June 16, 2020
Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board
State Water Resources Control Board
1001 I Street, 24th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Submitted via email: commentletters@waterboards.ca.gov
RE: Comment Letter – Draft Fund Expenditure Plan for the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund
Dear Ms. Townsend:
Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding the
State Water Resource Control Board’s (Water Board) Draft FY 2020-21 Fund Expenditure Plan (Draft
Plan) for the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund (Fund).
1. CVWD generally agrees with the top priorities proposed in the Draft Plan. However,
clarifications to the language are requested.
Water Board staff propose the top priories for the Draft Plan in the Executive Summary on Page 6 and in
the Draft Plan on Pages 11 and 12. CVWD generally agrees with the proposed top priorities, including
addressing any emergency or urgent funding needs and addressing community water systems (CWSs)
and school water systems with noncompliance of the primary Maximum Contaminant Levels.
Revisions to the top priorities on pages 6 and 11 are necessary:
“…2) addressing community water systems (CWSs) and school water systems out of compliance with
primary maximum contaminant level health standards, focusing on small Disadvantaged Communities
(DACs); 3) accelerating consolidations, when feasible, for systems out of compliance, at-risk systems, as
well as state smalls and domestic wells, focusing on small DACs…”
We suggest the changes suggested above for the following reasons:
1) CVWD supports the priority focus on the drinking water standards that protect public health,
and we suggest that this revised language is clearer in that regard.
2) While assistance to small disadvantaged communities is important, the statute makes assisting
disadvantaged communities – without reference to size – a priority for fund expenditure plans.
Please see paragraph (1) of subdivision (c) of California Health and Safety Code Section 116769.
3) Relative to consolidation, Paragraph (3) of the same subdivision notes that funding for
consolidations should be a priority when they are feasible.
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2. CVWD supports the alignment of the Fund Expenditure Plan with the Drinking Water
Needs Analysis to drive a solution-oriented process.
Development of a statewide Drinking Water Needs Analysis is foundational to prioritizing funding to
address the safe drinking water needs of communities in California. We appreciate inclusion of
information in the Draft Plan on Pages 8 and 9 regarding the Needs Analysis. CVWD understands the
first element of the Drinking Water Needs Analysis will be released in 2020 and second and third
elements will be released in 2021. This information is vital to making sure future fund expenditure plans
will set the course for the needed solutions on the ground.
CVWD looks forward to continued engagement and stakeholder processes regarding the finalization of
the Needs Analysis and its future incorporation into the SAFER Program.
3. To help policy makers, the public, and stakeholders understand how the funding will help
solve as many known safe drinking water issues as possible, the Solution List for Systems
Out of Compliance (Appendix E) should be grouped by solution type.
An important top priority of the Drinking Water Needs Analysis and Fund is to solve the known
violations of primary federal and state drinking water standards. (However, see the following comment
regarding differentiating between safe drinking water and water posing health hazards.)
This approach focuses efforts where there are known health risks. Appendix E to the Draft Plan has the
information regarding out-of-compliance systems. CVWD suggests Water Board staff present Appendix E
in the Draft Plan in a manner that groups solutions by type. By organizing Appendix E by solution type, it
will be easier to understand how the Water Board has generated the target expenditures for the 202021 Fiscal Year in Table 3 on Page 17 of the Draft Plan. The Water Board should provide all appendices
and tables in excel format on the public website to allow stakeholders and the public the ability to sort
and organize the data for evaluation purposes.
For the Fund Expenditure Plan for Fiscal Year 2021-22, we suggest that the staff provide more detail. For
example, further details or definitions of what planning and construction costs entail would be helpful to
applicants in the future.
4. CVWD recommends additional text in Section III.F “Funding Solution List for Systems Out
of Compliance” to differentiate between “safe drinking water” and “whether water
delivered by the system poses an immediate health risk.”
The Policy for Developing the Fund Expenditure Plan for the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund
defines “safe drinking water” as “water that meets all primary and secondary drinking water standards,
as defined in Health and Safety Code section 116275.”
The Draft Plan notes on Page 19 that the Funding Solution List will include “Any PWS that consistently
fails to provide an adequate supply of safe drinking water.” However, on Page 20, priority for funding
will be based on “whether the water delivered by the system poses an immediate health risk” and other
factors. While CVWD and other water industry experts will recognize the distinction between primary
MCLs and secondary MCLs and that a secondary violation does not affect human health, a lay reader will
likely not be so informed. CVWD recommends additional text in this section, or a footnote, to make the
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distinction between these two categories clear to the many engaged stakeholders who are actively
watching the SAFER Program and its implementation take shape.
5. All tables in the Draft Plan and Appendices that are summarizing financial data should
include a total funding amount. This will help identify the proposed fund expenditures for
specific water system categories and solution types.
For example, Table 1 on page 14 shows the Fund Expenditure as of May 2020 for the 2019-2020 fiscal
year. To allow the reader to easily ascertain the fund expenditures for water system categories, the
table should include a total funding amount column on the right hand side of the table. Please see the
example below. Total funding amounts should be summarized for all tables, including the solution lists
provided in Appendices E and F.
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6. CVWD recommends the Draft Plan include an affordability threshold for this first Fund
Expenditure Plan mirror recognized policy on drinking water affordability thresholds.
As required by paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of California Health and Safety Code Section 116769, the
Fund Expenditure Plan must include “a list of systems that consistently fail to provide an adequate
supply of safe drinking water.” Paragraph 2 also requires that the list include “any community water
system that serves a disadvantaged community (DAC) that must charge fees that exceeds the
affordability threshold established by the Water Board in order to supply, treat, and distribute potable
water that complies with federal and state drinking water standards.” [Emphasis added.] In the Draft
Plan under Section II.C on Page 9, Water Board staff are proposing the following:
“the FY 2020-21 Fund Expenditure Plan uses 1.5 percent of the annual median
household income (MHI) of the community served by the water system as the
Affordability Threshold. Any community water system with an annual water rate, based
on water usage of 6 hundred cubic feet (CCF) of water per month, that exceeds 1.5
percent of the [median household income] MHI is identified on the list included in
Appendix A.” [Emphasis added.]
CVWD suggests the use of 2.5% of the MHI threshold as the affordability threshold for the Draft Plan.
This number has been U.S.EPA policy for drinking water for many years. As noted in the next comment,
CVWD supports the further stakeholder engagement to work on what should be the affordability
threshold for development of the list going forward. However, CVWD suggests that the initial
affordability threshold be set at a level recognized and implemented at the federal level. A higher
percentage of MHI will potentially allow the Water Board to give greater support to water systems in
need, rather than supporting more systems at a lower funding level. CVWD encourages this
conservative approach for the first year, which may encourage long-term sustainability of the Fund.
In addition, when the system’s “fees” referenced in the statute are considered against the threshold for
purpose of developing the list, the amount should include both the volumetric and fixed parts of the
charges.
7. CVWD recommends additional language to the Affordability Threshold explanation
regarding on which system the Affordability Threshold is calculated.
The Draft Plan notes on page 6 “The affordability threshold refers to water system – or community-level
affordability as opposed to an individual household affordability.”
CVWD recommends additional explanation in Section II.C. regarding which system the affordability
threshold is calculated for. For a system like CVWD where the focus is on consolidating state small
systems into the larger CVWD service area, were an affordability threshold be calculated for the entirety
of the proposed consolidation area, the affordability threshold would likely skew high for the DACs
CVWD is aiming to assist. Instead, the affordability threshold should be based only on the system(s) to
be consolidated. This approach is also in line with restrictions in place as a result of Proposition 218.
CVWD is unable to use existing ratepayer funds to consolidate the DAC state small systems, and
therefore existing ratepayer census and water rate information should not be considered when the
Water Board is calculating an affordability threshold or making grant decisions.
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8. CVWD supports the proposal for an additional stakeholder process to further develop the
affordability threshold for future Fund Expenditure Plans.
We appreciate the Water Board staff providing an approximate schedule on Pages 10 and 11 of the
Draft Plan for how they would like to proceed with the future efforts to refine the affordability
threshold. This will allow the Water Board to continue to have more robust stakeholder processes over
the next year to gather broad input from diverse stakeholders as it relates to the development of the
affordability threshold in future Fund Expenditure Plans.
9. The Draft Plan should include a description of how the Water Board’s consultation with
the Department of Finance affected the development of the Plan.
Subdivision (b) of California Health and Safety Code Section 116768.5 provides that “the board, in
consultation with the Department of Finance, shall annually adopt a fund expenditure plan.” To provide
transparency, CVWD recommends the Water Board note in the final version of the plan how the
required consultation affected the development of the Plan. At a minimum, it would be good for
transparency if Water Board staff spoke to this at the Board meeting where the Board adopts the final
version of the Plan for FY 2020-21.
10. While including narrative goals is appropriate, given that the Drinking Water Needs
Analysis is not currently available, it is premature to specify numeric goals for dissolution
of water systems and consolidation targets as proposed in Section XI. Outcomes, Goals,
and Metrics.
Water Board staff’s proposal for long-term and short-term goals for prioritizing funds for public health
benefits is on Pages 43 and 44 of the Draft Plan. Much of this section is well-written, including the
narrative short-term goals. However, as shown in mock-up form, the proposed short-term goals also
include numeric goals for dissolution of water systems and consolidation targets. The draft proposes:
1) (Within two years) Complete dissolution of a minimum of 80 public water systems, state
smalls, or residential communities supplied by domestic well or individual surface water
sources through managerial or physical consolidation.
2) (Within four years) Initiation of consolidation and regionalization for all community water
systems under 500 connections that are out of compliance or at the highest level or risk,
where physical or managerial consolidation is a feasible and cost-effective alternative.
3) (Within four years) Complete dissolution of a minimum of 200 public water systems, state
smalls or residential communities supplied by domestic well or individual surface water
sources through managerial or physical consolidation.
These proposed numeric goals seem arbitrary and premature since the Drinking Water Needs Analysis is
not available yet. CVWD suggests they be deleted. Solutions on the ground should be based on the facts
for the system in question – not a on a desire to meet metrics that are developed before the system’s
needs assessment.
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11. As proposed in Section XI.D. Performance Metrics, the metric should refer to “the number
of systems” instead of “the number of communities.”
The Draft Plan on Page 44 introduces the performance metrics with the clause “The number of
communities.” As explained below, CVWD suggests the metrics text be revised as shown here to
reference the “number of systems”:
“The number of communities systems, including state small system and domestic well
communities, and schools and associated population:
(1) Provided with interim supplies of safe drinking water;
(2) Provided with executed and completed preliminary planning assistance projects;
(3) Provided with long-term solutions; and
(4) Return to compliance and are out of compliance.”
A public water system may serve part of a community, parts of multiple communities or more than one
community. Where there are consistently known violations of a primary MCL, for example, that status is
for the system – it may not be the status for the entire community. Metrics need to show the progress
for the systems – so the State Board truly has a handle on the progress. CVWD recognizes this clause
came from the Policy for Developing the Fund Expenditure Plan (the Policy). It is recommended this
revision also be made at the appropriate time to the Policy. Ms. Cindy Tuck made these comments
during the June 12, 2020 SAFER Advisory Group meeting public comment period on behalf of the
Association of California Water Agencies, and CVWD affirms the comments here.
CVWD appreciates the opportunity to provide the above feedback. If you have any questions, please
contact Ms. Kristen Johnson, Government Affairs Specialist, at (760) 398-2661 ext. 3564 or
kjohnson@cvwd.org.
Sincerely,

J.M. Barrett
General Manager

