a brief synopsis of discussion topics for each committee meeting. A
summary was developed for each meeting and is available on www.bigbendwaterdistrict.com or by
contacting the LVVWD.
Meeting 1 – July 12, 2017: Introduction of committee members, facilitator and key LVVWD staff.
Review committee purpose, process, and principles of participation. Overview of BBWD activities
and tour of the BBWD’s capital improvement project sites.
Meeting 2 – July 25, 2017: Overview of the BBWD water system, capital improvement needs, and
funding sources.
Meeting 3 – August 7, 2017: Discussion of the BBWD sources and uses of funds, water rates, and
rate scenarios. Review rate scenarios 1A through 2B.
Meeting 4 – August 29, 2017: Review rate assumptions and sample customers. Review and discuss
revenue requirements and rate scenarios 1A through 8B.
Meeting 5 – September 14, 2017: Review and discuss funding scenarios 1B, 5A, new scenario 9A
and make recommendations.
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APPENDIX B
Recommended Rate Models
Projected Monthly Bills for Sample Customers
Scenario 1B
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Scenario 9A

BBWD Rates and Rules Citizens Advisory Committee Recommendations Report

Page 10 of 14

APPENDIX C
Proposed Water Rates
Scenario 1B
Tiered Water Rates
Tier 1
Tier 2

CURRENT
$ 2.70
3.38

2018
$ 2.95
3.70

2019
$ 3.23
4.05

2020
$ 3.53
4.43

2021
$ 3.86
4.85

Service Charge
METER SIZE

CURRENT

2018

2019

2020

2021

5/8“ & 3/4"

$ 7.10

$ 7.77

$ 8.50

$ 9.30

$ 10.17

1"
1.5"
2"
3"
4"
6"
8"
10"
12"

7.45
9.60
14.05
16.40
22.90
34.00
53.80
90.00
150.00

8.15
10.50
15.37
17.94
25.05
37.20
58.86
98.46
164.10

8.92
11.49
16.81
19.63
27.40
40.70
64.39
107.72
179.53

9.76
12.57
18.39
21.48
29.98
44.53
70.44
117.85
196.41

10.68
13.75
20.12
23.50
32.80
48.72
77.06
128.93
214.87

2018
$ 2.91
3.65

2019
$ 3.15
3.95

2020
$ 3.41
4.28

2021
$ 3.70
4.64

2018
$ 9.10
9.55
12.31
18.01
21.02
29.36
43.59
68.97
115.38
192.30

2019
$ 11.10
11.65
15.02
21.97
25.64
35.82
53.18
84.14
140.76
234.61

2020
$ 13.10
13.75
17.72
25.92
30.26
42.27
62.75
99.29
166.10
276.84

2021
$ 15.10
15.85
20.43
29.89
34.89
48.74
72.35
114.48
191.51
319.20

Scenario 9A
Tiered Water Rates
Tier 1
Tier 2

CURRENT
$ 2.70
3.38

Service Charge
METER SIZE
5/8“ & 3/4"
1"
1.5"
2"
3"
4"
6"
8"
10"
12"

CURRENT
$ 7.10
7.45
9.60
14.05
16.40
22.90
34.00
53.80
90.00
150.00
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APPENDIX D
Model Assumptions and Rate Model Scenarios
LVVWD staff developed base model assumptions and then prepared 17 rate scenarios for the committee’s
consideration. Scenarios were developed by staff to illustrate different financing methods, timelines for
implementation and the use of additional sources of funding which included grants, principal forgiveness
loans and the Fort Mohave Valley Development Fund. Scenarios regarding an increase to the Service
Charge were requested by a committee member. The scenarios provided are for informational purposes
and do not reflect the committee’s final consensus as outlined by the recommendations.

MODEL ASSUMPTIONS
Item
Capital Needs
Operating and Maintenance
Payroll and Related
Reserve Target
Tiered Consumption
Service Charge
Sales Tax
System Development Charges
Interest Income
Price Elasticity

Rate Model Assumption
$9.2 million (2017 dollars) over 10 years, with annual inflation at
2.2% (25-year average of CPI-W)
Increasing 2.2 percent annually (25-year average of CPI-W)
Increasing 3.5 percent annually (Recent trend)
25% of Annual Operations & Maintenance costs in 10 years
0.8% Account growth (Average Annual Account Growth)
0.8% Account growth (Average Annual Account Growth)
Increasing 2.2 percent annually (25-year average of CPI-W)
$45,000 annually based on growth rate and current rate
Projected 0.7%
-0.34 coefficient
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CONSIDERED RATE MODEL SCENARIOS
Scenario

Financing

Implementation

Addl. Funding
Sources

Annual
Rate Increase

Baseline

N/A

None

None

None

1A

Pay-Go

4 Years + CPI

$0.8 million

15.2%

1B

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$0.8 million

9.4%

2A

Pay-Go

4 Years + CPI

$5.8 million

9.2%

2B

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$5.8 million

5.7%

3A

Pay-Go

10 Years

$0.8 million

10.2%

3B

Issue Debt

10 Years

$0.8 million

6.8%

4A

Pay-Go

10 Years

$5.8 million

6.6%

4B

Issue Debt

10 Years

$5.8 million

4.4%

5A

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$0.8 million

5B

Issue Debt

10 Years

$0.8 million

6A

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$5.8 million

6B

Issue Debt

10 Years

$5.8 million

7A

Pay-Go

4 Years + CPI

$3.8 million

11.6%

7B

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$3.8 million

7.1%

8A

Pay-Go

10 Years

$3.8 million

8.1%

8B

Issue Debt

10 Years

$3.8 million

5.3%

9A

Issue Debt

4 Years + CPI

$0.8 million

OVERALL: 9.4%
Tier: Varied
Svc. Chg: Addl. $2.00

OVERALL: 9.4%
Tier: 6.1%
Svc. Chg: 33.9%
OVERALL: 6.8%
Tier: 5.9%
Svc. Chg: 13.9%
OVERALL: 5.7%
Tier: 4.4%
Svc. Chg: 17.3%
OVERALL: 4.4%
Tier: 4.0%
Svc. Chg: 8.0%

The committee was split on which rate model to implement. As such, the committee recommended that the two
scenarios be forwarded to the Laughlin Town Advisory Board for review.
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APPENDIX E
10- Year Capital Program: 2018-2027
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