
16 
 

There is no reference on the District website, and no information provided, regarding any 
plan for future infrastructure or equipment replacements when this becomes necessary.  
 
However, a report provided by the 4th District County Supervisor office which is titled 
“Pinyon Pines Water District System Evaluation”, dated February 2025, and prepared 
by SUSP Engineering provides a detailed analysis of the existing infrastructure, noting 
significant issues regarding service pressure deficiencies and  in particular, fire flow 
capacity and pressure issues. The report provides recommendations for 
improvements necessary for resolving the deficient and aging infrastructure. 
Additionally, the June 6, 2026 submittal of the SWRCB-TA 7374-A notes the process 
for planning only for future repairs and upgrades, although no funding has been noted 
as being allocated. 
 
These very detailed and most recent documents regarding significant issues with the 
service capability and infrastructure and potential costs associated with corrective 
requirements are significantly relevant to assessing service capability. Further 
discussion follows in the related discussions in the “FINANCIAL OVERVIEW” section. 
Again, as with the SUSP report, these documents were withheld by the District initially 
from submittal to LAFCO for what purpose, and is very troubling.  
 
Service Adequacy 
 
The PPCWD currently appears to maintain barely sufficient capacity to provide the sole 
domestic water service to the current connections. However, as noted in the SWRCB-TA 
7306-A and SWRCB-TA 7374-A documents, and as documented by resident complaints, fire 
flow and pressure issues are significant problems. The District does reflect in Board meeting 
minutes the level of the tanks that feed from the well, and the flow rate. Due to restrictions 
placed on the District by the County in 1989 (discussed below) which have not been 
rescinded, there appears to be no capacity for any increase in service demands which 
severely restricts the ability to balance revenues and costs without significant rate increases 
over time.  
 
Additionally, in the District’s Ordinance #15 mandates that no swimming or other pools, and 
lawn sprinkler or other irrigation systems shall be connected to the District water system. 
Therefore, the property owners would be required to have their own wells or other sources 
of water for these purposes.  
 
Service disruption due to any drought related events or major infrastructure failure will likely 
have a significant impact on providing water to the community. Additionally, PPCWD has no 
reserves set aside for long-term infrastructure and equipment replacement/maintenance or 
available in the event of a major failure of any portion of the water conveyance system. 
 
The 2019 MSR does reference a District Master Plan updated in 2018 which established 
District goals and objectives, however this Master Plan is not on the District website 
nor was it provided by the District as one of the various documents requested. 
 
The District submits the required Annual Water Quality Report, with the most recent report 
for 2025. This report reflects the status of any contaminants within the water system as 
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measured against set standards. The latest report reflects no violations of standard 
thresholds. 
 
In January 2023, the Riverside County Department of Environmental Health (RCDEH) issued 
Compliance Order No. 05_63_23R_002 “Minimum Pressure and Permit Conditions 
Violations for 2022” outlining non-compliance with various state statutes and regulations 
regarding water pressures and deteriorating infrastructure. A requirement to provide a 
corrective action plan by April of 2023 and a requirement to be in compliance by January 
2026 was included. A compliance plan was finally completed in December of 2025 by GHD 
Inc., and includes a schedule of October of 2028 to finally come into compliance pending 
funding availability. The District is engaged with the Safe and Affordable Funding for Equity 
and Resilience (SAFER) program and the Financial Assistance Application Submittal Tool 
(FAAST) sponsored by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).   
 
Lastly, staff has been made aware of several complaints of water pressure issues and 
infrastructure concerns being made publicly and to the 4th District Supervisor office which 
accentuates concerns regarding adequacy of providing adequate services to the existing 
customers. 

 
Cooperative Programs- Local and Regional/Joint Powers Authorities/Other 
 
PPCWD reported that the District does not contract for any services, nor does the District 
contract out services to other agencies. The District further reported to questions of 
participation in any cooperative programs or regional planning programs as “not applicable” 
and “none”. 
 
The District reported in the initial response to the questionnaire, no membership with any 
joint powers authorities (JPA), however per the audit documents, the District is a member of 
the Association of California Water Agencies Joint Powers Insurance Authority for general 
liability, workers compensation and property insurance. This failure to acknowledge 
membership in these critical JPAs is quite inexplicable. In the June 6, 2026 
questionnaire resubmittal the District did list the two JPAs as well as NV5 which is not 
a JPA. NV5 is referenced in the SWRCB-TA 7374-A and appears to be an engineering 
consulting firm that would perform engineering and financial analysis of a potential 
consolidation with a mutual water company discussed later in the MSR. 
 
FINANCIAL OVERVIEW 
 
It should be noted that almost all of the financial information and discussion 
throughout this Financial Overview section of this MSR report was derived from the 
most recent District audit reports available and the current District budget. However, 
some information requested from the District was either incorrectly represented by 
the District as on the District website, or was simply not provided. Specifics of this are 
discussed in the relevant discussions within this section.  
 
PPCWD operates as an “enterprise fund” meaning cost of services provided are recovered 
by user fees or assessments for those obtaining services.  
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The PPCWD conducts an independent audit bi-annually. The most recent previous audits for 
Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2022 and 2023 are the only audit information provided and is on 
the District website. It is unknown when the next bi-annual audit for FYE 2024 and 2025 will 
be available. The most recent audit for FYE 2022 and 2023 reflects an “unmodified” opinion 
as noted:  
 
“In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all material 
respects, the respective financial position of the business-type activities and major fund of 
the District as of June 30, 2023 and 2022, and respective changes in financial position and 
cash flows thereof for the years then ended in accordance with accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America.” 
 
The financial performance of the PPCWD as a whole is reflected in its most recent available 
audit for FYE June 30, 2023. The audit notes completion of FY 22/23 with its total Enterprise 
Fund an overall operating surplus of $15,254. Total Net Position of $37,728. Cash and cash 
equivalents held as of June 30, 2023 was $23,392 per the audit. The most recent District 
Treasurer’s report for July 2026 reflects an ending checking account balance of 
approximately $11,804. There is no reference to any other accounts held, if any. The District 
has no debt nor long-term obligations, and does not have any pension or OPEB obligations. 
 
The primary revenue sources for the District are derived from user fees and charges in the 
form of Metered Water Sales. Additionally Standby Assessments are special assessments 
collected through the property tax system. According to the FY 22/23 audit data, the Metered 
Water Sales Fees accounted for 92.4 per-cent of revenues while the Standby Assessments 
and revenue accounted for the balance. For FY 22/23 total revenues as reported by the audit 
were $69,867. 
 
Operational expenditures for FY 22/23 per the audit were administrative and general costs 
inclusive of staffing representing 94.5 per-cent of overall expenditures, and water 
supply/treatment costs comprising the balance. For FY 22/23, total expenditures as reported 
by the audit were $54,613. 
 
However, of significant concern are the current budgets available on the District website for 
FY 25/26 and FY 26/27. These budgets reflect significant deficit spending over the two 
budget years which significantly draws down the fund balance for the District. Additionally, 
fees for water service have been increased since the 2019 MSR as the current Water 
Ordinance #15 specifies the higher fees. As previously noted, the status of the public hearing 
held on June 7, 2026 for the $30 per parcel standby charge assessment is unknown if it was 
adopted. 
 
As noted in the annual audit reports, as of June 30, 2023 the PPCWD had $1,800 in non-
depreciable capital assets, and $195,497 of depreciable assets with a current net valuation 
of $4,026. Capital Assets consist of land which is not depreciated, and Utility Plant  property 
essentially consisting of pumping and conveyance system infrastructure and equipment, 
which is depreciated.  
 
Request was made regarding a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for future upgrades or 
replacement of infrastructure and/or equipment. The District responded “website” 



19 
 

however there is no information on the District website regarding a CIP. Additionally, 
a request was made regarding sufficient funding levels for future upgrades and any 
financial challenges of providing services if funding is insufficient. The District 
response was “not applicable”.  
 
Given the responses from the District, and the current level of depreciation of the equipment 
and infrastructure, significant concerns are raised with regard to the ability of the District to 
support any future required long-term maintenance and infrastructure or equipment 
replacements or upgrades, and no reserve funding is noted in the audit information nor the 
currently available District budgets. This significant issue was also raised by a public 
constituent of the District at the November 3, 2024 Board meeting as noted previously. 
 
As noted previous, the District is attempting to obtain state funding for infrastructure upgrades 
due to the current non-compliance order from the RCDEH however to date, no apparent 
funding has been made available for actual necessary infrastructure upgrades.  
 
The District did not respond to the initial request for information regarding any 
activities related to gaining efficiencies other than this statement- “we would like not 
to have to pay LAFCO fees”. This District position is also included in the FY 21/22-
22/23 bi-annual audit Management’s Discussion and Analysis section. 
 
It should be noted that Government Code section 56381 requires all public agencies in each 
county (county, cities, independent special districts) contribute a proportionate share of 
funding for LAFCO activities not covered by LAFCO proposal application and other fees. This 
annual allocation is developed and collected by the Riverside County Auditor-Controller. The 
Auditor-Controller is allowed to charge and administrative fee that they retain for this process. 
 
For small Districts such as PPCWD that meet certain LAFCO policy criteria, LAFCO only 
collects the LAFCO fee, and then pays all or a portion of the Auditor-Controller administrative 
costs on behalf of the District. For the FY 25/26 period PPCWD paid a total of $13.55 in 
LAFCO fee and $13.55 in the Auditor Controller Fee for a total of $27.10. LAFCO paid 
$181.07 for the balance of the District’s Auditor-Controller administrative fees.   
 
The District did eventually note in the June 6, 2026 questionnaire resubmittal reliance 
on technical assistance from NV5, always pursuing additional revenue streams, 
however did not describe further, and the District acknowledged insufficient 
resources for maintaining infrastructure and  facilities.  
 
Overall, the financial position of the PPCWD is considered barely stable from an operational 
standpoint, however with very minimal cash available to offset any short-term funding 
reductions. Additionally, as noted in this section, and in the Services-Facilities-Infrastructure 
section above, there is no Capital Asset replacement or long-term infrastructure maintenance 
reserve funding available in the event of a major failure of any portion of the water 
conveyance system. 
 
The District recently held on June 7, 2026 a public hearing to vote on implementation 
of a Water Standby assessment for FY 2026/27 in the amount of $30 per parcel with 
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some caveats based on size of parcel. As of publication of this draft MSR, no 
information has been received on the Board action of approval or denial. 
 
Table 1-2 below page provides a snapshot of key financial data from the most recent fiscal 
years audited financial statement information is available. An analysis of the data related to 
several key financial status and financial health indicators also follows on the next page.  
 
Table 1-2- Financial Information – Pinyon Pines County Water District  
 

Financial Information (Audited Financial Statements) 
 FY 21/22 FY 22/23 FY 23/24 
    Enterprise Fund Revenues/Transfers $60,527 $69,867 N/A 

Enterprise Fund Expenditures/Transfers $66,083 $54,613 N/A 
Enterprise Fund Surplus/(Deficit) ($5,556) $15,254 N/A 
Capital Outlay  None None N/A 
Debt Service Expenditures None None N/A 
Long-term Liabilities None None N/A 
Unrestricted Fund Balance (Net Position) $18,448 $33,950 N/A 
Restricted Fund Balance (Net Position) None None N/A 
Capital Assets  $4,026 $3,778 N/A 
Unfunded Pension Liability None None N/A 
Unfunded OPEB Liability None None N/A 
Net Position $22,474 $37,728 N/A 
Note- FY 23/24 audited financial statements are not yet available until the District releases the 
next bi-annual audit which includes FY 24/25. 
Note- Capital Assets is comprised of land which is not subject to depreciation. 
Note- PPCWD incurs no Pension nor OPEB liabilities. 
 
There are nine primary areas of criteria that have been utilized for this report to assess the 
present and future financial condition of any special district’s ability to provide efficient service 
operations and are discussed following: 
 

1. 3-Year Revenue/Expenditure Budget Trends  
2. Ratios of Revenue Sources  
3. Ratios of Reserves or Fund Balance to Annual Expenditures  
4. Annual Debt Service Expenditures to Total Annual Expenditures  
5. Net Position 
6. Pension and OPEB Unfunded Liabilities 
7. Capital Assets and Capital Improvement Plan  
8. Fee Structure for Services Provided 
9. Cost Avoidance Programs 

 
3 Year Revenue/Expenditure Budget Trends 
 
A trend analysis of revenues and expenditures provides a relatively quick snapshot of 
financial stability, and financial management of budgetary ebbs and flows over a short period 
of time.  
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As only two audited fiscal years information is available, it is difficult to draw a conclusion of 
revenue trends. However when viewed with the FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 budgets, revenues 
appear to remain fairly consistent. The Enterprise Fund revenues are completely dependent 
on customer charges for water services and standby charge assessments for funding the 
services provided. The information available indicates the District does not receive revenues 
from other sources.  
 
The FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 budgets reflect deficit spending when coupled with flat line 
revenues which purports a negative cash flow trend. Given the small level of retained revenue 
overall, any downward cash flow trend, coupled with no reasonable amount of cash reserve, 
could severely impact the District’s ability to provide adequate maintenance and necessary 
major infrastructure refurbishments when required. Passage of the proposed $30 per parcel 
assessment will increase available cash, however it is uncertain as to what level it will 
stabilize cash flow given the seriousness of the infrastructure issues previously addressed. 
 
Ratios of Revenue Sources 
 
Diversity of revenues is an indicator of any public agency’s ability to withstand a major loss 
in one revenue stream without a significant impact to operations and services. Ideally, an 
agency should have 3-4 revenue streams that are as equally balanced as possible, however, 
that isn’t always possible in some agencies.  
 
88.7% and 92.4% for FY 21/22 and FY 22/23 as per the audit for those fiscal years, and 
89.6% for both FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 budgeted respectively of the total PPCWD revenues 
are derived from charges for metered water services. Remaining revenues are derived from 
Standby Assessments.  
 
There is virtually no opportunity for diversification of revenues as the District’s funding is 
primarily charges for service and assessments for providing water only and no other services. 
The only avenues for future major infrastructure and equipment replacement/refurbishment 
are moving forward with a ballot measure for a significant special assessment to raise the 
revenues to establish an infrastructure maintenance reserve, raising the water fees for 
service to balance the operational budget, and seeking significant grants for the infrastructure 
reserve.  
 
The District did not respond to initial requests for information related to additional 
funding sources to maintain services and infrastructure. However, the June 6, 2026 
questionnaire resubmittal did include documents attempting to seek state grant 
funding for infrastructure improvements. 
 
Ratio of Reserves or Fund Balance to Annual Expenditures 
 
An indicator of the ability to absorb an unexpected loss of revenue in a given fiscal year is 
exhibited by the amount of unrestricted cash reserve or fund balance the service fund 
maintains in relation to the annual fund expenditures. A ratio of 30% or greater of fund 
balance/reserve to annual expenditures is generally considered an adequate ratio to 
maintain. 
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The PPCWD retained an Unrestricted Net Position Fund Balance at the end of FY 22/23 of 
$33,950 which equates to a 62.2 percent ratio to total expenditures of $54,613. This does 
represent a significant positive ratio of fund to annual expenditures. However, as noted 
above, budgeted deficit pending coupled with a small overall cash fund balance available will 
dramatically reduce that ratio to unacceptable ratios quickly if the budgets remain out of 
balance. 
 
Annual Debt Service Expenditures to Total Annual Expenditures 
 
The ratio of annual debt service to total fund annual expenditures is an indicator of the 
District’s ability to meet debt obligations in relation to service provision expenditures. Ideally, 
a ratio of 10% or less would reflect a very stable ratio.  
 
The PPCWD has no bond or secured debt. Therefore, there is no ratio to assess, which in 
turn is considered a positive aspect to overall financial stability. Additionally, the District does 
not retain any long-term liabilities. However, lacking any reserve for funding potential 
infrastructure major maintenance may necessitate future debt service requirements if the 
need arises.  
 
Net Position  
 
An agency’s “Net Position” as reported in its audited financial statements represents the 
amount by which assets (e.g., cash, capital assets, other assets) exceed liabilities (e.g., 
debts, unfunded pension and OPEB liabilities, other liabilities). A positive Net Position 
generally provides an indicator of financial soundness over the long-term. However, Net 
Position also includes the value of capital assets that may or may not be easily liquidated. 
Therefore, Net Position could potentially be skewed when viewing it in the aspect of liquidity. 
 
PPCWD’s FY 22/23 ending overall net position was calculated by the auditors at $37,728 
with $33,950 as unrestricted fund balance. As compared to annual revenues and 
expenditures, this overall net position is relatively good.  
 
However, given the issues previously raised with budgeted deficit spending and lack of any 
substantial reserve funding for capital infrastructure major maintenance requirements that 
will eventually be required, this net position would be considered inadequate due to no 
reserve funding has been generated or maintained for these future inevitable requirements.  
 
Pension and OPEB Unfunded Liabilities  
 
Unfunded pension and OPEB liabilities present one of the most serious fiscal challenges 
facing many public agencies in California today. When reporting required under Government 
Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement #68 was implemented, many public 
agencies were awakened by the reality of the long-term unfunded liability aspect of their 
respective pension and OPEB obligations.  
 
The PPCWD has no unfunded pension or OPEB liabilities. The District does not provide 
retirement or post-employment benefits. 
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Capital Assets and Capital Improvement Program 
 
Capital assets must be adequately maintained and replaced over time and expanded as 
needed to accommodate future demand and respond to regulatory and technological 
changes. Depreciation typically spreads the life of a facility over time to calculate a 
depreciation amount for accounting purposes. The actual timing and amount of annual capital 
investments require detailed engineering analysis and will differ from the annual depreciation 
amount, although depreciation is a useful initial indicator of sustainable capital expenditures.  
 
As noted in the annual audit reports, as of June 30, 2023 the PPCWD had $1,800 in non-
depreciable capital assets, and $195,497 of depreciable assets with a current net valuation 
of $4,026. Capital Assets consist of land which is not depreciated, and Utility Plant  property 
essentially consisting of pumping and conveyance system infrastructure and equipment, 
which is depreciated.  
 
Request was made regarding a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for future upgrades or 
replacement of infrastructure and/or equipment. The District responded “website” 
however there is no information on the District website regarding a CIP. Additionally, 
a request was made regarding sufficient funding levels for future upgrades and any 
financial challenges of providing services if funding is insufficient. The District 
response was “not applicable”.  
 
Documents were received from the 4th District Supervisor office that provided 
significant information regarding infrastructure funding requirements to upgrade and 
repair the aging infrastructure, and the June 6, 2026 questionnaire resubmittal 
included additional documentation confirming such potential costs. 
 
As noted above, certain documents that the District possessed and relevant to the 
initial requests made were withheld from LAFCO. It is unclear to what purpose the 
District withheld these documents. These documents do confirm the potential multi-
million dollar costs to appropriately upgrade the degraded and severely aging  
infrastructure. The District does not appear to be very forthcoming concerning 
acknowledging the infrastructure issues to the detriment of the property 
owners/customers in the District.   
 
Given the responses from the District, and the current level of depreciation of the equipment 
and infrastructure, significant concerns are raised with regard to the ability of the District to 
support any future needed long-term maintenance and infrastructure or equipment 
replacements or upgrades. This significant issue was also raised by a public constituent of 
the District at the November 3, 2024 Board meeting as note in this YouTube link below. 
 
Pinyon Board Meeting Nov 3 2024      (CTRL + Click to follow the link) 
 
Fee Structure for Services Provided  
 
Most public agencies charge fees for various direct benefit services provided. Fees are 
required to reflect the general overall cost of a specific service provided to individual 
constituents. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NBN1f6w_Qc0
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The PPCWD charges fees for metered water services which comprises approximately 89-
94% of the District total revenue. 
 
The PPCWD did not provide any information or current fee schedule although 
requested. The District responded that this information is on the District website, 
however there is no direct link to the fee schedule. The current fee schedule was 
located buried in Ordinance #15, Rules and Regulations for the Pinyon Pines County 
Water District. 
 
Per the current District Ordinance #15 on the District website, base and metered water service 
rates are shown below, and are based on a single family home. It is unknown when the last 
rate increase was implemented as Ordinance #15 on the PPCWD website is undated. 
 
Tier  Consumption (CF) Rate 
 
Base  0 - 500   $55.00 
Tier 1  501 - 800  $0.02 per cu. ft.  
Tier 2  800 - 1,000  $0.30 per cu. ft.   
Tier 3  1,000 - above $0.60 per cu. ft. 
 
Cost Avoidance Programs 
 
Cost Avoidance programs can take many shapes in an agency depending on the services 
the agency provides. However, having in place these programs and focusing on 
implementing and maintaining the programs will enhance the financial position of the agency 
in the long term. 
 
The PPCWD did not respond to this request, and there is no documentation available 
on the District website addressing any activities related to cost avoidance. The District 
response on the June 6, 2026 questionnaire resubmittal was “Not Applicable”.  
 
Opportunities for Improvement  
 
The PPCWD did not respond to the initial request, and there is no documentation 
available on the District website addressing any activities related to opportunities for 
improvement. The District response on the June 6, 2026 questionnaire resubmittal was 
“Questionable”, with no explanation. 
 
Based on the above, it can only be concluded that the District does not engage in any cost 
avoidance or improvement initiatives. 
 
DISADVANTAGED UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITIES (DUCs) 
 
There are no DUCs within, nor adjacent to, the PPCWD jurisdictional boundaries or the 
District SOI.  
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STATUS OF ISSUES IDENTIFIED IN MOST RECENT MSR 
 
The most recent two MSRs for the PPCWD were conducted in 2005 and 2019. Issues related 
in each MSR are as follows: 
 

• Both MSRs referenced water supply issues have curtailed any future growth within 
the District, with no plans in place to increase water supply to support. This status 
remains unchanged. 
 

• The 2019 MSR noted issues regarding deficit spending and utilization of fund balance 
to balance the budget. This status remains unchanged based on the FY 25/26 
and FY 26/27 budget documents. 

 
• The 2019 MSR notes that a CIP was in place for the period of 2010-2018, however 

no improvements were made and no future projects planned due to lack of funds. 
This status remains unchanged, and the District did not provide a copy of any 
recent CIP if it exists. 

 
GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE ALTERNATIVES 
 
There are no internal government structure alternatives that are considered applicable for 
this District due to the unique and limited services the District provides. The District currently 
provides limited services intended, however has significant infrastructure issues preventing 
adequate services and lack of any reserve funding. 
 
An alternative government structure would be the consolidation of the PPCWD with the 
Desert Water Agency and dissolution of PPCWD which is discussed in the Sphere of 
Influence Analysis section following the below MSR Recommended Determinations.  
 
However, as an immediate issue, it is apparent that transparency is a significant issue 
with the District and should be addressed by the current governing Board of Directors.  
 
RECOMMENDED MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW DETERMINATIONS 
 
Based on the information, issues, and analysis presented in this report, proposed MSR 
determinations pursuant to Government Code section 56430 are presented below for the 
LAFCO Commission’s consideration: 
 
1) Growth and Population Projections 
 

• PPCWD was reported to serve an estimated population of approximately 232 over 
a geographical area of approximately 320 acres. 
 

• PPCWD currently services 80 residential connections, Riverside County Fire 
Station #30 and the Pinyon Flats and Ribbonwood Equestrian Campgrounds, with 
no current plans to increase service connections. 
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• PPCWD’s current service area most likely has some potential for growth, however 
current water capacity issues have stymied any future growth. This situation 
constricts the ability for property owners to construct Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) on owned properties to a large extent. 

 
• Although PPCWD does not retain any land use planning and entitlement authority 

as those functions are reserved for the cities, and the county for unincorporated 
areas, the District must anticipate and forecast future demands and plan 
accordingly. 

 
2) Location and Characteristics of Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 

Within or Contiguous to the District’s SOI. 
 

• There are no Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities within or adjacent to 
the PPCWD boundaries and SOI.  
 

3) Present and Planned Capacity of Public Facilities and Adequacy of Public 
Services, Including Infrastructure Needs and Deficiencies Related to 
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities 

 
• PPCWD maintains barely sufficient water capacity for servicing existing customer 

connections, however, is restricted in accommodating future connections due to 
water capacity.  
 

• According to the County Assessor property tax records, PPCWD owns the 
property at 62011 Stonecrest, Mountain Center, CA 92561 which contains 
physical structures and is listed as the business address for the District on 
documents on the District website.  

 
• PPCWD owns and maintains certain infrastructure inclusive of the water well, 

pump and other machinery, and the water piping conveyance system. As noted in 
the annual audit reports, Capital Assets consist of land, and Utility Plant property 
consisting of pumping and conveyance system infrastructure and equipment.  

 
• Service disruption due to any drought related events or major infrastructure failure 

will likely have a significant impact on providing water to the community. 
 
• PPCWD failed to provide information as requested regarding adequacy of existing 

services. Services appear to be marginally adequate at this time with the exception 
of system pressure and fire flow issues. Significant issues exist regarding system 
pressures and fire flow minimum requirements. 

 
• The District has been under a non-compliance order from the Riverside County 

Department of Environmental Health since January 2023 due to violations of 
regulatory state statutes and regulations and conditions within the District and 
permit conditions. 
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• There are no Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities within or adjacent to 
the District. 

 
4) Financial Ability of the District to Provide Services 
 

• Overall, the financial position of PPCWD is considered very marginally stable from 
an operational standpoint, however with critically minimal cash reserves to offset 
any short-term funding reductions.  
 

• PPCWD budgets for FY 25/26 and FY 26/27 reflect significant deficit spending 
which if not mitigated will significantly reduce the already limited fund balance 
available.  

 
• PPCWD has no reserves set aside for long-term infrastructure and equipment 

replacement/maintenance  or available in the event of a major failure of any portion 
of the water conveyance system. 

  
• PPCWD’s primary revenue source for operations and maintenance is through 

water service fees. It is unknown when fees were last raised. 
 

• PPCWD does not receive any property tax for covering administrative and 
operational functions. The District does receive a limited amount of special 
assessment tax revenue in the form of Standby Charges.  

 
• PPCWD has no debt nor long-term obligations, nor any pension or OPEB 

obligations. 
 
5) Status of, Opportunities for Shared Facilities 
 

• There is no foreseeable opportunity for shared facilities as the District provides 
only water services to a small number of connections.  
 

• The District facilities would not be suitable for sharing with other agencies. 
. 

• The District appears to utilize a residential property for Board meetings based on 
the address for these activities as identified by the Riverside County Assessor 
parcel information. 

 
6) Accountability for Community Service Needs, Including Governmental 

Structure, and Operational Efficiencies. 
 

• The PPCWD is governed by a five-member Board of Directors elected to four-year 
staggered terms. The last 8 elections however reflect automatic appointment of 
candidates to available seats due to lack of sufficient candidates to warrant an 
election. 
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• The PPCWD retains a very small part-time staff to provide water services to the 
community. 

 
• The PPCWD website provides very minimal information related to water services, 

financial information, and for Board and administrative activities.  
 
• Only the current meeting agendas are posted on the District website, with no 

written staff reports attached. No previous meeting agendas are posted on the 
website. Additionally, there is no item on the agenda for public comments in 
violation of state statutes. 

 
• Meeting minutes are posted on the District website and include many past 

meetings. However, the minutes are very basic, and do not provide any discussion 
information, just the vote taken.  

 
• There is direct email contact information listed on the district website for Board 

members and the District General Manager. 
 
• The website includes current budget information and one past bi-annual audit 

which are critical financial accountability documents. However, there are no 
historical previous copies of these documents on the website for easy access by 
the public.  
 

• The website does include the most recent (2023) staff compensation page from 
the state compensation reporting website. 
 

• The PPCWD has no policies or procedures for measuring performance of the 
District, the staff nor the services being provided, and no formal complaint 
resolution process. 

 
7) Any Other Matter Related to Effective or Efficient Service Delivery, as Required 

by Commission Policy. 
 

• Based on information made available to LAFCO concerning customer complaints, 
documented written complaints, and the previously mentioned videos of two past  
Board meetings, concerns exist with service adequacy, ability to respond to a 
major infrastructure disruption as reserve funding is non-existent, and budgeted 
deficit spending. Additionally, the outstanding and overdue non-compliance order 
from the RCDEH relating to water pressure and fire flow issues is a significant 
concern. 

 
RECOMMENDED SPHERE OF INFLUENCE DETERMINATIONS 
 
Existing Sphere of Influence 
 
PPCWD’s SOI is primarily coterminous with its current overall jurisdictional boundary, with 
an SOI extension that is situated covering a large area south of the District’s southern 
boundary.  
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Sphere of Influence Analysis 
 
One of LAFCO’s objectives is to eliminate illogical boundaries and associated service 
inefficiencies, where these issues exist. Barring a significant reason otherwise, the current 
overall SOI outside the District’s jurisdictional boundaries should be considered for 
amendment to be eliminated, and the SOI set as coterminous with the current District 
boundaries. This would also necessitate establishing permanent Extra-Territorial Service 
Extensions to the two campgrounds and the County fire station within the current SOI.  
 
Additionally, it has been determined that the entirety of the PPCWD and the District SOI are 
fully within the Desert Water Agency’s (DWA) SOI. The PPCWD should be encouraged to 
consult with the DWA for potential consolidation and dissolution as the DWA has greater 
capability to provide appropriate management and infrastructure funding for the current and 
potentially future ratepayers/customers. Figure 2 below depicts the SOI overlaps. 
 
Figure 2- PPCWD and DWA Sphere of influence Overlaps 

 
 
Contained within the SWRCB-TAs 7306-A and 7374-A is a reference to studying an 
alternative to consolidate with the Alpine Village Water Company (AVWC), a mutual water 
company serving the Alpine Village area with 60 residential connections. Although this 
mutual water company might have some capacity, the SWRCB-TA 7306-A notes that the 
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AVWC has storage capacity to support just the current connections to existing customers. It 
is unclear if a proposed “consolidation” would entail a PPCWD dissolution under a 
consolidation into the AVWC, or just a connection to the AVWC system as a contract water 
service agreement.  
 
The preliminary costs for either option to connect into the AVWC system and meet all 
capacity and fire flow requirements which is estimated in the SWRCB-TA 7306-A document 
at over $26,000,000. The SWRCB-TA 7306-A also indicates that the AVWC system and 
associate water source wells have at times experienced various contaminants exceeding 
regulatory limits. The concern noted is potential corrosive activity further damaging the 
PPCWD existing aging infrastructure. 
 
SWRCB-TA 7374-A includes an analysis to be developed for consolidation of PPCWD with 
AVWC, and discusses LAFCO involvement after a preliminary feasibility is completed. It is 
also noted that the SWRCB has never contacted LAFCO concerning the processes required 
to even consolidate or provide a  contract water service agreement. This contact should have 
occurred already so there is a full understanding of exactly what the analysis is contemplating 
and any LAFCO related items are properly included and addressed up front. 
 
Staff has concluded based on the above issues cited in both SWRCB-TAs, that consolidation 
or a contract water service agreement with AVWC is not a viable alternative.  
 
Consolidation into DWA has been discounted by the PPCWD as not feasible, and was not 
studied as an alternative in their contracted analysis, however, no clear justification was 
provided other than location of infrastructure.  
 
DWA  Consolidation Concerns 
 
DWA has provided a response to the Public Review Draft CFA which is attached to the 
Response to Comments document included with this staff report. The letter in general 
outlines several areas of significant concerns, however outlining a willingness to discuss 
consolidation with certain parameters.  
 
The letter specifically addresses several areas related to operational costs and water service 
rates due to logistical challenges of servicing the Pinyon Pines community, potential property 
tax implications for the PPCWD ratepayers related to the taxes that would be levied for the 
State Water Project Tax under DWA’s contract with the California Department of Water 
Resources. Additionally, costs associated with the infrastructure improvements necessary 
and impact on the ratepayers if grant funding is not obtained is a relevant concern. DWA also 
recognizes that the infrastructure and financial issues remain whether or not consolidation 
were to occur. 
 
LAFCO staff concurs that there are significant issues that need to be overcome with a 
consolidation, however, unless the PPCWD extricates itself from a very precarious situation 
financially, and managerially, the residents depending on their water services will be heavily 
impacted, if not already. DWA has indicated a willingness to discuss consolidation and 
dissolution of PPCWD if these discussions are led by LAFCO and the 4th District Supervisor’s 
Office. 
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Sphere of Influence Options 
 
The following SOI Options are based on the restrictions on any ability to assume any further 
service expansion due to the lack of sufficient water supply to provide expanded services. 
The District did not respond to the request for any adjustment to the current SOI.  
 
Three Options are identified with respect to the PPCWD’s SOI.  
 
Option #1: Maintain the PPCWD SOI as primarily coterminous with the current jurisdictional 
boundaries, and with the area south of the District boundary with no changes. 
 
Option #2: Amend the PPCWD SOI to eliminate the area south of the District boundary 
and establish the SOI as coterminous to the current District boundary. This would also 
entail designating the three locations in the current SOI as permanent Extra-Territorial 
Service extensions of water services from the District authorized under Government Code 
section 56133(e)(4). 

Option #3: Amend the PPCWD SOI to eliminate the area south of the District boundary and 
establish the SOI as coterminous to the current District boundary, designate the three locations 
in the current SOI as permanent Extra-Territorial Service Extensions of water services from the 
District authorized under Government Code section 56133(e)(4), and encourage PPCWD to 
consult with Desert Water Agency (DWA) for potential consolidation and dissolution of PPCWD.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends adoption of Option Three as appropriate 
based on the SOI Analysis previously discussed. 
 
Sphere of Influence Determinations 
 
Following are the five recommended determinations for the LAFCO Commission’s 
consideration as required by Government Code section 56425(e): 
 
1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and 

open-space lands. 
 

• The PPCWD is not an authorized land use planning authority. The cities and the 
County of Riverside for unincorporated areas are responsible for land use planning 
within their respective jurisdictions. 
 

• Current land use and zoning within the PPCWD service boundaries is primarily 
rural and open space. 

 
• It is unlikely future land use decisions will reflect anything other than the current 

land uses already existing.  
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2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 
 

• Current services are considered barely adequate to support the current 
connections. Significant issues regarding low pressure and fire flow within the 
water system requires significant improvement. 

 
• Long term, PPCWD does not have sufficient capacity to support future growth. 

 
• Any expansion of water services will require sufficient water resources to support 

growth, and sufficient revenues to support the cost of any service expansion. 
 

• Service disruption due to any drought related events or major infrastructure failure 
will likely have a significant impact on providing water to the community. 

 
3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that 

the agency provides or is authorized to provide. 
 

• Limited capacity of the PPCWD infrastructure exists to support providing adequate 
water services to the current connections.  
 

• Significant issues regarding system pressure and fire flow have been ongoing and 
continue to persist. 
 

• Long term, the District does not have sufficient capacity to support any future 
growth or expansion of water services. 

 
• Lack of reserve funding for future infrastructure major repairs that will eventually 

become necessary may create significant water shortage issues for the community 
served. 

 
4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area 

if the Commission determines that they are relevant to the agency. 
 

• The community within the PPCWD is a community of interest in that it is very small 
and in a very rural area. However, there is no indication of any socio-economic 
issues related to the area . 
 

5) For an update of a sphere of influence of a city or special district that 
 provides public facilities or services related to sewers, municipal and 
 industrial water, or structural fire protection, that occurs pursuant to 
 subdivision(g) on or after July 1, 2012, the present and probable need for 
 those public facilities and services of any disadvantaged unincorporated 
 communities within the existing sphere of influence. 

 
• There are no disadvantaged unincorporated communities within or adjacent to the 

PPCWD  boundaries.  
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OBSERVATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following observations and supplemental recommendations are provided for 
consideration by the Commission:   
 
Observations: 
 
The District has clearly demonstrated a general lack of responsiveness to a state mandated 
MSR/SOI Update process and has violated several statues related to an agency’s 
responsibility for providing information for these reports. As previously noted, these statutes 
from the Government Code are section 56425 (covering SOI Updates) & section 56430 
(covering MSRs). 
 
Specific statutes related to requirements of agencies to provide information to LAFCO 
regarding studies are Government Code sections: 
 
56378. (a) In addition to its other powers, the commission shall initiate and make studies of 
existing governmental agencies. Those studies shall include, but shall not be limited to, 
inventorying those agencies and determining their maximum service area and service 
capacities. In conducting those studies, the commission may request land use information, 
studies, joint powers agreements, and plans of cities, counties, districts, including school 
districts, community college districts, joint powers agencies and joint powers authorities, 
regional agencies and state agencies and departments. Cities, counties, districts, including 
school districts, community college districts, joint powers agencies and joint powers 
authorities, regional agencies, and state agencies and departments, shall comply with the 
request of the commission for that information and the commission shall make its studies 
available to public agencies and any interested person. In making these studies, the 
commission may cooperate with the county planning commissions.  
  
 56386. (a) The officers and employees of a city, county, or special district, including any 
local agency, school district, community college district, and any regional agency, or state 
agency or department, as may be necessary, and employees of a city, county, or special 
district, including any local agency, school district, community or any other public agency 
shall furnish the executive officer with any records or information in their possession which 
may be necessary to assist the commission and the executive officer in their duties, including, 
but not limited to, the preparation of reports pursuant to Sections 56665 and 56800. 
 
The lack of any type of effort in responding to the questions seeking current information for 
the MSR report is unparalleled in any history regarding MSRs for all of the other independent 
special districts and all of the cities in the County of Riverside. One can only conclude that if 
this is the approach by the District to managing a statutory obligation to a state mandated 
oversite Commission, what type of management of the District is being performed? 
 
The PPCWD agendas do not include an agenda item for taking non-agenda public comments 
which is contrary to the statutory requirements contained in Government Code section:  
 
54954.3 (a) (1) Every agenda for regular meetings shall provide an opportunity for members 
of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public, 
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before or during the legislative body’s consideration of the item, that is within the subject 
matter jurisdiction of the legislative body, provided that no action shall be taken on any item 
not appearing on the agenda unless the action is otherwise authorized by subdivision (b) of 
Section 54954.2. 
 
In addition, based on the videos of previous Board of Directors meetings referenced in the 
MSR, there appears to be a  substantial lack of compliance with Government Code section:  
 
54954.3 (c) The legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public criticism of the 
policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or omissions of the 
legislative body. Nothing in this subdivision shall confer any privilege or protection for 
expression beyond that otherwise provided by law. 
 
The PPCWD response to the initial questionnaire regarding opportunities for efficiency 
improvements was met with “we would like to not have to pay LAFCO.” The tone of this 
response clearly demonstrates the District’s adversity to being periodically reviewed by an 
independent outside agency with statutory oversight authority as required by state statutes, 
and LAFCO’s responsibilities in carrying out that statutory requirement. 
 
It should be noted that Government Code section 56381 requires all public agencies in each 
county (county, cities, independent special districts) contribute a proportionate share of 
funding for LAFCO activities not covered by LAFCO proposal application and other fees. This 
annual allocation is developed and collected by the /county Auditor-Controller. The Auditor-
Controller is allowed to charge and administrative fee that they retain for this process. 
 
For small Districts such as PPCWD that meet certain LAFCO policy criteria, LAFCO only 
collects the LAFCO fee, and then pays all or a portion of the Auditor-Controller administrative 
costs on behalf of the District. For the FY 25/26 period, PPCWD paid a total of $13.55 in 
LAFCO fee and $13.55 in the pro-rated Auditor Controller Fee for a total of $27.10. LAFCO 
paid $181.07 for the balance of the District’s Auditor-Controller administrative fees on behalf 
of PPCWD.   
 
It is inconceivable why the District has such a tone toward a $13.55 payment to LAFCO 
($27.10 with the pro-rated Auditor Controller administrative fee) from their budget as 
mandated by state statutes. The lack of transparency and apparent hostility by the District 
toward a statutorily required review by an oversite agency designated by state statutes is 
very troubling.  
 
Lastly, it is also very troubling that the District clearly withheld documents relevant to the 
issues related to infrastructure degradation and more importantly system pressure and fire 
flow capacity problems that have been an ongoing issue. This should be considered a 
flagrant violation of the public’s trust in the District.  
 
With regard to the issue of non-responsiveness to the initial LAFCO questionnaire, requiring 
the 4th District Supervisor office to intervene due to numerous complaints received regarding 
the District to receive any supplemental information, it begs the question. Why was the late 
information purposely withheld and not provided initially? Clearly this is an issue that should 



35 
 

be of deep concern, and the PPCWD Board of Directors should be asked to explain why this 
has occurred. 
 
Recommendations:  
 
The Commission might consider strongly urging the District Board of Directors to review its 
approach to ensuring compliance with the statutory obligations of the District with regard to 
the statutes noted above for future inquiries from LAFCO, and compliance with existing 
statutes related to agendas and conduct of meetings. The Board of Directors for PPCWD 
should also be advised to ensure that when LAFCO requests information from the District for 
performing statutorily required MSRs and SOI updates, that requested information is not 
purposely withheld or requests requiring a response ignored. 
 
Additionally, the PPCWD Board of Directors should be encouraged to consult with the Desert 
Water Agency for potential consolidation and dissolution in order to provide appropriate level 
of management oversight and transparency, and financial expertise, for the current 
ratepayers and customers, and to better address the current financial and infrastructure 
issues impacting appropriate service levels.  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Response to Comments to the Public Review 
Draft MSR with the following correspondence 
attached: 
A. Comment Letter- Cristy Huss, resident (Claims to 

be Secretary of PPCWD, however the General 
Manager is listed as Secretary in official 
documents) 

B. Comment Email- Robert Ferguson, resident 
C. Comment Letter- Desert Water Agency 

 

 
 



Pinyon Pines County Water District
Public Review Draft Municipal Service Review dtd June 12, 2026
Riverside LAFCO Response to Comments

Date Submitted Comment #

Christy Huss June 18, 2026 A-1 The submitting party represents that she is the Secretary of the PPCWD,
Representing as Secretary of however, the district website and meeting minutes note the General
Pinyon Pines County Water District Manager as also the Secretary. Apparent misrepresentation by either 
(PPCWD) party as to an Officer of the district is a significant concern, and requires

clarification by the PPCWD Board of Directors.
NOTE: The submitting party throughout A-2 Dissolution of the district is not the only option available to the district. 
the comment letter casts a number of The district  can resolve the issues raised, most importantly  by the 
unsubstantiated remarks concerning clear issues regarding transparency, and district management issues 
LAFCO, the County and a district that have been registered with LAFCO and the 4th District Supervisor's 
resident. LAFCO will not respond to any office. In particular in regard to addressing the clearly neglected 
of those remarks as they are as noted, maintenance of infrastructure over time, reliance now on a state funding  
unsustantiated, and irrelevant to the MSR. grant that is not guarenteed is clearly irresponsible management.

A-3 There is no reference in the MSR, nor any recommendation regarding the 
Attached to this Response to Comments Alpine Valley Water Company (AVWC) other than reference to the PPCWD 
document is the original LAFCO grant application process which would augment PPCWD's water supply 
Questionnaire submittal by the PPCWD from AVWC. LAFCO has not recommended any consolidation with AVWD. 
for reference. It is PPCWD that has included that option in the grant application study 

and referenced in the MSR. The submitting party notes concern with the  
water quality from AVWD's wells. If that is the case, why is the PPWCD 
Board of Directiors allowwing consideration of consolidation in the grant 
study? The Board of Directors should clarify .

A-4 Comments noted. The reference by the submitting party to residents being 
allowed to drill their own wells or purchase water from another source 
seems to be the district basically saying that it isn't concerned about 
issues related to the districts's services. The PPCWD Board of Directors 
should clarify this assertion.

A-5 All of the items in this section are acknowledged in the MSR as contained 
on the district website and are also referenced in other areas of the MSR  
as appropriate.

A-6 Comments noted. It is clear that the district has a dislike for the statutory 
requirements for funding LAFCO, and the county's administrastive fee. 
The state legislature sets the statutory requirements and the county sets 
the administrative fee. As noted in the MSR, as a small district, LAFCO pays 
well over 90% of the administrative fee on behalf of the district. 

A-7 LAFCO utilizes all avenues of research available when drafting the small 
section on "Historical Background". The only district audit available did not 
provide any "historical information" other than the formation of the district 
and some technical information which was utilized in other areas of the 
MSR. The remaining information relative to "historical information" was 
determined to be factually correct and thus included in this section of the 
MSR. All other comments from this section by the submitting party are 
irrelevant to the MSR and will not be addressed.

A-8 Comment noted.
A-9 The MSR clearly states in several areas that the district has no land use 

authority. And the MSR clearly states in several areas that the district is 
currently prohibited from expanding services to any new customers. The 
MSR clearly states however that it should "prepare to anticipate" potential 
increased demands if growth does occur. This is considered common 
sense for any service provider of public services.

A-10 The MSR does acknowledge that agendas and meeting announcements, and  
other information are posted on the district website. However, as noted in 
the MSR, areas of full transparency remain lacking. There is no reference in 
the MSR to the submitting party's reference to appointment of members to 
the Board of Directrors so that comment is irrelevant to the MSR. 

A-11 The MSR does acknowledge the posting of the minutes and treasurer's reports 
for multiple months. However, the issue of public participation has been
 documented in the MSR as to no specific agenda item for public comments. 
No other public agency in the County ignores a line item on the agenda for  
that purpose. This is a transparency issue which leaves the impression that
 the public is unwelcome and and should be corrected. Numerous complaints 
have been received from members of the community by the County regarding 
treatment by the district when raising questions and issues. This is a situation 
that the Board of Directors should address. 

A-12 The original questionnaire response had all of this information left blank or 
marked "N/A". Had the district provided this clarifying information at the time, 
it would have been included in the MSR. As noted, the district has no complaint 
process and does not perform evaluations of employees, including the 
General Manager. The Public Hearing MSR document will be revised to reflect 
this new information.

A-13 It is noted that regardless of the location of wells within the SOI, the district
cannot extend any new services into the SOI due to lack of available water
and other infrastructure issues. Additionally, as noted in the MSR, the SOI in
question also lies within the SOI of the Desert Water Agency (DWA) which is 
the only logical service provider to the area. Thus the recommendation to 
remove the remove the area from the PPCWD SOI. A map that depicts the 
overlap of the PPCWD SOI and the district boundaries within the overall SOI of 
DWA will be included in the public hearing MSR.

Submitting Party LAFCO Response



A-14 Although the submitting party clarifies the reasons for the meeting locations
at a Board members house, and the rental for the storage space from the 
General Manager, the notatoions in the MSR are valid. These are clearly 
subject to confict of interest considerations, and should be encapsulated in a 
district conflict of interest code policy, which does not exist.Additionally, the 
General Manager Form 700 should include the monthly storage fee and 
the Board of Directors should ensure that is the case. With respect to the 
assertion that the district did not purposely withold information from LAFCO, 
several documents and information were not provided as requested in the 
initial questionnaire submittal, and it was only after intervening by the 4th 
District Superrvisor's office did critical documents and other information get 
provided. Clearly the Board of Directors should be asking the question, why 
was this information not submitted in the original submittal? Attached to this 
response to comments will be a copy of the original questionnaire submitted 
by the district which reflects the lack of meeting the statutory requirements for 
providing requested information to LAFCO that is pertinent to MSRs.

A-15 Comment noted. This confirms that the district requires the residents to pay 
for obtaining appropriate service levels due to the district either unable or 
unwilling to provide adequate infrasturcture upgrades and maintenance 
required for adequate services.

A-16 LAFCO does not "assume" memberships in any JPA. That is why the question is 
asked of all public agencies during the MSR process. What is troublesome is 
the district response to the questionnaire regarding membership in JPAs was 
"none". The Board of Directors should be looking into why that question was 
answered that way which was patently false. Other comments are noted.

A-17 The information in the MSR for budget and infrastructure issues are well 
documented in the annual audit, and in particular in the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) engineering documents SWRCB-TA 7306-A and 
SWRCB TA-7374-A, and the SUSP Engineering report. The reference by the
submitting party to the county telling the district not to keep large reserves is 
very questionable. In any event, it is poor management practices to not 
maintain an adequate level of reserves to ensure funbds are available to make 
timely repairs and upgrades when the infrastructure deteriorates, and the 
Board of Directors should rectify this situation. The rest of the comments in this 
section by the submitting party should be reviewed by the PPCWD Board of 
Directors regarding the County Supervisor to afirm or deny if this is the offcial 
position of the district. 

A-18 Reference to LAFCO budgets is immaterial to the MSR. All LAFCO budgetary 
information is available on the LAFCO website when the two public hearings are 
held each year. All districts and cities receive the budget well in advance of the 
hearings. It is clear the district Board of Directors has an adverse attitude toward 
LAFCO based on all the various assertions and inuendos in the submitting 
party's letter. With respect to the other comments in this section of the letter, so 
noted and no response necessary.

A-19 The reference to the county stating not to carry reserves is unsubtantiated. There 
is no basis provided for that assertation and no direct source at the County who 
made that statement. In any event, the district is responsible for masintaining 
adequate reserves for any potentiual revenue shortfall, deficit spending annually 
being one of them. It is solely the responsibility of the district Board of Directors 
to ensure the annual budgets provide adequate reserves.

A-20 It is noted that if the SWRCB TA 7374-A report is considered the district Capital  
Improvement Plan, then why was it not provided in response to the original 
questionnaire? Why was it witheld? The remainder of the submitting party's 
comments in this section regarding the County Supervisor one more time 
demands an explanation from the PPCWD Board of Directors to explain if this is 
the official position of the district.

A-21 Comments noted. The MSR clearly states the Fee Schedule listed was obtained
from the district Ordinance #15, not the annual audit. The submitting party's 
comment regarding cost avoidance demonstrastes a lack of understanding that 
low fees, but sub-par service and signidficant infrastrucutre issues as evidenced 
by complaints being received by the 4th District Supervisor office is not a 
reasonable cost avoidance program.

A-22 LAFCO was never consulted by the district contracted engineers report that 
stated that there were no options for consolidation. LAFCO does not agree 
with that report and has so stated an option in the MSR. With respect to the 
submitting party's asscertion of LAFCO and the 4th District Supervisor's 
office of needing investigation for "ethical and transparency" issues by the 
State's LAFCO, which doesn't exist, and the State Controller's Office, the 
PPCWD Board of Directors should clarify if this acusatory statement is an 
actual Board of Directors position and if so, was that a public vote taken 
by the Board of Directors. 

A-23 As noted in the MSR, the district failed to priovde any information relative to the 
comment by the submitting party in the original questionnaire response. The MSR 
does identify the issues related to the County non-compliance order, however the 
response to that in this comment from the reporting party is for the customers 
being allowed to "fix the problems" for themselvres is a clear disregard of the 
district's responsibilities for providing an acceptable service and the Board of 
Directors should take serious note of this apparent district policy.



A-24 Comment noted and previously addressed in other comments. The district may 
provide only what is required by the state on the district website, however does not 
relieve the Board of Directors of their responsibilities to be as transparent as 
possible to the residents serviced. Based on the complaints received by the 4th 
District Supervisoir office and the clear evidence in the engineering reports of 
infrastructure neglect over the years to the tune of potentially millions of dollars of 
upgrades and repairs required clearly indicates a complete lack of transparency 
on the true condition of the district infrastructure.

A-25 The submitting party clearly lacks the understanding of state law and the 
recommendations in the MSR regarding the SOI overlaps with DWA. There is no 
such thing as a "State LAFCO". Secondly, the MSR does not state that the PPCWD is 
not within the DWA "bouyndary". However it is within the DWA SOI, as clearly stated 
in the MSR. A map depicting the overlap will be included in the public hearing MSR 
to clarify. Lastly, LAFCO has full authority under state law to dissolve a special 
district when findings are made that the district is not providing adequate services. 

A-26 Comments noted. AVWC is not a subject to this MSR and not subject to LAFCO
jurisdiction as it is a mutual water company, thus no response necessary. It is 
noted thast the district does not want to be dissolved, if that is the official Board 
of Directors position, and it should also be noted that SOIs have nothing to do with 
United States Forest Service (USFS) territory.

A-27 Comments noted. However, again the submitting party admits that the 
infrastructure is inadequate for fire protection and again relies on the residents 
to make up out of pocket for the district's failure tpoo provide adequate 
service levels. Complaints from several residents to the 4th District  Supervisor 
office confirm this issue as relevant.

A-28 Comments noted. However, the submitting party's response is questionable given
the current state of the district infrastructure and finances, and the engineering 
costs which have been developed for required infrastrucutre restoration. 

A-29 Comments noted. The Board of Directors of the PPCWD is reminded that  
the district has statutory responsibilities to provide information for MSR 
reports. LAFCO has oversite responsibilities under state law to ensure  
citys and special districts are providing the services to their district 
constituency at acceptable levels, and are wholly transparent in district 
operations, finances and policymaking. The MSR is a periodic review 
document for assessing the district and it's ability to adquately carry out 
the services designated to be provided, and review financial capability to 
provide the services at levels statutorily required. It is clear from the 
comments by the submitting party, that the PPCWD Board of Directors has 
determined that they have no reason to comply, to the detriment of their 
constituency. 

A-30 The original response to the LAFCO questionnaire by the district clearly 
demonstrated that information requested was witheld. For what purpose
 is unclear. It was only after the 4th District Supervisor's office intervened 
due to ongoing complaints from residents regarding service issues that 
additional late information was provided. The relevant late information is 
included in the MSR. However, the PPCWD Board of Directors should clarify 
why they apparently have decided to ignore staturory obligations for 
providing LAFCO any information requested.

A-31 Comment Noted.

Robert Ferguson June 21, 2026 B-1 All comments noted.
Resident/Ratepayer

Desert Water Agency (DWA) August 13, 2026 C-1 Comments noted as district background information.
Esther M. Saenz, General Manager C-2 Comments regarding concerns with consolidation into DWA will be incorporated 

into the Public Hearing MSR.
C-3 Comments regarding property tax increase under consolidation due to the State 

Water Project Tax will be included in the Public Hearing MSR
C-4 Comments regarding costs to PPCWD ratepayers associated with required capital 

infrastructure  improvements if grant funding is not forthcoming for the required 
improvements will be noted in the MSR. The MSR does address the issue regarding 
capital improvement costs and the current process to obtain grant funding. 

C-5 DWA concerns noted related to operational and logisitical challenges for servicing
the PPCWD area, and potential costs associated with those challenges will be 
noted in the Public Hearing MSR.

C-6 LAFCO recognizes that there are substantial amounts of discussions that need to 
take place for consideration of a consolidation, and the MSR only notes that the 
two districts should hold discussions. The DWA's recommendation for holding 
any discussions will benoted in the Public Hearing MSR.
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