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INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE’S 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 
MEETING SUMMARY 

July 29, 2013, 1:00 p.m. 
 

Colorado River Conference Room, Southern Nevada Water Authority 
100 City Parkway, Seventh Floor, Las Vegas, Nevada 

 
Technical Review Committee Members Present: Mike Alastuey, Marcus Conklin, Paula Eylar-Lauzon, 

John Restrepo, Bob Kasner 
  
Technical Review Committee Members Absent:  None 
 
Staff Present:      John Entsminger, Randall Buie, Katie Horn 
 
Others Present:      Guy Hobbs, Thomas Toepfer, Brian Thomas 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ed Uehling, Las Vegas, Nevada, provided information to the committee for review and discussed the meeting’s 
backup material, meeting recordings, power and groundwater banking savings, and Southern Nevada Water 
Authority (SNWA) revenues and expenses. 
 
SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES 
The Southern Nevada Water Authority’s (SNWA) Integrated Resource Planning Advisory Committee’s (IRPAC) 
Technical Review Committee met Monday, July 29, 2013.  The meeting began at 1:00 p.m.   
 
Review purpose and scope of Technical Review Committee.   
Guy Hobbs, Hobbs, Ong and Associates, noted the package of materials that was provided to committee 
members prior to the meeting. Mr.  Hobbs referenced the Integrated Resource Planning Advisory Committee 
(IRPAC) and how the Technical Review Committee was established to validate the assumptions used in the rate 
model. He recognized Bob Kasner and John Restrepo as members of both this committee and IRPAC. 
 
He outlined the assumptions that the committee will be reviewing, which included growth in sales tax figures, 
connection charge revenues, operating expenses, water sales, debt service schedules and price elasticity. 
Other model drivers can be considered, including interest earnings. He noted the goal would be to agree upon 
the rate model assumptions and provide to IRPAC for final consideration. 
 
Paula Eylar-Lauzon asked why the committee must complete its analysis by the end of July. Mr. Hobbs and 
John Entsminger, SNWA Senior Deputy General Manager, discussed IRPAC’s recommendation to phase-in 
rates, and the legally-mandated steps required before a rate increase can go into effect. Lead time is required 
before a proposed January 2014 implementation, including public outreach, public meetings and the 
preparation of Business Impact Statements. Ms. Eylar-Lauzon noted that it is a short time frame considering 
the work being asked of the committee. 
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Review and make recommendations on the model assumptions used by the Integrated Resource Planning 
Advisory Committee.   
Mr. Hobbs proposed addressing each assumption with the committee, beginning with sales tax projections. He 
referred the committee to Exhibit A, which is an overview of the rate model. He provided a background on the 
sales tax, how the SNWA collects sales tax, and how it’s used as a revenue source. He noted the tax is set to 
sunset in 2025 unless the Clark County Board of Commissioners removes the sunset clause. 
 
Bob Kasner noted the issues outside SNWA control that impact sales tax, such as the tax itself is under 
legislative control and the narrowing amount of items subject to sales tax. He stated that 4 percent is the 
highest assumption with which he would be comfortable. Mr. Hobbs agreed with Mr. Kasner’s comments and 
stated that when developing the model and its assumptions, they considered using a decreasing rate of 
growth. 
 
Mike Alastuey noted the State of Nevada’s two-year time frame within its budget cycle projects a 5 percent 
sales tax increase within the near term. He recommended a tapered projection. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon asked if the sales tax figures used within the model have been adjusted with the May sales 
tax projections, and agreed with Mr. Alastuey to use a more aggressive percentage increase for the first few 
years and then taper the increase down in the out years. 
 
Marcus Conklin clarified that the sales tax was a local option tax, and not collected statewide. He also 
discussed the challenges associated with trying to predict exactly what amount the sales tax is going to 
generate, and instead suggested using an assumption that is reasonable. 
 
Following questions from committee members about the powers of IRPAC and the SNWA Board, Mr. Hobbs 
answered questions about what IRPAC was formed to do and how the SNWA Board of Directors considers 
recommendations, but ultimately has the final decision regarding policy. He also shared that IRPAC is looking 
at policy recommendations that address variances within the model, should finances outperform projections. 
 
Mr. Hobbs recognized the dialogue among committee members around using a tapered projection and asked 
them for a specific projection. Committee members discussed the issue and came to consensus around the 
following sales tax projection: 
 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Projected 
Increase (%) 5 5 4.5 4 3.5 3 2.5 2 

 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon noted that she would like to see the impacts of these projections within the model.  
 
The committee went on to discuss connection charges. Mr. Hobbs mentioned to the IRPAC members that the 
model has been updated to reflect a more current connection charge estimate. Mr. Hobbs explained that the 
connection charge estimate used in the model is based off of population projections. The committee discussed 
other ways to project connection charges including building permits. Mr. Restrepo said that over time, 
population projections are a more stable predictor than other means to predict connection charge revenue.  
 
Committee members recognized the volatility of the connection charge revenue. Mr. Kasner shared that some 
members of IRPAC have proposed a policy that would capture revenues in excess of the 2014 budgeted 
amount and allocate the funds separate from SNWA revenues used within the model, which would ultimately 
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minimize the volatility within the model. Mr. Hobbs noted that staff is investigating whether there are any 
restrictions on connection charge revenues. Brian Thomas pointed out that if connection charge revenues are 
capped within the rate model, then additional revenue would be required through water rates. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon requested information related to the connection charge revenue rates over time and 
connection charge collections over time. Mr. Alastuey and Mr. Conklin recognized the volatility in the charge 
and the concerns if the revenue was over-estimated, and felt more comfortable with a conservative estimate. 
Both were comfortable with the model’s projections. Mr. Kasner and Mr. Restrepo were comfortable with the 
model’s assumption for connection charge revenues and recognized that IRPAC may set a policy that caps the 
connection charge revenues within the model. Ms. Eylar-Lauzon noted her concern with the proposed policy 
that IRPAC may recommend, citing that the SNWA has spent millions of dollars on capital projects and may 
need additional revenue to support future debt.  
 
Mr. Hobbs moved onto SNWA operating costs, and noted that the model assumed a three percent growth rate 
in operating expenses, a typical amount for government budgets. Mr. Alastuey suggested 3 percent was a 
conservative estimate for government budgets, but wanted to know more information about the SNWA’s 
future capital plans, as operating expenses seem to reflect ongoing capital costs. Ms. Eylar-Lauzon said she was 
uncomfortable recommending any growth rate, and requested more information regarding capitalized labor 
expenses. 
 
Randall Buie, SNWA Comptroller, explained that Operating Expenses include some ranch expenses, annual fees 
for water rights, and other miscellaneous expenses. Mr. Alastuey asked if the numbers they were reviewing for 
2013/2014 was a reasonable expectation of expenses in later years. Mr. Kasner also asked if the expenses will 
be capitalized at the same rate going forward. Mr. Buie explained that the rate depends on the asset that was 
built. Ms. Eylar-Lauzon asked for a schedule that shows that information. Mr. Entsminger shared that a three 
percent increase on operating expenses is reasonable at this time, but recognized the Colorado River’s poor 
hydrology, which may require facility improvements – costs of which at this time are unknown. 
 
Mr. Alastuey noted the increase in Operating Expenses from 2013 to 2014 and asked if the increase – larger in 
this year than in future years – is anticipated to be repeated. Mr. Buie said he would to provide that 
information.  
 
The committee continued to discuss the capitalized labor costs. Ms. Eylar-Lauzon requested a history of these 
costs. Mr. Kasner asked why capitalized labor costs did not decline over time as capital construction projects 
were completed. Mr. Entsminger explained that these employees are reassigned to other capital projects or 
work to maintain ongoing capital projects. The SNWA plans to retain these individuals through the model’s 
planning horizon of 2021. Mr. Hobbs explained that the rate model does not assume any additional debt issue. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon asked for an update on the third intake. Mr. Entsminger reported that the third intake has 
been funded and approved. He estimated that approximately 75-80 percent of those funds have been 
expended. Many of the major components have been completed and the project is estimated to be completed 
in fall 2014. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon asked questions about the funding of the third intake. Thomas Toepfer reviewed the SNWA’s 
debt restructuring schedule and explained how the SNWA has restructured its debt to smooth the increases 
through 2015. She also asked if the SNWA plans to issue any debt within the model’s timeframe. Mr. Hobbs 
stated that there are no plans to issue any debt within the next year and a half; however, there is ongoing 
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maintenance required. He noted a smaller debt issue could be absorbed by the model; however, a large debt 
issue as a result from a significant capital project may require another IRPAC process. 
 
The committee again discussed the capitalized labor, noting that the model assumes costs will increase over 
time. Mr. Conklin asked if there was money within the capitalized labor allocated to future projects. Mr. Buie 
answered that the capitalized labor costs include only labor charged to the approved Major Capital and 
Construction Plan. Mr. Conklin noted that there is a reasonable expectation associated with holding onto 
technical staff between projects because firing and hiring new labor forces is inefficient. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon suggested modifying the labor costs to reflect the capital costs of what has been approved. 
Mr. Kasner added on to her suggestion, noting that you would move the labor associated with completed 
projects to operating expenses. Mr. Thomas noted that he will work with SNWA staff to analyze the estimated 
capitalized labor increases within the model to reflect the projects approved within the MCCP. Ms. Eylar-
Lauzon also requested a list of deferred projects and a history of capitalized labor expenses. 
 
Ms. Eylar-Lauzon asked for more background about the operating expenses, such as groundwater recharge. 
Mr. Toepfer explained that groundwater recharge expenses aren’t anticipated for this year because there is no 
recharge occurring in the valley. Recharge costs will increase when recharge activities begin, which is 
estimated in 2014. She also asked for an explanation on the increase in payroll in years 2013-2014, which staff 
agreed to provide. 
 
Mr. Hobbs said that water sale projections are based on SNWA short-term water sales forecasts for years 
2014-2016; in years 2017 and beyond, water sales are estimated to increase as population grows. Ms. Eylar-
Lauzon noted the assumption is conservative and thinks water sales will be lower than projected, but was fine 
with the assumption. Without any other comments or discussions, the committee moved on to price elasticity 
assumptions. 
 
Mr. Hobbs reviewed the model’s price elasticity assumptions. The committee did not have any changes. 
 
The committee then discussed interest earnings. Mr. Kasner stated that he felt the interest earnings were 
under estimated and suggested projecting a higher yield of returns. He suggested using the following estimate: 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Projected 
Increase (%) 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 

 
Following discussions around existing earnings, the committee accepted Mr. Kasner’s suggestion. Mr. Kasner 
also provided a summary of NRS 355, which outlines investment guidelines for local governments. 
 
Mr. Kasner recognized Mr. Uehling’s comments made during public comment and asked staff to explain the 
Arizona Groundwater Banking agreement and the savings from the agreement. Mr. Entsminger summarized 
the agreement, noting that the SNWA had been paying Arizona on an annual basis to bank groundwater in 
Arizona. In 2013, the SNWA revised the agreement to fund groundwater banking on a pay-as-you-go basis, 
relieving the SNWA of approximately $250 million in future payments. The savings, Mr. Entsminger noted, was 
only an obligation, but not actual cash that the SNWA sold bonds to fund.  
 
The committee recognized that the assumptions used to project operating expenses remains outstanding and 
will be discussed at the July 31 meeting. Mr. Entsminger noted that staff will provide information to support 
the requests made at today’s meeting and then opened up the meeting for public comment. 
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Public Comment 
Brian McAnallen, Las Vegas Chamber, recognized the committee’s work and effort to analyze the information 
and felt they raised important questions during its review. 
 
Ed Uehling, Las Vegas, agreed with Mr. McAnallen’s statement and asked who he can speak with to answer 
questions. He also discussed ranch expenses, the drought, and Colorado River operations. 
 
There being no other related business, Mr. Entsminger closed the meeting at 3:11 p.m. 
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