
CHERRY VALLEY & ROCHDALE WATER DISTRICT 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS’ MEETING 

 
MEETING MINUTES 
FEBRUARY 6, 2017 

10:00 A.M. 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER – The meeting was called to order by Kevin M. Bergin at 10:00 A.M.  
 

The following were in attendance: 
Kevin Bergin, Chairman, CVRWD   Arthur E.J. Levesque, Commissioner 
Michael L. DellaCava, Commissioner   Michael F. Knox, Superintendent 
Greg Buteau, Rate Payer     Tom Lennon, Rate Payer 
Doug Gardner – Pioneer Consulting 

 
II. FINANCE  

A. MassDOR Update – We have not yet received any invoices from RH White. Once 
we have an amount, we will contact the Director of MassDOR and send the required 
template letter as instructed by MassDOR. We will add a cushion to the price since 
we will have more expenses come spring to re-build the wall once settling occurs. 

 
III. ADMINISTRATION 

A. Pioneer Consulting Group, Inc. – Doug Gardner from Pioneer Consulting Group 
was here again to present the additional rate scenarios to the Board. He said that he 
received many directives from the Board at last week’s meeting and now has 6 
different scenarios for their review. He said that we want to come up with the most 
accurate information for the customer. With these scenarios, he has included the City 
of Worcester charges (with no overhead) in the options. He reviewed each scenario 
and talked about the differences. The more expensive option is the flow only charge 
with no minimum. Each example follows with an impact analysis. A majority of 
customer’s use 0-1000 cf. there’s not much wiggle room between steps 2-4 
especially when you eliminate the minimum charge. It is his opinion that we need to 
charge a base charge – it is shifting the cost to the other customers who use more. It 
is up to the Board to do what they believe is right for the customers. He thinks that a 
minimum base charge is a good solid foundation to generate guaranteed revenue. 
Superintendent Knox commented that the biggest concern is that we feel that we 
can’t use the data of consumption and flows from Worcester quite yet. We have only 
had this information since the beginning of October to study the City of Worcester 
effects and as far as impact on the district, we need one full years’ worth of data to 
come back and be able to re-evaluate and make adjustments as necessary. Another 
concern is what is looming over us with the potential MassDEP mandates. They have 
still said that they are revising the ACO and has been stating that as far back as 
2013. This is something that they continue to say but yet we have not seen it yet. 
How we address that will have impact on the rates – whenever they produce it. He 
doesn’t think the Board would like to see an event where we make a decision where 
we reduce something to a low point and then have to come back and double or triple 
it a year late due to the ACO. Also, we have to make an attempt to automate the 
system. This will eliminate the OT associated with the manual operation. Naturally, it 
will be an initial investment but it will pay back in dividends once automated. There is 
a process to the billing procedures and we will need something ahead of time. We 
can’t push a button and produce billing within 24 hours. We can’t do something too 



dramatic because it will extend time and work load to make it happen. What we don’t 
have in the tool box right now is something affirmative. All we can say at this point is 
that we’re working on the rates. We would like to instead say to the customer that we 
have a new rate structure done and are implementing it ASAP. We need to move 
forward and be able to incorporate what we have been working on. Commissioner 
Levesque stated that we have 2 things working against us; the ACO and the urgency 
for automation. All of this is still unknown and it makes things very challenging. 
Chairman Bergin is concerned that we don’t have a handle on the consumption and 
trying to find a trend when we still don’t have the data yet. Time is working against us. 
We are currently basing the rates and projections based on past billed usage. Once 
we correct the unbilled issues, we could see an increase in revenue and it will 
perhaps allow us to readjust the rates. Chairman Bergin knows that MassDEP will 
want us to automate regardless. That happens to be something that everyone wants. 
Commissioner Levesque questioned if we bill for fire protection. Superintendent Knox 
stated that we don’t meter fire services due to limiting flow. It can’t be limited. We 
don’t charge for fire protection because back in the 80’s we were taken to court and 
challenged about charging for fire protection. We used to charge a fire protection fee, 
which was voted on at a public meeting. However, we lost the challenge in court. 
Now, we don’t assess a charge, we base a fee on the diameter of the pipe for a new 
fire service. This creates an issue for the District. If an owner is negligent and allows 
the temperature to drop and pipes freeze and a break occurs, even though it is not 
our fault, and because it’s unmetered, we still have to account for that water as 
unbilled. We do however, have the ability to calculate the water – based on the size 
of the pipe and flow. Getting back to the rates discussion, Mr. Buteau asked about 
using prior usage of 100 million gallons per year vs the 92 million gallons estimated in 
our annual report. Why are we using more consumption in our calculations? Doug 
described that it provides the District with some cushion since we don’t have exact 
annual consumption trends with the City of Worcester – it’s better to be safe. It was 
also addressed that the “unbilled” amount is the unknown due to leaks which is a 
direct result of the fluctuation in pressure from Worcester and if automation happened 
that has the potential to reduce consumption which could change the rate structure in 
the future. Mr. Buteau asked about the list of possible MassDEP mandates which 
totaled out to be about $430k. The breakdown includes a capital amount of $75k– 
which is separate and not funded by rates. The Capital is a separate free cash item. 
Mr. Buteau also asked for clarification about reserve account vs the new 
unforeseen/unknown – he wanted to know what was included? This item as Doug 
described was an additional amount that the District could utilize in case of an 
emergency, if the reserve was depleted. Also, utilization of this account would be 
able to be used without District approval since it would be built into the budget 
already. Mr. Lennon asked about the budget based on consumption and could we 
reduce it if we generated more revenue based on the possibility of new business 
coming into the District – such as the assisted living project? Yes, we could, but 
because that is still an unknown, we cannot plan on it in the rate projections. He also 
went on to ask is we did have the new business, could we take the two different base 
rate scenarios – the $29 and $10 minimum making up $515k in revenue and split the 
difference of $0.7 per cf – which would be for the new business to make that up? 
Why can’t we put that into the consumption calculations we need to recover fixed 
costs? Doug went on to say that according to the AWWA Manual “Water Rates,” 
base rates should be able to address the fixed costs such as the cost to read meters, 
produce bills, send bills, and other fixed costs. It needs to be fixed costs vs sale of 
water, but because we have such a small customer base, it’s more of what you see 



and most people don’t want to see a base charge. Example – if your neighbor 
doesn’t use any water and it’s a flow charge only – you’re going to make up for your 
neighbors fixed cost. We need guarantee revenue which is generated by base rate 
vs flow rate. We need a reasonable amount for each – base and flow. We are moving 
away from a subsidized rate which is what customers wanted. Doug noted that during 
his study, he reviewed all of the District’s user accounts and he realized that the tiers 
or steps were exactly where they needed to be as he initially thought that they would 
need adjustment. So the question is, does the Board want to go with a $35 vs $29 vs 
$20 vs $10 base rate? They all equal a significant difference. The higher base rate is 
better for the people who use more but not for the people who don’t. The opposite 
happens for the minimum base rate – it affects the users who use less. There are still 
so many moving parts that we need to make a smart decision for this year and this 
year only. Commissioner DellaCava asked can we continue on the $29 minimum 
charge that we just implemented. Yes, but that was only for the remaining current 
fiscal year. It does not address what we need for the upcoming year. Doug 
commented that if we are forced to implement requirements from MassDEP, we will 
have the reserves as protection and can get by on it. Come next year, we will have 
good data to move forward with. We don’t know how aggressive MassDEP will be 
yet. Hopefully, they will provide us with a reasonable schedule to implement their 
requirements. Commissioner DellaCava moved to adopt the rates as presented by 
Pioneer Consulting and further move to use the minimum base charge of $29.00 with 
no flow and in addition to that, use the revised proposed 4 step rate structure which 
includes the following: $14.52/ccf for 1-1000 cf, $17.04/ccf for 1001-1500 cf, 
$18.79/ccf for 1501-2000 cf, and $20.84/ccf for over 2000 cf. This will be for all 
billings beginning March 1, 2017. Seconded by Commissioner Levesque. Discussion: 
We are making informed decisions that will stabilize the rate structure and stabilize 
the budget. All in favor. Approved.  
Doug will produce a report for the board detailing the new rates. Also, included with 
the report, will be a detailed pie chart that will be sent to the customer with a notice 
explaining the rate structure decision. The pie chart will be an excellent visual source 
for the customer to see exactly what the rates cover and at what percentage. 

B. Response to Panel Discussion Invitation - Superintendent Knox informed the 
Board that we received an email from Senator Moore’s Office, inviting them to get 
together with a group that consisted of The Town of Leicester representative’s which 
include the Town Administrator, and Board of Selectmen, Leicester Water Supply 
District, Hillcrest Water District, MassDEP, and State Representative Kate 
Campanale. This meeting is to discuss the water issues facing Leicester. This 
meeting is planned to be at the Leicester Town Hall and will include a public forum. 
Our issues lately have been dealing directly with social media badgering. We don’t 
feel the need to participate in this panel discussion if the public will be coming to yell 
and scream, with no specific agenda. We would however, be more than happy to do 
so if we had more definitive agenda items such as the completed revised study of 
Moose Hill Reservoir. Why participate in discussions when this information won’t be 
available? We should have those discussions once the report has been finished, 
published and reviewed. Bob Wilson called the Superintendent to discuss the 
invitation and was unhappy with the opposition. The Superintendent suggested we 
meet to form a mutual response letter to this invitation. The board all agreed that this 
needs a reply ASAP, since the invitation was received on 2/1/17. The 
Superintendents of each District have already scheduled a meeting CVRWD to 
discuss a collective reply. Mr. Buteau asked what was on the agenda for this panel 
discussion. The answer is that we have not been informed of any agenda or expect 



to be. He also agreed that it would be a waste of time for all parties involved. 
Commissioner DellaCava motioned to agree that a joint effort occur between 
Leicester Water Supply District, Hillcrest Water District and CVRWD and draft a joint 
response letter to Senator Moore, declining the invitation but very willing to 
participate once more, concrete information has been received. Seconded by 
Commissioner Levesque. All in favor. Approved. 
 

IV. DATE OF NEXT MEETING - Commissioner Levesque motioned to approve the next 
meeting date of February 13, 2017 at 10am with a regular schedule meeting. Seconded 
by Commissioner DellaCava. All in favor. Approved. 
 

V. EXECUTIVE SESSION - Commissioner Levesque motioned to enter into executive 
session to review and approve the Executive Session Meeting Minutes of January 30, 
2017, to discuss Litigation Strategy pursuant to G.L. c. 30A, § 21(5) and further 
motioned that upon the conclusion of executive session, the Board will adjourn today’s 
meeting with no further discussion. Seconded by Chairman Bergin.   
Under Discussion: Chairman Bergin declared that discussing strategy with respect to 
collective bargaining or litigation during the open meeting may have a detrimental effect 
on the bargaining or litigating position of the Cherry Valley and Rochdale Water District.  
Chairman Bergin requested a roll call vote from each Commissioner. Commissioner 
DellaCava: Yes, Commissioner Levesque: Yes, Chairman Bergin: Yes. Approved. The 
Board entered into Executive Session at 11:40 A.M. 

 
VI. ADJOURNMENT - Commissioner Levesque motioned to adjourn the regular session 

meeting. Seconded by Chairman Bergin. All in favor. Approved. Meeting adjourned at 
12:38 P.M.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“This institution is an equal opportunity provider, and employer.” 


