
 

Date/Time: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 at 6:30pm 
 

Where:  Milpitas City Hall, Committee Conference Room 
 

Attendees:  Chair Evelyn Chua; Vice Chair Weinstein; Members 
Liz Ainsworth; Elpidio Estioko; Ted Grish; Rajeev Madnawat; Ray 
Maglalang (6:36pm); Dan Manassau, Robert Marini, Steve 
Munzel; Jennifer Strohfus (6:41pm); Tom Valore; PW Director 
Nina Hawk, Finance Director Will Fuentes, Legal Alison Martinez, 
and Recording Secretary Esmeralda Zepeda 
 

Excused Absence:  Elpidio Estioko 

 

 

 

 

CITIZENS TASK FORCE ON 

WATER RATES 

Meeting Minutes 
 

I. Flag Salute:  Flag Salute was led by Member Grish at 6:30pm. 

II. Roll Call 
Chair Chua called for the roll.  Member Estioko is absent; Members Maglalang and Strohfus came in at 
6:36pm and 6:41pm respectively. 

III. Public Forum – No one spoke from the public.  Chair Chua thanked everyone for contributing with the 
agenda items. 

IV. Approval of Agenda 

Member Munzel motioned and seconded by Member Valore to approve the agenda as submitted.  
Unanimously approved by those present. 

V. Approval of Minutes – June 13, 2017 
Member Ainsworth motioned and seconded by Vice Chair Weinstein to approve the June 13, 2017 
minutes as submitted.  Unanimously passed by those present. 

VI. New Business 

a) Review and Discuss Task Force’s Internal Agreement on Public Comments 
Chair Chua referenced the City’s Municipal Code I-310-2.160 “Public Comment by Members of Policy Bodies’ 
and opened the discussion among the task force members.  Comments were made by Members Marini, 
Ainsworth, and Munzel. 
 

b) Review of Task Force’s Goals and Objectives 
Public Works Director Hawk re-reviewed the goals and objectives discussed from previous meetings of the 
task force.  There were delays and Member Ainsworth fully understands the circumstances on the delays that 
we had.  Chair Chua commented that the task force is on track and hopes that they should be done by the 
month of July.  Member Munzel asked if the task force has done all the goals and objectives and wanted to 
ask if there are more information that staff needs to give them; Member Manassau responded that it would 
vary from person to person.  Ms Hawk said that staff has completed the overview and have completed the 
breadth and in-depth and with the relevance of your timeline as a task force.  In the end of the brief 
discussion, the task force decided to move on and pick up where they left off the list which is the Cost 
Allocation Plan (Member Manassau’s presentation.0 
 

VII. Old Business 

Discussion 1:  The Chair opened the floor To Member Manassau’s two issues: Cost Allocation Plan; and 
direct cost question.  Mr Manassau explained his hand out to the task force (page 6 taken out from the current 
Cost Allocation Plan of the City) based on his review of the budget document as it relates to direct costs and 
allocations.  In-depth discussion followed amongst the members ending with the Chair asking Member 
Manassau to restate his recommendation. 
 

Recommendation: 
1) to Council to re-do the Cost Allocation Plan (Manassau) 
 

Chair asked the other statement he made about documented funded employees under water.  Member 

Manassau said he recommended that too to explain the direct costs.  He added that he had two things to 

discuss: a) one is direct labor charging which is under allocation and he stressed that he mostly directing his 

comments to the staff.  Chair asked what his specific recommendation is. 

 

 

 



Recommendations as seen on Figure 1: 

1) Re-evaluate the Cost Allocation Plan 

(CAP) 

2) Chart all employees who are direct charge 

to water fund and explain/document how 

the direct transfers are calculated. 

         Figrue 1 

 

Chair asked what objectives these recommendations are answering.  Member Manassau replied that it would 
make the Cost Allocation Plan simpler.  Chair Chua opened the floor for discussion.  Discussions range from 
possible savings to water rates; where the document came from; rational behind the calculations; and where 
the numbers were derived from.  Staff briefly responded on how the plan was adopted; and it was mentioned 
that it will cost $50,000 to $100,000 to have a third party (consultant) to re-do the CAP. 
 

Chair Chua asked Mr Manassau again if the recommendations listed on Figure 1 are his recommendations; 
he responded yes.  Ms Chua then asked staff if the same recommendations are clear to them; staff 
responded yes.  Member Valore wanted to ask if they making this recommendation to the staff of are they 
making this recommendation to the City Council to direct the staff to do this.  The reason he is asking is that it 
involves additional time and effort and the task force is not in a position to be directing city staff to be doing 
anything that’s going to result in any increase of any amount of time.  Chair Chua said that the 
recommendation is to the City Council.  Member Manassau added that the second item on the list (Figure 1) 
doesn’t need to be a recommendation that is a request for information and it should be readily available.  Chair 
asked if he is changing his recommendation.  Member Marini wanted to add to the recommendation by adding 
a question as to why some funds, indirect costs coming out of the GF and water fund is specific to water fund.  
Chair commented that it would cover perhaps in the RFI.  Ms Hawk responded to the question it has to do with 
source funding.  Chair said to move on and asked for a motion. 
 

Motion: to recommend to City Council: 
1) to direct staff to re-evaluate CAP (allocation basis); and 
2) chart all employees who are direct charge to water fund and explain/document how the direct transfers are 

calculated 
Chair asked Member Manassau if we need to ask City Council for #2; Mr Manassau reiterated that #2 is just a 
Request for Information. 
 

The motion maker (Member Madnawat) amended the motion by striking the second part.  Parliamentarian 
Munzel asked Member Madnawat to restate his motion. 
 

Member Madnawat restated the motion and seconded by Member Marini to recommend to City Council: 
1) to direct staff to re-evaluate CAP (allocation basis). 
 

It was clarified by some members that the task force is building this motion into the task force’s 
recommendations to the City Council and it is not something they are trying to get in order to do the rest of the 

task force’s charges.  Everyone voted; the motion passed unanimously. 
 

Discussion 2: Chair Chua moved on Recycled Water (Expenses) and asked Member Marini what his 
recommendation is.  Mr Marini is recommending that the cost of $10 million be allocated to irrigation water 
users.  Chair Chua asked him to restate his recommendation. 



 

Citizens Task Force on Water Rates Meeting 

June 27, 2017 

3 

 
Recommendation as seen on a (later 
modified) Figure 2: 
1) the cost of recycled water be charged to 

users of the irrigation water, basically not 
distributed to everybody who don’t use 
irrigation water, only to those who use 
them 

 

 
  Figure 2 
 

Discussions ensued between members and staff relating to rationale behind this recommendation; City to 
become water independent and not rely on water wholesalers; and case laws on recycled water.  Vice Chair 
Weinstein asked for a motion.  Member Munzel suggested that the word “only” is supposed to be inserted in 
the recommendation.  He reasoned that the users of the recycled water are paying for the recycled water; 
we’re all paying for it so therefore they’re paying for it too.  Parliamentarian Munzel commented that what 
Member Marini meant is, the charge of recycled water “only” be charged to the users of recycled, and that is 

not up there.  So we need to change that by inserting the word ‘only’ before the word “be”.  Mr Marini agreed 
and Chair Chua read the 
Recommendation: 
1) the cost of recycled water only be charged to the users of the recycled water 
 

Member Munzel had one more clarification with Member Marini about the cost of recycled water; he wanted to 
clarify that Mr Marini did not mean billing cost instead he meant the infrastructure and construction also, which 
means the total cost; Mr Marini responded yes to which Mr Munzel added that they need to put that up on the 
recommendation sheet (Figure 2).  Chair asked what cost was being discussed.  Mr Munzel said that it should 
be the total cost, because Mr Marini means not only billing for monthly amount of water used but how the 
pipes were constructed to carry that water which means total cost.  Ms Chua wanted to capture what “total 
cost” entails; members responded delivery, infrastructure and the water itself. 
 

Chair Chua asked for motion.  Member Marini readily stated motion to approve; he was informed by 
Parliamentarian Munzel to state the motion. 
 

Motion: to recommend to City Council: 
1) that the total cost of recycled water only be charged to the users of recycled water (Figure 2) 
 

M/S: Member Marini / Member Maglalang 
 

More discussion ensued ranging from benefits of recycled water; future supply of recycled water therefore 
should be charged to everybody; and recycled water to residents eventually.  Chair Chua called for the 
question and asked who are in favor of the motion. 
 

Ayes: Marini, Manassau, Grish, Maglalang, Strohfus 
Noes: Chua, Weinstein, Madnawat, Ainsworth, Munzel, Valore 
 

Motion failed. 

 
Before the Task Force continued with their discussions, Member Maglalang asked for point of clarification 
regarding the summary of objectives and categories.  What he remembers is that Chair Chua mentioned in 
making the objectives and categories they touched based on how to compare the current rate of $5.30 per 
HCF and the only way to do it is to compare by creating, making a Request For Proposal (RFP) to any third 
party who are in the business like City of San Jose.  Chair responded that the subject he is referring to is in the 
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category, and explained that they are discussing the expenses first then revenue, and will go back to rate 
mechanics.  She added that his item falls under tiered rates. 
 

Discussion 3: Chair Chua commented that this item should be short.  Alternative water rate – lower rate for 
seniors, disabled, and low incomes.  Ms Chua placed this on as she was reminded about the school taxes for 
school bond.  Residents were given special rates for low income, seniors and disabled residents.  She called 
on Nina to help her on this discussion.  PW Director Hawk said that to date we don’t have any current 
legislation that’s passed that allows cities to recoup costs or provide any discounts to seniors because Prop 
218 is costs to service requirement that we collect from end users.  One thing that staff has found is that there 
are some legislations in the making somehow to look at some sort of affordable or discount but is not clear 
with staff since it’s not a bill yet.  Chair commented to staff that there is a bill out there that might address this 
for seniors and low income; Ms Hawk replied that she does not know the specificity of the legislation yet 
whether it’s for seniors or others. 
 

Member Ainsworth asked if there is a way we could instead of creating a system where they pay less have a 
sort of benefits system where they can apply for a benefit that would help them pay the bill so that we’re not 
reducing how much they pay but they are getting some sort of subsidy that could help them pay that bill taking 
away from making tiered water system to actually giving them some sort of benefit to be able to pay for water.  
She then asked if she can submit her statement as a motion.  Chair agreed.   
 

Motion: that the City when we make their recommendation to the city we have them remain aware of the 
legality of this and at the earliest possible time to put in a system that will support our seniors and low income 
people in their ability to pay the water rates 
 

M/S: Member Ainsworth / Member Munzel 
 

Chair wrote the motion as seen on (a later 
modified) Figure 3: 
1) that the City has the ability to implement 

the system that will allow seniors, low 
income, disadvantaged to be able to get 
relief/help with water bill 
 

 
         Figure 3 

Discussion followed reiterating that the bill has not passed yet.  Vice Chair Weinstein commented that he will 
vote against the motion unless they remove seniors and disadvantaged.  However, if they are low income the 
Vice Chair is willing to help out, but he will vote against it unless we remove these two categories.  Member 
Ainsworth added that low income will cover those two categories and Vice Chair reiterated that low income will 
cover those who cannot afford it.  Members Ainsworth and Madnawat agreed. 
 

Member Maglalang suggested to the motion maker that we can add if it’s legally allowed as compared with the 
Prop 218 because there will be two types of rate again; it will come out with two kinds of rate again one is for 
the seniors and the other one is for the other one.  So it might be more go first to the first gate which is the 
legal, if it passed  then let the Council approve it or not.  Member Madnawat said the City always go through 
the legal process we don’t have to explicitly put it because the city will not just pass an ordinance without going 
through the legal process. 
 

Parliamentarian Munzel wanted to point what is being discussed here (Figure 3); that this recommendation 
does not require the City to do anything other than consider the legislation and what to do with it.  He wanted 
to point out, if the legislation never passes, then there really is nothing for the City Council can do about it. 
 



 

Citizens Task Force on Water Rates Meeting 

June 27, 2017 

5 

Member Ainsworth agrees with Vice Chair Weinstein that low income would cover the other two categories so 
she would like to take out the two categories and just leave low income in the recommendation. 
 

Amended motion: 
1) to recommend to Council that the city has the ability to implement a system that will allow low income to 

be able to get relief/help with water bill. 
 

M/S:  Member Ainsworth / Member Munzel 
 

Motion passed by those present with one abstain (Member Manassau) 
 

The Task Force kept going and finished discussing Expenses.  Chair Chua stated Fixed Cost is next but she 
doesn’t know the objective and asked Member Ainsworth.  Ms Ainsworth just wanted to explore; Chair asked if 
we could cross it off; Ms Ainsworth agreed.  No discussion on fixed cost. 
 

Discussion 4: Ms Chua moved on to Water loss prevention and gave the floor to Member Marini.  Mr Marini 
said that the City developed a plan to fix our leaking potable water pipes, the 210-miles potable water pipes, 
where is the plan for this?  Vice Chair Weinstein recommended for Ms Hawk to re-explain what the current 
plan is.  Member Manassau remembers a breakdown of what the water loss was and it wasn’t all leakage and 
I can’t remember what it was.  PW Director Hawk recapped what water loss is.  She stated that is a 
culmination of different things but there are losses associated with firefighting; cleaning; flushing the water 
system so it’s actually flushing and getting the dirty water, the settled water out for water quality purposes; 
catastrophic events and water mains or leaks; someone who takes water, who takes water illegally; and 
having a pressurized water system meaning the water is pressurized, it’s moved against pipes and so much 
force that there will be a certain percentage or amount of leaking pipes when you have over 200 miles it’s just 
a nature of an aging water system. 
 

She also stated that there are two things in place associated with how to address the water loss from the 
pressurization of the water pipes, namely; 1) Capital Improvement Program (CIP) which listed out all those 
different projects, those projects are in there for reliability, but some of them also address leaking water such 
as the meter replacement program and the rehabilitation of the existing aging pipes that may be leaking more 
than your average pipe.  The other is; 2) a state law that went into effect, it was prompted a few years ago that 
water agencies are now required to do water loss audit.  And we are currently in the process of working 
through that audit program through the state.  So all water agencies are required to; we’ve gone through both 
financial analysis and workshops and with reporting this information to the state.  The state will collect all those 
information from all the different water utilities in the state, look at it, and figure out some of their next steps in 
terms of what is considered egregious and/or what are they’re going to require us to do long term.  The 
drought drove this conversation (in state level) because they realize that’s a valuable commodity that’s being 
lost and is there anything else that can be done associated with leaking water pipes. 
 

Chair asked Marini to state his recommendation. 
 

Recommendation as seen on Figure 4: 
1) Recommend a plan to reduce potable 

water loss 
 

 
 

Discussions followed relating to the City water facilities tour; current plan; percentage of the loss attributed to 
leaks; staff’s explanation what water loss means; water loss audit; and pci level to maintain safety.  Member 
Ainsworth asked Member Marini if his recommendation is according to the city, the part what City controls, or 
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is Mr Marini including residential leakages on that because once it hits private property it’s attributed to us, but 
it is still a loss. 
 

Chair asked for the motion for this recommendation (Figure 4).  Member Marini motioned to approve at the 
same time Parliamentarian Munzel asked Member Marini to state his motion. 
 

Motion: 
1) the city should have a plan to reduce the 200 miles of water pipes so that we have a structure that says 
 

Member Munzel stated that is not Mr Marini’s motion; Chair agreed. 
 

Restated Motion: 
1) a plan to reduce potable water loss in a 210 miles of pipe just to be clear 
 

Member Munzel said it’s redundant stating the 210 miles; does not need to specify; Mr Marini agreed. 
 

M/S: Member Marini / Member Strohfus 
 

More discussion followed.  Member Maglalang commented that the motion seems to be no measurement.  
We need to have measurement, how much to be reduced as a measurement of efficiency of what we need to 
accomplish for example 5% to 1% reduction (Valore commented that’s what he said).  Member Marini 
responded that he came up with number (in terms of miles), Member Strohfus suggested that he could modify 
his motion. 
 

Member Munzel clarified for everyone that Mr Marini’s motion is to reduce potable water loss and Member 
Maglalang is suggesting and so as Member Valore that Mr Marini includes or amends his motion what that 
goal should be: reduce by 5% water loss or whatever. 
 

More comments were made by Member Madnawat, Maglalang, and Manassau.  Member Munzel called for 
the question. 
 

All in favor:  Members Marini / Strohfus 
 

Opposed: Chua, Weinstein, Madnawat, Ainsworth, Munzel, Valore, Grish, Maglalang, Manassau 
 

Motion failed. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned by Vice Chair Weinstein and seconded by Member Ainsworth at 8:44 pm to 
the next Task Force Meeting on July 11, 2017, at 6:30 pm. 


