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Background of Governance Alternatives Study 

In November of 2007, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) reviewed the Municipal Services Review (MSR) for the Municipal Water 
District of Orange County (MWDOC) and, consistent with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act (Government Code Section 56000 et.seq.), received and filed the 
MSR report. (A brief history of the formation of MWDOC, its current responsibilities and a 
listing of its 28 member agencies is included as Attachment A in the Appendix to this 
report.) 

The MWDOC MSR was developed through a stakeholder driven process. The 
stakeholder process raised a number of issues, summarized in the MSR:  

“Based on all the stakeholder meetings and discussions, it is clear that there are 
fundamental differences between MWDOC and some of the member agencies with 
regards to appropriate service levels, approach and policies.  Key issues were 
discussed related to: (1) MWDOC’s role and its core functions, (2) reserves, 
budgeting and rates, (3) equitable cost sharing among member agencies, and (4) 
accountability to the member agencies as constituents.  Each of these issues points to 
a fundamental question: Is the government structure of MWDOC, as a Municipal 
Water District, the appropriate government structure to serve Orange County?”  

MWDOC continues to serve its member retail agencies and has implemented 
changes to its policies and budget process as a result of participation in the joint 
MWDOC/LAFCO stakeholder program (see Appendix Attachment B, MWDOC 12-20-
06 Staff Report and Policy Statement).  However, as the November 2007 LAFCO staff 
MSR transmittal letter to LAFCO Commissioners notes, “…despite the extensive 
nature of the stakeholder process and best intentions of everyone involved, the 
issues have not been resolved to the satisfaction of everyone.”  In response to a 
request from some MWDOC member agencies, the LAFCO Commissioners directed 
the preparation of a Governance Study to further examine the government 
structures identified in the MSR.  

Steps in Completion of the Governance Study  

The purpose of the Governance Study is to analyze government structure 
alternatives for MWDOC by:  

! Identifying alternatives which may have the potential to resolve issues raised 
in the MWDOC MSR   

! Identifying which government structure alternatives are legally and 
practically feasible 

! Determining the fiscal impacts that could result from each alternative  
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! Determining any impacts on representation at Metropolitan that could result 
from each alternative  

! Summarizing actions and steps necessary to implement any viable alternative 

It is not the purpose of the Governance Study to recommend a preferred 
reorganization of MWDOC. Instead, the study is designed to provide sufficient 
information, data and analysis to better understand the possibilities and impacts 
associated with each of these government options. 

The Governance Study will be developed through the completion of six key steps 
identified below.    Steps two through four will each result in a draft analysis or 
technical report that will be subject to review and comment of the Working Group, 
which consists of MWDOC and its 28 member retail agencies.  Steps five and six 
include the completion of draft and final versions of the comprehensive Governance 
Study.      

Steps Status 

1. Review of Assumptions, Data and Relevant Documents. 
Participate in 1st Working Group Meeting. 

Data review ongoing. 1st Working Group 
Meeting completed.  

2. Identify Potential Governance Structure Alternatives and 
complete legal analysis of options. Participate in 2nd Working 
Group Meeting. 

The draft of this Technical Report was 
presented at the 2nd Working Group 
Meeting. This final version incorporates 
comments received, as appropriate. 

3. Develop Baseline Analysis of MWDOC Current Service Model 
and Financial Analysis. 

To be completed. 

4. Develop Viable Fiscal and Legal Alternative Comparison. To be completed. 

5. Develop Draft Governance Study. To be completed. 

6. Develop Final Governance Study. To be completed. 

Three draft reports (Steps 2 through 4) will be completed to form the basis of the 
Governance Study: 

! This report constitutes the first of three technical reports, and it provides 
an initial screening of feasible governance structure alternatives;  

! The second technical report  will discuss MWDOC’s current service model 
and will provide a financial analysis for each feasible governance 
alternative including transition and long-term administrative and 
operating costs; and 

! The third technical report will discuss the process for implementation of 
each viable option under current law, including, but not limited to legal 
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barriers and an analysis of any changes to the current voting rights and 
representation at Metropolitan. 

Alternative Governance Options 

LAFCO’s November 2007 Municipal Service Review for MWDOC identified 5 
potential governance structure options (items 1 through 5 below) for further review.  
Two additional options (items 6 and 7) were subsequently added by LAFCO staff for 
consultant evaluation as part of this study. 

1. Maintain the status quo with policy changes agreed upon by the MWDOC 
Board in December 2006 (See Appendix, Attachment B). 

2. Dissolve MWDOC and form a new entity authorized to provide 
representation at the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(Metropolitan). 

3. Reorganize the South County1 agencies by detaching from MWDOC and 
forming a new entity authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. 

4. Merge MWDOC and the Orange County Water District (OCWD) which could 
include an option to detach the South County agencies to form a new entity. 

5. Reorganize MWDOC with the East Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

6. Dissolve MWDOC and form a Joint Powers Authority. 

7. Maintain the status quo but restructure the existing MWDOC governance 
board  representation. 

During the initial Working Group meeting held on October 22, 2008, each of the 
potential governance options were discussed and evaluated.  Option 5 
(“Reorganizing MWDOC with the East Orange County Water District”), was 
eliminated by the Working Group from further consideration.  The consultant was 
directed to include only the remaining six options in the Governance Study.   

                                                 

1 The South County agencies include El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts. 
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Fatal Flaw Criteria  

For the purposes of this analysis, each governance alternative is measured against 4 
primary criteria listed below.  Failure to meet any of these criteria is considered to be 
a fatal flaw. 

! The ability to provide representation at Metropolitan  

! The ability to provide a similar range of services 

! The ability to be implemented without special legislation 

! The potential to solve issues outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

Each of these criteria is discussed below. 

Representation at Metropolitan 

The primary purpose of MWDOC is to import water from Metropolitan into Orange 
County. This is a core function that cannot be compromised. Because of this 
criterion, the range of governance structures is limited to the six types of agencies 
outlined as eligible members in the Metropolitan Water District Act.2  These are: 

! Cities 

! Municipal Water Districts 

! Municipal Utility Districts 

! Public Utility Districts 

! County Water Districts 

! County Water Authorities 

Representation at Metropolitan is also determined by Metropolitan’s principal act. 
Each member agency is entitled to one member on Metropolitan’s board plus an 
additional member for each full 5 percent of assessed valuation of property taxable 
for Metropolitan’s purposes within the member agency’s boundaries. 3   

                                                 

2 Chapter 2, Metropolitan Water District Act, Statutes 1969, Chap 2, as amended 

3 Metropolitan Water District Act, Section 52. 
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One governance structure option selected for further review was dissolving 
MWDOC and forming a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), however this type of agency 
is not eligible for membership at Metropolitan. Therefore this option is considered 
fatally flawed and will not be carried forward for further analysis.  

Provision of a Similar Range of Services  

MWDOC provides a range of services in accordance with its principal act and any 
alternative governance structure must be able to provide a similar range of services. 
Table 1, following, summarizes the authorized services for each of the six 
governance structures authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. A more 
detailed discussion of each governance structure follows the table.   

Table 1:  Range of Services by Governance Structure 

Service California 
City 

Municipal 
Water 
District 

MWDOC 
Current 
Service 
Model 

Municipal 
Utility 

District 

Public 
Utility 

District 

County 
Water 
District 

County 
Water 

Authority 

Development of 
Water Supplies 

X X  X X X X 

Sale of Water X X X X X X X 

Standby Charges for 
Water* 

X X X X X X X 

Recycled Water  X X  X X  X 

Recreation X X   X X  

Electrical Power 
Power Generation 

X X  X X X  

Light/Heat X   X X   

Transportation X   X X   

Communication X   X X   

Sewage 
Disposal/Sewers 

X X  X X X  

Storm Water Disposal X X      

Fire Protection X X   X X  

Water Replenishment 
Assessment 

 X     X 

Sanitation X X  X X X  

*Specifically authorized for a Municipal Water District. Presumed to be available to the other governance structures under 
general law (The Uniform Standby Charge Procedures Act, Government Code Section 54984 et. seq.).  
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Cities 

California cities are authorized to provide services as described in Government 
Code Title 4, beginning with Section 34000.  A city’s authority to provide water 
supply is outlined in Government Code Title 4, Division 3, Chapter 10 beginning 
with Article 5. California cities also have broad authority to provide police, fire, 
sewer and park and recreation services as well as to run municipal utilities (gas and 
electricity).  Cities are governed by an elected City Council generally consisting of 5 
or 7 members. 

Municipal Water Districts  

Municipal Water Districts (MWDs) can provide a broad range of water supply 
services, including levying water standby charges and water replenishment 
assessments. MWDs are also empowered to provide sewer and sanitation services, 
storm water disposal services, fire protection services, recreation services and 
electrical power services.  Currently MWDOC’s functions are limited to water 
supply services.  

MWDs are generally governed by a 5 member board elected from divisions, 
although LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a 
result of reorganization or consolidation. This expanded board is to include 
members of the boards of the districts being reorganized or consolidated. 4  The 
Water Code makes provisions for returning the Board to a directly elected board 
once the terms of members appointed during the reorganization/consolidation 
expire. 

Municipal Utility Districts 

Municipal Utility Districts (MUDs) can provide a wide range of public services 
including light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication 
services, and the collection, treatment, or disposition of garbage, sewage, or refuse 
matter.  MUDs are governed by a 5-member board, elected from specific geographic 
areas known as wards. 

Public Utility Districts  

Public Utility Districts (PUDs) can provide a wide range of public services including 
light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication service, and 
garbage, sewage, or refuse matter.  PUDs may also provide fire, street lighting and 

                                                 

4 Water Code Section 71250.1 
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recreation services.  PUDs are governed by an elected board consisting of at least 3 
members. The Board is composed of 3 or 4 directors elected at large and a member 
from each territorial unit with a population of 5,000 or more. The Board of 
Supervisors is charged with naming and designating the territorial units. 5 

County Water Districts 

County Water Districts (CWDs) generally have the same range of authority as 
MWDs.  A CWD has express powers to protect water rights, similar to those 
outlined for a MWD. 6 

CWDs are generally governed by a 5 member elected board, although, similar to a 
MWD, LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a 
result of reorganization or consolidation.7 There are also similar provisions for 
returning the Board to a smaller size as terms expire. Additionally there is at least 
one case, the Pleasant Valley Water District in Ventura County, where non-resident 
property owners are eligible to run for the board of directors. 8 

A primary difference between a CWD structure and a MWD is that the CWD Board 
is elected “at large”, while the MWD Board is elected from districts with similar 
populations. 

County Water Authorities 

County Water Authorities (CWAs) have a more limited range of services; their 
authority is limited to water supply functions. Because MWDOC does not currently 
utilize its authority for any type of service except water service, this distinction is not 
considered a fatal flaw. Agencies represented by MWDOC would not experience a 
reduction in service under the CWA governance structure.  CWAs are governed by 
Water Code Appendix 45 (the County Water Authority Act).  Under that code 
section, the agency is governed by an appointed board of directors, with at least one 
director appointed from each member agency.  

 

                                                 

5 Public Utilities Code Section 15960 

6 Water Code Section 31000 et. seq. 

7 Water Code Section 30500.1 

8 Water Code Section 30511 
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Summary 

All governance structures authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan are 
able to provide the same general range of services as MWDOC currently provides, 
although there are differences in the manner in which the various boards of 
directors are selected. While some structures, such as the CWA, are limited to water 
activities, this is not considered a fatal flaw because MWDOC does not currently 
provide services beyond those associated with the imported water supply.   

Ability to be Implemented without Special Legislation 

Governance structures that require special legislation are considered infeasible 
because successfully securing special legislation is not guaranteed and not within 
the control of LAFCO or the Stakeholders. However, based on input from the 
Stakeholders, alternatives that require changes to existing law to implement will be 
summarized and “parked” as part of this report.  Those alternatives which were 
“parked” include: 

! Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. 

! Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District 
Act to include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. 

! Expanding the contemplated service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas.  

! Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. 

! Modify the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water District 
Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. 

! Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act 
to include Joint Powers Authorities. 

Solving Issues Outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

The issues that were identified in the MWDOC MSR reflect the divergent interests 
among some MWDOC member agencies.  Because of their dependency on imported 
water, the South County agencies have a different service approach than the 
agencies in the northern and central portions of the County that have groundwater 
resources.  The divisions result from different land use patterns, development, water 
demand, sources of water, governmental structure, geography and location.  The 
key issues identified in the MWDOC MSR include: 

! Disagreement among some of the agencies about MWDOC’s mission and 
what services it should provide; 

                         ROP    000107



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
Technical Report 1 Potential Governance Structure Alternatives 

Page 9 
 
 

!

! Differences in the need and level of services among member agencies; 

! Disagreement among some member agencies about to whom MWDOC 
reports and is accountable – the public or member agencies; 

! Limited input by member agencies on MWDOC budget adoption; 

! Disagreement on the amount of unrestricted budget reserves for MWDOC. 

Government structure options that cannot address and resolve each of these issues 
are considered fatally flawed and will not be studied further as part of the 
Governance Study. 

Summary  

Tables 2 and 3, below, summarize the results of the preliminary review of alternative 
governance structures.  Table 2 includes those alternatives that would retain a 
county-wide entity.  Table 3 identifies four additional sub-alternatives should the six 
South County agencies detach from MWDOC and form a new entity.  

Both tables identify those alternatives that are either:  (1) preliminarily feasible and 
warrant further analysis (in bold italic), or (2) fatally flawed and eliminated from 
further consideration as part of this Governance Study (in plain-face type).  
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 Table 2:  County-wide Governance Alternative Status  

Governance 
Alternative 

Status Comments 

Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s 
December 2006 
Policy Changes 

Feasible MWDOC could review policy 
changes and revise as deemed 
necessary 

Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a Joint 
Powers Authority 

Fatal Flaw Joint Powers Authorities are not 
authorized to provide representation 
at Metropolitan 

Restructure MWDOC 
governance board 
representation 

Fatal Flaw Needs special legislation.  MWD law 
limits boards to 5 members elected 
from districts. Water Code Section 
71250 to 71256. 

Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a Municipal 
Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  Needs special legislation.  MUDs 
cannot represent the full range of 
agencies represented by MWDOC. 
Public Utilities Code Section 11504.  

Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a Public 
Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  The PUD Act states that only 
unincorporated territory can be 
included.  PUDs cannot represent the 
full range of MWDOC membership.  
Public Utilities Code Section 15533. 

Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a County 
Water District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Board 
elected at large.  Could include the 3 
cities that are not members of 
MWDOC. Water Code Sections 
30064, 30065 30500.1 and 30203. 
Stakeholders agreed to eliminate this 
option after subsequent legal 
analysis.  Legal review found that 
CWD Boards can be elected at large, 
thus addressing one issue with 
current MWDOC structure.  However 
CWD structure does not address 
other issues. 

Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a County 
Water Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Needs additional legal analysis 
regarding inclusion of the private 
water company.  Provides for an 
appointed board designated by the 
member agencies. 
Could be initiated by resolution of 
member agencies or voters.  Could 
also include the 3 cities. Water 
Code Appendix 45, Sections 45-2 
and 45-4. 
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Table 3:  Governance Alternative Status Assuming Agencies Detach from MWDOC 

Governance 
Alternative 

Status Comments 

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a Municipal 
Water District  

Removed from consideration by LAFCO staff Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Generally 
provides for an elected board 
comprised of resident, registered 
voters. Water Code Section 71060 
and 71061. 
Removed from consideration by 
LAFCO staff.  Forming a second 
MWD for south county agencies has 
potential to replicate identified issues 
with current MWDOC structure.  

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services.  
Very similar to MWD structure and 
removed from further consideration 
based on legal input.  

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Provides for an appointed board 
designated by the member 
agencies. Can be initiated by 
Resolution of member agency 
boards or petition from voters. 
Financial Analysis/Viable 
Alternative Comparison may 
include sub-alternatives to explore 
logical boundaries. 

Dissolve South 
County agencies and 
allow for City 
representation at 
Metropolitan  

Fatal flaw  Some of the six South County 
agencies serve unincorporated area. 
This alternative could potentially 
leave territory without representation. 

 
Conclusions and Next Steps 
The purpose of this analysis was to provide an initial screening of a range of 
potential governance structures, including the status quo, to assess any legal barriers 
that would make an option infeasible. Based on this analysis, there are three 
preliminarily feasible governance structure options that will be considered in the 
Financial Analysis.  The alternatives include: 

! Status Quo with MWDOC’s December 2006 Policy Changes 

! Dissolution of MWDOC and Formation of a County Water Authority 
(requires additional legal analysis regarding participation of a private water 
company) 
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! Reorganization of South County agencies to form a County Water Authority 

Next Steps 

Table 4, below, provides a revised timeline for completion of the MWDOC 
Governance Study.  Additional time has been inserted to ensure stakeholders have 
adequate time for review and comment (see Attachment C in the Appendix for a 
complete timeline of the Governance Study Process). 

Table 4:  Revised Timeline for Completion of the Governance Study  

Date Activity 

January 7, 2009 Outline for Technical Report 2 - Baseline Analysis of MWDOC Current Service Model 
& Financial Analysis of Alternatives together with “Key Assumptions” distributed to 
Stakeholders  

January 21, 2009 Stakeholder comments on Outline and Key Assumptions due to LAFCO staff 

February 18, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting: Draft Technical Report 2 –Baseline Analysis of MWDOC 
Current Service Model &  Financial Analysis of Alternatives  

March 4, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 2  due to LAFCO staff 

May 12, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting: Draft Technical Report 3 - Alternative Analysis, Findings 
and Implementation Plan 

May 20, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 3 due to LAFCO staff 

July 15, 2009 Draft Governance Study distributed for Stakeholder/Public review 
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Overview of MWDOC 

This attachment provides a short summary of MWDOC’s history and its relationship 
to other key Southern California water agencies.    

In 1928, recognizing that the availability of water from groundwater sources was 
limited, several Southern California water purveyors formed  Metropolitan  with the 
objective to build an aqueduct to the Colorado River to deliver additional water to 
Southern California.  Twenty years later, in 1948, several Orange County coastal 
communities from Newport Beach south to the San Diego Count line formed the 
Coastal Municipal Water District (Coastal), under the Municipal Water District Law 
of 1911 (Water Code Section 71000 et. seq.) to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan.   MWDOC was subsequently formed in 1951 under the same 
authority and for a similar purpose – to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan to communities in northern Orange County.  Fifty years later in 2001, 
Coastal and MWDOC consolidated into a single agency that now sells wholesale 
water to retail agencies serving residents and businesses throughout Orange 
County.  MWDOC currently represents twenty eight (28) agencies at Metropolitan 
which are presented in the Table A-1 on the following page.   

As the LAFCO MSR notes, “MWDOC’s primary focus is on importing water, 
representing its member agencies at Metropolitan, and facilitating a regional 
approach to water reliability and water use efficiency.”  Today, as the wholesale 
provider for most of Orange County (its boundaries exclude the cities of Anaheim, 
Fullerton and Santa Ana which each have direct representation at Metropolitan), 
MWDOC has 4 of the 37 members of Metropolitan’s Board of Directors, and is 
entitled to purchase a share of Metropolitan’s contractual allotment for water 
deliveries from both the Colorado River Aqueduct and the California State Water 
Project.  MWDOC does not own water treatment or delivery facilities or any other 
major infrastructure.  Instead, MWDOC contracts for water from Metropolitan, 
which is delivered to MWDOC’s retail agencies from Metropolitan facilities through 
approximately 60 system connections.   

In addition to the sale of wholesale water and providing representation at 
Metropolitan,  MWDOC’s other current services include water use efficiency 
programs, emergency preparedness programs, reliability studies, project 
development, water awareness/public information programs, school programs and 
legislative advocacy.  As part of its December 2006 Policy changes MWDOC has 
committed to: 

! A project initiation policy when project costs are expected to exceed $25,000;  
! A project participation policy when project costs are expect to exceed $100,000 

and fewer than five retail agencies benefit; and  
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! A federal advocacy cost-sharing policy when fewer than five retail agencies 
benefit.  

 
Attachment B, in the following section, provides the MWDOC staff analysis and 
the formal Policy Statement adopted in December 2006. 
 

Table A-1: Agencies Represented by MWDOC 

 California Cities 

Brea La Habra San Juan Capistrano 

Buena Park La Palma Seal Beach 

Fountain Valley Newport Beach Tustin 

Garden Grove Orange Westminster 

Huntington Beach San Clemente  

California Water Districts (Water Code Section 34000 et. seq.) 

El Toro Water District Santa Margarita Water District 

Irvine Ranch Water District Serrano Water District 

Moulton Niguel Water District  

County Water Districts (Water Code Section 30000 et. seq.) 

East Orange County Water District Trabuco Canyon Water District 

Laguna Beach County Water District Yorba Linda Water District 

South Coast Water District  

Community Services Districts (Government Code Section 61000 et. seq.) 

Emerald Bay Community Services District 

Agencies Authorized by Special Legislation  

Mesa Consolidated Water District 

Orange County Water District 

Private Water Companies  

Golden State Water Company 
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  Attachment B- MWDOC 12-20-06 Staff 

Report and Policy Statement 
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  Attachment C – Complete Governance 

Study Timeline 
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MWDOC GOVERNANCE STUDY TIMELINE 

 

June – December 2006  MWDOC facilitated stakeholder meetings 

June 2007    LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 

February 2007   LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 

April 2007    Request for additional stakeholder meetings 

June – September 2007 Additional LAFCO-facilitated stakeholder 
meetings 

November 2007 Commission directed staff to prepare RFP for 
selection of Firm to conduct governance study 

January 2008 Draft RFP continued for additional review and 
comment 

April 2008 Firms interviewed by MWDOC, City of 
Huntington Beach, LAFCO and Rancho Santa 
Margarita Water District 

May 2008 Commission directed LAFCO staff to negotiate 
with firms 

June 23, 2008 Commission approved Contract with Winzler & 
Kelly to Conduct Study 

SEPTEMBER 9, 2008 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  LAUNCH OF 
STUDY    

October 15, 2008 Draft “Fatal Flaw” Review of Governance Options 
Distributed to LAFCO Staff 

OCTOBER 22, 2008 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  DRAFT 
GOVERNANCE OPTIONS SECTION 
DISTRIBUTED FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT 

October 29, 2008 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Governance 
Options Section Due 
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December 1, 2008 Final Technical Memorandum on Governance 
Options due to LAFCO  

 

 

January 7, 2009 Draft Outline for Technical Report 2 - Baseline Analysis of 
MWDOC Current Service Model & Financial Analysis of 
Alternatives together with “Key Assumptions” distributed 
to Stakeholders 

January 21, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Outline for Technical 
Report 2 and “Key Assumptions” due to LAFCO staff  

FEBRUARY 11, 2009 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  RELEASE OF DRAFT 
TECHNICAL REPORT 2 – BASELINE ANALYSIS 
OF MWDOC CURRENT SERVICE MODEL AND 
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES  

March 4, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 2 
due to LAFCO staff  

May 12, 2009 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  RELEASE OF DRAFT 
TECHNICAL REPORT 3 – ALTERNATIVE 
ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN  

May 20, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 3 
due to LAFCO staff  

July 15, 2009 Draft Governance Study released for 
Stakeholder/Public review 

July 29, 2009 Stakeholder/Public Comments due to LAFCO staff 

August 12, 2009 Final Governance Study delivered to LAFCO staff 

SEPTEMBER 9, 2009 LAFCO COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 
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Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Governance Study  

List of Assumptions for the Fiscal Analysis 
For Stakeholder Review and Comment 

 
 

DRAFT for LAFCO REVIEW 
January 7, 2009 

 
 

 
In order to develop a fiscal analysis for each of the government structure alternatives to be included 
in the next phase of study, some assumptions must be made with respect to Agency Profiles, 
Services and Budgets. Winzler & Kelly’s team is proposing the following assumptions for stakeholder 
review and comment.  
 
Assumptions for the Status Quo with December 2006 Policy Changes 
MWDOC Profile 

• MWDOC will remain a Municipal Water District with directors elected by district.  
• Projected growth rates for MWDOC’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the 

MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the retail agencies’ UWMP, as 
updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ 
service area. 

 
Services Provided by MWDOC 

• Services provided by MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy commitments 
made by the MWDOC Board in December 2006. 

 
MWDOC’s Budget  

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 20% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. MWDOC’s blended rate is also assumed to be 20% higher in FY 09/10. The cost of 
water will increase by 5% per year after that. 

• The volume of water purchased is also assumed to be impacted because of the Governor’s 
20 x 2020 initiative.  Winzler & Kelly will assume a 20% reduction in per capita demand over 
the 10‐year cost projection period.  The projected growth rate will be applied to the reduced 
per capita demand in order to create overall demand projections.  

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  
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Assumptions for MWDOC reorganized as a County Water Authority (CWA) 
CWA Profile 

• The CWA Board composition will be developed using the representation formula outlined in 
County Water Authority law.  

• Projected growth rates for CWA’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the MWDOC 
Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the 
agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the CWA  
Two Service Options Will Be Developed 

• Option 1: Current MWDOC Service Model with December 2006 Policy Commitments  
• Option 2: “Cafeteria Plan” 

o Core Services provided by the CWA include:  
 Metropolitan WD Representation and Advocacy 
 Water Operations and Administration 
 Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

o Remaining services will continue to be provided and will  be “subscribed” to by 
agencies served by MWDOC who elect to receive such services 

 
CWA Budget 

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 20% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. The CWA’s blended rate is also assumed to be 20% higher in FY 09/10. The cost of 
water will increase by 5% per year after that. 

• The volume of water purchased is also assumed to be impacted because of the Governor’s 
20 x 2020 initiative.  Winzler & Kelly will assume a 20% reduction in per capita demand over 
the 10‐year cost projection period.  The projected growth rate will be applied to the reduced 
per capita demand in order to create overall demand projections.  

• Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund operating revenues 
based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers Association. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  
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Assumptions for New South County Agency (2 Boundary Options)  
New South County Agency Profile 

• Two options will be developed  
o A New South County Agency including  El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa 

Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts.  
o A New South County Agency  including the six agencies together with the cities of 

San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano and Laguna Beach County Water District in 
order to provide contiguous boundaries. 

• Under both options, projected growth rates for New South County Agency’s retail agencies 
will be brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or 
the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• Central services provided by the New South County Agency will include : 
o Metropolitan WD Representation & Advocacy 
o Water Operations and Administration 

• The New South County Agency will not own any infrastructure. The retail agencies will 
continue to utilize imported water infrastructure under Metropolitan WD rules and 
regulations and any existing ownership/access agreements.  

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County.  Winzler & Kelly assumes that the New South County Agency will fund its 
share of these costs under a cost‐sharing agreement and that payments to MWDOC for 
WEROC services will be made through the New South County Agency.  

 
Budgets for New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• For the purpose of establishing an Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & Kelly will 
assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• The New South County Agency will make a contribution to MWDOC for WEROC services.   
• The New South County Agency will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates 

consistent with existing MWDOC allocations.  
• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 

(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  
• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 

purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 
• Because of the significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 

purchased water is assumed to be 20% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10 and 5% per year after that.  

• The volume of water purchased is also assumed to be impacted because of the Governor’s 
20 x 2020 initiative.  Winzler & Kelly will assume a 20% reduction in per capita demand over 
the 10‐year cost projection period.  The projected growth rate will be applied to the reduced 
per capita demand in order to create overall demand projections.  

• A contingency fund for Tier 2 water purchases will be budgeted based on the same 
percentages used by MWDOC. 

• Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund operating revenues 
based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers Association. 
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• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated between the New South County Agency and 
the remaining MWDOC based on the 5‐year percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue 
provided to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• The pre‐formation costs for the new agency will be born by the reorganized retail agencies 
from their reserves and will not be accounted for in the financial analysis 

• A transition staffing scenario will be budgeted over three years as outlined below beginning 
in FY 09/10 (formation election occurs in June 2010):  

 
First Full Year of Operation 
After the formation elections, for the first fiscal year of existence, the New South County 
Agency will: 

• Seat and organize the Board of Directors; select MWD representatives; 
• Initially utilize outside legal counsel and governmental consultants to process the 

various legal fillings, seek membership to MWD and develop basic operating rules 
and regulations; and 

• Rely on the resources of one or several of the participating agencies for staff and 
housing. Transitioning MWDOC staff might also be considered to meet staffing 
requirements of the new entity.  

 
Second Full Year of Operation 
With the completion of the first full year, it is assumed that the New South County Agency 
would: 

• Begin to function in the central roles of MWD representation and overall water 
operations/administration;  

• Through interaction with and input from the member agencies, determine which of 
the optional or subscription services, i.e., lobbying, conservation services, public 
education, would be provided by the new entity; 

• Start securing its own staff. With expanding activities and functions as it may no 
longer be practical or desirable to continue utilizing consultants and member agency 
staff resources; and   

• Begin negotiations to lease a permanent facility to house its staff and Board of 
Directors. 

 
Third Full Year 
During the third full year of existence and operation, the new entity would: 

• Secure its full compliment of staff  (as outlined in Attachment A) as well as an outside 
legal consultant, in order to implement all functions desired by the members; and  

• Secure a permanent facility by lease to house the staff and Board functions.    
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Assumptions for the smaller MWDOC (both boundary options) 

Smaller MWDOC Profile 
• MWDOC will continue as an MWD representing either 19 or 22 retail agencies.  
• Under both options, projected growth rates for the smaller MWDOC’s  retail agencies will be 

brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the 
agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the smaller MWDOC  

• Services provided by the smaller MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy 
commitments made by the MWDOC Board in 2006. 

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County. MWDOC will continue to carry its, reduced, WEROC contribution in its 
budget.  

 
Budget for the Agency 

• For the purpose of establishing an initial Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & 
Kelly will assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• Water purchase costs will be reduced to account for the amount of water purchased by the 
New South County Agency. 

• The smaller MWDOC will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates consistent with 
existing MWDOC allocations.  

• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 
(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  

• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 
purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 20% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10.  

• The volume of water purchased is also assumed to decline because of the Governor’s 20 x 
2020 initiative.  Winzler & Kelly will assume a 20% reduction in per capita demand over the 
10‐year cost projection period.  The projected growth rate will be applied to the reduced per 
capita demand in order to create overall demand projections.  

• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated to the smaller MWDOC based on the 5‐year 
percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue provided to MWDOC from the remaining retail 
agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  
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Attachment A – Agency Staffing Assumptions 
MWDOC Baseline Staffing Analysis (Based on Exhibit I of the FY 2008/09 Budget)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.24 3.20 0.47 0.02 0.56 4.49
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 4.13 1.11 0.01 0.49 5.74
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 4.53 0.67 5.54
Public Affairs 0.16 1.00 0.52 2.35 0.45 4.48
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 0.03 4.82 0.52 5.47
Totals 5.78 3.71 4.42 5.61 3.34 4.53 1.77 3.25 32.41

Reorganized South County Agency (Assume School Program & Water Use Efficiency Program  Provided by Retailers)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Engineering 0.13 1.10 0.47 0.30 2.00
WEROC Staff 0.00
Administrative Services 2.00 0.55 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.13 0.72 0.15 1.00
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 2.38 0.45 3.00
Public Affairs 0.13 0.22 0.50 0.15 1.00
School Program 0.00
Water Use Efficiency 0.00
Totals 3.12 1.10 2.25 0.00 0.50 2.38 0.00 1.65 11.00

Remaining MWDOC

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.13 2.00 0.40 0.02 0.45 3.00
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 1.79 0.75 0.01 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 3.00 0.45 3.79
Public Affairs 0.13 0.42 2.00 0.45 3.00
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 2.50 0.40 3.00
Totals 3.30 2.51 2.96 3.19 2.99 3.00 1.77 2.76 22.48  
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1. Background of Governance Alternatives Study 
In November of 2007, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) reviewed the Municipal Services Review (MSR) for the Municipal Water 
District of Orange County (MWDOC) and, consistent with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act (Government Code Section 56000 et.seq.), received and filed the 
MSR report. (A brief history of the formation of MWDOC, its current responsibilities and a 
listing of its 28 member agencies is included as Attachment A in the Appendix to this report.) 

The MWDOC MSR was developed through a stakeholder driven process. The 
stakeholder process raised a number of issues, summarized in the MSR:  

“Based on all the stakeholder meetings and discussions, it is clear that there are 
fundamental differences between MWDOC and some of the member agencies with 
regards to appropriate service levels, approach and policies.  Key issues were discussed 
related to: (1) MWDOC’s role and its core functions, (2) reserves, budgeting and rates, 
(3) equitable cost sharing among member agencies, and (4) accountability to the member 
agencies as constituents.  Each of these issues points to a fundamental question: Is the 
government structure of MWDOC, as a Municipal Water District, the appropriate 
government structure to serve Orange County?”  

MWDOC has implemented changes to its policies and budget process as a result of 
participation in the joint MWDOC/LAFCO stakeholder program (see Appendix 
Attachment B, MWDOC 12-20-06 Staff Report and Policy Statement).  However, as the 
November 2007 LAFCO staff MSR transmittal letter to LAFCO Commissioners notes, 
“…despite the extensive nature of the stakeholder process and best intentions of 
everyone involved, the issues have not been resolved to the satisfaction of everyone.”  
In response to a request from some MWDOC member agencies, the LAFCO 
Commissioners directed the preparation of a Governance Study to further examine the 
government structures identified in the MSR.  

2. Purpose & Steps in Completion of the Governance Study  
The purpose of the Governance Study is to comply with LAFCO Commission direction 
and to analyze government structure alternatives for MWDOC by:  

• Identifying alternatives which may have the potential to resolve issues raised in 
the MWDOC MSR   

• Identifying which government structure alternatives are legally and practically 
feasible 

• Determining the fiscal impacts that could result from each alternative  
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• Determining any impacts on representation at Metropolitan that could result 
from each alternative  

• Summarizing actions and steps necessary to implement any viable alternative 

It is not the purpose of the Governance Study to recommend a preferred reorganization 
of MWDOC. Instead, the study is designed to provide information, data and analysis to 
better understand the possibilities and impacts associated with each of these 
government options. 

The Governance Study will be developed through the completion of six key steps 
identified below.    Steps two through four will each result in a draft analysis or 
technical report that will be subject to review and comment from the Stakeholders, 
which consist of MWDOC and its 28 member retail agencies.  Steps five and six include 
the completion of draft and final versions of the comprehensive Governance Study.      

Steps Status 

1. Review of Assumptions, Data and Relevant Documents. 
Participate in 1st Stakeholder Meeting. 

Data review ongoing. 1st Stakeholder 
Meeting completed.  

2. Identify Potential Governance Structure Alternatives and 
complete legal analysis of options. Participate in 2nd 
Stakeholder Meeting. 

This Technical Report was presented at the 
2nd Stakeholder Meeting and finalized to 
incorporate comments received, as 
appropriate, in December 2008. 

3. Develop Preliminary Financial Analysis. This Technical Report was presented at the 
3rd Stakeholder Meeting.  

4. Develop Viable Options Analysis. To be completed. 

5. Develop Draft Governance Study. To be completed. 

6. Develop Final Governance Study. To be completed. 

Three draft reports (Steps 2 through 4) are intended to be completed to form the basis of 
the Governance Study: 

• The first technical report provided an initial screening of feasible governance 
structure alternatives. This first reported concluded that there were three 
potentially feasible governance options: the Status Quo, dissolve  MWDOC to 
form a County Water Authority and detach the South County agencies and 
form a new County Water Authority (two boundary options);  

• This second technical report includes the first report, discusses MWDOC’s 
current service model and provides a financial analysis for each feasible 
governance option including transitional and long-term administrative and 
operating costs; and 
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• The third technical report will discuss the process for implementing each 
viable option under current law, including, but not limited to legal barriers 
and an analysis of any changes to the current voting rights and representation 
at Metropolitan. 

3. Alternative Governance Structure Options 
LAFCO’s November 2007 Municipal Service Review for MWDOC identified 5 potential 
governance structure options (items 1 through 5 below) for further review.  Two 
additional options (items 6 and 7) were subsequently added by LAFCO staff for 
consultant evaluation as part of this study. 

1. Maintain the status quo with policy changes agreed upon by the MWDOC Board 
in December 2006 (See Appendix, Attachment B). 

2. Dissolve MWDOC and form a new entity authorized to provide representation at 
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). 

3. Reorganize the South County1 agencies by detaching from MWDOC and 
forming a new entity authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. 

4. Merge MWDOC and the Orange County Water District (OCWD) which could 
include an option to detach the South County agencies to form a new entity. 

5. Reorganize MWDOC with the East Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

6. Dissolve MWDOC and form a Joint Powers Authority. 

7. Maintain the status quo but restructure the existing MWDOC governance board 
representation. 

During the initial stakeholder meeting held on October 22, 2008, each of the potential 
governance options were discussed and evaluated.  Option 5 (“Reorganizing MWDOC 
with the East Orange County Water District”), was eliminated by the stakeholders from 
further consideration.  The consultant was directed to include only the remaining six 
options in the Governance Study.   

                                                 

1 The South County agencies include El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon 
Water District 
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4. Fatal Flaw Criteria  
For the purposes of this analysis, each of the six governance options were measured 
against four primary criteria listed below.  Failure to meet any of these criteria is 
considered to be a fatal flaw. 

• The ability to provide representation at Metropolitan  

• The ability to provide a similar range of services 

• The ability to be implemented without special legislation 

• The potential to solve issues outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

Each of these criteria is discussed below. 

4.a Representation at Metropolitan 

The primary purpose of MWDOC is to import water from Metropolitan into Orange 
County. This is a core function. Because of this criterion, the range of governance 
structures is limited to the six types of agencies outlined as eligible members in the 
Metropolitan Water District Act.2  These are: 

• Cities 

• Municipal Water Districts 

• Municipal Utility Districts 

• Public Utility Districts 

• County Water Districts 

• County Water Authorities 

Representation at Metropolitan is also determined by Metropolitan’s principal act. Each 
member agency is entitled to one member on Metropolitan’s board plus an additional 

                                                 

2 Chapter 2, Metropolitan Water District Act, Statutes 1969, Chap 2, as amended 
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member for each full 5 percent of assessed valuation of property taxable for 
Metropolitan’s purposes within the member agency’s boundaries. 3   

One governance structure option identified for further review was dissolving MWDOC 
and forming a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), however this type of agency is not eligible 
for membership at Metropolitan. Therefore this option is considered fatally flawed and 
will not be carried forward for further analysis.  

4.b Provision of a Similar Range of Services  

MWDOC provides a range of services in accordance with its principal act and any 
governance structure option must be able to provide a similar range of services. Table 1 
summarizes the authorized services for each of the six governance structures 
authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. A more detailed discussion of 
each governance structure follows the table.   

Table 1:  Range of Services by Governance Structure 

Service California 
City 

Municipal 
Water 
District 

Current 
MWDOC  

Municipal 
Utility 

District 

Public 
Utility 

District 

County 
Water 
District 

County 
Water 

Authority 

Development of Water 
Supplies 

X X  X X X X 

Sale of Water X X X X X X X 

Standby Charges for 
Water* 

X X X X X X X 

Recycled Water  X X  X X  X 

Recreation X X   X X  

Electrical Power 
Generation 

X X  X X X X 

Light/Heat X   X X   

Transportation X   X X   

Communication X   X X   

Sewage 
Disposal/Sewers 

X X  X X X  

Storm Water Disposal X X      

                                                 

3 Metropolitan Water District Act, Section 52. 
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Service California 
City 

Municipal 
Water 
District 

Current 
MWDOC  

Municipal 
Utility 

District 

Public 
Utility 

District 

County 
Water 
District 

County 
Water 

Authority 

Fire Protection X X   X X  

Water Replenishment 
Assessment 

 X     X 

Sanitation X X  X X X  

*Specifically authorized for a Municipal Water District. Presumed to be available to the other governance structures under general 
law (The Uniform Standby Charge Procedures Act, Government Code Section 54984 et. seq.).  

Cities 

California cities are authorized to provide services as described in Government Code 
Title 4, beginning with Section 34000.  A city’s authority to provide water supply is 
outlined in Government Code Title 4, Division 3, Chapter 10 beginning with Article 5. 
California cities also have broad authority to provide police, fire, sewer and park and 
recreation services as well as to run municipal utilities (gas and electricity).  Cities are 
governed by an elected City Council generally consisting of 5 or 7 members. 

Municipal Water Districts  

Municipal Water Districts (MWDs) can provide a broad range of water supply services, 
including levying water standby charges and water replenishment assessments. MWDs 
are also empowered to provide sewer and sanitation services, storm water disposal 
services, fire protection services, recreation services and electrical power services.  
Currently MWDOC’s functions are limited to water supply services.  

MWDs are generally governed by a 5 member board elected from divisions, although 
LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a result of 
reorganization or consolidation. This expanded board is to include members of the 
boards of the districts being reorganized or consolidated. 4  The Water Code makes 
provisions for returning the Board to a directly elected board once the terms of 
members appointed during the reorganization/consolidation expire. 

Municipal Utility Districts 

Municipal Utility Districts (MUDs) can provide a wide range of public services 
including light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication 

                                                 

4 Water Code Section 71250.1 

Draft

                         ROP    000148



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
Administrative Draft Technical Report 2  

Potential Governance Structure Options and Preliminary Financial Analysis  
Page 7 

 
 

 

services, and the collection, treatment, or disposition of garbage, sewage, or refuse 
matter.  MUDs are governed by a 5-member board, elected from specific geographic 
areas known as wards. 

Public Utility Districts  

Public Utility Districts (PUDs) can provide a wide range of public services including 
light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication service, and 
garbage, sewage, or refuse matter.  PUDs may also provide fire, street lighting and 
recreation services.  PUDs are governed by an elected board consisting of at least 3 
members. The Board is composed of 3 or 4 directors elected at large and a member from 
each territorial unit with a population of 5,000 or more. The Board of Supervisors is 
charged with naming and designating the territorial units. 5 

County Water Districts 

County Water Districts (CWDs) generally have the same range of authority as MWDs.  
A CWD has express powers to protect water rights, similar to those outlined for a 
MWD. 6 

CWDs are generally governed by a 5 member elected board, although, similar to a 
MWD, LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a result 
of reorganization or consolidation.7 There are also similar provisions for returning the 
Board to a smaller size as terms expire. Additionally there is at least one case, the 
Pleasant Valley Water District in Ventura County, where non-resident property owners 
are eligible to run for the board of directors. 8 

A primary difference between a CWD structure and a MWD is that the CWD Board is 
elected “at large”, while the MWD Board is elected from districts with similar 
populations. 

 

                                                 

5 Public Utilities Code Section 15960 

6 Water Code Section 31000 et. seq. 

7 Water Code Section 30500.1 

8 Water Code Section 30511 
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County Water Authorities 

County Water Authorities (CWAs) have a more limited range of services; their 
authority is limited to water supply functions. Because MWDOC does not currently 
utilize its authority for any type of service except water service, this distinction is not 
considered a fatal flaw. Agencies represented by MWDOC would not experience a 
reduction in service under the CWA governance structure.  CWAs are governed by 
Water Code Appendix 45 (the County Water Authority Act).  Under that code section, 
the agency is governed by an appointed board of directors, with at least one director 
appointed from each member agency.  

Summary 

All governance structures authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan are able 
to provide the same general range of services as MWDOC currently provides, although 
there are differences in the manner in which the various boards of directors are selected. 
While some structures, such as the CWA, are limited to water activities, this is not 
considered a fatal flaw because MWDOC does not currently provide services beyond 
those associated with the imported water supply.   

4.c Ability to be Implemented without Special Legislation 

Governance structures that require special legislation are considered infeasible because 
successfully securing special legislation is not guaranteed and not within the control of 
LAFCO or the Stakeholders. However, based on input from the Stakeholders, 
alternatives that require changes to existing law to implement will be summarized and 
“parked” as part of this report.  Those alternatives which were “parked” include: 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. 

• Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District Act to 
include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. 

• Expanding the permitted service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas.  

• Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water District 
Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. 
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• Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act to 
include Joint Powers Authorities. 

4.d Solving Issues Outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

The issues that were identified in the MWDOC MSR reflect the divergent interests 
among some MWDOC member agencies.  Because of their dependency on imported 
water, the South County agencies have a different service approach than the agencies in 
the northern and central portions of the County that have groundwater resources.  The 
divisions result from different land use patterns, development, water demand, sources 
of water, governmental structure, geography and location.  The key issues identified in 
the MWDOC MSR include: 

• Disagreement among some of the agencies about MWDOC’s mission and what 
services it should provide; 

• Differences in the need and level of services among member agencies; 

• Disagreement among some member agencies about to whom MWDOC reports 
and is accountable – the public or member agencies; 

• Limited input by member agencies on MWDOC budget adoption; 

• Disagreement on the amount of unrestricted budget reserves for MWDOC. 

Government structure options that cannot address and resolve each of these issues are 
considered fatally flawed and will not be studied further as part of the Governance 
Study. 

5. Identification of Preliminarily Feasible Governance Structure Options   
Tables 2 and 3, below, summarize the results of the preliminary review of alternative 
governance structures.  Table 2 includes those options that would retain a county-wide 
entity.  Table 3 identifies four additional sub-alternatives should the South County 
agencies detach from MWDOC and form a new entity.  

Both tables identify those options that are either:  (1) preliminarily feasible and warrant 
further analysis (in bold italic), or (2) fatally flawed and eliminated from further 
consideration as part of this Governance Study (in plain-face type).  

Based on this analysis, there are three preliminarily feasible governance structure 
options that will be considered in the Financial Analysis.  These include: 
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• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline: This option consists of the Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 2006 Policy Changes. Other options will be compared with 
MWDOC Baseline. 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA: This option reorganizes MWDOC’s governance model to 
conform to the requirements of the County Water Authority Act but does 
not change MWDOC’s service delivery model. 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA: This option not only reorganizes MWDOC’s 
governance model but also allows the retail agencies to elect to subscribe 
to some of MWDOC’s services. 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the El Toro, Irvine 
Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts (defined above as the Six Agencies) as a CWA and 
results in a smaller MWDOC representing 22 retail agencies. 

b. Nine Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the Six Agencies 
together with the Laguna Beach Water District and the cities of San 
Clemente and San Juan Capistrano as a CWA and results in a smaller 
MWDOC representing 19 retail agencies.   

  Draft
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 Table 2:  County-wide Governance Option Status  

Governance Option  Status Comments 

Option 1 MWDOC 
Baseline: Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 
2006 Policy Changes 

Feasible MWDOC could review policy 
changes and revise as deemed 
necessary 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Joint Powers Authority 

Fatal Flaw Joint Powers Authorities are not 
authorized to provide representation 
at Metropolitan 

Restructure MWDOC 
governance board 
representation 

Fatal Flaw Needs special legislation.  MWD law 
limits boards to 5 members elected 
from districts (with exceptions for 
consolidations and reorganizations). 
Water Code Section 71250 to 71256. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Municipal Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  Needs special legislation.  MUDs 
cannot represent the full range of 
agencies represented by MWDOC. 
Public Utilities Code Section 11504.  

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Public Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  The PUD Act states that only 
unincorporated territory can be 
included.  PUDs cannot represent the 
full range of MWDOC membership.  
Public Utilities Code Section 15533. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a County Water District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Board 
elected at large.  Could include the 3 
cities that are not members of 
MWDOC. Water Code Sections 
30064, 30065 30500.1 and 30203. 
Stakeholders agreed to eliminate this 
option after subsequent legal 
analysis.  Legal review found that 
CWD Boards can be elected at large, 
thus addressing one issue with 
current MWDOC structure.  However 
CWD structure does not address 
other issues. 

Option 2a and 2b MWDOC 
CWA and MWDOC  
Subscription CWA: 
Dissolve MWDOC and 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Needs additional legal analysis 
regarding inclusion of the private 
water company.  Provides for an 
appointed board designated by the 
member agencies. 
Could be initiated by resolution of 
member agencies or voters.  Could 
also include the 3 cities. Water 
Code Appendix 45, Sections 45-2 
and 45-4. 
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Table 3:  Governance Option Status Assuming Agencies Detach from MWDOC 

Governance Option Status Comments 

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a Municipal 
Water District  

Removed from consideration by LAFCO staff Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Generally 
provides for an elected board 
comprised of resident, registered 
voters. Water Code Section 71060 
and 71061. 
Removed from consideration by 
LAFCO staff.  Forming a second 
MWD for south county agencies has 
potential to replicate identified issues 
with current MWDOC structure.  

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services.  
Very similar to MWD structure and 
removed from further consideration 
based on legal input.  

Option 3a and 3b Six 
Agency South CWA 
and Nine Agency 
South CWA: 
Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Provides for an appointed board 
designated by the member 
agencies. Can be initiated by 
Resolution of member agency 
boards or petition from voters. 
Financial Analysis/Viable 
Alternative Comparison may 
include sub-alternatives to explore 
logical boundaries. 

Dissolve South 
County agencies and 
allow for City 
representation at 
Metropolitan  

Fatal flaw  Some of the six South County 
agencies serve unincorporated area. 
This alternative could potentially 
leave territory without representation. 
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6. Financial Analysis of Governance Structure Options  
The financial analysis reviews the following governance structure options identified in 
Section 5 as preliminarily feasible: 

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA 

b. Nine Agency South CWA 

Each of the preliminarily feasible governance structure options provides for a different 
governing board composition and the potential for different budgeting and cost 
allocation priorities. The financial analysis models  projected budget estimates 
associated with each governance structure option in order  to compare possible effects 
on  the cost of operations, the cost to retail agencies currently represented by MWDOC, 
and the cost to rate payers.  

This financial analysis is a high-level screening analysis intended to provide 
information, facilitate comparisons between options, and determine if any “fatal flaws” 
exist in terms of impacts to rate payers. This analysis is not an optimization analysis nor 
is it a detailed rate study. It is intended to provide information that can be used by 
either the LAFCO Commission or the stakeholders.   

6.1 Assumptions as Modified by Stakeholder Input  

In order to develop the financial analysis, assumptions were made about water 
demands, projected growth rates, the cost of water, inflation and the costs of 
transitioning to a new governance structure. These assumptions were circulated to the 
stakeholders and modified based upon comments received. The full list of assumptions 
as modified by stakeholder input is included as Attachment C.    
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6.2 Financial Model 

A spreadsheet-based financial model was developed in order to analyze and compare 
the fiscal impacts of the governance structure options. The model takes into account 
costs, reserve accounts and revenue recovery strategies. The model predicts cost 
impacts at both the retail agency level and the rate payer level for each option.  

Input Data for the Model 

There are three sets of basic input data to the model. These are: 

• Budgets; 

• Water consumption;  

• Retail meters.  

Budget Data 

MWDOC’s budgets from Fiscal Year 2004-05 through Fiscal Year 2008-09 were used in 
the model.  The Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget is used as the base budget from which 10-
year cost projections were developed.  

The 10-year cost projections for MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC 
Cafeteria CWA are based directly on MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget and 
escalated in accordance with the assumptions included in Appendix, Attachment C.  

The 10-year cost projections for the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South 
CWA and remaining MWDOC are based on the staffing projections outlined in 
Attachment C and the budgeted costs for staff and consultants in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 
2008-09 budget.  

Historical MWDOC budget data (Fiscal Years 2004-05 through 2008-09) was used to 
analyze trends in budgeted costs, reserve balances and revenue contributions made by 
each retail agency.   

Water Consumption and Retail Meter Data 

MWDOC’s charges for water use and for retail meters, therefore both water 
consumption and retail meter data for each of MWDOC’s retail agencies are also used 
in the model.  
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Attachment D shows the water consumption and retail meter data that was used in the 
model. The water consumption projections in Attachment D directly reflect the water use 
projections in MWDOC’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).  Projections for 
retail water meters are taken from individual retail agency UWMPs where available.  
When this information was not available, water meter projections were modeled using 
the growth projections in the MWDOC MSR Report. 

MWDOC Charges  

MWDOC’s three cost recovery tools - (1) a Melded Water Rate including a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, (2) a Water Increment Charge, and (3) a Retail Meter Charge 
were also incorporated into the model. 

Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

MWDOC uses its Melded Water Rate to fund water purchases and a restricted Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund. This reserve account is funded from its Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge. Its current balance is approximately $2,620,0009.  Between 2003 and 2008 the 
fund balance has ranged from under $450,000 to over $5,000,000. Figure 1 illustrates the 
Water Purchase Reserve Fund balance over time. 

Figure 1:  Water Purchase Reserve Fund Balance  
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9 Recap of the Tier 2 Contingency and Capacity Charge Funds from January 2003 to December 2008 (source MWDOC)  
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Metropolitan currently charges its member agencies, including MWDOC, a Tier 1 water 
rate and a Tier 2 water rate. The Tier 1 water is less expensive and reflects agreements 
between Metropolitan and its members on the long-term volume of water purchased. 
Metropolitan’s more expensive Tier 2 water rate applies when the volume of water 
purchased by a member exceeds the agreed upon Tier 1 amounts.   

Each MWDOC retail agency has a Tier 1 allocation.  However, rather than assess its 
retail agencies separate charges for Tier 1 and Tier 2 purchases, MWDOC uses a single 
“melded” wholesale rate so that all agencies pay the same per AF charge.  This melded 
wholesale rate consists of Metropolitan’s charges – which include but are not limited to 
its Tier 1 water rate - and an $18.00/AF surcharge (Melded Water Rate Surcharge).  
MWDOC invests this $18.00 surcharge in a restricted Water Purchase Reserve Fund and 
uses the fund to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. This strategy allows MWDOC 
to capitalize on the combined Tier 1 water allocation of its retail agencies, minimizing 
Tier 2 water purchases, and therefore reducing the overall cost paid for imported water 
in Orange County.   

Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, the 10-year financial analysis for 
MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Cafeteria CWA all incorporate the 
Melded Water Rate Surcharge.  The 10-year financial analysis for the Six Agency South 
CWA, the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC removes the Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge and instead applies Tier 1 and Tier 2 water rates based on each 
retail agency’s use.  

Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges 

MWDOC’s Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges fund its general fund and 
provide its operating reserve.   The Water Increment Charge, which is currently $6.50, is 
applied to each AF of water purchased by a retail agency. The Retail Meter Charge, 
which is currently $5.50, is applied annually to each meter in the retail agency’s service 
area. MWDOC’s revenue history indicates that approximately seventy percent (70%) of 
general fund expenditures are recovered through Retail Meter Charges and thirty 
percent (30%) are recovered from Water Increment Charges. 

MWDOC Baseline assumes that MWDOC continues to collect Water Increment and 
Retail Meter Charges from each retail agency to cover its general fund costs, including 
operational reserves. Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, future estimates 
for the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges were brought forward from 
MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan through Fiscal Year 2013-14 (the end of the Fiscal Master 
Plan projections). After Fiscal Year 2013-14, the Water Increment and Retail Meter 
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Charges are escalated at 3% per year consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C.  
Figure 2 illustrates the rate and charge trends for MWDOC Baseline.  

Figure 2:  Rate and Charge Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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For MWDOC Baseline, the model calculates how much each retail agency’s Water 
Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge contributes, on a percentage basis, to 
MWDOC’s general fund.  This calculation is illustrated in Table 4 using El Toro Water 
District’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 data as an example. 

Table 4:  Example Revenue Contribution Calculation   

Agency  Revenue 
Contribution  

Revenue 
Contribution 
Percentage  

El Toro Water District    

Increment Charge (AF)  $        77,305  1.32% 

Retail Meter Charges (EA)  $        59,879  1.02% 

The retail agency revenue contribution percentages calculated for MWDOC Baseline are 
used to allocate MWDOC CWA’s projected general fund costs. For example, returning 
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to Table 4, 1.32% of the MWDOC CWA’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 costs are recovered 
through El Toro Water District’s projected Water Increment Charges, and 1.02% are 
recovered through that District’s Retail Meter Charges.   

For the MWDOC Subscription CWA, a Water Increment Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “essential” services, including a reserve, from each retail agency 
based on their projected water consumption.  A Retail Meter Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “subscription” services, including a reserve allowance.  (See Section 
6.5 for a definition and discussion of essential and subscription services as they pertain 
to the MWDOC Subscription CWA option). 

For the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA, a Water Increment 
Charge is modeled that recovers projected general fund costs from the retail agencies in 
the new South CWA based on their water consumption.  For the remaining MWDOC, a 
Retail Meter Charge is modeled that recovers 70% of the projected general fund costs, 
and a Water Increment Charge is modeled that recovers the remaining 30% of the 
general fund costs, consistent with MWDOC’s revenue history.   

6.3 Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline      

This first governance option is the baseline against which other options will be 
compared.  

Essential Services  

Table 5 outlines the services provided by MWDOC Baseline. For this option, all services 
provided are considered essential services. The service descriptions generally follow the 
program categories and program numbers used in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
budget. Draft
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Table 5:  MWDOC Baseline Services 10 

Program & Number Description 

Wholesale Water 
Purchases  

MWDOC is the wholesale water importer for Orange County. It does not operate infrastructure or 
have jurisdiction over local supplies.  MWDOC performs planning and coordination activities that 
serve to improve the overall reliability of the regional water portfolio while minimizing costs. 
MWDOC balances Orange County’s Tier 1 allocations from Metropolitan to minimize Tier 2 
purchases and costs. 

Administration & 
Personnel  
(1010, 1020, 1050) 

This service category includes a portion of the General Manager’s and Assistant General 
Managers’ salaries together with Board compensation, Metropolitan director compensation, 
travel and legal costs and employee training. 

Planning & Resource 
Development 
(2010, 2050) 

MWDOC coordinates with OCWD to estimate water demands and supplies, minimize Tier 2 
water purchases and undertake long-term planning efforts (such as UWMP preparation, 
planning of reliability projects and assistance to agencies seeking grants from Metropolitan or 
other sources). MWDOC also uses this budget category to account for engineering consulting 
services. 

Met Issues & Special 
Projects  
(Met Representation) 
(2500) 

MWDOC has four members on the Metropolitan Board of Directors to represent Orange County 
at Metropolitan. MWDOC staff provides support to the Metropolitan representatives. This 
currently includes just over 2 Full Time Equivalent staff in order to assure Orange County is fully 
represented at Metropolitan negotiations and policy decisions. 

Government Affairs 
(3010) 

MWDOC provides state and federal legislative advocacy, legislative tracking, outreach, briefings, 
and water policy dinners. 

Water Use Efficiency 
(3040) 

MWDOC provides a water use efficiency program including California Urban Water Conservation 
Council (CUWCC) dues, landscape efficiency programs, installation verification programs, and 
weather station maintenance. The program satisfies most CUWCC Best Management Practices 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance. 
BMP compliance is required to secure state grant funding.  

Water Awareness 
(3510) 

MWDOC works to increase overall water awareness.  This includes the “OC Water Hero” 
program together with various merchandise and the regional consumer confidence report 
required by California Department of Public Health. The program helps satisfy CUWCC BMPs 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance.  

School Programs 
(3520) 

MWDOC provides two school programs which include a curriculum program (Water Quality 101), 
and an assembly program (aimed reaching 88,000 students). This service category accounts for 
the MWDOC staff, Discovery Science Center costs and supply and printing costs. The program 
satisfies a CUWCC BMP and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to 
demonstrate their BMP compliance. Anaheim, Fullerton and Santa Ana contract for service from 
this program and a student count basis. 

Finance & IT 
(4010, 4050) 

This service category includes MWDOC’s information technology and finance staff. 

                                                 

10 Summarized from Exhibit B Expenditures by Program General Fund, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
(June 18, 2008) 
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Program & Number Description 

Overhead  
(6500) 

This service category includes District administration, rent, site maintenance, equipment, records 
management and health care benefits for retirees and vacation, sick leave and holiday costs for 
employees. 

WEROC 
(9600) 

The Water Emergency Response Organization of Orange County (WEROC) coordinates and 
supports emergency response on behalf of all Orange County water and wastewater agencies. 
WEROC supports planning and preparedness activities and maintains two Emergency 
Operations Centers (EOCs) in a state of readiness.  MWDOC shares costs on this program with 
other beneficiaries based on population served.  

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Baseline (Attachment E). Table 6 provides a summary of the MWDOC Baseline 
budget by presenting estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 
2014-15 and 2019-20.  Figure 3 graphically illustrates the relationship of the various 
budget programs to one another.   

Table 6:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline11 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$    1,489,924$      1,727,230$      2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$       742,129$         860,331$         997,360$         
Special Projects 582,211$       599,677$         695,190$         805,916$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$       274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$       785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness 317,852$       327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs 355,527$       366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance 440,098$       453,301$         525,500$         609,199$         
Information Technology 167,100$       172,113$         199,526$         231,305$         

Overhead 904,458$       931,592$         1,079,970$      1,251,981$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$         93,965$           108,931$         126,281$         

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$    6,236,372$      7,229,664$      8,381,162$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$   4,739,000$     5,227,013$     8,494,534$      

FY 14-15FY 08-09 FY 09-10

 

                                                 

11 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 3:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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The MWDOC Baseline budget contains an operational reserve which can be used to 
cover unanticipated costs, such as variations in operating costs and/or revenues. 
MWDOC Baseline’s budgeted operating reserve for Fiscal Year 2008-09 is $5,069,000.12  
Table 6 illustrates that when the 3% inflation factor is applied after FY 2013-14, large 
reserve surpluses begin to accumulate.  This is graphically depicted on Figure 4.  The 
operating reserve accumulation is a result of the modeled assumptions and does not 
preclude MWDOC from operating under different assumptions in order to assure that 
its general fund reserve balance remains consistent with its December 2006 Policy 
Commitments.  

                                                 

12 Exhibit C, 2008-2009 Fiscal Master Plan Projections, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 (June 18, 2008) 
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Figure 4:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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As is discussed in Section 6.2, MWDOC maintains a second reserve account, the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund.  These reserve funds are not included in the 10-year budget 
because these revenues are not used for general fund purposes; use of the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund is restricted to the purchase of Tier 2 water from Metropolitan. 

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impact to Rate Payers  

The cost recovery strategies described in Section 6.2 for MWDOC Baseline were used in 
the 10-year budget projections in order to estimate potential impacts to each retail 
agency’s rate payers.   The model accounts for the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the 
Water Increment Charge and the Retail Meter Charge to determine each retail agency’s 
share of costs. Each retail agency’s cost share was then divided by the number of retail 
meters in the service area in order to develop a cost per ratepayer. Table 7 illustrates the 
results of this modeling for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20.  

The model results reveal several key findings: 

• Historically, MWDOC’s general fund budget has averaged between 4.5% and 
5.5% of its total budget; the majority of MWDOC’s costs, and the costs passed on 
to ratepayers through the retail agencies, are associated with the purchase of 
wholesale water.  

• The model results also indicate that over the past several years MWDOC’s Water 
Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge have not fully funded the general 
fund budget. MWDOC has relied on a combination of interest earnings and 
drawing on reserve funds to supplement the Water Increment Charge and Retail 
Meter Charge.  
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• MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan projects increases to the Water Increment Charge 
and Retail Meter Charge beginning in Fiscal Year 2009-10. When these rate 
increases are taken into account the model predicts that MWDOC will begin to 
recover more of its general fund costs and make contributions to its general fund 
reserves, beginning in FY 2012-13.   

Attachment E, in the Appendix, presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for 
MWDOC Baseline.  
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 Table 7:  Cost to Rate Payer – Baseline MWDOC  

Baseline
Annual Cost 

to  Payer Baseline

Annual 
Cost to  
Payer Baseline

Annual Cost 
to  Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$           38.22$        496,477$         47.10$       602,535$          55.84$        

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$        14.84$        2,296,867$      19.77$       2,967,110$       24.19$        

Moulton N iguel WD
Totals 1,489,931$        21.16$        1,864,079$      26.48$       2,237,790$       31.78$        

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$        22.15$        1,711,798$      26.93$       2,203,872$       32.19$        

South Coast Water District
Totals 295,630$           23.10$        348,737$         27.03$       393,593$          30.28$        

Trabuco Canyon WD
Totals 165,988$           34.65$        218,219$         43.37$       272,755$          52.25$        

Laguna Beach CWD
Totals 132,092$           15.38$        166,841$         19.26$       200,161$          22.99$        

San Clemente
Totals 412,578$           21.60$        522,900$         26.81$       624,412$          31.52$        

San Juan Capistrano
Totals 216,684$           18.79$         272,063$          23.29$        325,734$          27.62$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$           20.47$        343,054$         26.18$       430,671$          31.95$        

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$           12.86$        385,191$         18.37$       514,150$          24.03$        

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$             80.00$        123,255$         102.37$     148,902$          123.06$      

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           10.81$        263,589$         14.68$       320,829$          17.53$        

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           10.60$        534,111$         14.97$       657,414$          18.14$        

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$           10.39$         886,361$          12.93$        1,237,382$       14.21$         

Huntington Beach
Totals 587,584$           10.79$         813,748$          14.68$        987,143$          17.57$         

La Habra
Totals 148,547$           11.26$         196,013$          14.65$        238,494$          17.62$         

La Palma
Totals 46,253$             10.47$         63,863$            14.22$        77,663$            17.10$         

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$           6.97$          251,193$         10.24$       302,312$          12.13$        

Newport Beach
Totals 336,301$           10.58$        481,730$         14.89$       582,418$          17.77$        

OCWD
Totals 120,000$           148,700$         178,536$          

Orange
Totals 453,861$           12.45$        650,905$         17.58$       790,822$          21.10$        

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$             12.26$        94,998$           17.07$       116,951$          20.78$        

Serrano WD
Totals 14,310$             6.20$          17,924$           7.77$         20,779$            9.00$          

Westminster
Totals 231,903$           11.26$        322,729$         15.38$       394,269$          18.52$        

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$           20.04$        656,456$         26.05$       808,139$          30.12$        

only i ts  retail service area. Therefore the annual cost to rate payer over states cost because it includes the wholesale purchase

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

* EOCWD's total water purchases include water i t wholesales  to su-member agencies. EOCWD's retail meter count includes 
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Comparison to Other Metropolitan Member Agencies 

In order to understand MWDOC’s practices, it is helpful to compare them to other 
Metropolitan member agencies. Table 8 below, provides a brief comparison of 
governance structures and wholesale water programs for Metropolitan member 
agencies.  MWDOC is one of 12 special districts that are members of Metropolitan (the 
remaining Metropolitan member agencies are full-service cities with a very different 
service model).  Most other special districts that are Metropolitan members own and 
operate varying types and levels of infrastructure.  There is one other agency (Upper 
San Gabriel Valley MWD) which, like MWDOC, does not own or operate infrastructure. 
While most other special districts that are Metropolitan members charge a Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 water rate, San Diego County Water Authority and Eastern MWD, which like 
MWDOC also have access to substantial alternative sources of water, use a Melded 
Water Rate13. 

Table 8:  Metropolitan Water District Member Agency Comparison 

Agency  Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates 

    2008 2009 

MWDOC MWD representing: 
28 agencies 

2,300,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

None $522 $597 

Calleguas MWD MWD representing: 
21 agencies 

592,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply;  Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Reservoirs, pipelines  
and pump stations 

T1 $657 
 

T2 $755 

T1 $769 
 

T1 $885 

Central Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
41 agencies 

2,000,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Distribution 

Water Quality 
Protection Project;  
recycled water 
system 

T1 $564 
 

T2 $662 

T1 $635 
 

T1 $751 

Eastern MWD MWD representing: 
9 agencies 

660,000 people 

Wholesale & Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution  

4 Wastewater 
Treatment Plants; 2 
Water Treatment 
Plants, potable water 
distribution system, 
sewer collection 
system, storage tanks 
and pumping stations  

$702 
 

$786 

                                                 

13SDCWA charges a melded rate to all retailers. In cases where SCDWA exceeds its Tier 1 allocation, it collects Tier 2 charges 
from the agencies that caused it to exceed its allocation. 
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Agency  Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates 

    2008 2009 

Foothill MWD MWD representing: 
7 agencies 

88,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

Pipeline, Storage and 
Pump Stations. 
 

T1 $700 
to $794  

T2 $798 
to  $892  

T1 $848 to 
$903 

T2 $964 to 
$1046 

Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency 

MWD representing: 
7 agencies 

800,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply (untreated); 
Wastewater 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation  

Water Recycling 
Facilities;  Biosolids 
Treatment Facilities; 
Chino Desalter 

T1 $361 
T2 $459 

 

T1 $422 
T2 $538 

 

Las Virgenes 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
0 agencies 

65,000 people 

Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation 

Reservoir; Water 
Treatment Plant; 
Water Recycling 
Plant; recycled water 
distribution system  

Not Applicable. Agency 
provides retail water 

service 

San Diego 
County Water 
Authority 

CWA representing: 
25 agencies 

3,070,000 people 
 
 
 

Wholesale Water 
Supply, Power Supply 

Pipelines, Pump 
Stations Hydroelectric 
Plant 

$614 $695 

Three Valleys 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
11 agencies 

600,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Water & Hydroelectric 
Facilities, storage 
tanks, distribution 
pipeline  

T1 $528 
T2 $626 

T1 $600 
T2 $716 

Upper San 
Gabriel Valley 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
8 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply  

None T1 $549 
T2 $650  

Not Yet 
Available 

West Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
12 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Treatment and 
Distribution  

Groundwater wells, 
Desalination 
Facilities, Recycled  
Water Treatment and 
Distribution System 

T1 $611 
T2 $709 

T1 $689 
T2 $805 

Western MWD MWD representing: 
8 agencies 

853,000 people 

Wholesale &  Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment 

Groundwater wells, 
potable water pipeline 
and storage tanks; 
Wastewater 
collection, treatment 
and disposal system  

T1 $508 
T2 $606 

T1 $579 
T2 $695 
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6.4 Option 2a – MWDOC CWA  
 
This is one of two options that includes dissolving MWDOC and replacing it with a 
CWA formed under Water Code Appendix 45.  
 
Essential Services  

MWDOC CWA includes the same essential services described for Option 1 – MWDOC 
Baseline.   

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC CWA. This budget is very similar to the budget for MWDOC Baseline, except 
it includes a cost for the formation election, it reduces the costs for Board compensation 
because it assumes that the Board members are compensated by their retail agency, and 
it reduces operational reserves to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  Table 9 provides a summary of the MWDOC CWA budget by 
presenting estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 
and 2019-20. Figure 5 graphically illustrates the relationship of the various budget 
programs to one another.   

Table 9:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 2a MWDOC CWA14 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$        1,327,699$      1,539,167$      1,732,346$      

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$           742,129$         860,331$         968,311$         
Special Projects 582,211$           599,677$         695,190$         782,443$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$           274,947$         318,739$         358,744$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$           785,143$         910,196$         1,024,434$      

Water Awareness 317,852$           327,388$         379,532$         427,167$         
School Programs 355,527$           366,193$         424,518$         477,799$         

Finance 440,098$           453,301$         525,500$         591,455$         
Information Technology 167,100$           172,113$         199,526$         224,568$         

Overhead 904,458$           931,592$         1,079,970$      1,215,516$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$             93,965$           108,931$         122,603$         

Contribution from Reserves -$                       (322,000)$        (390,933)$        (390,933)$        
Election Costs -$                       100,000$         -$                     -$                     

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$        5,852,147$      6,650,668$      7,534,451$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$        4,739,000$      2,784,335$      1,220,600$      

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 14-15

 

                                                 

14 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 5:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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The MWDOC CWA budget maintains an operational reserve.  However this reserve is 
reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. In 
contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected $8,494,534 operational reserve 
balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC CWA has a projected $1,220,600 operational 
reserve balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 6 graphically represents the relationship 
between the MWDOC CWA general fund budget and its’ operating reserve.  

Figure 6:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is funded from 
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its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. 
This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The amount of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used for MWDOC 
Baseline.  

As in the MWDOC Baseline model, Water Increment Charges and Retail Meter Charges 
are used to recover general fund costs.  The model projects that each retail agency will 
pay a slightly lower combination of Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges because 
the operational reserve requirement is reduced to 15%.  

Attachment F presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC CWA. Table 10 
compares the projected cost to each retail agency of the combined Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges (revenue contribution) for the 
MWDOC CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Each retail agency’s MWDOC CWA revenue contribution was divided by the number 
of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost per rate payer to 
compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 
in Section 6.3 and again in Table 10.   The resultant increase or decrease from the 
MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 10 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 

Fiscally, MWDOC CWA is very similar to the MWDOC Baseline; both have very similar 
budget assumptions and identical revenue recovery strategies. Small cost savings 
accrue to ratepayers over time because of reduced operational reserve levels. MWDOC 
CWA is therefore considered a fiscally feasible option. Draft
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Table 10:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$     384,324$     (0.88)$         496,477$    459,998$    (3.46)$        602,535$    534,301$     (6.32)$         

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$  1,651,345$  (0.51)$         2,296,867$ 2,054,703$ (2.08)$        2,967,110$ 2,490,408$  (3.89)$         

Moulton Niguel WD
Totals 1,489,931$  1,446,812$  (0.61)$         1,864,079$ 1,693,554$ (2.42)$        2,237,790$ 1,923,001$  (4.47)$         

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$  1,253,159$  (0.63)$         1,711,798$ 1,556,385$ (2.44)$        2,203,872$ 1,895,606$  (4.50)$         

South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     287,409$     (0.64)$          348,737$     317,130$     (2.45)$         393,593$     336,979$     (4.35)$          
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     162,059$     (0.82)$         218,219$    201,752$    (3.27)$        272,755$    241,188$     (6.05)$         
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 132,092$     127,597$     (0.52)$         166,841$    149,007$    (2.06)$        200,161$    167,127$     (3.79)$         
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     400,752$     (0.62)$         522,900$    475,336$    (2.44)$        624,412$    536,245$     (4.45)$         
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     210,042$     (0.58)$         272,063$    245,644$    (2.26)$        325,734$    276,786$     (4.15)$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$     250,474$     (0.60)$          343,054$     311,514$     (2.41)$         430,671$     370,231$     (4.48)$          

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     252,798$     (0.48)$          385,191$     342,970$     (2.01)$         514,150$     431,258$     (3.87)$          

East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       94,018$       (1.52)$         123,255$    115,737$    (6.24)$        148,902$    134,987$     (11.50)$       
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     181,665$     (0.45)$         263,589$    230,765$    (1.83)$        320,829$    259,097$     (3.37)$         
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     354,520$     (0.45)$          534,111$     468,372$     (1.84)$         657,414$     533,470$     (3.42)$          
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     536,702$     (0.45)$         886,361$    767,096$    (1.74)$        1,237,382$ 965,907$     (3.12)$         
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     562,926$     (0.45)$         813,748$    712,434$    (1.83)$        987,143$    797,417$     (3.38)$         
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     142,479$     (0.46)$         196,013$    171,573$    (1.83)$        238,494$    192,739$     (3.38)$         
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       44,276$       (0.45)$         63,863$      55,760$      (1.81)$        77,663$      62,494$       (3.34)$         
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     158,050$     (0.39)$         251,193$    211,846$    (1.60)$        302,312$    228,613$     (2.96)$         
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     322,018$     (0.45)$          481,730$     422,251$     (1.84)$         582,418$     471,233$     (3.39)$          
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     118,152$     148,700$     141,211$     178,536$     164,787$     
Orange

Totals 453,861$     436,426$     (0.48)$          650,905$     577,810$     (1.97)$         790,822$     654,076$     (3.65)$          
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       64,647$       (0.48)$          94,998$       84,156$       (1.95)$         116,951$     96,557$       (3.62)$          
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       18,385$       1.77$          17,924$      14,509$      (1.48)$        20,779$      14,509$       (2.72)$         
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     222,428$     (0.46)$         322,729$    283,634$    (1.86)$        394,269$    320,839$     (3.45)$         
Yorba Linda WD

Totals 489,990$     475,438$     (0.60)$         656,456$    595,962$    (2.40)$        808,139$    691,616$     (4.34)$         
* Impact to rate payers overstated because of wholesale purchases  

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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6.5 Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA 
This is the second of two options that assumes that MWDOC will be dissolved and 
replaced by a CWA formed under Water Code Appendix 45.  

Essential Services  

During the development of the MWDOC MSR Report, LAFCO’s stakeholder process 
included an effort to define services provided by MWDOC as “core” (essential) and 
“non-core” (subscription).15  Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA builds on this 
effort and analyzes the impact of allowing retail agencies to have a choice about 
whether or not to subscribe to certain services provided by MWDOC.  
 
Based on the information provided in the MWDOC MSR Report, the following services 
are considered essential and will be paid for by all retail agencies:  
 

• Wholesale Water Importation 
• Planning and Resource Development16 
• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
• Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

 
MWDOC will continue to provide the following services as subscription services.  
 

• Government Affairs 
• Water Use Efficiency 
• Water Awareness 
• School Programs.  

 
During the MSR process, the Six Agencies indicated that they had alternative means for 
providing these services.  The model therefore assumes that the subscription services 
will be subscribed to by all retailers except the Six Agencies. 

                                                 

15 Section 3 Stakeholder Working Group, Municipal Services Review & Sphere of Influence Study for Municipal Water District 
of Orange County (June 2007). 

16 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting retailers will 
pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
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Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Subscription CWA. The MWDOC Subscription CWA budget contains two 
components, an essential services budget and a subscription services budget.  

The analysis for MWDOC Subscription CWA includes the budget changes described for 
MWDOC CWA (election costs, reduced Board compensation, and reduced reserves) 
and also analyzes the financial impacts of a subscription program.  

Essential and subscription services are identified by budget category in Table 11. The 
service categories are identical to those used in the MWDOC Fiscal Year 2008-09 
budget. Overhead categories including Administration & Personnel, Finance & IT and 
General Overhead have been proportionally allocated to the essential and subscription 
budgets. Based on the budget and staffing assumptions included in Attachment C, 
essential services comprise 45% of the budget and are therefore assigned 45% of the 
overhead. Subscription services comprise 55% of the budget and are assigned 55% of 
the overhead.  

Table 11:  Essential and Subscription Services 

Service  Description 

Wholesale Water Purchases  Essential  

Administration & Personnel  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (45%) and Subscription (55%)  

Planning & Resource Development Essential 

Met Issues & Special Projects Essential 

Government Affairs Subscription  

Water Use Efficiency Subscription  

Water Awareness Subscription  

School Programs Subscription  

Finance & IT Proportionally Allocated to Essential (45%) and Subscription (55%)  

Overhead  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (45%) and Subscription (55%)  

WEROC Essential 

Tables 12a and 12b provide budget summaries for MWDOC Subscription CWA 
essential services and MWDOC Subscription CWA subscription services respectively, 
presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 
2014-15 and 2019-20. Figure 7 graphically illustrates the relationship of the various 
budget programs to one another.   
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Table 12a:  Projected Essential Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA17 

Services & Costs $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation % 45% 45.00% 45% 44%
Administrative/Personnel $650,938 597,464$         692,625$         762,232$         

Planning/Resource Development $720,514 742,129$         860,331$         968,311$         
Special Projects $582,211 599,677$         695,190$         782,443$         

Finance $198,044 203,985$         236,475$         268,047$         
Information Technology $75,195 77,451$           89,787$           101,774$         

Overhead $407,006 419,216$         485,987$         546,982$         
Desalination Study $0 -$                     -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $91,228 93,965$           108,931$         122,603$         
Election Costs 100,000$         

Contribution from Reserves -$                   (144,900)$        (175,920)$        (172,011)$        
Subtotal Core General Fund $2,725,136 2,688,989$     2,993,406$     3,380,382$      

Budgeted Reserves $2,281,050 $2,132,550 $1,252,951 $537,064

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 19-20FY 14-15

 

Table 12b:  Projected Subscription Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 

Services & Costs $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation Factor 55% 55.00% 55% 55%
Administrative/Personnel $795,590 730,234$         846,542$         952,790$         

Governmental Affairs $266,939 274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency $762,275 785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness $317,852 327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs $355,527 366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance $242,054 $249,316 $289,025 $335,059
Information Technology $91,905 $94,662 $109,739 $127,218

Overhead $497,452 $512,375 $593,984 $688,590
Desalination Study $0 -$                     -$                     -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (567,099)$      (177,100)$        (215,013)$        (215,013)$        
Election Costs

Subtotal Subscription General Fund 2,762,495$    3,163,158$      3,657,262$      4,245,431$      
Budgeted Reserves $2,787,950 $2,606,450 $1,531,384 $671,330

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 19-20FY 14-15

 

                                                 

17 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 7:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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The MWDOC Subscription CWA maintains an operational reserve.  However this 
reserve is reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. 
In contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected $8,494,534 operational reserve 
balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC Subscription CWA has a projected $1,208,400 
operational reserve balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 8 graphically represents the 
relationship between the MWDOC Subscription CWA general fund budget and its’ 
operating reserve.  

Figure 8:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC Subscription CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is 
funded from its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when 
necessary. This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used in MWDOC Baseline. The 
general fund revenue recovery strategy for this option, however, uses revenues from 
the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges differently. 
 
The Water Increment Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover each agency’s 
share of the essential services, including administration and overhead. The rationale is 
that essential services are related to the importation of water and each retail agency 
should pay for essential services based on water consumption.   
 
The Retail Meter Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover the agency’s share of 
subscription services. Under this option, agencies that do not participate in the 
subscription services are not assessed a Retail Meter Charge.  The rationale is that 
subscription services provided through MWDOC will benefit the ratepayers within 
those retail agencies subscribing to the services, thus each customer receiving the 
service pays for the service through Retail Meter Charges.  

Attachment G presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC Subscription 
CWA.  Table 13 compares the projected revenue contributions for the MWDOC 
Subscription CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-
20. Each retail agency’s MWDOC Subscription CWA revenue contribution was divided 
by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost per rate 
payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on 
Table 7 in Section 6.3 and again on Table 13.   The resultant increase or decrease from 
the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 13 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA shifts almost $1,200,000 in costs from “non-
subscribers” (the Six Agencies) to “subscribers” (all other MWDOC retail agencies). 
While this is a large revenue shift in terms of the overall general fund budget 
(approximately 21%), it is largely attenuated by the large number of rate payers within 
the subscription service area. As illustrated in Table 13, the impact to rate payers, at the 
end of the 10-year cost projection period, is modest. Rate payers in the non-subscription 
area experience a modest decrease in costs (less than $9.00 per year or about $0.75 per 
month in the most extreme case) while rate payers in the subscription area experience a 
modest increase in cost (typically less than $2.00 annually or under $0.20 per month). 
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This modest cost shift is not regarded as a fiscal fatal flaw, and Option 2b - MWDOC 
Subscription CWA is therefore considered a feasible alternative. 

Table 13:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC Subscription CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$           386,456$           (0.67)$         496,477$         447,395$         (4.66)$        602,535$          531,353$          (6.60)$         
Irvine Ranch WD

Totals 1,710,731$        1,167,848$        (4.71)$         2,296,867$      1,504,769$      (6.82)$        2,967,110$       1,958,400$       (8.22)$         
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$        1,235,435$        (3.61)$         1,864,079$      1,421,451$      (6.29)$        2,237,790$       1,686,318$       (7.83)$         
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$        1,089,177$        (3.44)$          1,711,798$       1,314,426$       (6.25)$         2,203,872$       1,668,955$       (7.81)$          
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$           253,638$           (3.28)$         348,737$         268,204$         (6.24)$        393,593$          290,759$          (7.91)$         
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$           159,839$           (1.28)$         218,219$         193,311$         (4.95)$        272,755$          237,356$          (6.78)$         
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 132,092$           160,882$           3.35$          166,841$         183,131$         1.88$         200,161$          211,372$          1.29$          
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$           497,131$           4.43$          522,900$         571,217$         2.48$         624,412$          658,600$          1.73$          
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$           262,137$           3.94$           272,063$          297,751$          2.20$          325,734$          343,724$          1.53$           

Brea
Totals 258,060$           311,405$           4.23$          343,054$         374,863$         2.43$         430,671$          454,232$          1.75$          

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$           322,271$           2.92$          385,191$         423,143$         1.81$         514,150$          542,843$          1.34$          

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$             113,229$           14.52$        123,255$         133,431$         8.45$         148,902$          156,680$          6.43$          

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           234,549$           2.56$          263,589$         290,852$         1.52$         320,829$          339,261$          1.01$          

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           458,465$           2.53$          534,111$         589,100$         1.54$         657,414$          695,049$          1.04$          

Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$           695,190$           2.49$          886,361$         980,958$         1.38$         1,237,382$       1,310,229$       0.84$          
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$           726,956$           2.56$          813,748$         897,906$         1.52$         987,143$          1,043,844$       1.01$          
La Habra

Totals 148,547$           183,378$           2.64$          196,013$         216,297$         1.52$         238,494$          252,188$          1.01$          
La Palma

Totals 46,253$             57,313$             2.50$          63,863$           70,518$           1.48$         77,663$            82,137$           0.99$          
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$           213,160$           1.90$          251,193$         279,824$         1.17$         302,312$          320,498$          0.73$          
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$           416,483$           2.52$          481,730$         531,388$         1.53$         582,418$          615,831$          1.02$          
OCWD

Totals 120,000$           140,734$           148,700$          160,457$          178,536$          187,708$          
Orange

Totals 453,861$           557,608$           2.85$           650,905$          715,612$          1.75$          790,822$          835,442$          1.19$           
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$             82,687$             2.81$           94,998$            104,499$          1.71$          116,951$          123,559$          1.17$           
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$             18,385$             1.77$           17,924$            20,167$            0.97$          20,779$            22,093$            0.57$           
Westminster

Totals 231,903$           286,285$           2.64$          322,729$         355,749$         1.57$         394,269$          416,792$          1.06$          
Yorba Linda WD

Totals 489,990$           591,638$           4.16$          656,456$         717,371$         2.42$         808,139$          852,513$          1.65$          
* Wholesale function results in overstatement of impacts to rate payers.

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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6.6 Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA  
 
This option is one of two options that models detachment of some South County 
agencies and formation of a new South County CWA formed under Water Code 
Appendix 45.  Under Option 3a - Six Agency South CWA - El Toro, Irvine Ranch, 
Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts are 
detached. MWDOC continues as an MWD representing 22 retail agencies. The 
boundaries are illustrated in Figure 9. 
 

Figure 9 Six Agency South CWA 
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Essential Services  

The Six Agency South CWA will provide only “essential” services. These were 
identified during the MWDOC MSR process and are identical to the essential services 
defined for the MWDOC Subscription CWA and discussed in Section 6.5.  The essential 
services are:  
 

• Wholesale Water Importation 
• Planning and Resource Development 
• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
• A “fair share” of Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

The remaining MWDOC will continue to provide its full range of services to its member 
agencies.  

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the budgets developed for the Six 
Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC.  The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Six Agency South CWA budget includes the cost for 
the formation election and transitional costs and reflects reduced Board compensation 
because it is assumed that the member agencies will provide compensation to their 
appointed Board members. Board compensation for the remaining MWDOC is the same 
as for MWDOC Baseline.  

Tables 14a and 14b provide budget summaries for Six Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC, presenting budget estimates for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 
2019-20. Figures 10a and 10b graphically illustrate the relationship of the various budget 
programs to one another.   Draft
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Table 14a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA18 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         192,942$         223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         337,472$         391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         131,840$         152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         7,957$             9,224$             

Water Awareness 327,388$         -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         258,287$         299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         93,075$           107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         509,666$         590,842$         
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           35,217$           40,827$           

Election Costs 100,000$         -$                     -$                     
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        (200,000)$        (199,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 6,014,372$      2,114,543$      2,484,189$      
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      1,213,225$      388,225$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10

 

Table 14b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         548,645$         636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         438,833$         508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           70,541$           81,776$           

Election Cost -$                     -$                     -$                     
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        (223,000)$        (200,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      4,395,791$      5,154,444$      
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      1,608,775$      743,085$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10

 

 

                                                 

18 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 10a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA 
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Figure 10b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC  
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Both the Six Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC retain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 42.5% is allocated to the Six Agency South CWA and 57.5% to 
remaining MWDOC, based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 

Draft
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percentage revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These percentages 
are also used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Fund. Figures 11a and 
11b graphically represent the relationship between the general fund budget and the 
operating reserve for both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC. 

Figure 11a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3a Six Agency CWA 
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Figure 11b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Six Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
revenue recovery tools:  

• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  

• For the Six Agency CWA, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover general 
fund costs because its general fund costs are associated almost exclusively with 
providing water supply;  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover 
approximately 30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge is used to 

Draft
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recover approximately 70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the cost 
recovery pattern identified from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget data.   

Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

Option 3a illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, which 
currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option analyzes the 
potential impact to rate payers should both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining 
MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more common two-tier 
assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies needing Tier 2 water to 
purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 15 illustrates each retail agency’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to its projected 
demand and demonstrates that the remaining MWDOC does have the capacity to 
continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Table 15 also 
demonstrates that the Six Agency South CWA has a significant Tier 2 demand driven 
initially by Santa Margarita and Moulton Niguel Water Districts. However over the 
planning period, the majority of all South County agencies exceed their Tier 1 
allocations. The Table illustrates that the Six Agency South CWA’s demand exceeds its 
Tier 1 allocation in Fiscal Year 2009-10 by over 19,000 AF, which grows to over 33,000 
AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  Conversely, the remaining MWDOC organization 
experiences a reverse situation:  the initial Tier 1 allocation exceeds overall demand for 
water by more than 34,000 AF, but this is reduced to just under 13,500 AF by Fiscal Year 
2019-20. 

Draft
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Table 15:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet)19 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411   10,894          -517  11,153         -258  11,323         -88 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890    37,512       3,429  41,733        7,650 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    35,435        6,864   35,935        7,364 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416    32,767     15,226  35,565     18,024 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,686      -1,614     6,196      -2,104 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861     4,543        1,682     4,819       1,958     5,058       2,197 

 Six Agency 
South CWA 

102,767 121,910 19,143 128,372 25,605 135,810 33,043 

Laguna Beach         4,377    2,628     -1,749      2,678       -1,699    2,728       -1,649 

San Clemente           8,674     9,806        1,132      9,992        1,318    9,994        1,320 

San Juan 
Capistrano 

          6,111     4,839      -1,272      4,878       -1,233    4,919       -1,192 

Brea           8,826     5,997      -2,829      6,491       -2,335     6,390      -2,436 

Buena Park            7,358    4,536      -2,822     5,982       -1,376     7,203         -155 

EOCWD           5279    2,947      -2,332      3,064       -2,215     3,092      -2,187 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,339          888     3,497        1,046 

Garden Grove           8,327   5,122      -3,205     6,914      -1413     7,420         -907 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221 9,522 -3,239 10,159 -2,602 

Huntington 
Beach 

        10,962     8,327      -2,635    10,312        -650 10,781         -181 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703     2,477         -451     2,613         -315 

La Palma 657        629          -28        780          123        824          167 

Mesa 
Consolidated 

          6,493        616     -5,877     1,634      -4,859    1,747      -4,746 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281      6,200    -12,724     6,436     -12,488 

Orange          4,695     7,594        2,899      9,773       5,078   10,157       5,462 

                                                 

19 Tier 1 Metropolitan Allocation Method using 1989-90 data. Subtotals may differ slightly from the sum of individual 
allocations due to rounding. 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Seal Beach 1,085     1,108        23      1,393        308     1,485       400 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -         -449            -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327     4,298       3,153     4,540        3,395 

Yorba Linda 8,652   11,280       2,628    12,394       3,742   12,694        4,042 

 Remaining 
MWDOC  

120,154 86,006 -34,448 102,121 -18,033 106,679 -13,475 

Impact to Rate Payers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Six Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a cost 
allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water purchases 
made by each retail agency.  

Attachment H presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Six Agency 
South CWA.  Table 16 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Six Agency 
South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 
2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s Six Agency CWA revenue 
contribution was divided by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order 
to develop a cost per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost 
to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 in Section 6.3 and again on Table 16.   The resulting 
increase or decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 16 in the 
column “Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result of 
removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for Tier 2 
water costs based on actual use.  However the impacts are not large when carried down 
to the individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts are under $5.00 
per month and many rate payers experience a cost savings. Based on the results of this 
analysis, Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA is considered fiscally feasible.   
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Table 16:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Six Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline  

Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
Six Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$          496,477$    183,712$    (29.67)$        602,535$    207,116$     (36.65)$         
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$          2,296,867$ 1,222,253$ (9.25)$          2,967,110$ 2,402,233$  (4.60)$           
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$          1,864,079$ 1,793,454$ (1.00)$          2,237,790$ 2,234,908$  (0.04)$           
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$          1,711,798$ 3,223,296$ 23.78$         2,203,872$ 4,511,843$  33.71$          
South Coast Water District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$          348,737$    110,132$    (18.50)$        393,593$    113,335$     (21.56)$         
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$          218,219$    424,473$    41.00$         272,755$    563,185$     55.64$          

Remaining MWDOC
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 132,092$     132,092$     -$          166,841$    96,973$      (8.06)$          200,161$    108,771$     (10.49)$         
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$          522,900$    510,929$    (0.61)$          624,412$    582,884$     (2.10)$           
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$          272,063$    146,497$    (10.75)$        325,734$    164,335$     (13.69)$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$          343,054$    176,981$    (12.68)$        430,671$    206,010$     (16.67)$         

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$          385,191$    228,455$    (7.48)$          514,150$    274,227$     (11.21)$         

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$       97,953$       1.77$        123,255$    48,596$      (62.01)$        148,902$    52,833$       (79.40)$         

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$          263,589$    330,019$    3.70$           320,829$    421,569$     5.51$            

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$          534,111$    348,211$    (5.21)$          657,414$    397,946$     (7.16)$           

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$          886,361$    622,289$    (3.85)$          1,237,382$ 849,620$     (4.45)$           

Huntington Beach
Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$          813,748$    535,568$    (5.02)$          987,143$    607,066$     (6.76)$           

La Habra
Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$          196,013$    129,163$    (5.00)$          238,494$    146,447$     (6.80)$           

La Palma
Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$          63,863$      64,377$      0.11$           77,663$       84,177$       1.43$            

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$           251,193$     200,588$     (2.06)$           302,312$     227,000$     (3.02)$            

Newport Beach
Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$           481,730$     314,879$     (5.16)$           582,418$     356,184$     (6.90)$            

OCWD
Totals 120,000$     120,000$     148,700$     49,707$       178,536$     55,614$       

Orange
Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$          650,905$    1,282,156$ 17.05$         790,822$    1,616,290$  22.02$          

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$       84,675$       3.18$        94,998$      112,501$    3.15$           116,951$    152,124$     6.25$            

Serrano WD
Totals 14,310$       17,309$       1.30$        17,924$      16,968$      (0.41)$          20,779$       18,776$       (0.87)$           

Westminster
Totals 231,903$     291,118$     2.87$        322,729$    763,373$    21.00$         394,269$    963,594$     26.75$          

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$     603,360$     4.64$        656,456$    998,800$    13.59$         808,139$    1,260,682$  16.87$          

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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6.7 Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA   
 
This option is second of two options that model detachment of some South County 
agencies and formation of a new CWA under Water Code Appendix 45.  Under Option 
3b – Nine Agency South CWA - the Six Agencies together with the Laguna Beach 
County Water District and the cities of San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano are 
detached. MWDOC continues as an MWD representing 19 retail agencies. The 
boundaries are illustrated in Figure 12. This option provides for contiguous boundaries. 

Figure 12 Nine Agency South CWA 
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Essential Services  

As was the case with Option 3a, the Nine Agency South CWA will provide only 
“essential” services as defined through the MWDOC MSR process.  The remaining 
MWDOC will continue to provide its full range of services to its member agencies.  

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the budgets developed for the Nine 
Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC.  The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Nine Agency South CWA budget includes the cost 
for the formation election and transitional costs and reflects reduced for Board 
compensation.  

Tables 17a and 17b provide budget summaries for Nine Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC respectively, presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal 
Year and Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figures 13a and 13b graphically 
illustrate the relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   

Table 17a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         187,322$         217,158$         
Special Projects 599,677$         327,642$         379,827$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         128,000$         148,387$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         7,725$             8,955$             

Water Awareness 327,388$         -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         250,764$         290,705$         
Information Technology 172,113$         90,365$           104,757$         

Overhead 931,592$         494,821$         573,633$         
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           40,717$           47,202$           

Election Costs 100,000$         -$                     
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$220,000 (210,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 6,014,372$      2,055,443$      2,427,862$      
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $1,235,341 368,741$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10
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Table 17b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         548,645$         636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         438,833$         508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           65,041$           75,401$           

Election Costs -$                     -$                     -$                     
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        (180,000)$        (180,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      4,433,291$      5,168,069$      
Reserve Fund Balance 4,739,000$      1,501,659$      776,259$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10

 

Figure 13a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 
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Figure 13b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC 
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Both the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC maintain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 49.3% is allocated to the Nine Agency South CWA and 50.7% to the 
remaining MWDOC based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 
percentages of revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These 
percentages are also used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Funds.  As 
noted above, the operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget 
over the 10-year projection period. Figures 14a and 14b graphically represent the 
relationship between the general fund budget and the operating reserve for both the 
Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC. 

Figure 14a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3b Six Agency CWA 
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Figure 14b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Nine Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
recovery tools:  

• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  

• For the Nine Agency CWA, a Water Increment Charge to recover general fund 
costs because its general fund costs are associated almost exclusively with 
providing water supply.  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge to recover approximately 
30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge to recover approximately 
70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the cost recovery pattern identified 
from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget data.      

Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

Like Option 3a, this option illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, which currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option 
analyzes the potential impact to rate payers should both the Nine Agency South CWA 
and remaining MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more 
common two-tier assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies 
needing Tier 2 water to purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 18 uses the data from Table 15 and provides a brief summary of both the Nine 
Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to their 
projected demand. Again, the analysis demonstrates that remaining MWDOC does 
have the capacity to continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Like 
the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South has a significant Tier 2 demand. 
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The Nine Agency CWA’s demand initially exceeds its Tier 1 allocation by over 17,000 
AF, growing to over 31,000 AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  Conversely, the remaining 
MWDOC organization experiences a reverse situation:  the initial Tier 1 allocation 
exceeds overall demand for water by 32,000 AF, but this is reduced to just less than 
12,000 AF by 2019-20. 

Table 18:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Nine Agency 
South CWA  

121,929 139,183 17,254 145,920 23,991 153,451 31,511 

Remaining 
MWDOC   

100,992 68,733 -32,259 83,573 -17,419 89,038 -11,954 

Impacts to Ratepayers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Nine Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a cost 
allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water purchases 
made by each retail agency.  

Attachment I presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Nine Agency 
South CWA.  Table 19 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Nine 
Agency South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 
2019-20. Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 
2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s Nine Agency CWA revenue 
contribution was divided by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order 
to develop a cost per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost 
to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 in Section 6.3 and again on Table 19.   The resultant 
increase or decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 19 in the 
column “Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result removing 
the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for Tier 2 water costs 
based on actual use.  However the impacts are not large when carried down to the 
individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts are under $5.00 per 
month and many ratepayers experience a cost savings.   Based on the results of this 
analysis, Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA is considered fiscally feasible.   
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Table 19:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Nine Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline

 Nine 
Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer 
Nine Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$          496,477$    157,102$       (32.20)$      602,535$    179,150$        (39.24)$      
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$          2,296,867$ 1,132,753$    (10.02)$      2,967,110$ 2,299,156$     (5.45)$        
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$          1,864,079$ 1,708,910$    (2.20)$        2,237,790$ 2,146,152$     (1.30)$        
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$          1,711,798$ 3,145,117$    22.55$       2,203,872$ 4,424,000$     32.42$       
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$          348,737$    94,180$         (19.73)$      393,593$    98,032$          (22.74)$      
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$          218,219$    412,975$       38.71$       272,755$    550,692$        53.24$       
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 132,092$     132,092$     -$          166,841$    37,723$         (14.90)$      200,161$    43,162$          (18.03)$      
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$          522,900$    373,044$       (7.68)$        624,412$    440,907$        (9.26)$        
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$          272,063$    68,712$         (17.41)$      325,734$    77,827$          (21.02)$      

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$          343,054$    204,829$       (10.55)$      430,671$    235,759$        (14.46)$      
Buena Park

Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$           385,191$     261,612$        (5.89)$         514,150$     311,330$        (9.48)$         
East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       95,838$       -$          123,255$    55,874$         (55.96)$      148,902$    62,085$          (71.75)$      
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$          263,589$    353,799$       5.02$         320,829$    446,203$        6.85$         
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$          534,111$    396,182$       (3.87)$        657,414$    448,046$        (5.78)$        
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$          886,361$    704,719$       (2.65)$        1,237,382$ 949,570$        (3.31)$        
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$          813,748$    608,975$       (3.69)$        987,143$    682,829$        (5.42)$        
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$          196,013$    146,855$       (3.67)$        238,494$    164,739$        (5.45)$        
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$          63,863$      70,180$         1.41$         77,663$      90,173$          2.75$         
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$          251,193$    225,487$       (1.05)$        302,312$    252,511$        (2.00)$        
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$          481,730$    358,197$       (3.82)$        582,418$    400,773$        (5.54)$        
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     120,000$     148,700$    60,063$         178,536$    66,273$          
Orange

Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$           650,905$     1,345,190$     18.75$        790,822$     1,674,729$     23.58$        
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       67,255$       -$           94,998$       120,797$        4.64$          116,951$     160,792$        7.79$          
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       14,310$       -$           17,924$       18,913$          0.43$          20,779$       20,708$          (0.03)$         
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     231,903$     -$           322,729$     792,185$        22.37$        394,269$     993,507$        28.15$        
Totals 489,990$     489,990$     -$          656,456$    1,052,127$    15.70$       808,139$    1,316,964$     18.96$       

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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6.8 Comparative Effects of a 20% Reduction in Water Demand  

In response to a number of conditions including drought, climate change and ecosystem 
disruption in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the Governor has called for a twenty 
percent reduction in per capita demand by the year 2020. The Department of Water 
Resources is currently working to implement this initiative, commonly known as 20 x 
2020. For the purposes of this study, the 20 x 2020 initiative would have the most fiscal 
impact on Options 3a and 3b because reduced demands would reduce Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 1 and 2a and 2b, MWDOC’s portfolio management strategy 
and Melded Water Rate Surcharge work to mitigate the impacts of Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 3a and 3b, when each agency is purchasing water according 
to its own demands, the impacts of Tier 2 purchases affect some agencies more than 
others.  

Table 20, below, illustrates these effects of demand reductions and illustrates that with 
demand reductions, some agencies eliminate their need for Tier 2 purchases. 

Draft

                         ROP    000195



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
Administrative Draft Technical Report 2  

Potential Governance Structure Options and Preliminary Financial Analysis  
Page 54 

 
 

 

   

Table 20:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected 20 x 2020 Reduced Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411 10,894 -517 10,038 -1,373 9,058 -2,353 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890   33,761         -322         33,386          -697 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    31,892        3,321         28,748          177 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416  29,490 11,949          28,452     10,911 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,017       -2,283            4,957       -3,343 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861      4,543        1,682     4,337        1,476 4,046      1,185 

Subtotal Six 
Agencies 102,767 121,910 19,143 115,535     12,768        108,647       5,880 

Laguna Beach         4,377    2,628     -1,749     2,410       -1967           2,182       -2,195 

San Clemente           8,674      9,806        1,132      8,993 319           7,995       -679 

San Juan 
Capistrano           6,111      4,839      -1,272 4,390      -1,721           3,935       -2,176 

Subtotal Nine 
Agencies  121,929 139,183 17,254 131,328      9,399 122,759 830 

Brea           8,826      5,997      -2,829     5,842       -2,984           5,112       -3,714 

Buena Park            7,358      4,536      -2,822      5,384       -1,974           5,762       -1,596 

EOCWD           5,279      2,947      -2,332     2,758       -2,521            2,474      -2,805 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,005         554      2,798           347 

Garden Grove           8,327      5,122      -3,205     6,223       -2,104           5,936      -2,391 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221      8,570       -4,191            8,127      -4,634 

Huntington 
Beach         10,962     8,327      -2,635      9,281       -1,681           8,625       -2,337 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703      2,224          -704            2,090         -838 

La Palma 657        629          -28        702           45              659           2 

Mesa 
Consolidated           6,493        616     -5,877      1,471       -5,022           1,398       -5,095 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281     5,580     -13,344           5,149     -13,775 

Orange          4,695     7,594        2,899     8,796        4,101          8,126        3,431 

Seal Beach 1,085      1,108        23      1,254        169           1,188       103 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -          -449              -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327      3,868       2,723           3,632       2,487 

Yorba Linda 8,652    11,280       2,628    11,155 2,503          10,155        1,503 

Subtotal 
Remaining 

MWDOC  
100,992 68,733 -34,448    76,113     -24,879         71,231     -29,764 

The 20 x 2020 Initiative has the potential to substantially lower the South County 
CWA’s Tier 2 water cost exposure, under both boundary options, which reduces the 
cost impacts to rate payers. This analysis suggests that additional investigation of cost-
effective conservation strategies has the potential to benefit rate payers. 

6.9 Conclusions  

While modeling and analysis of each alternative result in a diverse spread of costs, and 
each retail agency is affected differently, the changes are typically modest when 
brought down to the rate payer level.  Taking into account the high level of this study 
and the significant current uncertainties around the future cost of water, the analyses 
demonstrate that it is fiscally feasible to implement each of the alternatives studied.  
Specifically: 

• The assumption to reduce operating reserves to 15% of the general fund budget 
is the single largest contributor to the fiscal differences between MWDOC 
Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Subscription CWA; 

• MWDOC Subscription CWA, while shifting approximately $1,200,000 in costs 
among the retail agencies, does not have significant impact on rate payers; 

• While the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA options 
remove the “rate smoothing” affects of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and 
cause higher rate payer impacts in some cases, even these impacts are not 
significant. 

• The analysis also indicates that under both South County CWA boundary 
options, remaining MWDOC has a significant opportunity for rate smoothing 
and little risk of incurring Tier 2 water purchase costs. Both the Six Agency South 
County CWA and the Nine Agency South County CWA would also have some 
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opportunity to smooth rates, although collectively the agency would need to 
plan on paying some Tier 2 water costs on an annual basis. 

7. Next Steps 
Table 21, below, provides a previously revised timeline for completion of the MWDOC 
Governance Study.  Additional time has been inserted to ensure stakeholders have 
adequate time for review and comment (see Attachment J in the Appendix for a complete 
timeline of the Governance Study Process). 

Table 21:  Revised Timeline for Completion of the Governance Study  

Date Activity 

February 18, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting: Draft Technical Reports 1 and 2 – Potential Governance 
Structure Options and Preliminary Financial Analysis   

March 4, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Reports 1 and  2  due to LAFCO staff 

May 12, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting: Draft Technical Reports 1, 2 and  3 - Potential Governance 
Structure Options,  Preliminary Financial Analysis and  Viable Options Analysis 

May 20, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Reports 1,2 and  3 due to LAFCO staff 

July 15, 2009 Draft Governance Study distributed for Stakeholder/Public review 

July 29, 2009 Stakeholder and Public Comments due on Draft Governance Study 

September 9, 2009 LAFCO Commission Public Hearing 
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Overview of MWDOC 
This attachment provides a short summary of MWDOC’s history and its relationship 
to other key Southern California water agencies.    

In 1928, recognizing that the availability of water from groundwater sources was 
limited, several Southern California water purveyors formed  Metropolitan  with the 
objective to build an aqueduct to the Colorado River to deliver additional water to 
Southern California.  Twenty years later, in 1948, several Orange County coastal 
communities from Newport Beach south to the San Diego Count line formed the 
Coastal Municipal Water District (Coastal), under the Municipal Water District Law 
of 1911 (Water Code Section 71000 et. seq.) to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan.   MWDOC was subsequently formed in 1951 under the same 
authority and for a similar purpose – to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan to communities in northern Orange County.  Fifty years later in 2001, 
Coastal and MWDOC consolidated into a single agency that now sells wholesale 
water to retail agencies serving residents and businesses throughout Orange 
County.  MWDOC currently represents twenty eight (28) agencies at Metropolitan 
which are presented in the Table A-1 on the following page.   

As the LAFCO MSR notes, “MWDOC’s primary focus is on importing water, 
representing its member agencies at Metropolitan, and facilitating a regional 
approach to water reliability and water use efficiency.”  Today, as the wholesale 
provider for most of Orange County (its boundaries exclude the cities of Anaheim, 
Fullerton and Santa Ana which each have direct representation at Metropolitan), 
MWDOC has 4 of the 37 members of Metropolitan’s Board of Directors, and is 
entitled to purchase a share of Metropolitan’s contractual allotment for water 
deliveries from both the Colorado River Aqueduct and the California State Water 
Project.  MWDOC does not own water treatment or delivery facilities or any other 
major infrastructure.  Instead, MWDOC contracts for water from Metropolitan, 
which is delivered to MWDOC’s retail agencies from Metropolitan facilities through 
approximately 60 system connections.   

In addition to the sale of wholesale water and providing representation at 
Metropolitan,  MWDOC’s other current services include water use efficiency 
programs, emergency preparedness programs, reliability studies, project 
development, water awareness/public information programs, school programs and 
legislative advocacy.  As part of its December 2006 Policy changes MWDOC has 
committed to: 

• A project initiation policy when project costs are expected to exceed $25,000;  
• A project participation policy when project costs are expect to exceed $100,000 

and fewer than five retail agencies benefit; and  
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• A federal advocacy cost-sharing policy when fewer than five retail agencies 
benefit.  

 
Attachment B, in the following section, provides the MWDOC staff analysis and 
the formal Policy Statement adopted in December 2006. 
 

Table A-1: Agencies Represented by MWDOC 

 California Cities 

Brea La Habra San Juan Capistrano 

Buena Park La Palma Seal Beach 

Fountain Valley Newport Beach Tustin 

Garden Grove Orange Westminster 

Huntington Beach San Clemente  

California Water Districts (Water Code Section 34000 et. seq.) 

El Toro Water District Santa Margarita Water District 

Irvine Ranch Water District Serrano Water District 

Moulton Niguel Water District  

County Water Districts (Water Code Section 30000 et. seq.) 

East Orange County Water District Trabuco Canyon Water District 

Laguna Beach County Water District Yorba Linda Water District 

South Coast Water District  

Community Services Districts (Government Code Section 61000 et. seq.) 

Emerald Bay Community Services District 

Agencies Authorized by Special Legislation  

Mesa Consolidated Water District 

Orange County Water District 

Private Water Companies  

Golden State Water Company 
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  Attachment B - MWDOC 12-20-06 Staff 
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Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Governance Study  

List of Assumptions for the Fiscal Analysis 
As Modified for Stakeholder Input  

 
 

In order to develop a fiscal analysis for each of the government structure alternatives to be included 
in the next phase of study, some assumptions must be made with respect to Agency Profiles, 
Services and Budgets. Winzler & Kelly’s team is proposing the following assumptions for stakeholder 
review and comment.  
 
Assumptions for the Status Quo with December 2006 Policy Changes 
MWDOC Profile 

• MWDOC will remain a Municipal Water District with directors elected by district.  
• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 

Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.1 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Projected growth rates for MWDOC’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the 
MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the retail agencies’ UWMP, as 
updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ 
service area2. 

 
Services Provided by MWDOC 

• Services provided by MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy commitments 
made by the MWDOC Board in December 2006. 

 
MWDOC’s Budget and Cost Recovery  

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. MWDOC’s Melded Water Rate Surcharge  is also assumed to be 25% higher in FY 
09/10. The cost of water will increase by 5% per year after that.3 

•  Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report.For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & 
Kelly’s scope of work, an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• MWDOC will continue to use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge. 
• MWDOC will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge (per AF) and a Retail Meter 

Charge (per meter) to cover its general fund costs. These charges will be escalated in 
accordance with MWDOC’s 2008‐09 Fiscal Master Plan projections through Fiscal Year 2013‐
14 (because it is the last available data) and will be escalated at 3% per year after that. 

                                                            
1 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
2 UWMPs were obtained for El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts 
3 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, January 13 2009 Board Meeting Item 8‐1 
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Assumptions for MWDOC reorganized as a County Water Authority (CWA) (Two Service Model 
Options) 
 
CWA Profile 

• The CWA Board composition will be developed using the representation formula outlined in 
County Water Authority law.  

• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.4 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Projected growth rates for CWA’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the MWDOC 
Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the 
agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the CWA  
Two Service Options Will Be Developed 

• Option 1: Current MWDOC Service Model with December 2006 Policy Commitments  
• Option 2: “Subscription  Plan” 

o Essential Services provided by the CWA include:  
 Wholesale Water Importation 
 Planning and Resource Development5 
 Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects 
 Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

o Remaining services will continue to be provided and will be “subscribed” to by all 
retailers except the Six Agencies, because during the MSR process the Six Agencies 
indicated that they had alternative means for providing these services.  

 
CWA Budget and Cost Recovery 

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Each retailer represented on the CWA will pay the costs associated with its Board members 
attending CWA meetings. Board member costs for attending Metropolitan meetings and the 
Board conference and travel budget will be consistent with the current MWDOC budget. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. The CWA’s Melded Water Rate Surcharge  is also assumed to be 25% higher in FY 
09/10. The cost of water will increase by 5% per year after that. 

• Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report.Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund 
operating revenues based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers 
Association. 

                                                            
4 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
5 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting 
retails will pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
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• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• The formation election will occur in Fiscal Year 2009‐10 and will cost $100,000. 
• The CWA will continue to charge a Melded Water Rate Surcharge.  
• The CWA will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge (per AF) and a Retail Meter 

Charge (per meter) to cover its general fund costs.  
 
Assumptions for New South County Agency (2 Boundary Options)  
New South County Agency Profile 

• Two options will be developed  
o A New South County Agency including  El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa 

Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts.  
o A New South County Agency  including the six agencies together with the cities of 

San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano and Laguna Beach County Water District in 
order to provide contiguous boundaries. 

• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.6 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Under both options, projected growth rates for New South County Agency’s retail agencies 
will be brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or 
the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• Essential l services provided by the New South County Agency will include : 
 Wholesale Water Importation 
 Planning and Resource Development7 
 Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects 
 Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

• The New South County Agency will not own any infrastructure. The retail agencies will 
continue to utilize imported water infrastructure under Metropolitan WD rules and 
regulations and any existing ownership/access agreements.  

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County.   The New South County Agency will fund its share of these costs under a 
cost‐sharing agreement based on population served.8 .  

 
Budgets for New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• For the purpose of establishing an Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & Kelly will 
assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• The New South County Agency will pay for  WEROC services.   
                                                            
6 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
7 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting 
retails will pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
8 Population served is the current WEROC cost‐sharing formula (email from Karl Seckle to Harry Ehrlich and Gary 
Arant dated February 10, 2009.) 
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• The New South County Agency will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates 
consistent with the Metropolitan Tier 1 Allocation Method using 1989‐90 data.   

• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 
(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  

• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 
purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 

• Because of the significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10 and 5% per year after that.  

• Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report. The New South County Agency will charge a Water Increment Charge 
to cover its general fund costs. 

• Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund operating revenues 
based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers Association. 

• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated between the New South County Agency and 
the remaining MWDOC based on the 5‐year percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue 
provided to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• The pre‐formation costs for the new agency will be born by the reorganized retail agencies 
from their reserves and will not be accounted for in the financial analysis. 

• The election will occur in Fiscal Year 2009‐10 and will cost $100,000. 
• A transition staffing scenario will be budgeted over three years as outlined below beginning 

in FY 09/10 (formation election occurs in June 2010):  
 

First Full Year of Operation 
After the formation elections, for the first fiscal year of existence, the New South County 
Agency will: 

• Seat and organize the Board of Directors; select MWD representatives; 
• Initially utilize outside legal counsel and governmental consultants to process the 

various legal fillings, seek membership to MWD and develop basic operating rules 
and regulations; and 

• Rely on the resources of one or several of the participating agencies for staff and 
housing. Transitioning MWDOC staff might also be considered to meet staffing 
requirements of the new entity.  

 
Second Full Year of Operation 
With the completion of the first full year, it is assumed that the New South County Agency 
would: 

• Begin to function in the central roles of MWD representation and overall water 
operations/administration;  

• Through interaction with and input from the member agencies, determine which of 
the optional or subscription services, i.e., lobbying, conservation services, public 
education, would be provided by the new entity; 

• Start securing its own staff. With expanding activities and functions as it may no 
longer be practical or desirable to continue utilizing consultants and member agency 
staff resources; and   
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• Begin negotiations to lease a permanent facility to house its staff and Board of 
Directors. 

 
Third Full Year 
During the third full year of existence and operation, the new entity would: 

• Secure its full compliment of staff  (as outlined in Attachment A) as well as an outside 
legal consultant, in order to implement all functions desired by the members; and  

• Secure a permanent facility by lease to house the staff and Board functions.    
•  

Assumptions for the smaller MWDOC (both boundary options) 
Smaller MWDOC Profile 

• MWDOC will continue as an MWD representing either 19 or 22 retail agencies.  
• Under both options, future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which 
was estimated based on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment 
deliveries.9 

• Under both options, the number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service 
are is brought forward from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 
2006‐07. 

• Under both options, projected growth rates for the smaller MWDOC’s  retail agencies will be 
brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the 
agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area 

 
Services Provided by the smaller MWDOC  

• Services provided by the smaller MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy 
commitments made by the MWDOC Board in 2006. 

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County. MWDOC will continue to carry its, reduced, WEROC contribution in its 
budget.  

 
Budget for the Agency 

• For the purpose of establishing an initial Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & 
Kelly will assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• Water purchase costs will be reduced to account for the amount of water purchased by the 
New South County Agency. 

• The smaller MWDOC will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates consistent with 
existing MWDOC allocations.  

• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 
(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  

• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 
purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10.  

                                                            
9 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
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• . Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report. 

• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated to the smaller MWDOC based on the 5‐year 
percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue provided to MWDOC from the remaining retail 
agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• MWDOC will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge to 
cover its general fund costs. 
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Attachment A – Agency Staffing Assumptions 
MWDOC Baseline Staffing Analysis (Based on Exhibit I of the FY 2008/09 Budget)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.24 3.20 0.47 0.02 0.56 4.49
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 4.13 1.11 0.01 0.49 5.74
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 4.53 0.67 5.54
Public Affairs 0.16 1.00 0.52 2.35 0.45 4.48
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 0.03 4.82 0.52 5.47
Totals 5.78 3.71 4.42 5.61 3.34 4.53 1.77 3.25 32.41

Reorganized South County Agency (Assume School Program & Water Use Efficiency Program  Provided by Retailers)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Engineering 0.13 1.10 0.47 0.30 2.00
WEROC Staff 0.00
Administrative Services 2.00 0.55 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.13 0.72 0.15 1.00
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 2.38 0.45 3.00
Public Affairs 0.13 0.22 0.50 0.15 1.00
School Program 0.00
Water Use Efficiency 0.00
Totals 3.12 1.10 2.25 0.00 0.50 2.38 0.00 1.65 11.00

Remaining MWDOC

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.13 2.00 0.40 0.02 0.45 3.00
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 1.79 0.75 0.01 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 3.00 0.45 3.79
Public Affairs 0.13 0.42 2.00 0.45 3.00
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 2.50 0.40 3.00
Totals 3.30 2.51 2.96 3.19 2.99 3.00 1.77 2.76 22.48  Draft
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% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 
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Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

% of 
Total Total Percentage

El Toro WD
Water Purchased (AF) 10,317 4.66% 10,488 4.81% 11,539 4.58% 11,354 4.76% 11,169 4.96% 10,984 5.18% 11,018 5.09% 11,052 5.00% 11,085 4.92% 11,119 4.83% 11,153 4.76% 11,187 4.72% 11,221 4.69% 11,255 4.65% 11,282 4.62% 11,323 4.58% 542 4.78%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 10,043 1.71% 10,043 1.74% 10,025 1.66% 10,114 1.62% 10,203 1.58% 10,292 1.54% 10,342 1.53% 10,392 1.53% 10,441 1.52% 10,491 1.52% 10,541 1.51% 10,591 1.50% 10,641 1.50% 10,641 1.49% 10,680 1.48% 10,790 1.47%
Irvine Ranch WD*

Water Purchased (AF) 21,352 9.65% 22,737 10.42% 37,572 14.92% 36,112 15.14% 34,653 15.38% 33,193 15.66% 34,057 15.73% 34,921 15.80% 35,784 15.87% 36,648 15.93% 37,512 16.00% 38,356 16.18% 39,200 16.37% 40,045 16.55% 40,720 16.69% 41,733 16.89% 14,513 34.77%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 90,915 15.46% 93,474 16.15% 96,495 15.98% 102,768 16.43% 109,040 16.85% 115,313 17.24% 115,488 17.13% 115,664 17.01% 115,839 16.90% 116,015 16.78% 116,190 16.67% 117,486 16.68% 118,781 16.70% 118,781 16.61% 119,818 16.59% 122,668 16.71%

Moulton Niguel WD
Water Purchased (AF) 32,230 14.56% 33,438 15.33% 36,679 14.57% 36,157 15.16% 35,636 15.82% 35,114 16.56% 35,178 16.25% 35,242 15.95% 35,307 15.66% 35,371 15.38% 35,435 15.11% 35,535 14.99% 35,635 14.88% 35,735 14.77% 35,815 14.68% 35,935 14.55% 1,819 5.06%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 53,255 9.06% 53,343 9.22% 53,533 8.86% 59,157 9.46% 64,781 10.01% 70,405 10.53% 70,405 10.44% 70,405 10.36% 70,405 10.27% 70,405 10.19% 70,405 10.10% 70,405 10.00% 70,405 9.90% 70,405 9.84% 70,405 9.75% 70,405 9.59%
Santa Margarita WD

Water Purchased (AF) 30,268 13.67% 32,881 15.07% 34,758 13.80% 33,491 14.04% 32,224 14.30% 30,957 14.60% 31,319 14.47% 31,681 14.34% 32,043 14.21% 32,405 14.09% 32,767 13.97% 33,327 14.06% 33,886 14.15% 34,446 14.23% 34,893 14.30% 35,565 14.40% 2,929 8.24%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 51,247 8.72% 52,231 9.02% 52,868 8.75% 54,654 8.74% 56,439 8.72% 58,225 8.70% 59,294 8.79% 60,362 8.88% 61,431 8.96% 62,499 9.04% 63,568 9.12% 64,549 9.17% 65,530 9.21% 65,530 9.16% 66,314 9.18% 68,472 9.33%

South Coast Water District
Water Purchased (AF) 7,333 3.31% 7,005 3.21% 7,819 3.11% 7,616 3.19% 7,412 3.29% 7,209 3.40% 7,104 3.28% 7,000 3.17% 6,895 3.06% 6,791 2.95% 6,686 2.85% 6,588 2.78% 6,490 2.71% 6,392 2.64% 6,314 2.59% 6,196 2.51% -1,190 -19.20%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 12,357 2.10% 12,238 2.11% 12,389 2.05% 12,526 2.00% 12,663 1.96% 12,800 1.91% 12,820 1.90% 12,840 1.89% 12,860 1.88% 12,880 1.86% 12,900 1.85% 12,920 1.83% 12,940 1.82% 12,940 1.81% 12,956 1.79% 13,000 1.77%
Trabuco Canyon WD

Water Purchased (AF) 1,908 0.86% 2,265 1.04% 3,273 1.30% 3,696 1.55% 4,120 1.83% 4,543 2.14% 4,598 2.12% 4,653 2.11% 4,709 2.09% 4,764 2.07% 4,819 2.06% 4,867 2.05% 4,915 2.05% 4,962 2.05% 5,001 2.05% 5,058 2.05% 2,576 50.93%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 3,996 0.68% 3,990 0.69% 3,990 0.66% 4,257 0.68% 4,523 0.70% 4,790 0.72% 4,838 0.72% 4,886 0.72% 4,935 0.72% 4,983 0.72% 5,031 0.72% 5,069 0.72% 5,107 0.72% 5,107 0.71% 5,137 0.71% 5,220 0.71%

Laguna Beach CWD
Water Purchased (AF) 4,490 2.03% 4,473 2.05% 4,517 1.79% 3,887 1.63% 3,258 1.45% 2,628 1.24% 2,638 1.22% 2,648 1.20% 2,658 1.18% 2,668 1.16% 2,678 1.14% 2,688 1.13% 2,698 1.13% 2,708 1.12% 2,716 1.11% 2,728 1.10% -1,765 -64.71%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 3 8,469 1.44% 8,530 1.47% 7,979 1.32% 8,182 1.31% 8,386 1.30% 8,589 1.28% 8,610 1.28% 8,632 1.27% 8,643 1.26% 8,653 1.25% 8,664 1.24% 8,675 1.23% 8,686 1.22% 8,697 1.22% 8,708 1.21% 8,708 1.19%
San Clemente

Water Purchased (AF) 9,497 4.29% 10,659 4.89% 11,068 4.40% 10,647 4.46% 10,227 4.54% 9,806 4.63% 9,843 4.55% 9,880 4.47% 9,918 4.40% 9,955 4.33% 9,992 4.26% 9,992 4.22% 9,993 4.17% 9,993 4.13% 9,994 4.10% 9,994 4.05% -414 -4.14%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 16,286 2.77% 17,093 2.95% 17,311 2.87% 17,906 2.86% 18,501 2.86% 19,096 2.85% 19,177 2.84% 19,258 2.83% 19,339 2.82% 19,420 2.81% 19,501 2.80% 19,562 2.78% 19,624 2.76% 19,624 2.74% 19,673 2.72% 19,809 2.70%

San Juan Capistrano
Water Purchased (AF) 6,087 2.75% 2,836 1.30% 5,901 2.34% 5,547 2.33% 5,193 2.31% 4,839 2.28% 4,847 2.24% 4,855 2.20% 4,862 2.16% 4,870 2.12% 4,878 2.08% 4,886 2.06% 4,894 2.04% 4,903 2.03% 4,909 2.01% 4,919 1.99% -22 -0.45%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 10,913 1.86% 10,948 1.89% 10,917 1.81% 11,123 1.78% 11,329 1.75% 11,535 1.72% 11,564 1.71% 11,593 1.71% 11,623 1.70% 11,652 1.69% 11,682 1.68% 11,704 1.66% 11,726 1.65% 11,726 1.64% 11,744 1.63% 11,794 1.61%

Brea
Water Purchased (AF) 4,124 1.86% 4,081 1.87% 5,723 2.27% 5,814 2.44% 5,906 2.62% 5,997 2.83% 6,096 2.82% 6,195 2.80% 6,293 2.79% 6,392 2.78% 6,491 2.77% 6,579 2.78% 6,667 2.78% 6,754 2.79% 6,825 2.80% 6,930 2.81% 2,287 33.01%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 11,675 1.99% 11,745 2.03% 11,745 1.94% 12,032 1.92% 12,318 1.90% 12,605 1.88% 12,704 1.88% 12,804 1.88% 12,903 1.88% 13,002 1.88% 13,102 1.88% 13,177 1.87% 13,253 1.86% 13,253 1.85% 13,313 1.84% 13,479 1.84%
Buena Park

Water Purchased (AF) 5,640 2.55% 5,912 2.71% 5,978 2.37% 5,497 2.30% 5,017 2.23% 4,536 2.14% 4,825 2.23% 5,114 2.31% 5,404 2.40% 5,693 2.48% 5,982 2.55% 6,226 2.63% 6,470 2.70% 6,715 2.77% 6,910 2.83% 7,203 2.92% 1,360 18.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 19,750 3.36% 19,750 3.41% 19,750 3.27% 19,974 3.19% 20,198 3.12% 20,422 3.05% 20,530 3.04% 20,639 3.04% 20,747 3.03% 20,855 3.02% 20,964 3.01% 21,051 2.99% 21,138 2.97% 21,138 2.96% 21,207 2.94% 21,398 2.92%

East Orange County WD
Water Purchased (AF) 4,490 2.03% 2,697 1.24% 3,895 1.55% 3,579 1.50% 3,263 1.45% 2,947 1.39% 2,970 1.37% 2,994 1.35% 3,017 1.34% 3,041 1.32% 3,064 1.31% 3,070 1.30% 3,075 1.28% 3,081 1.27% 3,085 1.26% 3,092 1.25% -602 -19.47%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1,195 0.20% 1,196 0.21% 1,196 0.20% 1,197 0.19% 1,197 0.19% 1,198 0.18% 1,199 0.18% 1,200 0.18% 1,202 0.18% 1,203 0.17% 1,204 0.17% 1,205 0.17% 1,206 0.17% 1,206 0.17% 1,207 0.17% 1,210 0.16%
Fountain Valley

Water Purchased (AF) 3,558 1.61% 3,858 1.77% 3,674 1.46% 3,348 1.40% 3,023 1.34% 2,697 1.27% 2,825 1.31% 2,954 1.34% 3,082 1.37% 3,211 1.40% 3,339 1.42% 3,371 1.42% 3,402 1.42% 3,434 1.42% 3,459 1.42% 3,497 1.42% -200 -5.71%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 17,056 2.90% 1,608 0.28% 16,820 2.78% 17,057 2.73% 17,295 2.67% 17,532 2.62% 17,617 2.61% 17,702 2.60% 17,787 2.59% 17,872 2.59% 17,958 2.58% 18,026 2.56% 18,094 2.54% 18,094 2.53% 18,148 2.51% 18,298 2.49%

Garden Grove
Water Purchased (AF) 10,024 4.53% 10,331 4.74% 9,426 3.74% 7,991 3.35% 6,557 2.91% 5,122 2.42% 5,480 2.53% 5,839 2.64% 6,197 2.75% 6,556 2.85% 6,914 2.95% 7,015 2.96% 7,116 2.97% 7,218 2.98% 7,299 2.99% 7,420 3.00% -2,507 -33.79%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 33,898 5.77% 33,944 5.86% 33,944 5.62% 34,273 5.48% 34,602 5.35% 34,931 5.22% 35,080 5.20% 35,230 5.18% 35,379 5.16% 35,529 5.14% 35,678 5.12% 35,789 5.08% 35,901 5.05% 35,901 5.02% 35,990 4.98% 36,235 4.94%
Golden State Water Company

Water Purchased (AF) 9,764 4.41% 10,570 4.84% 10,441 4.15% 9,474 3.97% 8,507 3.78% 7,540 3.56% 7,936 3.67% 8,333 3.77% 8,729 3.87% 9,126 3.97% 9,522 4.06% 9,649 4.07% 9,777 4.08% 9,904 4.09% 10,006 4.10% 10,159 4.11% -99 -0.98%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 42,246 7.19% 46,381 8.01% 46,753 7.74% 49,044 7.84% 51,447 7.95% 53,968 8.07% 56,612 8.40% 59,386 8.74% 62,296 9.09% 65,349 9.45% 68,551 9.83% 71,910 10.21% 75,434 10.60% 79,130 11.06% 83,007 11.50% 87,074 11.86%

Huntington Beach
Water Purchased (AF) 11,041 4.99% 5,902 2.71% 11,293 4.49% 10,304 4.32% 9,316 4.14% 8,327 3.93% 8,724 4.03% 9,121 4.13% 9,518 4.22% 9,915 4.31% 10,312 4.40% 10,406 4.39% 10,500 4.38% 10,593 4.38% 10,668 4.37% 10,781 4.36% 1,369 12.70%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 52,169 8.87% 52,169 9.01% 52,280 8.66% 53,013 8.47% 53,746 8.30% 54,480 8.14% 54,668 8.11% 54,856 8.07% 55,044 8.03% 55,231 7.99% 55,419 7.95% 55,575 7.89% 55,730 7.83% 55,730 7.79% 55,854 7.74% 56,196 7.66%
La Habra

Water Purchased (AF) 3,324 1.50% 3,590 1.65% 4,466 1.77% 3,719 1.56% 2,972 1.32% 2,225 1.05% 2,275 1.05% 2,326 1.05% 2,376 1.05% 2,427 1.06% 2,477 1.06% 2,504 1.06% 2,531 1.06% 2,559 1.06% 2,580 1.06% 2,613 1.06% -1,180 -45.17%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 12,532 2.13% 12,532 2.17% 12,707 2.10% 12,869 2.06% 13,031 2.01% 13,193 1.97% 13,231 1.96% 13,269 1.95% 13,307 1.94% 13,344 1.93% 13,382 1.92% 13,413 1.90% 13,444 1.89% 13,444 1.88% 13,468 1.87% 13,536 1.84%

La Palma
Water Purchased (AF) 585 0.26% 368 0.17% 616 0.24% 620 0.26% 625 0.28% 629 0.30% 659 0.30% 689 0.31% 720 0.32% 750 0.33% 780 0.33% 789 0.33% 798 0.33% 806 0.33% 813 0.33% 824 0.33% 301 36.53%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 4,455 0.76% 4,323 0.75% 4,323 0.72% 4,354 0.70% 4,385 0.68% 4,417 0.66% 4,431 0.66% 4,446 0.65% 4,460 0.65% 4,475 0.65% 4,490 0.64% 4,500 0.64% 4,510 0.63% 4,510 0.63% 4,518 0.63% 4,541 0.62%
Mesa Consolidated

Water Purchased (AF) 1,344 0.61% 2,748 1.26% 1,098 0.44% 937 0.39% 777 0.34% 616 0.29% 820 0.38% 1,023 0.46% 1,227 0.54% 1,430 0.62% 1,634 0.70% 1,657 0.70% 1,679 0.70% 1,702 0.70% 1,720 0.70% 1,747 0.71% 17 0.97%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 23,566 4.01% 23,636 4.08% 23,752 3.93% 23,847 3.81% 23,942 3.70% 24,038 3.59% 24,134 3.58% 24,231 3.56% 24,328 3.55% 24,425 3.53% 24,523 3.52% 24,621 3.50% 24,719 3.47% 24,700 3.45% 24,818 3.44% 24,918 3.39%

Newport Beach
Water Purchased (AF) 5,945 2.69% 6,317 2.90% 6,568 2.61% 5,926 2.48% 5,285 2.35% 4,643 2.19% 4,954 2.29% 5,266 2.38% 5,577 2.47% 5,889 2.56% 6,200 2.64% 6,247 2.64% 6,294 2.63% 6,342 2.62% 6,379 2.61% 6,436 2.61% 159 2.48%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 26,361 4.48% 24,098 4.16% 29,667 4.91% 30,370 4.85% 31,073 4.80% 31,776 4.75% 31,891 4.73% 32,006 4.71% 32,121 4.69% 32,236 4.66% 32,351 4.64% 32,437 4.61% 32,524 4.57% 32,524 4.55% 32,593 4.51% 32,783 4.47%
OCWD

Water Purchased (AF) 5 10,820 4.89% 6,511 2.98% 7,544 3.00% 6,363 2.67% 5,181 2.30% 4,000 1.89% 4,000 1.85% 4,000 1.81% 4,000 1.77% 4,000 1.74% 4,000 1.71% 4,000 1.69% 4,000 1.67% 4,000 1.65% 4,000 1.64% 4,000 1.62% -4,292 -107.29%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Orange
Water Purchased (AF) 10,102 4.56% 10,242 4.69% 10,041 3.99% 9,225 3.87% 8,410 3.73% 7,594 3.58% 8,030 3.71% 8,466 3.83% 8,901 3.95% 9,337 4.06% 9,773 4.17% 9,850 4.16% 9,927 4.14% 10,003 4.13% 10,065 4.12% 10,157 4.11%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 34,828 5.92% 34,484 5.96% 34,711 5.75% 35,293 5.64% 35,876 5.54% 36,458 5.45% 36,573 5.42% 36,687 5.40% 36,802 5.37% 36,917 5.34% 37,031 5.31% 37,122 5.27% 37,212 5.23% 37,212 5.20% 37,285 5.16% 37,484 5.11%
Seal Beach

Water Purchased (AF) 1,598 0.72% 1,488 0.68% 1,160 0.46% 1,143 0.48% 1,125 0.50% 1,108 0.52% 1,165 0.54% 1,222 0.55% 1,279 0.57% 1,336 0.58% 1,393 0.59% 1,411 0.60% 1,430 0.60% 1,448 0.60% 1,463 0.60% 1,485 0.60% 70 4.69%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 5,580 0.95% 5,580 0.96% 5,339 0.88% 5,388 0.86% 5,437 0.84% 5,486 0.82% 5,502 0.82% 5,517 0.81% 5,533 0.81% 5,549 0.80% 5,564 0.80% 5,577 0.79% 5,590 0.79% 5,590 0.78% 5,600 0.78% 5,628 0.77%

Serrano WD
Water Purchased (AF) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 #DIV/0!

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 2,308 0.39% 2,307 0.40% 2,308 0.38% 2,308 0.37% 2,308 0.36% 2,308 0.35% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.31%
Westminster

Water Purchased (AF) 2 4,618 2.09% 4,808 2.20% 4,393 1.74% 4,086 1.71% 3,779 1.68% 3,472 1.64% 3,637 1.68% 3,802 1.72% 3,968 1.76% 4,133 1.80% 4,298 1.83% 4,346 1.83% 4,395 1.83% 4,443 1.84% 4,482 1.84% 4,540 1.84% -66 -1.46%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 20,024 3.41% 20,161 3.48% 20,237 3.35% 20,359 3.25% 20,481 3.16% 20,604 3.08% 20,679 3.07% 20,755 3.05% 20,831 3.04% 20,906 3.02% 20,982 3.01% 21,043 2.99% 21,103 2.97% 21,103 2.95% 21,152 2.93% 21,285 2.90%

Yorba Linda WD
Water Purchased (AF) 10,898 4.92% 11,959 5.48% 12,338 4.90% 11,985 5.02% 11,633 5.16% 11,280 5.32% 11,503 5.31% 11,726 5.31% 11,948 5.30% 12,171 5.29% 12,394 5.29% 12,454 5.25% 12,514 5.22% 12,574 5.20% 12,622 5.17% 12,694 5.14% 962 7.58%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 22,793 3.88% 22,995 3.97% 22,995 3.81% 23,480 3.75% 23,965 3.70% 24,450 3.66% 24,600 3.65% 24,750 3.64% 24,900 3.63% 25,050 3.62% 25,200 3.61% 25,526 3.62% 25,852 3.63% 25,852 3.61% 26,113 3.62% 26,830 3.65%
Total Imported Water Sold or

Projected to be Sold 221,357 100% 218,164 100% 251,780 100% 238,522 100% 225,264 100% 212,006 100% 216,503 100% 221,001 100% 225,498 100% 229,996 100% 234,493 100% 237,000 100% 239,507 100% 242,015 100% 244,020 100% 247,029 100%

Total Retail Meters in Service Area 587,917 578,799 604,034 625,545 647,168 668,910 674,298 679,818 685,463 691,250 697,188 704,240 711,457 715,145 722,019 734,070

Past Demands from Exhibit A to MWDOC Rate Resolution
Future Demands from MWDOC UWMPs

Past Retail Connections from MWDOC's Annual Rate Survey
(1) Future Retail Connections from Retail Agency's UWMPs
(2) Future Retail Connections Projected from City Growth Rates
(3) Future Retail Connections from 08/09 budget
(4) Growth Rate Based on Average Average of 04/05 through 06/07
(5) Water Purchases based on MWDOC's analysis of OCWD's planned purchases and availability of Metropolitan replenishment water. Purchases projected here are purchases made at retail rates

MWDOC UWMP Table 2-2-1-4-AExhibit A from MWDOC Rates
Change 06/07 to 19/20FY 19-20FY 18-19FY 17-18FY 15-16FY 14-15FY 13-14 FY 16-17FY 04-05 FY 09-10FY 08-09FY 07-08FY 06-07 FY 12-13FY 11-12FY 10-11FY 05-06
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Attachment E

MWDOC Baseline Analysis

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$    23.89% 1,489,924$      23.89% $1,534,622 23.89% $1,580,660 23.89% $1,628,080 23.89% $1,676,922 23.89% 1,727,230$      23.89% $1,779,047 23.89% $1,832,418 23.89% $1,887,391 23.89% $1,944,013 23.89% 2,002,333$      23.89%

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$       11.90% 742,129$         11.90% $764,393 11.90% $787,325 11.90% $810,945 11.90% $835,273 11.90% 860,331$         11.90% $886,141 11.90% $912,726 11.90% $940,107 11.90% $968,311 11.90% 997,360$         11.90%
Special Projects 582,211$       9.62% 599,677$         9.62% $617,668 9.62% $636,198 9.62% $655,284 9.62% $674,942 9.62% 695,190$         9.62% $716,046 9.62% $737,527 9.62% $759,653 9.62% $782,443 9.62% 805,916$         9.62%

Governmental Affairs 266,939$       4.41% 274,947$         4.41% $283,196 4.41% $291,691 4.41% $300,442 4.41% $309,455 4.41% 318,739$         4.41% $328,301 4.41% $338,150 4.41% $348,295 4.41% $358,744 4.41% 369,506$         4.41%
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$       12.59% 785,143$         12.59% $808,698 12.59% $832,958 12.59% $857,947 12.59% $883,686 12.59% 910,196$         12.59% $937,502 12.59% $965,627 12.59% $994,596 12.59% $1,024,434 12.59% 1,055,167$      12.59%

Water Awareness 317,852$       5.25% 327,388$         5.25% $337,209 5.25% $347,325 5.25% $357,745 5.25% $368,478 5.25% 379,532$         5.25% $390,918 5.25% $402,645 5.25% $414,725 5.25% $427,167 5.25% 439,982$         5.25%
School Programs 355,527$       5.87% 366,193$         5.87% $377,179 5.87% $388,494 5.87% $400,149 5.87% $412,153 5.87% 424,518$         5.87% $437,253 5.87% $450,371 5.87% $463,882 5.87% $477,799 5.87% 492,133$         5.87%

Finance 440,098$       7.27% 453,301$         7.27% $466,900 7.27% $480,907 7.27% $495,334 7.27% $510,194 7.27% 525,500$         7.27% $541,265 7.27% $557,503 7.27% $574,228 7.27% $591,455 7.27% 609,199$         7.27%
Information Technology 167,100$       2.76% 172,113$         2.76% $177,276 2.76% $182,595 2.76% $188,073 2.76% $193,715 2.76% 199,526$         2.76% $205,512 2.76% $211,677 2.76% $218,028 2.76% $224,568 2.76% 231,305$         2.76%

Overhead 904,458$       14.94% 931,592$         14.94% $959,539 14.94% $988,326 14.94% $1,017,975 14.94% $1,048,515 14.94% 1,079,970$      14.94% $1,112,369 14.94% $1,145,740 14.94% $1,180,113 14.94% $1,215,516 14.94% 1,251,981$      14.94%
Desalination Study -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$         1.51% 93,965$           1.51% $96,784 1.51% $99,687 1.51% $102,678 1.51% $105,758 1.51% 108,931$         1.51% $112,199 1.51% $115,565 1.51% $119,032 1.51% $122,603 1.51% 126,281$         1.51%
Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$    100.00% 6,236,372$      100.00% $6,423,463 100.00% $6,616,167 100.00% $6,814,652 100.00% $7,019,092 100.00% 7,229,664$      100.00% $7,446,554 100.00% $7,669,951 100.00% $7,900,049 100.00% $8,137,051 100.00% 8,381,162$      100.00%

Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$    4,739,000$      $4,737,000 $4,737,000 $4,737,000 $4,738,000 5,227,013$     5,812,481$  6,501,111$ 6,579,986$  7,452,783$   8,494,534$      

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD

Increment Charge (AF) 72,599$         1.20% 82,380$           1.32% 88,803$         1.38% 94,823$         1.43% 100,212$       1.47% 106,077$       1.51% 109,592$         1.52% 113,223$      1.52% 116,975$     1.53% 120,849$      1.53% 124,775$      1.53% 128,983$         1.54%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 56,117$         0.93% 63,810$           1.02% 68,670$         1.07% 71,702$         1.08% 75,178$         1.10% 79,104$         1.13% 81,864$           1.13% 84,718$        1.14% 87,670$       1.14% 90,300$        1.14% 93,357$        1.15% 97,144$           1.16%

Irvine Ranch WD*
Increment Charge (AF) 225,242$       3.72% 248,948$         3.99% 274,498$       4.27% 299,619$       4.53% 323,491$       4.75% 349,624$       4.98% 368,600$         5.10% 388,203$      5.21% 408,649$     5.33% 429,973$      5.44% 450,341$      5.53% 475,391$         5.67%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 599,722$       9.91% 714,941$         11.46% 766,843$       11.94% 798,080$       12.06% 834,042$       12.24% 874,750$       12.46% 902,355$         12.48% 939,789$      12.62% 978,657$     12.76% 1,008,017$   12.76% 1,047,318$   12.87% 1,104,399$      13.18%
Moulton Niguel WD

Increment Charge (AF) 231,632$       3.83% 263,355$         4.22% 283,536$       4.41% 302,380$       4.57% 319,172$       4.68% 337,437$       4.81% 348,191$         4.82% 359,649$      4.83% 371,481$     4.84% 383,699$      4.86% 396,095$      4.87% 409,345$         4.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 356,296$       5.88% 436,511$         7.00% 467,489$       7.28% 485,795$       7.34% 506,916$       7.44% 530,854$       7.56% 546,779$         7.56% 563,183$      7.56% 580,078$     7.56% 597,481$      7.56% 615,405$      7.56% 633,867$         7.56%

Santa Margarita WD
Increment Charge (AF) 209,456$       3.46% 232,178$         3.72% 252,431$       3.93% 271,823$       4.11% 289,669$       4.25% 309,144$       4.40% 321,975$         4.45% 337,298$      4.53% 353,251$     4.61% 369,857$      4.68% 385,904$      4.74% 405,130$         4.83%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 310,416$       5.13% 360,995$         5.79% 393,710$       6.13% 416,499$       6.30% 442,302$       6.49% 471,245$       6.71% 493,682$         6.83% 516,338$      6.93% 539,909$     7.04% 556,106$      7.04% 579,648$      7.12% 616,464$         7.36%
South Coast Water District

Increment Charge (AF) 48,180$         0.80% 54,068$           0.87% 57,261$         0.89% 60,058$         0.91% 62,333$         0.91% 64,782$         0.92% 65,698$           0.91% 66,677$        0.90% 67,656$       0.88% 68,633$        0.87% 69,825$        0.86% 70,580$           0.84%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 69,647$         1.15% 79,360$           1.27% 85,125$         1.33% 88,596$         1.34% 92,592$         1.36% 97,115$         1.38% 100,184$         1.39% 103,349$      1.39% 106,615$     1.39% 109,813$      1.39% 113,247$      1.39% 117,041$         1.40%

Trabuco Canyon WD
Increment Charge (AF) 26,778$         0.44% 34,073$           0.55% 37,061$         0.58% 39,926$         0.60% 42,566$         0.62% 45,447$         0.65% 47,352$           0.65% 49,257$        0.66% 51,233$       0.67% 53,283$        0.67% 55,304$        0.68% 57,617$           0.69%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 24,878$         0.41% 29,698$           0.48% 32,126$         0.50% 33,716$         0.51% 35,529$         0.52% 37,570$         0.54% 39,072$           0.54% 40,546$        0.54% 42,074$       0.55% 43,336$        0.55% 44,901$        0.55% 46,996$           0.56%
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 21,175$         0.35% 19,710$           0.32% 21,262$         0.33% 22,720$         0.34% 24,028$         0.35% 25,453$         0.36% 26,315$           0.36% 27,205$        0.37% 28,126$       0.37% 29,077$        0.37% 30,038$        0.37% 31,075$           0.37%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 46,121$         0.76% 53,252$           0.85% 57,170$         0.89% 59,561$         0.90% 62,230$         0.91% 65,244$         0.93% 67,286$           0.93% 69,393$        0.93% 71,565$       0.93% 73,806$        0.93% 76,116$        0.94% 78,399$           0.94%

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 66,473$         1.10% 73,545$           1.18% 79,336$         1.24% 84,774$         1.28% 89,655$         1.32% 94,969$         1.35% 98,183$           1.36% 101,133$      1.36% 104,171$     1.36% 107,301$      1.36% 110,523$      1.36% 113,844$         1.36%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 101,757$       1.68% 118,398$         1.90% 127,337$       1.98% 132,881$       2.01% 139,241$       2.04% 146,426$       2.09% 151,446$         2.09% 156,482$      2.10% 161,684$     2.11% 166,534$      2.11% 171,961$      2.11% 178,339$         2.13%
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 33,755$         0.56% 36,293$           0.58% 39,065$         0.61% 41,652$         0.63% 43,956$         0.65% 46,462$         0.66% 47,932$           0.66% 49,453$        0.66% 51,022$       0.67% 52,641$        0.67% 54,293$        0.67% 56,034$           0.67%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 62,308$         1.03% 71,514$           1.15% 76,785$         1.20% 79,995$         1.21% 83,685$         1.23% 87,858$         1.25% 90,723$           1.25% 93,623$        1.26% 96,616$       1.26% 99,515$        1.26% 102,657$      1.26% 106,179$         1.27%

Total 2,562,550$    42.32% 2,973,026$      47.67% 3,208,509$    49.95% 3,384,599$    51.16% 3,566,795$    52.34% 3,769,560$    53.70% 3,907,229$      54.04% 4,059,520$   54.52% 4,217,432$  54.99% 4,360,221$   55.19% 4,521,707$   55.57% 4,726,830$      56.40%
Increment Only 935,289$       15.45% 1,044,548$      16.75% 1,133,255$    17.64% 1,217,775$    18.41% 1,295,081$    19.00% 1,379,394$    19.65% 1,433,839$      19.83% 1,492,099$   20.04% 1,552,563$  20.24% 1,615,313$   20.45% 1,677,098$   20.61% 1,748,000$      20.86%

Retail Meter Only 1,627,261$    26.88% 1,928,479$      30.92% 2,075,254$    32.31% 2,166,825$    32.75% 2,271,714$    33.34% 2,390,166$    34.05% 2,473,390$      34.21% 2,567,422$   34.48% 2,664,869$  34.74% 2,744,908$   34.75% 2,844,609$   34.96% 2,978,830$      35.54%

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 38,387$         0.63% 44,978$           0.72% 49,132$         0.76% 49,928$         0.75% 50,725$         0.74% 51,521$         0.73% 63,782$           0.88% 66,584$        0.89% 69,497$       0.91% 72,524$        0.92% 75,477$        0.93% 78,941$           0.94%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,750$         1.12% 78,150$           1.25% 84,356$         1.31% 85,016$         1.28% 85,676$         1.26% 86,336$         1.23% 101,751$         1.41% 105,408$      1.42% 109,192$     1.42% 112,468$      1.42% 116,370$      1.43% 121,358$         1.45%

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 32,608$         0.54% 34,020$           0.55% 38,891$         0.61% 41,222$         0.62% 43,553$         0.64% 45,884$         0.65% 58,780$           0.81% 63,015$        0.85% 67,451$       0.88% 72,097$        0.91% 76,421$        0.94% 82,051$           0.98%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 111,088$       1.83% 126,615$         2.03% 136,320$       2.12% 137,040$       2.07% 137,760$       2.02% 138,480$       1.97% 162,809$         2.25% 168,388$      2.26% 174,156$     2.27% 179,380$      2.27% 185,369$      2.28% 192,651$         2.30%
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 21,210$         0.35% 22,103$           0.35% 23,941$         0.37% 24,130$         0.36% 24,319$         0.36% 24,507$         0.35% 30,107$           0.42% 31,067$        0.42% 32,058$       0.42% 33,080$        0.42% 34,122$        0.42% 35,222$           0.42%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 6,585$           0.11% 7,428$             0.12% 7,963$           0.12% 7,971$           0.12% 7,979$           0.12% 7,987$           0.11% 9,351$             0.13% 9,641$          0.13% 9,940$         0.13% 10,238$        0.13% 10,553$        0.13% 10,894$           0.13%

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 19,647$         0.32% 20,228$           0.32% 22,773$         0.35% 23,808$         0.36% 24,843$         0.36% 25,877$         0.37% 32,810$           0.45% 34,114$        0.46% 35,467$       0.46% 36,870$        0.47% 38,256$        0.47% 39,835$           0.48%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 95,121$         1.57% 108,698$         1.74% 116,977$       1.82% 117,543$       1.78% 118,108$       1.73% 118,673$       1.69% 139,462$         1.93% 144,191$      1.94% 149,078$     1.94% 153,551$      1.94% 158,634$      1.95% 164,744$         1.97%
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 42,618$         0.70% 38,415$           0.62% 44,172$         0.69% 47,061$         0.71% 49,949$         0.73% 52,838$         0.75% 67,938$           0.94% 71,001$        0.95% 74,186$       0.97% 77,498$        0.98% 80,718$        0.99% 84,523$           1.01%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 190,309$       3.14% 216,569$         3.47% 232,931$       3.63% 233,924$       3.54% 234,917$       3.45% 235,909$       3.36% 277,083$         3.83% 286,286$      3.84% 295,793$     3.86% 304,667$      3.86% 314,586$      3.87% 326,230$         3.89%

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 55,296$         0.91% 56,550$           0.91% 63,967$         1.00% 67,162$         1.02% 70,357$         1.03% 73,552$         1.05% 93,565$           1.29% 97,661$        1.31% 101,919$     1.33% 106,345$      1.35% 110,662$      1.36% 115,724$         1.38%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 282,959$       4.67% 334,601$         5.37% 375,906$       5.85% 394,326$       5.96% 413,648$       6.07% 433,916$       6.18% 532,380$         7.36% 575,221$      7.72% 621,509$     8.10% 671,522$      8.50% 725,559$      8.92% 783,945$         9.35%
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 60,552$         1.00% 62,453$           1.00% 70,315$         1.09% 73,515$         1.11% 76,715$         1.13% 79,915$         1.14% 101,328$         1.40% 105,317$      1.41% 109,454$     1.43% 113,745$      1.44% 117,987$      1.45% 122,809$         1.47%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 295,606$       4.88% 337,774$         5.42% 362,993$       5.65% 364,241$       5.51% 365,489$       5.36% 366,737$       5.22% 430,398$         5.95% 444,553$      5.97% 459,170$     5.99% 472,945$      5.99% 488,220$      6.00% 505,944$         6.04%

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 19,318$         0.32% 16,688$           0.27% 18,340$         0.29% 18,746$         0.28% 19,152$         0.28% 19,558$         0.28% 24,339$           0.34% 25,345$        0.34% 26,389$       0.34% 27,473$        0.35% 28,537$        0.35% 29,765$           0.36%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 71,671$         1.18% 81,797$           1.31% 87,853$         1.37% 88,105$         1.33% 88,356$         1.30% 88,607$         1.26% 103,930$         1.44% 107,294$      1.44% 110,765$     1.44% 114,088$      1.44% 117,725$      1.45% 121,865$         1.45%
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 4,060$           0.07% 4,718$             0.08% 5,313$           0.08% 5,557$           0.08% 5,800$           0.09% 6,043$           0.09% 7,664$             0.11% 7,983$          0.11% 8,315$         0.11% 8,659$          0.11% 8,996$          0.11% 9,386$             0.11%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 24,120$         0.40% 27,383$           0.44% 29,423$         0.46% 29,520$         0.45% 29,617$         0.43% 29,714$         0.42% 34,867$           0.48% 35,995$        0.48% 37,160$       0.48% 38,275$        0.48% 39,496$        0.49% 40,885$           0.49%

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF) 5,048$           0.08% 4,620$             0.07% 6,606$           0.10% 8,247$           0.12% 9,888$           0.15% 11,529$         0.16% 16,056$           0.22% 16,766$        0.23% 17,505$       0.23% 18,273$        0.23% 19,021$        0.23% 19,901$           0.24%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 131,683$       2.17% 149,037$         2.39% 160,252$       2.49% 160,893$       2.43% 161,536$       2.37% 162,183$       2.31% 190,449$         2.63% 196,947$      2.64% 203,667$     2.66% 209,611$      2.65% 216,934$      2.67% 224,336$         2.68%
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 34,350$         0.57% 34,823$           0.56% 39,932$         0.62% 42,442$         0.64% 44,952$         0.66% 47,462$         0.68% 60,922$           0.84% 63,228$        0.85% 65,617$       0.86% 68,092$        0.86% 70,552$        0.87% 73,314$           0.87%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 170,902$       2.82% 197,011$         3.16% 211,756$       3.30% 212,520$       3.21% 213,283$       3.13% 214,047$       3.05% 251,244$         3.48% 259,473$      3.48% 267,970$     3.49% 276,009$      3.49% 284,894$      3.50% 295,153$         3.52%

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 33,679$         0.56% 30,000$           0.48% 32,240$         0.50% 34,320$         0.52% 36,160$         0.53% 38,160$         0.54% 39,305$           0.54% 40,484$        0.54% 41,698$       0.54% 42,949$        0.54% 44,238$        0.54% 45,565$           0.54%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 54,663$         0.90% 56,955$           0.91% 64,720$         1.01% 72,635$         1.10% 80,469$         1.18% 89,077$         1.27% 96,031$           1.33% 99,690$        1.34% 103,481$     1.35% 107,410$      1.36% 111,312$      1.37% 115,701$         1.38%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 197,317$       3.26% 226,041$         3.62% 242,844$       3.78% 243,605$       3.68% 244,366$       3.59% 245,127$       3.49% 287,592$         3.98% 296,944$      3.99% 306,599$     4.00% 315,797$      4.00% 325,904$      4.01% 337,474$         4.03%

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 7,315$           0.12% 8,310$             0.13% 9,390$           0.15% 9,849$           0.15% 10,309$         0.15% 10,768$         0.15% 13,688$           0.19% 14,285$        0.19% 14,905$       0.19% 15,550$        0.20% 16,179$        0.20% 16,916$           0.20%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 29,905$         0.49% 34,015$           0.55% 36,532$         0.57% 36,636$         0.55% 36,739$         0.54% 36,843$         0.52% 43,213$           0.60% 44,611$        0.60% 46,054$       0.60% 47,436$        0.60% 48,948$        0.60% 50,669$           0.60%
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                     0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                     0.00%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 12,694$         0.21% 14,310$           0.23% 15,325$         0.24% 15,925$         0.24% 16,618$         0.24% 17,402$         0.25% 17,924$           0.25% 18,462$        0.25% 19,016$       0.25% 19,586$        0.25% 20,174$        0.25% 20,779$           0.25%

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 24,564$         0.41% 26,040$           0.42% 29,316$         0.46% 30,647$         0.46% 31,979$         0.47% 33,310$         0.47% 42,233$           0.58% 43,990$        0.59% 45,814$       0.60% 47,708$        0.60% 49,568$        0.61% 51,716$           0.62%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 112,648$       1.86% 127,743$         2.05% 137,311$       2.14% 137,813$       2.08% 138,316$       2.03% 138,818$       1.98% 162,950$         2.25% 168,323$      2.26% 173,872$     2.27% 179,088$      2.27% 184,884$      2.27% 191,631$         2.29%
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 75,612$         1.25% 84,600$           1.36% 92,713$         1.44% 94,508$         1.43% 96,304$         1.41% 98,100$         1.40% 121,786$         1.68% 126,047$      1.69% 130,454$     1.70% 135,011$      1.71% 139,593$      1.72% 144,601$         1.73%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 131,808$       2.18% 151,590$         2.43% 163,344$       2.54% 164,340$       2.48% 165,336$       2.43% 166,332$       2.37% 195,708$         2.71% 204,187$      2.74% 212,999$     2.78% 219,389$      2.78% 228,250$      2.81% 241,555$         2.88%

Total 2,461,091$    40.65% 2,764,259$      44.32% 3,013,850$    46.92% 3,073,195$    46.45% 3,133,216$    45.98% 3,195,214$    45.52% 3,811,447$      52.72% 3,972,502$   53.35% 4,141,150$  53.99% 4,307,334$   54.52% 4,488,140$   55.16% 4,696,084$      56.03%
Increment Only 528,927$       8.74% 545,498$         8.75% 611,762$       9.52% 643,778$       9.73% 675,474$       9.91% 708,103$       10.09% 870,336$         12.04% 906,577$      12.17% 944,210$     12.31% 983,284$      12.45% 1,021,639$   12.56% 1,065,971$      12.72%

Retail Meter Only 1,932,164$    31.91% 2,218,761$      35.58% 2,402,088$    37.40% 2,429,416$   36.72% 2,457,742$   36.07% 2,487,110$   35.43% 2,941,111$     40.68% 3,065,925$  41.17% 3,196,940$ 41.68% 3,324,050$  42.08% 3,466,502$   42.60% 3,630,112$      43.31%
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Attachment F

MWDOC CWA Analysis

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel $1,560,635 30.76% $1,583,783 26.33% $1,669,367 27.15% $1,675,018 28.05% 1,446,528$        23.89% 1,327,699$      22.69% $1,367,530 23.32% $1,408,556 23.27% $1,450,812 23.23% $1,494,337 23.18% 1,539,167$      23.14% $1,585,342 23.10% $1,632,902 23.07% $1,632,902 23.10% $1,681,889 23.03% 1,732,346$      22.99%

Planning/Resource Development $973,234 19.18% $768,061 12.77% $743,840 12.10% $724,512 12.13% 720,514$           11.90% 742,129$         12.68% $764,393 13.03% $787,325 13.01% $810,945 12.98% $835,273 12.96% 860,331$         12.94% $886,141 12.91% $912,726 12.89% $912,726 12.91% $940,107 12.87% 968,311$         12.85%
Special Projects $0 0.00% $311,120 5.17% $205,756 3.35% $225,557 3.78% 582,211$           9.62% 599,677$         10.25% $617,668 10.53% $636,198 10.51% $655,284 10.49% $674,942 10.47% 695,190$         10.45% $716,046 10.44% $737,527 10.42% $737,527 10.44% $759,653 10.40% 782,443$         10.38%

Governmental Affairs $273,557 5.39% $344,747 5.73% $316,586 5.15% $287,967 4.82% 266,939$           4.41% 274,947$         4.70% $283,196 4.83% $291,691 4.82% $300,442 4.81% $309,455 4.80% 318,739$         4.79% $328,301 4.78% $338,150 4.78% $338,150 4.78% $348,295 4.77% 358,744$         4.76%
Water Use Efficiency $440,204 8.68% $528,734 8.79% $835,889 13.59% $799,792 13.40% 762,275$           12.59% 785,143$         13.42% $808,698 13.79% $832,958 13.76% $857,947 13.73% $883,686 13.71% 910,196$         13.69% $937,502 13.66% $965,627 13.64% $965,627 13.66% $994,596 13.62% 1,024,434$      13.60%

Water Awareness $232,190 4.58% $223,531 3.72% $267,573 4.35% $312,773 5.24% 317,852$           5.25% 327,388$         5.59% $337,209 5.75% $347,325 5.74% $357,745 5.73% $368,478 5.72% 379,532$         5.71% $390,918 5.70% $402,645 5.69% $402,645 5.70% $414,725 5.68% 427,167$         5.67%
School Programs $257,824 5.08% $259,959 4.32% $282,811 4.60% $312,961 5.24% 355,527$           5.87% 366,193$         6.26% $377,179 6.43% $388,494 6.42% $400,149 6.41% $412,153 6.39% 424,518$         6.38% $437,253 6.37% $450,371 6.36% $450,371 6.37% $463,882 6.35% 477,799$         6.34%

Finance $300,219 5.92% $317,874 5.28% $436,916 7.11% $535,926 8.98% 440,098$           7.27% 453,301$         7.75% $466,900 7.96% $480,907 7.94% $495,334 7.93% $510,194 7.92% 525,500$         7.90% $541,265 7.89% $557,503 7.87% $557,503 7.89% $574,228 7.86% 591,455$         7.85%
Information Technology $156,745 3.09% $169,679 2.82% $163,915 2.67% $170,921 2.86% 167,100$           2.76% 172,113$         2.94% $177,276 3.02% $182,595 3.02% $188,073 3.01% $193,715 3.01% 199,526$         3.00% $205,512 2.99% $211,677 2.99% $211,677 2.99% $218,028 2.99% 224,568$         2.98%

Overhead $799,722 15.76% $871,924 14.50% $868,504 14.13% $839,280 14.06% 904,458$           14.94% 931,592$         15.92% $959,539 16.36% $988,326 16.33% $1,017,975 16.30% $1,048,515 16.27% 1,079,970$      16.24% $1,112,369 16.21% $1,145,740 16.18% $1,145,740 16.21% $1,180,113 16.16% 1,215,516$      16.13%
Desalination Study $0 0.00% $553,900 9.21% $290,000 4.72% $0 0.00% -$                       0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $80,000 1.58% $81,362 1.35% $67,478 1.10% $85,815 1.44% 91,228$             1.51% 93,965$           1.61% $96,784 1.65% $99,687 1.65% $102,678 1.64% $105,758 1.64% 108,931$         1.64% $112,199 1.64% $115,565 1.63% $115,565 1.64% $119,032 1.63% 122,603$         1.63%
Contribution from Reserves -$                       0.00% (322,000)$        -$390,933 -$390,933 -$390,933 -$390,933 (390,933)$        (390,933)$     (390,933)$   (402,661)$     (390,933)$     (390,933)$        

Election Costs -$                       0.00% 100,000$         $0 $0 $0 $0 -$                     $0 $0 $0 $0 -$                     
Subtotal General Fund $5,074,330 100.00% $6,014,674 100.00% $6,148,635 100.00% $5,970,522 100.00% 6,054,730$        100.00% 5,852,147$      5,865,438$    6,053,129$    6,246,451$    6,445,573$    6,650,668$      6,861,916$   7,079,502$  7,067,774$   7,303,615$   7,534,451$      

Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$        4,739,000$     4,348,067$   3,957,134$   3,566,201$   3,175,268$   2,784,335$     2,393,402$  2,002,469$  1,990,741$   1,599,808$  1,220,600$     

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD

Increment Charge (AF) 67,061$         1.32% 68,172$         1.13% 75,004$         1.22% 73,801$         1.24% 72,599$             1.20% 77,305$           1.32% 80,905$         1.38% 83,873$         1.43% 86,058$         1.47% 88,442$         1.51% 88,710$           1.52% 88,981$        1.52% 89,251$       1.53% 89,522$        1.53% 89,738$        1.53% 90,063$           1.54%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 55,237$         1.09% 55,237$         0.92% 55,138$         0.90% 55,627$         0.93% 56,117$             0.93% 59,879$           1.02% 62,562$         1.07% 63,422$         1.08% 64,560$         1.10% 65,952$         1.13% 66,265$           1.13% 66,579$        1.14% 66,892$       1.14% 66,892$        1.14% 67,142$        1.15% 67,831$           1.16%

Irvine Ranch WD*
Increment Charge (AF) 138,788$       2.74% 147,791$       2.46% 244,218$       3.97% 234,730$       3.93% 225,242$           3.72% 233,610$         3.99% 250,083$       4.27% 265,019$       4.53% 277,801$       4.75% 291,498$       4.98% 298,368$         5.10% 305,083$      5.21% 311,798$     5.33% 318,513$      5.44% 323,884$      5.53% 331,942$         5.67%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 500,033$       9.85% 514,107$       8.55% 530,723$       8.63% 565,222$       9.47% 599,722$           9.91% 670,893$         11.46% 698,638$       11.94% 705,920$       12.06% 716,242$       12.24% 729,320$       12.46% 730,423$         12.48% 738,568$      12.62% 746,712$     12.76% 746,712$      12.76% 753,228$      12.87% 771,147$         13.18%
Moulton Niguel WD

Increment Charge (AF) 209,495$       4.13% 217,347$       3.61% 238,414$       3.88% 235,023$       3.94% 231,632$           3.83% 247,130$         4.22% 258,318$       4.41% 267,462$       4.57% 274,092$       4.68% 281,337$       4.81% 281,848$         4.82% 282,644$      4.83% 283,439$     4.84% 284,234$      4.86% 284,871$      4.87% 285,825$         4.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 292,903$       5.77% 293,387$       4.88% 294,432$       4.79% 325,364$       5.45% 356,296$           5.88% 409,617$         7.00% 425,910$       7.28% 429,696$       7.34% 435,319$       7.44% 442,598$       7.56% 442,598$         7.56% 442,598$      7.56% 442,598$     7.56% 442,598$      7.56% 442,598$      7.56% 442,598$         7.56%

Santa Margarita WD
Increment Charge (AF) 196,742$       3.88% 213,727$       3.55% 225,927$       3.67% 217,692$       3.65% 209,456$           3.46% 217,873$         3.72% 229,979$       3.93% 240,433$       4.11% 248,756$       4.25% 257,748$       4.40% 260,627$         4.45% 265,078$      4.53% 269,529$     4.61% 273,980$      4.68% 277,541$      4.74% 282,882$         4.83%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 281,859$       5.55% 287,271$       4.78% 290,774$       4.73% 300,595$       5.03% 310,416$           5.13% 338,754$         5.79% 358,692$       6.13% 368,403$       6.30% 379,831$       6.49% 392,900$       6.71% 399,617$         6.83% 405,783$      6.93% 411,949$     7.04% 411,949$      7.04% 416,881$      7.12% 430,446$         7.36%
South Coast Water District

Increment Charge (AF) 47,665$         0.94% 45,533$         0.76% 50,824$         0.83% 49,502$         0.83% 48,180$             0.80% 50,736$           0.87% 52,169$         0.89% 53,123$         0.91% 53,529$         0.91% 54,012$         0.92% 53,180$           0.91% 52,401$        0.90% 51,621$       0.88% 50,842$        0.87% 50,218$        0.86% 49,283$           0.84%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,964$         1.34% 67,309$         1.12% 68,140$         1.11% 68,893$         1.15% 69,647$             1.15% 74,471$           1.27% 77,554$         1.33% 78,365$         1.34% 79,514$         1.36% 80,970$         1.38% 81,095$           1.39% 81,221$        1.39% 81,347$       1.39% 81,347$        1.39% 81,447$        1.39% 81,724$           1.40%

Trabuco Canyon WD
Increment Charge (AF) 12,402$         0.24% 14,723$         0.24% 21,275$         0.35% 24,026$         0.40% 26,778$             0.44% 31,973$           0.55% 33,765$         0.58% 35,316$         0.60% 36,554$         0.62% 37,891$         0.65% 38,330$           0.65% 38,710$        0.66% 39,090$       0.67% 39,471$        0.67% 39,775$        0.68% 40,231$           0.69%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 21,978$         0.43% 21,945$         0.36% 21,945$         0.36% 23,412$         0.39% 24,878$             0.41% 27,868$           0.48% 29,268$         0.50% 29,823$         0.51% 30,511$         0.52% 31,324$         0.54% 31,627$           0.54% 31,865$        0.54% 32,102$       0.55% 32,102$        0.55% 32,293$        0.55% 32,815$           0.56%
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$         0.58% 29,075$         0.48% 29,361$         0.48% 25,268$         0.42% 21,175$             0.35% 18,496$           0.32% 19,371$         0.33% 20,096$         0.34% 20,635$         0.35% 21,221$         0.36% 21,301$           0.36% 21,380$        0.37% 21,460$       0.37% 21,539$        0.37% 21,603$        0.37% 21,698$           0.37%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 46,580$         0.92% 46,915$         0.78% 43,885$         0.71% 45,003$         0.75% 46,121$             0.76% 49,971$           0.85% 52,086$         0.89% 52,683$         0.90% 53,440$         0.91% 54,397$         0.93% 54,466$           0.93% 54,535$        0.93% 54,604$       0.93% 54,673$        0.93% 54,742$        0.94% 54,742$           0.94%

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 61,731$         1.22% 69,284$         1.15% 71,942$         1.17% 69,208$         1.16% 66,473$             1.10% 69,014$           1.18% 72,280$         1.24% 74,984$         1.28% 76,992$         1.32% 79,180$         1.35% 79,476$           1.36% 79,479$        1.36% 79,482$       1.36% 79,485$        1.36% 79,488$        1.36% 79,492$           1.36%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 89,573$         1.77% 94,012$         1.56% 95,211$         1.55% 98,484$         1.65% 101,757$           1.68% 111,103$         1.90% 116,011$       1.98% 117,536$       2.01% 119,574$       2.04% 122,082$       2.09% 122,590$         2.09% 122,977$      2.10% 123,364$     2.11% 123,364$      2.11% 123,674$      2.11% 124,526$         2.13%
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 39,566$         0.78% 18,434$         0.31% 38,357$         0.62% 36,056$         0.60% 33,755$             0.56% 34,057$           0.58% -$                   0.61% -$                   0.63% -$                   0.65% -$                   0.66% 38,799$           0.66% -$                  0.66% -$                0.67% -$                  0.67% -$                  0.67% 39,125$           0.67%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 60,022$         1.18% 60,214$         1.00% 60,044$         0.98% 61,176$         1.02% 62,308$             1.03% 67,108$           1.15% -$                   1.20% -$                   1.21% -$                   1.23% -$                   1.25% 73,437$           1.25% -$                  1.26% -$                1.26% -$                  1.26% -$                  1.26% 74,140$           1.27%

Total 2,218,779$    43.73% 2,264,478$    37.65% 2,455,608$    39.94% 2,509,079$    42.02% 2,562,550$        42.32% 2,789,857$      47.67% 2,817,592$    48.04% 2,886,154$    47.68% 2,953,407$    47.28% 3,030,871$    47.02% 3,162,758$      47.56% 3,077,881$   44.85% 3,105,239$  43.86% 3,117,223$   44.10% 3,139,123$   42.98% 3,300,509$      43.81%
Increment Only 802,633$       15.82% 824,083$       13.70% 995,319$       16.19% 965,304$       16.17% 935,289$           15.45% 980,193$         16.75% 996,871$       17.00% 1,040,306$    17.19% 1,074,416$    17.20% 1,111,329$    17.24% 1,160,640$      17.45% 1,133,756$   16.52% 1,145,671$  16.18% 1,157,586$   16.38% 1,167,118$   15.98% 1,220,541$      16.20%

Retail Meter Only 1,416,146$    27.91% 1,440,395$    23.95% 1,460,289$    23.75% 1,543,775$    25.86% 1,627,261$        26.88% 1,809,665$      30.92% 1,820,721$    31.04% 1,845,848$    30.49% 1,878,991$    30.08% 1,919,542$    29.78% 2,002,118$      30.10% 1,944,125$   28.33% 1,959,568$  27.68% 1,959,637$   27.73% 1,972,006$   27.00% 2,079,968$      27.61%

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 26,806$         0.53% 26,527$         0.44% 37,200$         0.61% 37,793$         0.63% 38,387$             0.63% 42,206$           0.72% 44,762$         0.76% 44,163$         0.75% 43,560$         0.74% 42,956$         0.73% 51,629$           0.88% 52,327$        0.89% 53,026$       0.91% 53,724$        0.92% 54,283$        0.93% 55,121$           0.94%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 64,213$         1.27% 64,598$         1.07% 64,598$         1.05% 66,174$         1.11% 67,750$             1.12% 73,335$           1.25% 76,853$         1.31% 75,198$         1.28% 73,575$         1.26% 71,982$         1.23% 82,363$           1.41% 82,838$        1.42% 83,313$       1.42% 83,313$        1.42% 83,693$        1.43% 84,738$           1.45%

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 36,660$         0.72% 38,428$         0.64% 38,857$         0.63% 35,733$         0.60% 32,608$             0.54% 31,924$           0.55% 35,432$         0.61% 36,462$         0.62% 37,402$         0.64% 38,256$         0.65% 47,581$           0.81% 49,523$        0.85% 51,465$       0.88% 53,408$        0.91% 54,961$        0.94% 57,292$           0.98%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,625$       2.14% 108,625$       1.81% 108,625$       1.77% 109,856$       1.84% 111,088$           1.83% 118,814$         2.03% 124,196$       2.12% 121,215$       2.07% 118,303$       2.02% 115,457$       1.97% 131,788$         2.25% 132,334$      2.26% 132,880$     2.27% 132,880$      2.27% 133,317$      2.28% 134,518$         2.30%
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$         0.58% 17,531$         0.29% 25,318$         0.41% 23,264$         0.39% 21,210$             0.35% 20,741$           0.35% 21,812$         0.37% 21,344$         0.36% 20,884$         0.36% 20,433$         0.35% 24,371$           0.42% 24,415$        0.42% 24,460$       0.42% 24,505$        0.42% 24,540$        0.42% 24,594$           0.42%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 6,573$           0.13% 6,578$           0.11% 6,578$           0.11% 6,582$           0.11% 6,585$               0.11% 6,970$             0.12% 7,254$           0.12% 7,050$           0.12% 6,852$           0.12% 6,659$           0.11% 7,569$             0.13% 7,576$          0.13% 7,584$         0.13% 7,584$          0.13% 7,590$          0.13% 7,607$             0.13%

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 23,127$         0.46% 25,077$         0.42% 23,881$         0.39% 21,764$         0.36% 19,647$             0.32% 18,981$           0.32% 20,747$         0.35% 21,058$         0.36% 21,334$         0.36% 21,575$         0.37% 26,558$           0.45% 26,810$        0.46% 27,061$       0.46% 27,312$        0.47% 27,513$        0.47% 27,815$           0.48%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 93,808$         1.85% 8,844$           0.15% 92,510$         1.50% 93,815$         1.57% 95,121$             1.57% 102,001$         1.74% 106,573$       1.82% 103,969$       1.78% 101,426$       1.73% 98,943$         1.69% 112,889$         1.93% 113,318$      1.94% 113,746$     1.94% 113,746$      1.94% 114,089$      1.95% 115,032$         1.97%
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 65,156$         1.28% 67,152$         1.12% 61,269$         1.00% 51,944$         0.87% 42,618$             0.70% 36,048$           0.62% 40,243$         0.69% 41,626$         0.71% 42,895$         0.73% 44,054$         0.75% 54,994$           0.94% 55,799$        0.95% 56,603$       0.97% 57,408$        0.98% 58,052$        0.99% 59,018$           1.01%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 186,439$       3.67% 186,692$       3.10% 186,692$       3.04% 188,501$       3.16% 190,309$           3.14% 203,226$         3.47% 212,214$       3.63% 206,911$       3.54% 201,737$       3.45% 196,689$       3.36% 224,288$         3.83% 224,989$      3.84% 225,689$     3.86% 225,689$      3.86% 226,249$      3.87% 227,790$         3.89%

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 63,466$         1.25% 68,705$         1.14% 67,867$         1.10% 61,581$         1.03% 55,296$             0.91% 53,066$           0.91% 58,278$         1.00% 59,407$         1.02% 60,420$         1.03% 61,324$         1.05% 75,737$           1.29% 76,751$        1.31% 77,764$       1.33% 78,777$        1.35% 79,588$        1.36% 80,804$           1.38%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 232,353$       4.58% 255,096$       4.24% 257,142$       4.18% 269,741$       4.52% 282,959$           4.67% 313,986$         5.37% 342,472$       5.85% 348,790$       5.96% 355,224$       6.07% 361,776$       6.18% 430,942$         7.36% 452,058$      7.72% 474,209$     8.10% 497,446$      8.50% 521,820$      8.92% 547,390$         9.35%
Huntington Beach 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Increment Charge (AF) 71,767$         1.41% 38,363$         0.64% 73,405$         1.19% 66,978$         1.12% 60,552$             1.00% 58,605$           1.00% 64,061$         1.09% 65,026$         1.11% 65,880$         1.13% 66,629$         1.14% 82,021$           1.40% 82,767$        1.41% 83,513$       1.43% 84,259$        1.44% 84,856$        1.45% 85,752$           1.47%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 286,930$       5.65% 286,930$       4.77% 287,540$       4.68% 291,573$       4.88% 295,606$           4.88% 316,964$         5.42% 330,708$       5.65% 322,179$       5.51% 313,867$       5.36% 305,766$       5.22% 348,391$         5.95% 349,368$      5.97% 350,345$     5.99% 350,345$      5.99% 351,127$      6.00% 353,276$         6.04%

La Habra 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Increment Charge (AF) 21,604$         0.43% 23,334$         0.39% 29,029$         0.47% 24,174$         0.40% 19,318$             0.32% 15,659$           0.27% 16,709$         0.29% 16,581$         0.28% 16,447$         0.28% 16,307$         0.28% 19,702$           0.34% 19,918$        0.34% 20,135$       0.34% 20,351$        0.35% 20,524$        0.35% 20,784$           0.36%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 68,926$         1.36% 68,926$         1.15% 69,889$         1.14% 70,780$         1.19% 71,671$             1.18% 76,757$           1.31% 80,039$         1.37% 77,930$         1.33% 75,877$         1.30% 73,876$         1.26% 84,128$           1.44% 84,321$        1.44% 84,513$       1.44% 84,513$        1.44% 84,668$        1.45% 85,092$           1.45%
La Palma 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Increment Charge (AF) 3,803$           0.07% 2,392$           0.04% 4,004$           0.07% 4,032$           0.07% 4,060$               0.07% 4,427$             0.08% 4,841$           0.08% 4,915$           0.08% 4,981$           0.09% 5,039$           0.09% 6,204$             0.11% 6,274$          0.11% 6,344$         0.11% 6,414$          0.11% 6,470$          0.11% 6,554$             0.11%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 24,503$         0.48% 23,777$         0.40% 23,777$         0.39% 23,948$         0.40% 24,120$             0.40% 25,696$           0.44% 26,806$         0.46% 26,111$         0.45% 25,434$         0.43% 24,774$         0.42% 28,223$           0.48% 28,288$        0.48% 28,353$       0.48% 28,353$        0.48% 28,405$        0.49% 28,548$           0.49%

Mesa Consolidated 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Increment Charge (AF) 8,736$           0.17% 17,862$         0.30% 7,137$           0.12% 6,093$           0.10% 5,048$               0.08% 4,335$             0.07% 6,018$           0.10% 7,295$           0.12% 8,491$           0.15% 9,612$           0.16% 12,997$           0.22% 13,177$        0.23% 13,356$       0.23% 13,536$        0.23% 13,680$        0.23% 13,896$           0.24%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 129,613$       2.55% 129,998$       2.16% 130,636$       2.12% 131,159$       2.20% 131,683$           2.17% 139,854$         2.39% 145,999$       2.49% 142,313$       2.43% 138,721$       2.37% 135,219$       2.31% 154,161$         2.63% 154,778$      2.64% 155,397$     2.66% 155,274$      2.65% 156,019$      2.67% 156,643$         2.68%
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 38,643$         0.76% 41,061$         0.68% 42,692$         0.69% 38,521$         0.65% 34,350$             0.57% 32,677$           0.56% 36,381$         0.62% 37,541$         0.64% 38,603$         0.66% 39,571$         0.68% 49,314$           0.84% 49,690$        0.85% 50,065$       0.86% 50,441$        0.86% 50,741$        0.87% 51,192$           0.87%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 144,986$       2.86% 132,539$       2.20% 163,169$       2.65% 167,035$       2.80% 170,902$           2.82% 184,873$         3.16% 192,922$       3.30% 187,979$       3.21% 183,159$       3.13% 178,461$       3.05% 203,373$         3.48% 203,917$      3.48% 204,460$     3.49% 204,460$      3.49% 204,895$      3.50% 206,091$         3.52%

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 70,330$         1.39% 42,322$         0.70% 49,036$         0.80% 41,357$         0.69% 33,679$             0.56% 28,152$           0.48% 29,373$         0.50% 30,357$         0.52% 31,053$         0.53% 31,816$         0.54% 31,816$           0.54% 31,816$        0.54% 31,816$       0.54% 31,816$        0.54% 31,816$        0.54% 31,816$           0.54%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00%
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 65,663$         1.29% 66,573$         1.11% 65,267$         1.06% 59,965$         1.00% 54,663$             0.90% 53,446$           0.91% 58,964$         1.01% 64,247$         1.10% 69,103$         1.18% 74,268$         1.27% 77,734$           1.33% 78,345$        1.34% 78,956$       1.35% 79,567$        1.36% 80,055$        1.37% 80,788$           1.38%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 191,554$       3.77% 189,662$       3.15% 190,911$       3.10% 194,114$       3.25% 197,317$           3.26% 212,115$         3.62% 221,245$       3.78% 215,474$       3.68% 209,851$       3.59% 204,374$       3.49% 232,795$         3.98% 233,365$      3.99% 233,934$     4.00% 233,934$      4.00% 234,389$      4.01% 235,641$         4.03%

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 10,387$         0.20% 9,672$           0.16% 7,540$           0.12% 7,427$           0.12% 7,315$               0.12% 7,798$             0.13% 8,555$           0.15% 8,712$           0.15% 8,853$           0.15% 8,978$           0.15% 11,080$           0.19% 11,226$        0.19% 11,373$       0.19% 11,519$        0.20% 11,636$        0.20% 11,812$           0.20%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 30,690$         0.60% 30,690$         0.51% 29,365$         0.48% 29,635$         0.50% 29,905$             0.49% 31,919$           0.55% 33,283$         0.57% 32,405$         0.55% 31,550$         0.54% 30,718$         0.52% 34,979$           0.60% 35,059$        0.60% 35,139$       0.60% 35,139$        0.60% 35,204$        0.60% 35,380$           0.60%
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                       0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 12,694$         0.25% 12,689$         0.21% 12,694$         0.21% 12,694$         0.21% 12,694$             0.21% 13,428$           0.23% 13,962$         0.24% 14,086$         0.24% 14,271$         0.24% 14,509$         0.25% 14,509$           0.25% 14,509$        0.25% 14,509$       0.25% 14,509$        0.25% 14,509$        0.25% 14,509$           0.25%

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 30,017$         0.59% 31,252$         0.52% 28,555$         0.46% 26,559$         0.44% 24,564$             0.41% 24,436$           0.42% 26,708$         0.46% 27,108$         0.46% 27,462$         0.47% 27,772$         0.47% 34,186$           0.58% 34,571$        0.59% 34,956$       0.60% 35,341$        0.60% 35,649$        0.61% 36,111$           0.62%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 110,132$       2.17% 110,886$       1.84% 111,304$       1.81% 111,976$       1.88% 112,648$           1.86% 119,873$         2.05% 125,098$       2.14% 121,899$       2.08% 118,780$       2.03% 115,739$       1.98% 131,902$         2.25% 132,283$      2.26% 132,664$     2.27% 132,664$      2.27% 132,968$      2.27% 133,806$         2.29%
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 70,837$         1.40% 77,734$         1.29% 80,197$         1.30% 77,905$         1.30% 75,612$             1.25% 79,388$           1.36% 84,467$         1.44% 83,595$         1.43% 82,702$         1.41% 81,790$         1.40% 98,581$           1.68% 99,058$        1.69% 99,536$       1.70% 100,013$      1.71% 100,395$      1.72% 100,967$         1.73%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 125,362$       2.47% 126,473$       2.10% 126,473$       2.06% 129,140$       2.16% 131,808$           2.18% 142,250$         2.43% 148,816$       2.54% 145,362$       2.48% 141,984$       2.43% 138,679$       2.37% 158,419$         2.71% 160,468$      2.74% 162,517$     2.78% 162,517$      2.78% 164,157$      2.81% 168,666$         2.88%

Total 2,453,584$    48.35% 2,336,982$    38.85% 2,503,150$    40.71% 2,481,810$    41.57% 2,461,091$        40.65% 2,593,952$      44.32% 2,745,792$    46.81% 2,718,309$    44.91% 2,690,679$    43.08% 2,664,000$    41.33% 3,085,226$      46.39% 3,121,936$   45.50% 3,159,683$  44.63% 3,190,759$   45.15% 3,227,860$   44.20% 3,279,041$      43.52%
Increment Only 636,186$       12.54% 593,982$       9.88% 641,251$       10.43% 585,089$       9.80% 528,927$           8.74% 511,889$         8.75% 557,351$       9.50% 569,436$       9.41% 580,069$       9.29% 590,379$       9.16% 704,505$         10.59% 712,467$      10.38% 720,429$     10.18% 728,391$      10.31% 734,760$      10.06% 744,314$         9.88%

Retail Meter Only 1,817,398$    35.82% 1,743,000$    28.98% 1,861,899$    30.28% 1,896,721$    31.77% 1,932,164$        31.91% 2,082,063$      35.58% 2,188,441$    37.31% 2,148,873$    35.50% 2,110,610$    33.79% 2,073,621$    32.17% 2,380,721$      35.80% 2,409,469$   35.11% 2,439,255$  34.46% 2,462,368$   34.84% 2,493,099$   34.14% 2,534,726$      33.64%

Data reflects the "Projected Actuals" from MWDOC's Budget for the following Fiscal Year Current Budget Forecast Based on Assumptions
FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17
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Attachment G

Cafeteria Combined

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,560,635$    33.40% 1,583,783$    34.42% 1,669,367$    33.67% 1,675,018$    33.56% 1,446,528$    26.36% 1,327,699$     22.69% 1,367,530$    23.32% 1,408,556$    23.27% 1,450,812$    23.23% 1,494,337$    23.18% 1,539,167$     23.14% 1,585,342$   23.10% 1,632,902$ 23.07% 1,616,573$   22.60% 1,665,070$   22.52% 1,715,022$     22.49%

Planning/Resource Development 973,234$       20.83% 768,061$       16.69% 743,840$       15.00% 724,512$       14.52% 720,514$       13.13% 742,129$        12.68% 764,393$       13.03% 787,325$       13.01% 810,945$       12.98% 835,273$       12.96% 860,331$        12.94% 886,141$      12.91% 912,726$    12.89% 912,726$      12.76% 940,107$      12.72% 968,311$        12.70%
Special Projects -$                  0.00% 311,120$       6.76% 205,756$       4.15% 225,557$       4.52% 582,211$       10.61% 599,677$        10.25% 617,668$       10.53% 636,198$       10.51% 655,284$       10.49% 674,942$       10.47% 695,190$        10.45% 716,046$      10.44% 737,527$    10.42% 737,527$      10.31% 759,653$      10.28% 782,443$        10.26%

Governmental Affairs 273,557$       5.85% 344,747$       7.49% 316,586$       6.38% 287,967$       5.77% 266,939$       4.86% 274,947$        4.70% 283,196$       4.83% 291,691$       4.82% 300,442$       4.81% 309,455$       4.80% 318,739$        4.79% 328,301$      4.78% 338,150$    4.78% 348,295$      4.87% 358,744$      4.85% 369,506$        4.85%
Water Use Efficiency 440,204$       9.42% 528,734$       11.49% 835,889$       16.86% 799,792$       16.03% 762,275$       13.89% 785,143$        13.42% 808,698$       13.79% 832,958$       13.76% 857,947$       13.73% 883,686$       13.71% 910,196$        13.69% 937,502$      13.66% 965,627$    13.64% 994,596$      13.90% 1,024,434$   13.86% 1,055,167$     13.84%

Water Awareness 232,190$       4.97% 223,531$       4.86% 267,573$       5.40% 312,773$       6.27% 317,852$       5.79% 327,388$        5.59% 337,209$       5.75% 347,325$       5.74% 357,745$       5.73% 368,478$       5.72% 379,532$        5.71% 390,918$      5.70% 402,645$    5.69% 414,725$      5.80% 427,167$      5.78% 439,982$        5.77%
School Programs 257,824$       5.52% 259,959$       5.65% 282,811$       5.70% 312,961$       6.27% 355,527$       6.48% 366,193$        6.26% 377,179$       6.43% 388,494$       6.42% 400,149$       6.41% 412,153$       6.39% 424,518$        6.38% 437,253$      6.37% 450,371$    6.36% 463,882$      6.48% 477,799$      6.46% 492,133$        6.45%

Finance 300,219$       6.43% 317,874$       6.91% 436,916$       8.81% 535,926$       10.74% 440,098$       8.02% 453,301$        7.75% 466,900$       7.96% 480,907$       7.94% 495,334$       7.93% 510,194$       7.92% 525,500$        7.90% 541,265$      7.89% 557,503$    7.87% 568,486$      7.95% 585,540$      7.92% 603,107$        7.91%
Information Technology 156,745$       3.35% 169,679$       3.69% 163,915$       3.31% 170,921$       3.42% 167,100$       3.05% 172,113$        2.94% 177,276$       3.02% 182,595$       3.02% 188,073$       3.01% 193,715$       3.01% 199,526$        3.00% 205,512$      2.99% 211,677$    2.99% 215,847$      3.02% 222,323$      3.01% 228,992$        3.00%

Overhead 799,722$       17.12% 871,924$       18.95% 868,504$       17.51% 839,280$       16.82% 904,458$       16.48% 931,592$        15.92% 959,539$       16.36% 988,326$       16.33% 1,017,975$    16.30% 1,048,515$    16.27% 1,079,970$     16.24% 1,112,369$   16.21% 1,145,740$ 16.18% 1,164,645$   16.28% 1,199,584$   16.23% 1,235,572$     16.20%
Desalination Study -$                  0.00% 553,900$       12.04% 290,000$       5.85% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 80,000$         1.71% 81,362$         1.77% 67,478$         1.36% 85,815$         1.72% 91,228$         1.66% 93,965$          1.61% 96,784$         1.65% 99,687$         1.65% 102,678$       1.64% 105,758$       1.64% 108,931$        1.64% 112,199$      1.64% 115,565$    1.63% 115,565$      1.62% 119,032$      1.61% 122,603$        1.61%
Election Costs -$                  100,000$        -$                   -$                   

Interest/Reserve Contribution (401,968)$      (1,413,214)$   (1,189,878)$   (979,633)$      (567,099)$      (322,000)$       (390,933)$      (390,933)$      (390,933)$      (390,933)$      (390,933)$       (390,933)$     (390,933)$   (398,634)$     (387,024)$     (387,024)$       
Subtotal General Fund 4,672,362$    108.60% 4,601,460$    130.71% 4,958,757$    124.00% 4,990,889$    119.63% 5,487,631$    1$         5,852,147$    1$        5,865,438$   1$        6,053,129$   1$        6,246,451$   1$        6,445,573$   1$        6,650,668$    1$       6,861,916$  1$       7,079,502$ 1$       7,154,233$  1$        7,392,429$   1$        7,625,813$     105.08%

Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$    4,739,000$    4,348,067$   3,957,134$   3,566,201$   3,175,268$   2,784,335$    2,393,402$  2,002,469$ 1,970,834$  1,583,810$   1,208,394$     

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD

Increment Charge (AF) 101,999$       2.18% 116,256$       2.53% 92,949$         1.87% 89,855$         1.80% 135,117$       2.46% 139,316$        2.38% 134,348$       2.29% 136,242$       2.25% 138,211$       2.21% 140,254$       2.18% 142,373$        2.14% 145,784$      2.12% 149,285$    2.11% 147,483$      2.06% 151,507$      2.05% 154,946$        2.03%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%

Irvine Ranch WD*
Increment Charge (AF) 211,097$       4.52% 252,031$       5.48% 302,650$       6.10% 285,792$       5.73% 419,211$       7.64% 421,005$        7.19% 415,280$       7.08% 430,496$       7.11% 446,154$       7.14% 462,269$       7.17% 478,857$        7.20% 499,842$      7.28% 521,524$    7.37% 524,735$      7.33% 546,822$      7.40% 571,081$        7.49%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%
Moulton Niguel WD

Increment Charge (AF) 318,643$       6.82% 370,648$       8.05% 295,457$       5.96% 286,148$       5.73% 431,103$       7.86% 445,370$        7.61% 428,954$       7.31% 434,463$       7.18% 440,197$       7.05% 446,157$       6.92% 452,343$        6.80% 463,077$      6.75% 474,090$    6.70% 468,263$      6.55% 480,954$      6.51% 491,740$        6.45%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%

Santa Margarita WD
Increment Charge (AF) 299,246$       6.40% 364,473$       7.92% 279,983$       5.65% 265,047$       5.31% 389,830$       7.10% 392,645$        6.71% 381,896$       6.51% 390,558$       6.45% 399,507$       6.40% 408,747$       6.34% 418,285$        6.29% 434,298$      6.33% 450,824$    6.37% 451,369$      6.31% 468,579$      6.34% 486,677$        6.38%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%
South Coast Water District

Increment Charge (AF) 72,498$         1.55% 77,648$         1.69% 62,984$         1.27% 60,270$         1.21% 89,671$         1.63% 91,436$          1.56% 86,629$         1.48% 86,292$         1.43% 85,968$         1.38% 85,655$         1.33% 85,350$          1.28% 85,852$        1.25% 86,343$      1.22% 83,759$        1.17% 84,784$        1.15% 84,787$          1.11%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%

Trabuco Canyon WD
Increment Charge (AF) 18,864$         0.40% 25,107$         0.55% 26,365$         0.53% 29,253$         0.59% 49,838$         0.91% 57,621$          0.98% 56,069$         0.96% 57,366$         0.95% 58,706$         0.94% 60,089$         0.93% 61,517$          0.92% 63,422$        0.92% 65,384$      0.92% 65,026$        0.91% 67,153$        0.91% 69,214$          0.91%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 44,391$         0.95% 49,582$         1.08% 36,385$         0.73% 30,764$         0.62% 39,410$         0.72% 33,332$          0.57% 32,167$         0.55% 32,644$         0.54% 33,140$         0.53% 33,653$         0.52% 34,186$          0.51% 35,029$        0.51% 35,894$      0.51% 35,485$        0.50% 36,473$        0.49% 37,330$          0.49%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 57,460$         1.23% 66,050$         1.44% 68,575$         1.38% 66,458$         1.33% 59,472$         1.08% 68,420$          1.17% 69,235$         1.18% 70,899$         1.17% 72,490$         1.16% 74,087$         1.15% 75,705$          1.14% 77,346$        1.13% 78,998$      1.12% 80,232$        1.12% 82,064$        1.11% 83,355$          1.09%

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 93,892$         2.01% 118,151$       2.57% 89,155$         1.80% 84,263$         1.69% 123,717$       2.25% 124,375$        2.13% 120,025$       2.05% 121,804$       2.01% 123,651$       1.98% 125,567$       1.95% 127,552$        1.92% 130,217$      1.90% 132,945$    1.88% 130,948$      1.83% 134,202$      1.82% 136,759$        1.79%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 110,496$       2.36% 132,356$       2.88% 148,778$       3.00% 145,436$       2.91% 131,213$       2.39% 152,121$        2.60% 154,210$       2.63% 158,176$       2.61% 162,199$       2.60% 166,273$       2.58% 170,395$        2.56% 174,417$      2.54% 178,476$    2.52% 181,035$      2.53% 185,398$      2.51% 189,612$        2.49%
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 60,179$         1.29% 31,436$         0.68% 47,534$         0.96% 43,899$         0.88% 62,822$         1.14% 61,376$          1.05% 59,101$         1.01% 59,847$         0.99% 60,624$         0.97% 61,431$         0.95% 62,270$          0.94% 63,675$        0.93% 65,115$      0.92% 64,242$        0.90% 65,924$        0.89% 67,312$          0.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA 74,042$         1.58% 84,773$         1.84% 93,825$         1.89% 90,342$         1.81% 80,344$         1.46% 91,884$         1.57% 92,989$        1.59% 95,222$        1.57% 97,483$        1.56% 99,767$        1.55% 102,073$       1.53% 104,353$     1.52% 106,650$   1.51% 108,180$     1.51% 110,678$      1.50% 112,891$        1.48%

Total 1,462,806$    31.31% 1,688,510$    36.70% 1,544,639$    31.15% 1,477,528$    29.60% 2,011,749$    36.66% 2,078,901$    35.52% 2,030,904$   34.62% 2,074,010$   34.26% 2,118,329$   33.91% 2,163,950$   33.57% 2,210,906$    33.24% 2,277,312$  33.19% 2,345,528$ 33.13% 2,340,757$  32.72% 2,414,540$   32.66% 2,485,705$     32.60%
Increment Only 1,220,809$    26.13% 1,405,330$    30.54% 1,233,461$    24.87% 1,175,292$    23.55% 1,740,720$    31.72% 1,766,476$    30.19% 1,714,469$   29.23% 1,749,713$   28.91% 1,786,157$   28.59% 1,823,823$   28.30% 1,862,733$    28.01% 1,921,196$  28.00% 1,981,404$ 27.99% 1,971,310$  27.55% 2,036,399$   27.55% 2,099,846$     27.54%

Retail Meter Only 241,997$       5.18% 283,180$       6.15% 311,178$       6.28% 302,236$       6.06% 271,029$       4.94% 312,425$       5.34% 316,435$      5.39% 324,297$      5.36% 332,172$      5.32% 340,127$      5.28% 348,173$       5.24% 356,116$     5.19% 364,124$   5.14% 369,447$     5.16% 378,140$      5.12% 385,858$        5.06%

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 40,772$         0.87% 45,236$         0.98% 46,100$         0.93% 46,015$         0.92% 71,444$         1.30% 76,063$          1.30% 74,331$         1.27% 76,366$         1.26% 78,465$         1.26% 80,629$         1.25% 82,860$          1.25% 85,732$        1.25% 88,693$      1.25% 88,508$        1.24% 91,647$        1.24% 94,831$          1.24%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 79,212$         1.70% 90,945$         1.98% 100,941$       2.04% 97,722$         1.96% 87,362$         1.59% 100,409$        1.72% 102,158$       1.74% 105,162$       1.74% 108,219$       1.73% 111,326$       1.73% 114,481$        1.72% 117,488$      1.71% 120,532$    1.70% 122,261$      1.71% 125,463$      1.70% 129,029$        1.69%

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 55,760$         1.19% 65,532$         1.42% 48,154$         0.97% 43,506$         0.87% 60,689$         1.11% 57,533$          0.98% 58,837$         1.00% 63,050$         1.04% 67,371$         1.08% 71,807$         1.11% 76,363$          1.15% 81,137$        1.18% 86,083$      1.22% 87,986$        1.23% 92,793$        1.26% 98,567$          1.29%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 133,998$       2.87% 152,930$       3.32% 169,740$       3.42% 162,231$       3.25% 143,245$       2.61% 162,679$        2.78% 165,089$       2.81% 169,514$       2.80% 174,008$       2.79% 178,564$       2.77% 183,179$        2.75% 187,687$      2.74% 192,243$    2.72% 195,000$      2.73% 199,854$      2.70% 204,828$        2.69%
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 44,391$         0.95% 29,895$         0.65% 31,375$         0.63% 28,324$         0.57% 39,474$         0.72% 37,378$          0.64% 36,220$         0.62% 36,907$         0.61% 37,618$         0.60% 38,353$         0.60% 39,113$          0.59% 40,002$        0.58% 40,913$      0.58% 40,370$        0.56% 41,432$        0.56% 42,311$          0.55%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 8,108$           0.17% 9,261$           0.20% 10,279$         0.21% 9,720$           0.19% 8,492$           0.15% 9,543$            0.16% 9,643$           0.16% 9,859$           0.16% 10,078$         0.16% 10,298$         0.16% 10,520$          0.16% 10,746$        0.16% 10,972$      0.15% 11,129$        0.16% 11,378$        0.15% 11,582$          0.15%

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 35,176$         0.75% 42,764$         0.93% 29,595$         0.60% 26,499$         0.53% 36,567$         0.67% 34,208$          0.58% 34,452$         0.59% 36,414$         0.60% 38,428$         0.62% 40,498$         0.63% 42,624$          0.64% 43,924$        0.64% 45,263$      0.64% 44,996$        0.63% 46,451$        0.63% 47,853$          0.63%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 115,720$       2.48% 12,451$         0.27% 144,558$       2.92% 138,542$       2.78% 122,655$       2.24% 139,659$        2.39% 141,664$       2.42% 145,396$       2.40% 149,185$       2.39% 153,024$       2.37% 156,910$        2.36% 160,717$      2.34% 164,561$    2.32% 166,921$      2.33% 171,030$      2.31% 175,157$        2.30%
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 99,103$         2.12% 114,515$       2.49% 75,928$         1.53% 63,243$         1.27% 79,319$         1.45% 64,965$          1.11% 66,827$         1.14% 71,980$         1.19% 77,266$         1.24% 82,690$         1.28% 88,260$          1.33% 91,419$        1.33% 94,677$      1.34% 94,578$        1.32% 98,011$        1.33% 101,536$        1.33%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 229,988$       4.92% 262,838$       5.71% 291,729$       5.88% 278,369$       5.58% 245,398$       4.47% 278,255$        4.75% 282,089$       4.81% 289,357$       4.78% 296,729$       4.75% 304,196$       4.72% 311,750$        4.69% 319,098$      4.65% 326,513$    4.61% 331,195$      4.63% 339,168$      4.59% 346,851$        4.55%

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 96,532$         2.07% 117,164$       2.55% 84,104$         1.70% 74,977$         1.50% 102,914$       1.88% 95,634$          1.63% 96,774$         1.65% 102,725$       1.70% 108,834$       1.74% 115,108$       1.79% 121,553$        1.83% 125,747$      1.83% 130,071$    1.84% 129,782$      1.81% 134,371$      1.82% 139,017$        1.82%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 286,627$       6.13% 359,141$       7.80% 401,815$       8.10% 398,342$       7.98% 364,867$       6.65% 429,906$        7.35% 455,237$       7.76% 487,768$       8.06% 522,489$       8.36% 559,518$       8.68% 598,989$        9.01% 641,148$      9.34% 686,056$    9.69% 729,993$      10.20% 782,255$      10.58% 833,498$        10.93%
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 109,157$       2.34% 65,421$         1.42% 90,967$         1.83% 81,548$         1.63% 112,696$       2.05% 105,616$        1.80% 106,378$       1.81% 112,442$       1.86% 118,669$       1.90% 125,065$       1.94% 131,637$        1.98% 135,604$      1.98% 139,687$    1.97% 138,813$      1.94% 143,265$      1.94% 147,529$        1.93%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 353,952$       7.58% 403,959$       8.78% 449,316$       9.06% 430,582$       8.63% 381,175$       6.95% 433,983$        7.42% 439,599$       7.49% 450,555$       7.44% 461,659$       7.39% 472,893$       7.34% 484,248$        7.28% 495,504$      7.22% 506,857$    7.16% 514,126$      7.19% 526,370$      7.12% 537,925$        7.05%

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 32,860$         0.70% 39,793$         0.86% 35,975$         0.73% 29,432$         0.59% 35,954$         0.66% 28,221$          0.48% 27,746$         0.47% 28,672$         0.47% 29,626$         0.47% 30,608$         0.47% 31,620$          0.48% 32,634$        0.48% 33,678$      0.48% 33,527$        0.47% 34,651$        0.47% 35,757$          0.47%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 85,026$         1.82% 97,039$         2.11% 109,209$       2.20% 104,524$       2.09% 92,417$         1.68% 105,095$        1.80% 106,393$       1.81% 108,983$       1.80% 111,605$       1.79% 114,256$       1.77% 116,933$        1.76% 119,591$      1.74% 122,269$    1.73% 124,022$      1.73% 126,924$      1.72% 129,568$        1.70%
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 5,784$           0.12% 4,079$           0.09% 4,962$           0.10% 4,909$           0.10% 7,557$           0.14% 7,978$            0.14% 8,038$           0.14% 8,499$           0.14% 8,972$           0.14% 9,458$           0.15% 9,957$            0.15% 10,279$        0.15% 10,611$      0.15% 10,567$        0.15% 10,924$        0.15% 11,276$          0.15%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 30,226$         0.65% 33,474$         0.73% 37,154$         0.75% 35,366$         0.71% 31,102$         0.57% 35,183$          0.60% 35,633$         0.61% 36,516$         0.60% 37,410$         0.60% 38,315$         0.59% 39,229$          0.59% 40,121$        0.58% 41,020$      0.58% 41,608$        0.58% 42,582$        0.58% 43,469$          0.57%

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF) 13,287$         0.28% 30,461$         0.66% 8,845$           0.18% 7,418$           0.15% 9,396$           0.17% 7,813$            0.13% 9,994$           0.17% 12,614$         0.21% 15,296$         0.24% 18,043$         0.28% 20,859$          0.31% 21,588$        0.31% 22,340$      0.32% 22,300$        0.31% 23,096$        0.31% 23,906$          0.31%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 159,889$       3.42% 183,020$       3.98% 204,134$       4.12% 193,689$       3.88% 169,801$       3.09% 191,487$        3.27% 194,071$       3.31% 199,019$       3.29% 204,041$       3.27% 209,128$       3.24% 214,277$        3.22% 219,519$      3.20% 224,819$    3.18% 227,863$      3.19% 233,886$      3.16% 238,517$        3.13%
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 58,775$         1.26% 70,022$         1.52% 52,907$         1.07% 46,901$         0.94% 63,931$         1.17% 58,890$          1.01% 60,413$         1.03% 64,916$         1.07% 69,536$         1.11% 74,277$         1.15% 79,146$          1.19% 81,411$        1.19% 83,741$      1.18% 83,099$        1.16% 85,668$        1.16% 88,071$          1.15%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 178,852$       3.83% 186,598$       4.06% 254,970$       5.14% 246,670$       4.94% 220,372$       4.02% 253,126$        4.33% 256,445$       4.37% 262,880$       4.34% 269,404$       4.31% 276,005$       4.28% 282,679$        4.25% 289,212$      4.21% 295,800$    4.18% 300,042$      4.19% 307,155$      4.16% 313,810$        4.12%

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 106,972$       2.29% 72,172$         1.57% 60,768$         1.23% 50,354$         1.01% 62,681$         1.14% 50,734$          0.87% 48,775$         0.83% 49,311$         0.81% 49,871$         0.80% 50,455$         0.78% 51,062$          0.77% 52,126$        0.76% 53,216$      0.75% 52,415$        0.73% 53,715$        0.73% 54,737$          0.72%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 99,874$         2.14% 113,529$       2.47% 80,882$         1.63% 73,009$         1.46% 101,736$       1.85% 96,319$          1.65% 97,913$         1.67% 104,363$       1.72% 110,981$       1.78% 117,777$       1.83% 124,757$        1.88% 128,358$      1.87% 132,064$    1.87% 131,082$      1.83% 135,159$      1.83% 138,990$        1.82%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 236,298$       5.06% 267,019$       5.80% 298,321$       6.02% 286,659$       5.74% 254,434$       4.64% 290,425$        4.96% 294,093$       5.01% 301,331$       4.98% 308,665$       4.94% 316,081$       4.90% 323,575$        4.87% 330,977$      4.82% 338,441$    4.78% 343,294$      4.80% 351,370$      4.75% 358,806$        4.71%

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 15,799$         0.34% 16,494$         0.36% 9,344$           0.19% 9,043$           0.18% 13,614$         0.25% 14,053$          0.24% 14,206$         0.24% 15,065$         0.25% 15,946$         0.26% 16,852$         0.26% 17,782$          0.27% 18,393$        0.27% 19,022$      0.27% 18,977$        0.27% 19,645$        0.27% 20,321$          0.27%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 37,859$         0.81% 43,208$         0.94% 45,886$         0.93% 43,763$         0.88% 38,561$         0.70% 43,704$          0.75% 44,242$         0.75% 45,317$         0.75% 46,406$         0.74% 47,507$         0.74% 48,619$          0.73% 49,724$        0.72% 50,837$      0.72% 51,566$        0.72% 52,773$        0.71% 53,872$          0.71%
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$               0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 15,659$         0.34% 17,864$         0.39% 19,836$         0.40% 18,746$         0.38% 16,369$         0.30% 18,385$          0.31% 18,559$         0.32% 18,957$         0.31% 19,358$         0.31% 19,761$         0.31% 20,167$          0.30% 20,578$        0.30% 20,991$      0.30% 21,292$        0.30% 21,750$        0.29% 22,093$          0.29%

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 45,656$         0.98% 53,295$         1.16% 35,387$         0.71% 32,337$         0.65% 45,717$         0.83% 44,037$          0.75% 44,351$         0.76% 46,875$         0.77% 49,467$         0.79% 52,130$         0.81% 54,866$          0.82% 56,640$        0.83% 58,469$      0.83% 58,223$        0.81% 60,187$        0.81% 62,126$          0.81%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 135,857$       2.91% 156,112$       3.39% 173,925$       3.51% 165,361$       3.31% 145,256$       2.65% 164,128$        2.80% 166,289$       2.84% 170,471$       2.82% 174,710$       2.80% 179,000$       2.78% 183,338$        2.76% 187,615$      2.73% 191,930$    2.71% 194,682$      2.72% 199,331$      2.70% 203,744$        2.67%
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 107,743$       2.31% 132,561$       2.88% 99,385$         2.00% 94,852$         1.90% 140,726$       2.56% 143,070$        2.44% 140,262$       2.39% 144,551$       2.39% 148,971$       2.38% 153,524$       2.38% 158,215$        2.38% 162,295$      2.37% 166,487$    2.35% 164,767$      2.30% 169,499$      2.29% 173,707$        2.28%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 154,644$       3.31% 178,057$       3.87% 197,628$       3.99% 190,708$       3.82% 169,962$       3.10% 194,768$        3.33% 197,816$       3.37% 203,283$       3.36% 208,840$       3.34% 214,478$       3.33% 220,194$        3.31% 227,589$      3.32% 235,120$    3.32% 238,492$      3.33% 246,086$      3.33% 256,823$        3.37%

Total 3,209,556$    68.69% 3,466,850$    75.34% 3,704,118$    74.70% 3,513,361$    70.40% 3,475,882$    63.34% 3,773,246$    64.48% 3,834,535$   65.38% 3,979,120$   65.74% 4,128,123$   66.09% 4,281,623$   66.43% 4,439,762$    66.76% 4,584,604$  66.81% 4,733,974$ 66.87% 4,813,475$  67.28% 4,977,890$   67.34% 5,140,108$     67.40%
Increment Only 967,641$       20.71% 1,012,934$    22.01% 794,678$       16.03% 712,366$       14.27% 984,416$       17.94% 922,513$       15.76% 925,517$      15.78% 974,750$      16.10% 1,025,317$   16.41% 1,077,273$   16.71% 1,130,673$    17.00% 1,167,290$  17.01% 1,205,014$ 17.02% 1,199,989$  16.77% 1,240,515$   16.78% 1,280,535$     16.79%

Retail Meter Only 2,241,915$    47.98% 2,453,916$    53.33% 2,909,440$    58.67% 2,800,994$    56.12% 2,491,467$    45.40% 2,850,734$    48.71% 2,909,018$   49.60% 3,004,370$   49.63% 3,102,805$   49.67% 3,204,350$   49.71% 3,309,089$    49.76% 3,417,314$  49.80% 3,528,959$ 49.85% 3,613,486$  50.51% 3,737,375$   50.56% 3,859,573$     50.61%

Total All Charges 4,672,362$    5,155,360$    5,248,757$    4,990,889$    5,487,631$    5,852,147$    5,865,438$   6,053,129$   6,246,451$   6,445,573$   6,650,668$    6,861,916$  7,079,502$ 7,154,233$  7,392,429$   7,625,813$     

Data reflects the "Projected Actuals" from MWDOC's Budget for the following Fiscal Year Current Budget Forecast Based on Assumptions
FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17
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Attachment H1

6 Agency CWA Remaining 
MWDOC

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      25.19% $952,961 24.56% $981,550 24.52% $1,010,997 24.48% $1,041,327 24.44% 1,072,566$      24.40% $1,104,743 24.36% $1,137,886 24.33% $1,172,022 24.33% $1,207,183 24.21% 1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         12.55% $487,464 12.56% $502,088 12.54% $517,150 12.52% $532,665 12.50% 548,645$         12.48% $565,104 12.46% $582,057 12.44% $599,519 12.44% $617,504 12.39% 636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         10.14% $389,898 10.05% $401,595 10.03% $413,642 10.01% $426,052 10.00% 438,833$         9.98% $451,998 9.97% $465,558 9.95% $479,525 9.95% $493,911 9.91% 508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         4.65% $238,966 6.16% $246,135 6.15% $253,519 6.14% $261,125 6.13% 268,959$         6.12% $277,027 6.11% $285,338 6.10% $293,898 6.10% $302,715 6.07% 311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         13.28% $447,153 11.52% $460,568 11.50% $474,385 11.48% $488,616 11.47% 503,275$         11.45% $518,373 11.43% $533,924 11.42% $549,942 11.42% $566,440 11.36% 583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         5.54% $180,740 4.66% $186,162 4.65% $191,747 4.64% $197,499 4.63% 203,424$         4.63% $209,527 4.62% $215,813 4.61% $222,287 4.61% $228,956 4.59% 235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         6.19% $168,045 4.33% $173,086 4.32% $178,279 4.32% $183,627 4.31% 189,136$         4.30% $194,810 4.30% $200,654 4.29% $206,674 4.29% $212,874 4.27% 219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         7.66% $303,005 7.81% $312,095 7.79% $321,458 7.78% $331,102 7.77% 341,035$         7.76% $351,266 7.75% $361,804 7.74% $372,658 7.74% $383,838 7.70% 395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         2.91% $104,040 2.68% $107,161 2.68% $110,376 2.67% $113,687 2.67% 117,098$         2.66% $120,611 2.66% $124,229 2.66% $127,956 2.66% $131,794 2.64% 135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         15.75% $768,789 19.81% $791,853 19.78% $815,609 19.75% $840,077 19.71% 865,279$         19.68% $891,238 19.66% $917,975 19.63% $945,514 19.63% $973,879 19.53% 1,003,096$      
Desalination Study -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           1.59% $62,675 1.62% $64,555 1.61% $66,491 1.61% $68,486 1.61% 70,541$           1.60% $72,657 1.60% $74,837 1.60% $77,082 1.60% $79,394 1.59% 81,776$           
Election Cost -$                     -$                     $0 -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$223,000 -$223,000 -$223,000 -$223,000 (223,000)$        (223,000)$     (223,000)$   (229,690)$     (213,000)$     (200,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      105.44% 3,880,736$     105.75% 4,003,848$     105.57% 4,130,653$     105.40% 4,261,263$     105.23% 4,395,791$      105.07% 4,534,354$   104.92% 4,677,075$  104.77% 4,817,387$   104.77% 4,985,489$   104.27% 5,154,444$      

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,500,775 $2,277,775 $2,054,775 $1,831,775 1,608,775$     1,385,775$  1,162,775$ 1,156,085$  943,085$      743,085$         

Allocation to Increment 1,164,221$     30.00% 1,201,154$     30.00% 1,239,196$     30.00% 1,278,379$     30.00% 1,318,737$      30.00% 1,360,306$   30.00% 1,403,122$  30.00% 1,445,216$   30.00% 1,495,647$   30.00% 1,546,333$      
Allocation to Retail Meter 2,716,515$     70.00% 2,802,693$     70.00% 2,891,457$     70.00% 2,982,884$     70.00% 3,077,053$      70.00% 3,174,048$   70.00% 3,273,952$  70.00% 3,372,171$   70.00% 3,489,843$   70.00% 3,608,111$      

Revenue Recovery
Remaining MWDOC
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 19,710$           0.32% 32,598$          2.80% 32,977$          2.75% 33,045$          2.67% 33,147$          2.59% 33,279$           2.52% 34,128$        2.51% 35,000$       2.49% 35,846$        2.48% 36,930$        2.47% 37,929$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 53,252$           0.85% 57,047$          2.10% 59,696$          2.13% 61,020$          2.11% 62,349$          2.09% 63,695$           2.07% 65,060$        2.05% 66,435$       2.03% 67,929$        2.01% 69,588$        1.99% 70,842$           

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 73,545$           1.18% 122,942$        10.56% 123,044$        10.24% 123,299$        9.95% 123,676$        9.67% 124,168$         9.42% 126,868$      9.33% 129,633$     9.24% 132,280$      9.15% 135,885$      9.09% 138,952$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 118,398$         1.90% 130,393$        4.80% 133,182$        4.75% 136,534$        4.72% 139,928$        4.69% 143,362$         4.66% 146,712$      4.62% 150,092$     4.58% 153,274$      4.55% 157,212$      4.50% 161,148$         
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 36,293$           0.58% 60,539$          5.20% 60,456$          5.03% 60,451$          4.88% 60,506$          4.73% 60,618$           4.60% 62,037$        4.56% 63,493$       4.53% 64,896$        4.49% 66,752$        4.46% 68,391$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 71,514$           1.15% 78,779$          2.90% 80,176$          2.86% 82,058$          2.84% 83,960$          2.81% 85,880$           2.79% 87,778$        2.77% 89,689$       2.74% 91,591$        2.72% 93,852$        2.69% 95,944$           

Brea
Increment Charge (AF) 44,978$           0.72% 76,140$          6.54% 77,144$          6.42% 78,242$          6.31% 79,415$          6.21% 80,662$           6.12% 83,527$        6.14% 86,483$       6.16% 89,408$        6.19% 92,797$        6.20% 96,351$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 78,150$           1.25% 86,928$          3.20% 88,545$          3.16% 91,095$          3.15% 93,688$          3.14% 96,319$           3.13% 98,826$        3.11% 101,364$     3.10% 103,513$      3.07% 106,390$      3.05% 109,659$         
Buena Park

Increment Charge (AF) 34,020$           0.55% 60,307$          5.18% 63,692$          5.30% 67,180$          5.42% 70,726$          5.53% 74,337$           5.64% 79,051$        5.81% 83,938$       5.98% 88,881$        6.15% 93,957$        6.28% 100,147$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 126,615$         2.03% 138,542$        5.10% 142,729$        5.09% 146,475$        5.07% 150,272$        5.04% 154,119$         5.01% 157,875$      4.97% 161,670$     4.94% 165,097$      4.90% 169,471$      4.86% 174,080$         

East Orange County WD
Increment Charge (AF) 22,103$           0.35% 37,139$          3.19% 37,283$          3.10% 37,511$          3.03% 37,776$          2.95% 38,076$           2.89% 38,973$        2.87% 39,893$       2.84% 40,781$        2.82% 41,952$        2.80% 42,990$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 7,428$             0.12% 8,150$            0.30% 8,302$            0.30% 8,483$            0.29% 8,667$            0.29% 8,851$             0.29% 9,039$          0.28% 9,227$         0.28% 9,423$          0.28% 9,648$          0.28% 9,844$             
Fountain Valley

Increment Charge (AF) 20,228$           0.32% 35,276$          3.03% 36,785$          3.06% 38,319$          3.09% 39,888$          3.12% 41,493$           3.15% 42,795$        3.15% 44,135$       3.15% 45,453$        3.15% 47,034$        3.14% 48,621$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,698$         1.74% 119,527$        4.40% 122,422$        4.37% 125,579$        4.34% 128,778$        4.32% 132,017$         4.29% 135,188$      4.26% 138,390$     4.23% 141,325$      4.19% 145,029$      4.16% 148,863$         

Garden Grove
Increment Charge (AF) 38,415$           0.62% 68,456$          5.88% 72,713$          6.05% 77,046$          6.22% 81,445$          6.37% 85,918$           6.52% 89,068$        6.55% 92,318$       6.58% 95,540$        6.61% 99,241$        6.64% 103,164$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 216,569$         3.47% 236,337$        8.70% 243,634$        8.69% 249,778$        8.64% 255,998$        8.58% 262,292$         8.52% 268,412$      8.46% 274,586$     8.39% 280,408$      8.32% 287,605$      8.24% 294,782$         
Golden State Water Company

Increment Charge (AF) 56,550$           0.91% 99,075$          8.51% 103,772$        8.64% 108,525$        8.76% 113,374$        8.87% 118,327$         8.97% 122,513$      9.01% 126,831$     9.04% 131,102$      9.07% 136,057$      9.10% 141,246$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 334,601$         5.37% 383,029$        14.10% 410,695$        14.65% 439,815$        15.21% 470,867$        15.79% 503,962$         16.38% 539,306$      16.99% 576,950$     17.62% 618,053$      18.33% 663,330$      19.01% 708,374$         

Huntington Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 62,453$           1.00% 108,971$        9.36% 113,587$        9.46% 118,331$        9.55% 123,181$        9.64% 128,144$         9.72% 132,117$      9.71% 136,207$     9.71% 140,225$      9.70% 145,062$      9.70% 149,894$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 337,774$         5.42% 369,446$        13.60% 379,361$        13.54% 388,610$        13.44% 397,967$        13.34% 407,424$         13.24% 416,797$      13.13% 426,250$     13.02% 435,287$      12.91% 446,347$      12.79% 457,172$         
La Habra

Increment Charge (AF) 16,688$           0.27% 28,407$          2.44% 28,964$          2.41% 29,542$          2.38% 30,147$          2.36% 30,781$           2.33% 31,794$        2.34% 32,839$       2.34% 33,868$        2.34% 35,086$        2.35% 36,330$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 81,797$           1.31% 89,645$          3.30% 91,762$          3.27% 93,945$          3.25% 96,153$          3.22% 98,382$           3.20% 100,594$      3.17% 102,824$     3.14% 105,004$      3.11% 107,628$      3.08% 110,117$         

La Palma
Increment Charge (AF) 4,718$             0.08% 8,266$            0.71% 8,585$            0.71% 8,946$            0.72% 9,315$            0.73% 9,693$             0.74% 10,015$        0.74% 10,347$       0.74% 10,674$        0.74% 11,061$        0.74% 11,456$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 27,383$           0.44% 29,882$          1.10% 30,746$          1.10% 31,491$          1.09% 32,244$          1.08% 33,006$           1.07% 33,748$        1.06% 34,496$       1.05% 35,227$        1.04% 36,108$        1.03% 36,944$           
Mesa Consolidated

Increment Charge (AF) 4,620$             0.07% 10,245$          0.88% 12,742$          1.06% 15,252$          1.23% 17,771$          1.39% 20,305$           1.54% 21,033$        1.55% 21,784$       1.55% 22,527$        1.56% 23,386$        1.56% 24,289$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 149,037$         2.39% 162,991$        6.00% 167,572$        5.98% 171,755$        5.94% 175,993$        5.90% 180,283$         5.86% 184,650$      5.82% 189,065$     5.77% 192,921$      5.72% 198,329$      5.68% 202,711$         

Newport Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 34,823$           0.56% 61,820$          5.31% 65,577$          5.46% 69,338$          5.60% 73,158$          5.72% 77,046$           5.84% 79,317$        5.83% 81,655$       5.82% 83,944$        5.81% 86,742$        5.80% 89,483$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 197,011$         3.16% 217,321$        8.00% 221,342$        7.90% 226,776$        7.84% 232,274$        7.79% 237,833$         7.73% 243,273$      7.66% 248,758$     7.60% 254,032$      7.53% 260,459$      7.46% 266,701$         
OCWD

Increment Charge (AF) 30,000$           0.48% 49,945$          4.29% 49,814$          4.15% 49,729$          4.01% 49,695$          3.89% 49,707$           3.77% 50,786$        3.73% 51,891$       3.70% 52,948$        3.66% 54,389$        3.64% 55,614$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     

Orange
Increment Charge (AF) 56,955$           0.91% 100,239$        8.61% 105,425$        8.78% 110,665$        8.93% 116,003$        9.07% 121,446$         9.21% 125,058$      9.19% 128,774$     9.18% 132,415$      9.16% 136,855$      9.15% 141,218$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 226,041$         3.62% 247,203$        9.10% 253,717$        9.05% 259,824$        8.99% 266,001$        8.92% 272,241$         8.85% 278,404$      8.77% 284,617$     8.69% 290,652$      8.62% 297,952$      8.54% 304,942$         
Seal Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 8,310$             0.13% 14,553$          1.25% 15,218$          1.27% 15,901$          1.28% 16,598$          1.30% 17,310$           1.31% 17,920$        1.32% 18,548$       1.32% 19,170$        1.33% 19,892$        1.33% 20,647$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 34,015$           0.55% 38,031$          1.40% 38,157$          1.36% 39,063$          1.35% 39,980$          1.34% 40,906$           1.33% 41,826$        1.32% 42,753$       1.31% 43,659$        1.29% 44,750$        1.28% 45,785$           

Serrano WD
Increment Charge (AF) -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 14,310$           0.23% 16,299$          0.60% 15,961$          0.57% 16,295$          0.56% 16,630$          0.56% 16,968$           0.55% 17,309$        0.55% 17,653$       0.54% 18,027$        0.53% 18,444$        0.53% 18,776$           
Westminster

Increment Charge (AF) 26,040$           0.42% 45,405$          3.90% 47,353$          3.94% 49,327$          3.98% 51,345$          4.02% 53,410$           4.05% 55,184$        4.06% 57,012$       4.06% 58,815$        4.07% 60,942$        4.07% 63,122$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 127,743$         2.05% 141,259$        5.20% 143,534$        5.12% 147,065$        5.09% 150,639$        5.05% 154,252$         5.01% 157,814$      4.97% 161,406$     4.93% 164,829$      4.89% 169,027$      4.84% 173,158$         

Yorba Linda WD
Increment Charge (AF) 84,600$           1.36% 143,665$        12.34% 146,023$        12.16% 148,547$        11.99% 151,212$        11.83% 154,017$         11.68% 158,122$      11.62% 162,340$     11.57% 166,442$      11.52% 171,626$      11.48% 176,491$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 151,590$         2.43% 165,707$        6.10% 171,162$        6.11% 175,795$        6.08% 180,496$        6.05% 185,261$         6.02% 191,438$      6.03% 197,728$     6.04% 201,920$      5.99% 208,674$      5.98% 218,269$         
Total 3,136,970$      53.04% 3,880,503$     4,003,848$     4,130,653$     4,261,263$     4,395,791$      4,534,354$   4,677,075$  4,817,387$   4,985,489$   5,154,444$      

Increment Only 545,498$         9.22% 1,163,988$     29.99% 1,201,154$     30.00% 1,239,196$     30.00% 1,278,379$     30.00% 1,318,737$      30.00% 1,360,306$   30.00% 1,403,122$  30.00% 1,445,216$   30.00% 1,495,647$   30.00% 1,546,333$      
Retail Meter Only 2,591,473$      43.82% 2,716,515$     70.00% 2,802,693$     70.00% 2,891,457$    70.00% 2,982,884$    70.00% 3,077,053$     70.00% 3,174,048$  70.00% 3,273,952$ 70.00% 3,372,171$  70.00% 3,489,843$   70.00% 3,608,111$      
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Attachment H2

6 Agency CWA

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      24.77% $723,511 66.12% $574,025 41.48% $705,143 35.58% 726,297$        35.48% 748,086$         35.38% $770,529 35.28% $793,644 35.19% $817,454 35.19% $841,977 35.30% 867,237$         34.91%

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         12.34% $0 0.00% $98,623 7.13% $181,866 9.18% 187,322$        9.15% 192,942$         9.12% $198,730 9.10% $204,692 9.08% $210,833 9.08% $217,158 9.11% 223,673$         9.00%
Special Projects 599,677$         9.97% $135,674 12.40% $209,616 15.15% $318,099 16.05% 327,642$        16.00% 337,472$         15.96% $347,596 15.92% $358,024 15.87% $368,764 15.87% $379,827 15.93% 391,222$         15.75%

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         4.57% $100,000 9.14% $71,589 5.17% $124,272 6.27% 128,000$        6.25% 131,840$         6.23% $135,795 6.22% $139,869 6.20% $144,065 6.20% $148,387 6.22% 152,839$         6.15%
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         13.05% $7,500 0.69% $7,500 0.54% $7,500 0.38% 7,725$            0.38% 7,957$             0.38% $8,195 0.38% $8,441 0.37% $8,695 0.37% $8,955 0.38% 9,224$             0.37%

Water Awareness 327,388$         5.44% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%
School Programs 366,193$         6.09% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

Finance 453,301$         7.54% $125,062 11.43% $221,578 16.01% $243,461 12.29% 250,764$        12.25% 258,287$         12.21% $266,036 12.18% $274,017 12.15% $282,238 12.15% $290,705 12.19% 299,426$         12.05%
Information Technology 172,113$         2.86% $35,720 3.26% $73,584 5.32% $87,733 4.43% 90,365$          4.41% 93,075$           4.40% $95,868 4.39% $98,744 4.38% $101,706 4.38% $104,757 4.39% 107,900$         4.34%

Overhead 931,592$         15.49% $135,490 12.38% $295,243 21.33% $480,409 24.24% 494,821$        24.17% 509,666$         24.10% $524,956 24.04% $540,704 23.97% $556,925 23.97% $573,633 24.05% 590,842$         23.78%
Desalination Study -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           1.56% $31,290 2.86% $32,229 2.33% $33,196 1.68% 34,192$          1.67% 35,217$           1.67% $36,274 1.66% $37,362 1.66% $38,483 1.66% $39,638 1.66% 40,827$           1.64%
Election Costs 100,000$         -$                     $0 -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$200,000 -$200,000 -$200,000 -$200,000 (200,000)$        (200,000)$     (200,000)$    (206,000)$     (220,000)$     (199,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 6,014,372$      103.69% 1,094,247$     118.28% 1,383,987$     114.45% 1,981,678$     110.09% 2,047,129$    109.77% 2,114,543$     1$        2,183,979$  1$        2,255,498$ 1$         2,323,163$   1$         2,385,038$  1$        2,484,189$     108.01%

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,013,225 $1,813,225 $1,613,225 $1,413,225 1,213,225$     1,013,225$  813,225$    807,225$      587,225$     388,225$        

Revenue Recovery
New Agency 2
El Toro WD

Water Purchased (AF) 82,380$           1.32% 97,800$          8.94% 122,805$        8.87% 174,592$        8.81% 179,094$        8.75% 183,712$         8.69% 188,143$      8.61% 192,687$     8.54% 196,840$      8.47% 200,772$      8.42% 207,116$         8.34%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 63,810$           1.09% -$                   3.79% -$                   3.78% -$                   3.78% -$                   3.78% -$                     3.78% -$                  3.77% -$                 3.75% -$                  3.75% -$                  3.74% -$                     3.71%

Irvine Ranch WD*
Water Purchased (AF) 248,948$         2.74% 302,306$        27.63% 388,038$        28.04% 563,594$        28.44% 590,283$        28.83% 617,897$         29.22% 645,075$      29.54% 673,150$     29.84% 700,345$      30.15% 724,632$      30.38% 763,365$         30.73%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 714,941$         9.85% -$                   42.27% -$                   42.13% -$                   41.98% -$                   41.84% -$                     41.70% -$                  41.81% -$                 41.91% -$                  41.91% -$                  42.00% -$                     42.22%
Moulton Niguel WD

Water Purchased (AF) 263,355$         4.13% 312,260$        28.54% 391,614$        28.30% 556,069$        28.06% 569,708$        27.83% 583,685$         27.60% 597,628$      27.36% 611,925$     27.13% 624,974$      26.90% 637,345$      26.72% 657,310$         26.46%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 436,511$         5.77% -$                   25.77% -$                   25.64% -$                   25.52% -$                   25.39% -$                     25.27% -$                  25.05% -$                 24.84% -$                  24.84% -$                  24.68% -$                     24.23%

Santa Margarita WD
Water Purchased (AF) 232,178$         3.88% 278,004$        25.41% 352,039$        25.44% 504,668$        25.47% 521,939$        25.50% 539,738$         25.53% 560,487$      25.66% 581,895$     25.80% 602,427$      25.93% 620,946$      26.04% 650,543$         26.19%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 360,995$         5.55% -$                   21.70% -$                   21.99% -$                   22.26% -$                   22.54% -$                     22.81% -$                  22.97% -$                 23.12% -$                  23.12% -$                  23.24% -$                     23.57%
South Coast Water District

Water Purchased (AF) 54,068$           0.94% 63,062$          5.76% 77,782$          5.62% 108,597$        5.48% 109,374$        5.34% 110,132$         5.21% 110,797$      5.07% 111,446$     4.94% 111,790$      4.81% 112,354$      4.71% 113,335$         4.56%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 79,360$           1.34% -$                   4.69% -$                   4.68% -$                   4.66% -$                   4.65% -$                     4.63% -$                  4.60% -$                 4.57% -$                  4.57% -$                  4.54% -$                     4.47%

Trabuco Canyon WD
Water Purchased (AF) 34,073$           0.24% 40,816$          3.73% 51,709$          3.74% 74,159$          3.74% 76,729$          3.75% 79,379$           3.75% 81,850$        3.75% 84,394$       3.74% 86,788$        3.74% 88,989$        3.73% 92,519$           3.72%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 29,698$           0.43% -$                   1.77% -$                   1.78% -$                   1.79% -$                   1.80% -$                     1.81% -$                  1.80% -$                 1.80% -$                  1.80% -$                  1.80% -$                     1.80%
Total 2,600,315$      43.24% 1,094,247$     100.00% 1,383,987$     100.00% 1,981,678$     100.00% 2,047,129$    100.00% 2,114,543$     100.00% 2,183,979$  100.00% 2,255,498$ 100.00% 2,323,163$   100.00% 2,385,038$  100.00% 2,484,189$     100.00%

Increment Only 915,000$         15.21% 1,094,247$     100.00% 1,383,987$     100.00% 1,981,678$     100.00% 2,047,129$    100.00% 2,114,543$     100.00% 2,183,979$  100.00% 2,255,498$ 100.00% 2,323,163$   100.00% 2,385,038$  100.00% 2,484,189$     100.00%
Retail Meter Only 1,685,315$      28.02% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                    0.00%
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Attachment I1

9 Agency CWA Remaining 
MWDOC

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      25.19% $952,961 24.32% $981,550 24.28% $1,010,997 24.25% $1,041,327 24.22% 1,072,566$      24.19% $1,104,743 24.16% $1,137,886 24.14% $1,172,022 24.14% $1,207,183 24.08% 1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         12.55% $487,464 12.44% $502,088 12.42% $517,150 12.41% $532,665 12.39% 548,645$         12.38% $565,104 12.36% $582,057 12.35% $599,519 12.35% $617,504 12.32% 636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         10.14% $389,898 9.95% $401,595 9.94% $413,642 9.92% $426,052 9.91% 438,833$         9.90% $451,998 9.89% $465,558 9.88% $479,525 9.88% $493,911 9.85% 508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         4.65% $238,966 6.10% $246,135 6.09% $253,519 6.08% $261,125 6.07% 268,959$         6.07% $277,027 6.06% $285,338 6.05% $293,898 6.05% $302,715 6.04% 311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         13.28% $447,153 11.41% $460,568 11.40% $474,385 11.38% $488,616 11.37% 503,275$         11.35% $518,373 11.34% $533,924 11.33% $549,942 11.33% $566,440 11.30% 583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         5.54% $180,740 4.61% $186,162 4.61% $191,747 4.60% $197,499 4.59% 203,424$         4.59% $209,527 4.58% $215,813 4.58% $222,287 4.58% $228,956 4.57% 235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         6.19% $168,045 4.29% $173,086 4.28% $178,279 4.28% $183,627 4.27% 189,136$         4.27% $194,810 4.26% $200,654 4.26% $206,674 4.26% $212,874 4.25% 219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         7.66% $303,005 7.73% $312,095 7.72% $321,458 7.71% $331,102 7.70% 341,035$         7.69% $351,266 7.68% $361,804 7.67% $372,658 7.67% $383,838 7.66% 395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         2.91% $104,040 2.65% $107,161 2.65% $110,376 2.65% $113,687 2.64% 117,098$         2.64% $120,611 2.64% $124,229 2.64% $127,956 2.64% $131,794 2.63% 135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         15.75% $768,789 19.62% $791,853 19.59% $815,609 19.57% $840,077 19.54% 865,279$         19.52% $891,238 19.49% $917,975 19.47% $945,514 19.47% $973,879 19.43% 1,003,096$      
Desalination Study -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           1.59% $57,788 1.47% $59,522 1.47% $61,308 1.47% $63,147 1.47% 65,041$           1.47% $66,993 1.47% $69,002 1.46% $71,072 1.46% $73,205 1.46% 75,401$           
Election Costs -$                     -$                     $0 -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$180,000 -$180,000 -$180,000 -$180,000 (180,000)$        (180,000)$     (180,000)$   (185,400)$     (180,000)$     (180,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      105.44% 3,918,849$    104.59% 4,041,815$    104.45% 4,168,469$    104.32% 4,298,923$    104.19% 4,433,291$      1$         4,571,690$   1$         4,714,241$  1$         4,855,668$   1$         5,012,300$   1$         5,168,069$      
Reserve Fund Balance 4,739,000$      $2,221,659 $2,041,659 $1,861,659 $1,681,659 1,501,659$     1,321,659$  1,141,659$ 1,136,259$   956,259$      776,259$        

Allocation to Increment 1,175,655$    30.00% 1,212,544$    30.00% 1,250,541$    30.00% 1,289,677$    30.00% 1,329,987$      30.00% 1,371,507$   30.00% 1,414,272$  30.00% 1,456,700$   30.00% 1,503,690$   30.00% 1,550,421$      
Allocation to Retail Meter 2,743,195$    70.00% 2,829,270$    70.00% 2,917,929$    70.00% 3,009,246$    70.00% 3,103,304$      70.00% 3,200,183$   70.00% 3,299,968$  70.00% 3,398,967$   70.00% 3,508,610$   70.00% 3,617,648$      

Revenue Recovery
Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 44,978$           0.72% 94,420$         8.03% 94,996$         7.83% 95,701$         7.65% 96,527$         7.48% 97,467$           7.33% 100,731$      7.34% 104,095$     7.36% 107,442$      7.38% 111,090$      7.39% 114,818$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 78,150$           1.25% 96,335$         3.51% 99,033$         3.50% 101,771$       3.49% 104,548$       3.47% 107,362$         3.46% 110,023$      3.44% 112,711$     3.42% 115,003$      3.38% 117,784$      3.36% 120,941$         

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 34,020$           0.55% 74,739$         6.36% 78,431$         6.47% 82,170$         6.57% 85,965$         6.67% 89,824$           6.75% 95,332$        6.95% 101,031$     7.14% 106,809$      7.33% 112,479$      7.48% 119,341$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 126,615$         2.03% 155,678$       5.68% 159,635$       5.64% 163,640$       5.61% 167,692$       5.57% 171,788$         5.54% 175,762$      5.49% 179,768$     5.45% 183,423$      5.40% 187,621$      5.35% 191,989$         
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 22,103$           0.35% 46,009$         3.91% 45,911$         3.79% 45,881$         3.67% 45,915$         3.56% 46,008$           3.46% 47,000$        3.43% 48,017$       3.40% 49,006$        3.36% 50,222$        3.34% 51,229$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 7,428$             0.12% 9,093$           0.33% 9,285$           0.33% 9,478$           0.32% 9,671$           0.32% 9,866$             0.32% 10,063$        0.31% 10,260$       0.31% 10,469$        0.31% 10,682$        0.30% 10,856$           

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 20,228$           0.32% 43,764$         3.72% 45,297$         3.74% 46,870$         3.75% 48,482$         3.76% 50,137$           3.77% 51,609$        3.76% 53,123$       3.76% 54,621$        3.75% 56,306$        3.74% 57,939$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,698$         1.74% 133,589$       4.87% 136,923$       4.84% 140,296$       4.81% 143,707$       4.78% 147,152$         4.74% 150,505$      4.70% 153,883$     4.66% 157,012$      4.62% 160,561$      4.58% 164,178$         
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 38,415$           0.62% 84,888$         7.22% 89,540$         7.38% 94,238$         7.54% 98,994$         7.68% 103,819$         7.81% 107,413$      7.83% 111,118$     7.86% 114,810$      7.88% 118,804$      7.90% 122,936$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 216,569$         3.47% 266,009$       9.70% 272,493$       9.63% 279,049$       9.56% 285,674$       9.49% 292,363$         9.42% 298,823$      9.34% 305,326$     9.25% 311,533$      9.17% 318,407$      9.08% 325,110$         

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 56,550$           0.91% 122,929$       10.46% 127,786$       10.54% 132,741$       10.61% 137,803$       10.69% 142,980$         10.75% 147,746$      10.77% 152,659$     10.79% 157,546$      10.82% 162,877$      10.83% 168,317$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 334,601$         5.37% 429,287$       15.65% 459,341$       16.24% 491,357$       16.84% 525,450$       17.46% 561,739$         18.10% 600,410$      18.76% 641,538$     19.44% 686,657$      20.20% 734,373$      20.93% 781,253$         
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 62,453$           1.00% 135,129$       11.49% 139,873$       11.54% 144,736$       11.57% 149,724$       11.61% 154,842$         11.64% 159,328$      11.62% 163,945$     11.59% 168,509$      11.57% 173,659$      11.55% 178,622$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 337,774$         5.42% 414,540$       15.11% 424,296$       15.00% 434,151$       14.88% 444,099$       14.76% 454,133$         14.63% 464,020$      14.50% 473,968$     14.36% 483,604$      14.23% 494,150$      14.08% 504,207$         

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 16,688$           0.27% 35,244$         3.00% 35,667$         2.94% 36,134$         2.89% 36,643$         2.84% 37,194$           2.80% 38,343$        2.80% 39,526$       2.79% 40,700$        2.79% 42,003$        2.79% 43,293$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 81,797$           1.31% 100,329$       3.66% 102,631$       3.63% 104,955$       3.60% 107,299$       3.57% 109,662$         3.53% 111,992$      3.50% 114,335$     3.46% 116,659$      3.43% 119,155$      3.40% 121,447$         
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 4,718$             0.08% 10,211$         0.87% 10,572$         0.87% 10,943$         0.88% 11,323$         0.88% 11,712$           0.88% 12,078$        0.88% 12,454$       0.88% 12,827$        0.88% 13,241$        0.88% 13,652$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 27,383$           0.44% 33,602$         1.22% 34,387$         1.22% 35,181$         1.21% 35,982$         1.20% 36,790$           1.19% 37,572$        1.17% 38,358$       1.16% 39,138$        1.15% 39,975$        1.14% 40,744$           

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF) 4,620$             0.07% 12,695$         1.08% 15,691$         1.29% 18,655$         1.49% 21,600$         1.67% 24,536$           1.84% 25,365$        1.85% 26,220$       1.85% 27,071$        1.86% 27,996$        1.86% 28,945$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 149,037$         2.39% 183,008$       6.67% 187,420$       6.62% 191,883$       6.58% 196,395$       6.53% 200,952$         6.48% 205,571$      6.42% 210,230$     6.37% 214,335$      6.31% 219,570$      6.26% 223,566$         
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 34,823$           0.56% 76,740$         6.53% 80,752$         6.66% 84,810$         6.78% 88,922$         6.89% 93,097$           7.00% 95,654$        6.97% 98,283$       6.95% 100,876$      6.92% 103,842$      6.91% 106,633$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 197,011$         3.16% 241,827$       8.82% 247,559$       8.75% 253,352$       8.68% 259,200$       8.61% 265,100$         8.54% 270,836$      8.46% 276,606$     8.38% 282,230$      8.30% 288,354$      8.22% 294,140$         

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 30,000$           0.48% 61,957$         5.27% 61,341$         5.06% 60,826$         4.86% 60,403$         4.68% 60,063$           4.52% 61,246$        4.47% 62,458$       4.42% 63,628$        4.37% 65,111$        4.33% 66,273$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 56,955$           0.91% 124,376$       10.58% 129,822$       10.71% 135,360$       10.82% 140,998$       10.93% 146,749$         11.03% 150,815$      11.00% 154,998$     10.96% 159,124$      10.92% 163,833$      10.90% 168,283$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 226,041$         3.62% 277,329$       10.11% 283,769$       10.03% 290,273$       9.95% 296,836$       9.86% 303,452$         9.78% 309,948$      9.69% 316,479$     9.59% 322,914$      9.50% 329,862$      9.40% 336,315$         

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 8,310$             0.13% 18,045$         1.53% 18,740$         1.55% 19,449$         1.56% 20,175$         1.56% 20,917$           1.57% 21,611$        1.58% 22,325$       1.58% 23,037$        1.58% 23,813$        1.58% 24,604$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 34,015$           0.55% 41,720$         1.52% 42,676$         1.51% 43,641$         1.50% 44,615$         1.48% 45,596$           1.47% 46,565$        1.46% 47,539$       1.44% 48,505$        1.43% 49,543$        1.41% 50,495$           
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                     0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 14,310$           0.23% 17,501$         0.64% 17,852$         0.63% 18,204$         0.62% 18,558$         0.62% 18,913$           0.61% 19,271$        0.60% 19,629$       0.59% 20,028$        0.59% 20,419$        0.58% 20,708$           

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 26,040$           0.42% 56,338$         4.79% 58,311$         4.81% 60,333$         4.82% 62,408$         4.84% 64,538$           4.85% 66,550$        4.85% 68,622$       4.85% 70,678$        4.85% 72,956$        4.85% 75,220$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 127,743$         2.05% 156,810$       5.72% 160,535$       5.67% 164,300$       5.63% 168,101$       5.59% 171,936$         5.54% 175,694$      5.49% 179,475$     5.44% 183,124$      5.39% 187,130$      5.33% 190,973$         
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 84,600$           1.36% 178,171$       15.16% 179,815$       14.83% 181,694$       14.53% 183,794$       14.25% 186,105$         13.99% 190,689$      13.90% 195,398$     13.82% 200,015$      13.73% 205,458$      13.66% 210,317$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 151,590$         2.43% 186,540$       6.80% 191,436$       6.77% 196,397$       6.73% 201,419$       6.69% 206,501$         6.65% 213,129$      6.66% 219,863$     6.66% 224,333$      6.60% 231,023$      6.58% 240,725$         

Total 2,764,259$      46.74% 3,918,849$    4,041,815$    4,168,469$    4,298,923$    4,433,291$      4,571,690$   4,714,241$  4,855,668$   5,012,300$   5,168,069$      
Increment Only 545,498$         9.22% 1,175,655$    30.00% 1,212,544$    30.00% 1,250,541$    30.00% 1,289,677$    30.00% 1,329,987$      30.00% 1,371,507$   30.00% 1,414,272$  30.00% 1,456,700$   30.00% 1,503,690$   30.00% 1,550,421$      

Retail Meter Only 2,218,761$      37.51% 2,743,195$    70.00% 2,829,270$    70.00% 2,917,929$   70.00% 3,009,246$   70.00% 3,103,304$     70.00% 3,200,183$  70.00% 3,299,968$ 70.00% 3,398,967$   70.00% 3,508,610$   70.00% 3,617,648$     

Forecast Based on Assumptions
FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 16-17FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16

2/13/2009
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FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      24.77% $723,511 67.05% $574,025 41.93% $705,143 35.85% 726,297$        36.51% 748,086$         36.40% 770,529$      36.28% $793,644 36.17% $817,454 36.17% $841,977 35.81% 867,237$         35.72%

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         12.34% $0 0.00% $98,623 7.20% $181,866 9.25% $181,866 9.14% 187,322$         9.11% 192,942$      9.09% $198,730 9.06% $204,692 9.06% $210,833 8.97% 217,158$         8.94%
Special Projects 599,677$         9.97% $135,674 12.57% $209,616 15.31% $318,099 16.17% $318,099 15.99% 327,642$         15.94% 337,472$      15.89% $347,596 15.84% $358,024 15.84% $368,764 15.69% 379,827$         15.64%

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         4.57% $100,000 9.27% $71,589 5.23% $124,272 6.32% $124,272 6.25% 128,000$         6.23% 131,840$      6.21% $135,795 6.19% $139,869 6.19% $144,065 6.13% 148,387$         6.11%
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         13.05% $7,500 0.70% $7,500 0.55% $7,500 0.38% $7,500 0.38% 7,725$             0.38% 7,957$          0.37% $8,195 0.37% $8,441 0.37% $8,695 0.37% 8,955$             0.37%

Water Awareness 327,388$         5.44% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%
School Programs 366,193$         6.09% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

Finance 453,301$         7.54% $125,062 11.59% $221,578 16.19% $243,461 12.38% $243,461 12.24% 250,764$         12.20% 258,287$      12.16% $266,036 12.13% $274,017 12.13% $282,238 12.00% 290,705$         11.97%
Information Technology 172,113$         2.86% $35,720 3.31% $73,584 5.37% $87,733 4.46% $87,733 4.41% 90,365$           4.40% 93,075$        4.38% $95,868 4.37% $98,744 4.37% $101,706 4.33% 104,757$         4.31%

Overhead 931,592$         15.49% $135,490 12.56% $295,243 21.57% $480,409 24.43% $480,409 24.15% 494,821$         24.07% 509,666$      24.00% $524,956 23.93% $540,704 23.93% $556,925 23.69% 573,633$         23.63%
Desalination Study -$                     0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                     0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           1.56% $36,176 3.35% $37,262 2.72% $38,380 1.95% $39,531 1.99% 40,717$           1.98% 41,938$        1.97% $43,197 1.97% $44,492 1.97% $45,827 1.95% 47,202$           1.94%
Election Costs 100,000$         -$                  $0 -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 (220,000)$     -$220,000 -$226,600 -$210,000 (210,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 6,014,372$      103.69% 1,079,134$     120.39% 1,369,020$     116.07% 1,966,862$     111.19% 1,989,168$    111.06% 2,055,443$     110.70% 2,123,706$  110.36% 2,194,017$ 110.03% 2,259,838$   110.03% 2,351,031$  108.93% 2,427,862$     108.65%

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,115,341 $1,895,341 $1,675,341 $1,455,341 $1,235,341 1,015,341$  $795,341 $788,741 $578,741 368,741$        

Revenue Recovery
New Agency 2
El Toro WD

Water Purchased (AF) 67,061$           1.32% 84,562$          7.84% 106,600$        7.79% 152,194$        7.74% 152,970$        7.69% 157,102$         7.64% 161,151$      7.59% 165,304$     7.53% 169,069$      7.48% 174,915$      7.44% 179,150$         7.38%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 55,237$           1.09% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                     3.31% -$                  3.30% -$                 3.29% -$                  3.29% -$                  3.28% -$                     3.26%

Irvine Ranch WD*
Water Purchased (AF) 138,788$         2.74% 261,388$        24.22% 336,831$        24.60% 491,291$        24.98% 504,178$        25.35% 528,398$         25.71% 552,529$      26.02% 577,486$     26.32% 601,536$      26.62% 631,309$      26.85% 660,289$         27.20%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 500,033$         9.85% -$                   36.95% -$                   36.83% -$                   36.71% -$                   36.60% -$                     36.48% -$                  36.60% -$                 36.72% -$                  36.72% -$                  36.82% -$                     37.07%
Moulton Niguel WD

Water Purchased (AF) 209,495$         4.13% 269,995$        25.02% 339,935$        24.83% 484,731$        24.64% 486,605$        24.46% 499,141$         24.28% 511,889$      24.10% 524,962$     23.93% 536,799$      23.75% 555,264$      23.62% 568,554$         23.42%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 292,903$         5.77% -$                   22.53% -$                   22.42% -$                   22.31% -$                   22.21% -$                     22.11% -$                  21.94% -$                 21.77% -$                  21.77% -$                  21.63% -$                     21.28%

Santa Margarita WD
Water Purchased (AF) 196,742$         3.88% 240,376$        22.27% 305,583$        22.32% 439,925$        22.37% 445,803$        22.41% 461,559$         22.46% 480,077$      22.61% 499,199$     22.75% 517,433$      22.90% 540,977$      23.01% 562,700$         23.18%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 281,859$         5.55% -$                   18.97% -$                   19.22% -$                   19.47% -$                   19.72% -$                     19.96% -$                  20.11% -$                 20.26% -$                  20.26% -$                  20.38% -$                     20.69%
South Coast Water District

Water Purchased (AF) 47,665$           0.94% 54,527$          5.05% 67,517$          4.93% 94,666$          4.81% 93,420$          4.70% 94,180$           4.58% 94,902$        4.47% 95,608$       4.36% 96,018$        4.25% 97,884$        4.16% 98,032$           4.04%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,964$           1.34% -$                   4.10% -$                   4.09% -$                   4.08% -$                   4.06% -$                     4.05% -$                  4.03% -$                 4.00% -$                  4.00% -$                  3.98% -$                     3.93%

Trabuco Canyon WD
Water Purchased (AF) 12,402$           0.24% 35,292$          3.27% 44,885$          3.28% 64,645$          3.29% 65,537$          3.29% 67,881$           3.30% 70,107$        3.30% 72,400$       3.30% 74,543$        3.30% 77,528$        3.30% 80,026$           3.30%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 21,978$           0.43% -$                   1.55% -$                   1.56% -$                   1.56% -$                   1.57% -$                     1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                 1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                     1.58%
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 19,710$           0.32% 20,247$          1.88% 25,542$          1.87% 36,492$          1.86% 36,704$          1.85% 37,723$           1.84% 38,721$        1.82% 39,746$       1.81% 40,679$        1.80% 42,108$        1.79% 43,162$           1.78%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 53,252$           0.85% -$                   2.75% -$                   2.75% -$                   2.74% -$                   2.73% -$                     2.72% -$                  2.70% -$                 2.69% -$                  2.69% -$                  2.68% -$                     2.63%

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 73,545$           1.18% 75,547$          7.00% 95,303$          6.96% 136,161$        6.92% 136,951$        6.88% 140,748$         6.85% 143,943$      6.78% 147,210$     6.71% 150,114$      6.64% 154,936$      6.59% 158,122$         6.51%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 118,398$         1.90% -$                   6.14% -$                   6.13% -$                   6.13% -$                   6.13% -$                     6.12% -$                  6.09% -$                 6.07% -$                  6.07% -$                  6.05% -$                     5.99%
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 36,293$           0.58% 37,200$          3.45% 46,826$          3.42% 66,757$          3.39% 67,001$          3.37% 68,712$           3.34% 70,387$        3.31% 72,102$       3.29% 73,645$        3.26% 76,110$        3.24% 77,827$           3.21%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 71,514$           1.15% -$                   3.70% -$                   3.69% -$                   3.68% -$                   3.68% -$                     3.67% -$                  3.65% -$                 3.63% -$                  3.63% -$                  3.61% -$                     3.56%

FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16
Forecast Based on Assumptions

FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 16-17FY 12-13

2/17/2009
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MWDOC GOVERNANCE STUDY TIMELINE 

 

June – December 2006  MWDOC facilitated stakeholder meetings 

June 2007    LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 

February 2007   LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 

April 2007    Request for additional stakeholder meetings 

June – September 2007 Additional LAFCO-facilitated stakeholder 
meetings 

November 2007 Commission directed staff to prepare RFP for 
selection of Firm to conduct governance study 

January 2008 Draft RFP continued for additional review and 
comment 

April 2008 Firms interviewed by MWDOC, City of 
Huntington Beach, LAFCO and Rancho Santa 
Margarita Water District 

May 2008 Commission directed LAFCO staff to negotiate 
with firms 

June 23, 2008 Commission approved Contract with Winzler & 
Kelly to Conduct Study 

SEPTEMBER 9, 2008 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  LAUNCH OF 
STUDY    

October 15, 2008 Draft “Fatal Flaw” Review of Governance Options 
Distributed to LAFCO Staff 

OCTOBER 22, 2008 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  DRAFT 
GOVERNANCE OPTIONS SECTION 
DISTRIBUTED FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT 

October 29, 2008 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Governance 
Options Section Due 

 

Draft
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December 1, 2008 Final Technical Memorandum on Governance 
Options due to LAFCO  

 

 

January 7, 2009 Draft Outline for Technical Report 2 - Baseline Analysis of 
MWDOC Current Service Model & Financial Analysis of 
Alternatives together with “Key Assumptions” distributed 
to Stakeholders 

January 21, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Outline for Technical 
Report 2 and “Key Assumptions” due to LAFCO staff  

FEBRUARY 11, 2008 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  RELEASE OF DRAFT 
TECHNICAL REPORT 2 – BASELINE ANALYSIS 
OF MWDOC CURRENT SERVICE MODEL AND 
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES  

March 4, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 2 
due to LAFCO staff  

May 12, 2009 STAKEHOLDER MEETING:  RELEASE OF DRAFT 
TECHNICAL REPORT 3 – ALTERNATIVE 
ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN  

May 20, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 3 
due to LAFCO staff  

July 15, 2009 Draft Governance Study released for 
Stakeholder/Public review 

July 29, 2009 Stakeholder/Public Comments due to LAFCO staff 

August 12, 2009 Final Governance Study delivered to LAFCO staff 

SEPTEMBER 9, 2009 LAFCO COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING Draft
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1. Background of Governance Alternatives Study 
In November of 2007, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) reviewed the Municipal Services Review (MSR) for the Municipal Water 
District of Orange County (MWDOC) and, consistent with the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act (Government Code Section 56000 et.seq., the “Local Government 
Reorganization Act), received and filed the MSR report. (A brief history of the formation of 
MWDOC, its current responsibilities and a listing of its 28 member agencies is included as 
Attachment A in the Appendix to this report.) 

The MWDOC MSR was developed through a stakeholder driven process. The 
stakeholder process raised a number of issues, summarized in the MSR:  

“Based on all the stakeholder meetings and discussions, it is clear that there are 
fundamental differences between MWDOC and some of the member agencies with 
regards to appropriate service levels, approach and policies.  Key issues discussed were 
related to: (1) MWDOC’s role and its core functions, (2) reserves, budgeting and rates, 
(3) equitable cost sharing among member agencies, and (4) accountability to the member 
agencies as constituents.  Each of these issues points to a fundamental question: Is the 
government structure of MWDOC, as a Municipal Water District, the appropriate 
government structure to serve Orange County?”  

MWDOC has implemented changes to its policies and budget process as a result of 
participation in the joint MWDOC/LAFCO stakeholder program (see Appendix 
Attachment B, MWDOC 12-20-06 Staff Report and Policy Statement).  However, as the 
November 2007 LAFCO staff MSR transmittal letter to LAFCO Commissioners notes, 
“…despite the extensive nature of the stakeholder process and best intentions of 
everyone involved, the issues have not been resolved to the satisfaction of everyone.”  
In response to a request from some MWDOC member agencies, the LAFCO 
Commissioners directed the preparation of a Governance Study to further examine the 
government structures identified in the MSR.  

2. Purpose & Steps in Completion of the Governance Study  
The purpose of the Governance Study is to comply with LAFCO Commission direction 
and to analyze governance structure options for MWDOC by:  

• Identifying options which may have the potential to resolve issues raised in the 
MWDOC MSR   

• Identifying which governance structure options are legally and practically 
feasible 
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• Determining the fiscal impacts that could result from each option  
• Determining any impacts on representation at Metropolitan that could result 

from each option  
• Summarizing actions and steps necessary to implement any viable option. 

It is not the purpose of the Governance Study to recommend a preferred reorganization 
of MWDOC. Instead, the study is designed to provide information, data and analysis to 
better understand the possibilities and impacts associated with each of these 
governance structure options. 

The Governance Study will be developed through the completion of six key steps 
identified below.    Steps two through four will each result in a draft analysis or 
technical report that will be subject to review and comment from the stakeholders, 
which consist of MWDOC and its 28 member retail agencies.  Steps five and six include 
the completion of draft and final versions of the comprehensive Governance Study.      

Steps Status 

1. Review of Assumptions, Data and Relevant Documents. 
Participate in 1st Stakeholder Meeting. 

Data review ongoing. 1st Stakeholder 
Meeting completed.  

2. Identify Potential Governance Structure Alternatives and 
complete legal analysis of options. Participate in 2nd 
Stakeholder Meeting. 

This Technical Report was presented at the 
2nd Stakeholder Meeting and finalized to 
incorporate comments received, as 
appropriate, in December 2008. 

3. Develop Preliminary Financial Analysis. This Technical Report was presented at the 
3rd Stakeholder Meeting and finalized to 
incorporate comments received, as 
appropriate, in May 2009.  

4. Develop Implementation Analysis. This Technical Report was presented at the 
4th Stakeholder Meeting.  

5. Develop Draft Governance Study. To be completed. 

6. Develop Final Governance Study. To be completed. 

Three draft reports (Steps 2 through 4) are intended to be completed to form the basis of 
the Governance Study: 

• The first technical report provided an initial screening of feasible governance 
structure options. This first reported concluded that there were three 
potentially feasible governance options: the Status Quo, dissolve  MWDOC to 
form a County Water Authority and detach the South County agencies and 
form a new County Water Authority (two boundary options);  

• The second technical report included the first report, discussed MWDOC’s 
current service model and provided a financial analysis for each feasible 

                         ROP    000247



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 3 
 
 

 

                                                

governance option including transitional and long-term administrative and 
operating costs; and 

• This third technical report includes the first and second reports and discusses 
the process for implementing each viable option under current law, 
including, but not limited to legal barriers and an analysis of any changes to 
the current voting rights and representation at Metropolitan. 

3. Alternative Governance Structure Options 
LAFCO’s November 2007 Municipal Service Review for MWDOC identified 5 potential 
governance structure options (items 1 through 5 below) for further review.  Two 
additional options (items 6 and 7) were subsequently added by LAFCO staff for 
evaluation as part of this study. 

1. Maintain the status quo with policy changes agreed upon by the MWDOC Board 
in December 2006 (See Appendix, Attachment B). 

2. Dissolve MWDOC and form a new entity authorized to provide representation at 
the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan). 

3. Reorganize the South County1 agencies by detaching from MWDOC and 
forming a new entity authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. 

4. Merge MWDOC and the Orange County Water District (OCWD) which could 
include an option to detach the South County agencies to form a new entity. 

5. Reorganize MWDOC with the East Orange County Water District (OCWD). 

6. Dissolve MWDOC and form a Joint Powers Authority. 

7. Maintain the status quo but restructure the existing MWDOC governance board 
representation. 

During the initial stakeholder meeting held on October 22, 2008, each of the potential 
governance options were discussed and evaluated.  Option 5 (“Reorganizing MWDOC 
with the East Orange County Water District”), was eliminated by the stakeholders from 

 

1 The South County agencies include El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon 
Water Districts 

                         ROP    000248



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 4 
 
 

 

                                                

further consideration.  The consultant was directed to include only the remaining six 
options in the Governance Study.   

4. Fatal Flaw Criteria  
For the purposes of this analysis, each of the six governance structure options were 
measured against four primary criteria listed below.  Failure to meet any of these 
criteria is considered to be a fatal flaw. 

• The ability to provide representation at Metropolitan  

• The ability to provide a similar range of services 

• The ability to be implemented without special legislation 

• The potential to solve issues outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

Each of these criteria is discussed below. 

4a Representation at Metropolitan 

The primary purpose of MWDOC is to import water from Metropolitan into Orange 
County. This is a core function. Because of this criterion, the range of governance 
structures is limited to the six types of agencies outlined as eligible members in the 
Metropolitan Water District Act.2   These are: 

• Cities 

• Municipal Water Districts 

• Municipal Utility Districts 

• Public Utility Districts 

• County Water Districts 

• County Water Authorities 

 

2 Chapter 2, Metropolitan Water District Act, Statutes 1969, Chap 2, as amended 
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Representation at Metropolitan is also determined by Metropolitan’s principal act. Each 
member agency is entitled to one member on Metropolitan’s board plus an additional 
member for each full 5 percent of assessed valuation of property taxable for 
Metropolitan’s purposes within the member agency’s boundaries. 3    

One governance structure option identified for further review was dissolving MWDOC 
and forming a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), however this type of agency is not eligible 
for membership at Metropolitan. Therefore this option is considered fatally flawed and 
will not be carried forward for further analysis.  

4b Provision of a Similar Range of Services  

MWDOC provides a range of services in accordance with its principal act and any 
governance structure option must be able to provide a similar range of services. Table 1 
summarizes the authorized services for each of the six governance structures 
authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. A more detailed discussion of 
each governance structure follows the table.   

 

3 Metropolitan Water District Act, Section 52. 
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Table 1:  Range of Services by Governance Structure 

Service California 
City 

Municipal 
Water 
District 

Current 
MWDOC  

Municipal 
Utility 

District 

Public 
Utility 

District 

County 
Water 
District 

County 
Water 

Authority 

Development of Water 
Supplies 

X X  X X X X 

Sale of Water X X X X X X X 

Standby Charges for 
Water* 

X X X X X X X 

Recycled Water  X X  X X  X 

Recreation X X   X X  

Electrical Power 
Generation 

X X  X X X X 

Light/Heat X   X X   

Transportation X   X X   

Communication X   X X   

Sewage 
Disposal/Sewers 

X X  X X X  

Storm Water Disposal X X      

Fire Protection X X   X X  

Water Replenishment 
Assessment 

 X     X 

Sanitation X X  X X X  

*Specifically authorized for a Municipal Water District. Presumed to be available to the other governance structures under general 
law (The Uniform Standby Charge Procedures Act, Government Code Section 54984 et. seq.).  

Cities 

California cities are authorized to provide services as described in Government Code 
Title 4, beginning with Section 34000.  A city’s authority to provide water supply is 
outlined in Government Code Title 4, Division 3, Chapter 10 beginning with Article 5. 
California cities also have broad authority to provide police, fire, sewer and park and 
recreation services as well as to run municipal utilities (gas and electricity).  Cities are 
governed by an elected City Council generally consisting of 5 or 7 members. 

Municipal Water Districts  

Municipal Water Districts (MWDs) can provide a broad range of water supply services, 
including levying water standby charges and water replenishment assessments. MWDs 
are also empowered to provide sewer and sanitation services, storm water disposal 
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services, fire protection services, recreation services and electrical power services.  
Currently MWDOC’s functions are limited to water supply services.  

MWDs are generally governed by a 5 member board elected from divisions, although 
LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a result of 
reorganization or consolidation. This expanded board is to include members of the 
boards of the districts being reorganized or consolidated. 4   The Water Code makes 
provisions for returning the Board to a directly elected board once the terms of 
members appointed during the reorganization/consolidation expire. 

Municipal Utility Districts 

Municipal Utility Districts (MUDs) can provide a wide range of public services 
including light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication 
services, and the collection, treatment, or disposition of garbage, sewage, or refuse 
matter.  MUDs are governed by a 5-member board, elected from specific geographic 
areas known as wards. 

Public Utility Districts  

Public Utility Districts (PUDs) can provide a wide range of public services including 
light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication service, and 
garbage, sewage, or refuse matter.  PUDs may also provide fire, street lighting and 
recreation services.  PUDs are governed by an elected board consisting of at least 3 
members. The Board is composed of 3 or 4 directors elected at large and a member from 
each territorial unit with a population of 5,000 or more. The Board of Supervisors is 
charged with naming and designating the territorial units. 5 

County Water Districts 

County Water Districts (CWDs) generally have the same range of authority as MWDs.  
A CWD has express powers to protect water rights, similar to those outlined for a 
MWD. 6 

                                                 

4 Water Code Section 71250.1 

5 Public Utilities Code Section 15960 

6 Water Code Section 31000 et. seq. 
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CWDs are generally governed by a 5 member elected board, although, similar to a 
MWD, LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a result 
of reorganization or consolidation.7  There are also similar provisions for returning the 
Board to a smaller size as terms expire. Additionally there is at least one case, the 
Pleasant Valley Water District in Ventura County, where non-resident property owners 
are eligible to run for the board of directors. 8 

A primary difference between a CWD structure and a MWD is that the CWD Board is 
elected “at large”, while the MWD Board is elected from districts with similar 
populations. 

County Water Authorities 

County Water Authorities (CWAs) have a more limited range of services; their 
authority is limited primarily to water supply functions. Because MWDOC does not 
currently utilize its authority for any type of service except water service, this 
distinction is not considered a fatal flaw. Agencies represented by MWDOC would not 
experience a reduction in service under the CWA governance structure.  CWAs are 
governed by Water Code Appendix 45 (the CWA Act).  Under that code section, the 
agency is governed by an appointed board of directors, with at least one director 
appointed from each member agency.  

Summary 

All governance structures authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan are able 
to provide the same general range of services as MWDOC currently provides, although 
there are differences in the manner in which the various boards of directors are selected. 
While some structures, such as the CWA, are limited to water activities, this is not 
considered a fatal flaw because MWDOC does not currently provide services beyond 
those associated with the imported water supply.   

4c Ability to be Implemented without Special Legislation 

Governance structure options that require special legislation are considered infeasible 
because successfully securing special legislation is not guaranteed and not within the 
control of LAFCO or the stakeholders. However, based on input from the stakeholders, 

                                                 

7 Water Code Section 30500.1 

8 Water Code Section 30511 
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alternatives that require changes to existing law to implement will be summarized and 
“parked” as part of this report.  Those alternatives which were “parked” include: 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. 

• Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District Act to 
include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. 

• Expanding the permitted service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas.  

• Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water District 
Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. 

• Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act to 
include Joint Powers Authorities. 

4d Solving Issues Outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

The issues that were identified in the MWDOC MSR reflect the divergent interests 
among some MWDOC member agencies.  Because of their comparative dependency on 
imported water, the South County agencies have a different service approach than the 
agencies in the northern and central portions of the County that have groundwater 
resources.  The divisions result from different land use patterns, development, water 
demand, sources of water, governmental structure, geography and location.  The key 
issues identified in the MWDOC MSR include: 

• Disagreement among some of the agencies about MWDOC’s mission and what 
services it should provide; 

• Differences in the need and level of services among member agencies; 

• Disagreement among some member agencies about to whom MWDOC reports 
and is accountable – the public or member agencies; 

• Limited input by member agencies on MWDOC budget adoption; 

• Disagreement on the amount of unrestricted budget reserves for MWDOC. 

Governance structure options that cannot address and resolve each of these issues are 
considered fatally flawed and will not be studied further as part of the Governance 
Study. 
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5. Identification of Preliminarily Feasible Governance Structure Options   
Tables 2 and 3, below, summarize the results of the preliminary review of alternative 
governance structures.  Table 2 includes those options that would retain a county-wide 
entity.  Table 3 identifies four additional sub-options should the South County agencies 
detach from MWDOC and form a new entity.  

Both tables identify those options that are either:  (1) preliminarily feasible and warrant 
further analysis (in bold italic), or (2) fatally flawed and eliminated from further 
consideration as part of this Governance Study (in plain-face type).  

Based on this analysis, there are three preliminarily feasible governance structure 
options that will be considered in the Financial Analysis.  These include: 

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline: This option consists of the Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 2006 Policy Changes. Other options will be compared with 
MWDOC Baseline. 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA: This option reorganizes MWDOC’s governance model to 
conform to the requirements of the CWA Act but does not change 
MWDOC’s service delivery model. 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA: This option not only reorganizes MWDOC’s 
governance model but also allows the retail agencies to elect to subscribe 
to some of MWDOC’s services. 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the El Toro, Irvine 
Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts (defined above as the Six Agencies) as a CWA and 
results in a smaller MWDOC representing 22 retail agencies. 

b. Nine Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the Six Agencies 
together with the Laguna Beach Water District and the cities of San 
Clemente and San Juan Capistrano as a CWA and results in a smaller 
MWDOC representing 19 retail agencies.   
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 Table 2:  County-wide Governance Option Status  

Governance Option  Status Comments 

Option 1 MWDOC 
Baseline: Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 
2006 Policy Changes 

Feasible MWDOC could review policy 
changes and revise as deemed 
necessary 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Joint Powers Authority 

Fatal Flaw Joint Powers Authorities are not 
authorized to provide representation 
at Metropolitan 

Restructure MWDOC 
governance board 
representation 

Fatal Flaw Needs special legislation.  MWD law 
limits boards to 5 members elected 
from districts (with exceptions for 
consolidations and reorganizations). 
Water Code Section 71250 to 71256. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Municipal Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  Needs special legislation.  MUDs 
cannot represent the full range of 
agencies represented by MWDOC. 
Public Utilities Code Section 11504.  

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Public Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  The PUD Act states that only 
unincorporated territory can be 
included.  PUDs cannot represent the 
full range of MWDOC membership.  
Public Utilities Code Section 15533. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a County Water District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Board 
elected at large.  Could include the 3 
cities that are not members of 
MWDOC. Water Code Sections 
30064, 30065 30500.1 and 30203. 
Stakeholders agreed to eliminate this 
option after subsequent legal 
analysis.  Legal review found that 
CWD Boards can be elected at large, 
thus addressing one issue with 
current MWDOC structure.  However 
CWD structure does not address 
other issues. 

Option 2a and 2b MWDOC 
CWA and MWDOC  
Subscription CWA: 
Dissolve MWDOC and 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Needs additional legal analysis 
regarding inclusion of the private 
water company.  Provides for an 
appointed board designated by the 
member agencies. 
Could be initiated by resolution of 
member agencies or voters.  Could 
also include the 3 cities. Water 
Code Appendix 45, Sections 45-2 
and 45-4. 
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Table 3:  Governance Option Status Assuming Agencies Detach from MWDOC 

Governance Option Status Comments 

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a Municipal 
Water District  

Removed from consideration by LAFCO staff Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services. Generally 
provides for an elected board 
comprised of resident, registered 
voters. Water Code Section 71060 
and 71061. 
Removed from consideration by 
LAFCO staff.  Forming a second 
MWD for south county agencies has 
potential to replicate identified issues 
with current MWDOC structure.  

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 
 

Broadly written principal act provides 
for full range of services.  
Very similar to MWD structure and 
removed from further consideration 
based on legal input.  

Option 3a and 3b Six 
Agency South CWA 
and Nine Agency 
South CWA: 
Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act 
provides for full range of services. 
Provides for an appointed board 
designated by the member 
agencies. Can be initiated by 
Resolution of member agency 
boards or petition from voters. 
Financial Analysis/Viable 
Alternative Comparison may 
include sub-alternatives to explore 
logical boundaries. 

Dissolve South 
County agencies and 
allow for City 
representation at 
Metropolitan  

Fatal flaw  Some of the six South County 
agencies serve unincorporated area. 
This alternative could potentially 
leave territory without representation. 
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6. Financial Analysis of Governance Structure Options  
The financial analysis reviews the following governance structure options identified in 
Section 5 as preliminarily feasible: 

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA 

b. Nine Agency South CWA 

Each of the preliminarily feasible governance structure options provides for a different 
governing board composition and the potential for different budgeting and cost 
allocation priorities. The financial analysis models projected budget estimates 
associated with each governance structure option in order  to compare possible effects 
on  the cost of operations, the cost to retail agencies currently represented by MWDOC, 
and the cost to rate payers.  

This financial analysis is a high-level screening analysis intended to provide 
information, facilitate comparisons between options, and determine if any “fatal flaws” 
exist in terms of impacts to rate payers. This analysis is not an optimization analysis nor 
is it a detailed rate study. It is intended to provide information that can be used by 
either the LAFCO Commission or the stakeholders.   

6a Assumptions as Modified by Stakeholder Input  

In order to develop the financial analysis, assumptions were made about water 
demands, projected growth rates, the cost of water, inflation and the costs of 
transitioning to a new governance structure. These assumptions were circulated to the 
stakeholders and modified based upon comments received. The full list of assumptions 
as modified by stakeholder input is included as Attachment C.    
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6b Financial Model 

A spreadsheet-based financial model was developed in order to analyze and compare 
the fiscal impacts of the governance structure options. The model takes into account 
costs, reserve accounts and revenue recovery strategies. The model predicts cost 
impacts at both the retail agency level and the rate payer level for each option.  

Input Data for the Model 

There are three sets of basic input data to the model. These are: 

• Budgets; 

• Water consumption;  

• Retail meter count.  

Budget Data 

MWDOC’s budgets from Fiscal Year 2004-05 through Fiscal Year 2008-09 were used in 
the model.  The Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget is used as the base budget from which 10-
year cost projections were developed.  

The 10-year cost projections for MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC 
Cafeteria CWA are based directly on MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget and 
escalated in accordance with the assumptions included in Appendix, Attachment C.  

The 10-year cost projections for the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South 
CWA and remaining MWDOC are based on the staffing projections outlined in 
Attachment C and the budgeted costs for staff and consultants in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 
2008-09 budget.  

Historical MWDOC budget data (Fiscal Years 2004-05 through 2008-09) was used to 
analyze trends in budgeted costs, reserve balances and revenue contributions made by 
each retail agency.   

Water Consumption and Retail Meter Data 

MWDOC’s charges for water use and for retail meters, therefore both water 
consumption and retail meter data for each of MWDOC’s retail agencies are also used 
in the model.  

Attachment D shows the water consumption and retail meter data that was used in the 
model. With the exception of the Laguna Beach CWD, the water consumption 
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projections in Attachment D directly reflect the water use projections in MWDOC’s 
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).  Laguna Beach CWD has indicated that the 
timing for a planned groundwater project has become uncertain and has requested that 
2,025 acre-feet per year (AFY) be added to the demand projections brought forward 
from MWDOC’s UWMP. Projections for retail water meters are taken from individual 
retail agency UWMPs where available.  When this information was not available, water 
meter projections were modeled using the growth projections in the MWDOC MSR 
Report. 

MWDOC Charges  

MWDOC’s three cost recovery tools - (1) a Melded Water Rate including a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, (2) a Water Increment Charge, and (3) a Retail Meter Charge 
were also incorporated into the model. 

Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

MWDOC uses its Melded Water Rate to fund water purchases and a restricted Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund. This reserve account is funded from its Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge. Its current balance is approximately $2,620,0009.  Between 2003 and 2008 the 
fund balance has ranged from under $450,000 to over $5,000,000. Figure 1 illustrates the 
Water Purchase Reserve Fund balance over time. 

Figure 1:  Water Purchase Reserve Fund Balance  
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9 Recap of the Tier 2 Contingency and Capacity Charge Funds from January 2003 to December 2008 (source MWDOC)  
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Metropolitan currently charges its member agencies, including MWDOC, a Tier 1 water 
rate and a Tier 2 water rate. The Tier 1 water is less expensive and reflects agreements 
between Metropolitan and its members on the long-term volume of water purchased. 
Metropolitan’s more expensive Tier 2 water rate applies when the volume of water 
purchased by a member exceeds the agreed upon Tier 1 amounts.   

Each MWDOC retail agency could have been assigned a specific Tier 1 allocation.  
However, rather than assess its retail agencies separate charges for Tier 1 and Tier 2 
purchases, MWDOC has used a single “melded” wholesale rate to cover potential Tier 2 
costs should they be incurred, so that all agencies pay the same charge per acre-foot 
(AF).  This melded wholesale rate consists of Metropolitan’s charges – which include 
but are not limited to its Tier 1 water rate - and an $18.00/AF surcharge (Melded Water 
Rate Surcharge).  MWDOC invests this $18.00 surcharge in the restricted Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund and uses the fund to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. 
This strategy allows MWDOC to capitalize on the combined Tier 1 water allocation of 
its retail agencies, minimizing Tier 2 water purchases, and therefore reducing the 
overall cost paid for imported water in Orange County.   

Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, the 10-year financial analysis for 
MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Cafeteria CWA all incorporate the 
Melded Water Rate Surcharge.  The 10-year financial analysis for the Six Agency South 
CWA, the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC removes the Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge and instead applies Tier 1 and Tier 2 water rates based on each 
retail agency’s use.  

Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges 

MWDOC’s Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges fund its general fund and 
provide its operating reserve. The Water Increment Charge, which is currently $6.50, is 
applied to each AF of water purchased by a retail agency. The Retail Meter Charge, 
which is currently $5.50, is applied annually to each meter in the retail agency’s service 
area. MWDOC’s revenue history indicates that approximately seventy percent (70%) of 
general fund expenditures are recovered through Retail Meter Charges and thirty 
percent (30%) are recovered from Water Increment Charges. 

MWDOC Baseline assumes that MWDOC continues to collect Water Increment and 
Retail Meter Charges from each retail agency to cover its general fund costs, including 
operational reserves. Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, future estimates 
for the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges were brought forward from 
MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan through Fiscal Year 2013-14 (the end of the Fiscal Master 
Plan projections). After Fiscal Year 2013-14, the Water Increment and Retail Meter 
Charges are estimated to result in operational reserves of approximately $5,000,000 per 
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year consistent with the commitments included in MWDOC’s 12-20-06 Staff Report and 
Policy Statement.  Figure 2 illustrates the rate and charge trends for MWDOC Baseline.  

Figure 2:  Rate and Charge Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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For MWDOC Baseline, the model calculates how much each retail agency’s Water 
Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge contributes, on a percentage basis, to 
MWDOC’s general fund.  This calculation is illustrated in Table 4 using El Toro Water 
District’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 data as an example. 

 
Table 4:  Example Revenue Contribution Calculation   

Agency  Revenue 
Contribution  

Revenue 
Contribution 
Percentage  

El Toro Water District    

Increment Charge (AF)  $        77,305  1.32% 

Retail Meter Charges (EA)  $        59,879  1.02% 

The retail agency revenue contribution percentages calculated for MWDOC Baseline are 
used to allocate MWDOC CWA’s projected general fund costs. For example, returning 
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to Table 4, 1.32% of the MWDOC CWA’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 costs are recovered 
through El Toro Water District’s projected Water Increment Charges, and 1.02% are 
recovered through that District’s Retail Meter Charges.   

For the MWDOC Subscription CWA, a Water Increment Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “essential” services, including a reserve, from each retail agency 
based on their projected water consumption.  A Retail Meter Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “subscription” services, including a reserve allowance.  (See Section 
6e for a definition and discussion of essential and subscription services as they pertain 
to the MWDOC Subscription CWA option). 

For the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA, a Water Increment 
Charge is modeled that recovers projected general fund costs from the retail agencies in 
the new South CWA based on their water consumption.  For the remaining MWDOC, a 
Retail Meter Charge is modeled that recovers 70% of the projected general fund costs, 
and a Water Increment Charge is modeled that recovers the remaining 30% of the 
general fund costs, consistent with MWDOC’s revenue history.   

6c Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline      

This first governance option is the baseline against which other options will be 
compared.  

Essential Services  

Table 5 outlines the services provided by MWDOC Baseline. For this option, all services 
provided are considered essential services. The service descriptions generally follow the 
program categories and program numbers used in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
budget. 
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Table 5:  MWDOC Baseline Services 10 

Program & Number Description 

Wholesale Water 
Purchases  

MWDOC is the wholesale water importer for Orange County. It does not operate infrastructure or 
have jurisdiction over local supplies.  MWDOC performs planning and coordination activities that 
serve to improve the overall reliability of the regional water portfolio while minimizing costs. 
MWDOC balances Orange County’s Tier 1 allocations from Metropolitan to minimize Tier 2 
purchases and costs. 

Administration & 
Personnel  
(1010, 1020, 1050) 

This service category includes a portion of the General Manager’s and Assistant General 
Managers’ salaries together with Board compensation, Metropolitan director compensation, 
travel and legal costs and employee training. 

Planning & Resource 
Development 
(2010, 2050) 

MWDOC coordinates with OCWD to estimate water demands and supplies, minimize Tier 2 
water purchases and undertake long-term planning efforts (such as UWMP preparation, 
planning of reliability projects and assistance to agencies seeking grants from Metropolitan or 
other sources). MWDOC also uses this budget category to account for engineering consulting 
services. 

Met Issues & Special 
Projects  
(Met Representation) 
(2500) 

MWDOC has four members on the Metropolitan Board of Directors to represent Orange County 
at Metropolitan. MWDOC staff provides support to the Metropolitan representatives. This 
currently includes just over 2 Full Time Equivalent staff in order to assure Orange County is fully 
represented at Metropolitan negotiations and policy decisions. 

Government Affairs 
(3010) 

MWDOC provides state and federal legislative advocacy, legislative tracking, outreach, briefings, 
and water policy dinners. 

Water Use Efficiency 
(3040) 

MWDOC provides a water use efficiency program including California Urban Water Conservation 
Council (CUWCC) dues, landscape efficiency programs, installation verification programs, and 
weather station maintenance. The program satisfies most CUWCC Best Management Practices 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance. 
BMP compliance is required to secure state grant funding.  

Water Awareness 
(3510) 

MWDOC works to increase overall water awareness.  This includes the “OC Water Hero” 
program together with various merchandise and the regional consumer confidence report 
required by California Department of Public Health. The program helps satisfy CUWCC BMPs 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance.  

School Programs 
(3520) 

MWDOC provides two school programs which include a curriculum program (Water Quality 101), 
and an assembly program (aimed reaching 88,000 students). This service category accounts for 
the MWDOC staff, Discovery Science Center costs and supply and printing costs. The program 
satisfies a CUWCC BMP and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to 
demonstrate their BMP compliance. Anaheim, Fullerton and Santa Ana contract for service from 
this program and a student count basis. 

Finance & IT 
(4010, 4050) 

This service category includes MWDOC’s information technology and finance staff. 
 
 

                                                 

10 Summarized from Exhibit B Expenditures by Program General Fund, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
(June 18, 2008) 
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Program & Number Description 

Overhead  
(6500) 

This service category includes District administration, rent, site maintenance, equipment, records 
management and health care benefits for retirees and vacation, sick leave and holiday costs for 
employees. 

WEROC 
(9600) 

The Water Emergency Response Organization of Orange County (WEROC) coordinates and 
supports emergency response on behalf of all Orange County water and wastewater agencies. 
WEROC supports planning and preparedness activities and maintains two Emergency 
Operations Centers (EOCs) in a state of readiness.  MWDOC shares costs on this program with 
other beneficiaries based on population served.  

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Baseline (Attachment E). Table 6 provides a summary of the MWDOC Baseline 
budget by presenting estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 
2014-15 and 2019-20.  Figure 3 graphically illustrates the relationship of the various 
budget programs to one another.   

Table 6:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline11 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$    1,489,924$      1,727,230$      2,002,333$      

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 14-15

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$       742,129$         860,331$         997,360$         
Special Projects 582,211$       599,677$         695,190$         805,916$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$       274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$       785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness 317,852$       327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs 355,527$       366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance 440,098$       453,301$         525,500$         609,199$         
Information Technology 167,100$       172,113$         199,526$         231,305$         

Overhead 904,458$       931,592$         1,079,970$      1,251,981$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$         93,965$           108,931$         126,281$         

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$    6,236,372$      7,229,664$      8,381,162$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$   4,739,000$     5,002,197$     5,023,890$       

                                                 

11 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 3:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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The MWDOC Baseline budget contains an operational reserve which can be used to 
cover unanticipated costs, such as variations in operating costs and/or revenues. 
MWDOC Baseline’s budgeted operating reserve for Fiscal Year 2008-09 is $5,069,000.12   
Within the staff report that covered its December 2006 Policy Resolution, MWDOC 
included a stated goal for holding the balance in its operational reserves to an amount 
between $5,000,000 and $6,000,000. As illustrated in Table 6, the fiscal model includes a 
cost recovery structure that results in operational reserves of approximately $5,000,000. 
This is graphically depicted on Figure 4.   

                                                 

12 Exhibit C, 2008-2009 Fiscal Master Plan Projections, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 (June 18, 2008) 
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Figure 4:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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As is discussed in Section 6b, MWDOC maintains a second reserve account, the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund.  These reserve funds are not included in the 10-year budget 
because these revenues are not used for general fund purposes; use of the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund is restricted to the purchase of Tier 2 water from Metropolitan. 

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impact to Rate Payers  

The cost recovery strategies described in Section 6b for MWDOC Baseline were used in 
the 10-year budget projections in order to estimate potential impacts to each retail 
agency’s rate payers.   The model accounts for the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the 
Water Increment Charge and the Retail Meter Charge to determine each retail agency’s 
share of costs. Each retail agency’s cost share was then divided by the number of retail 
meters in the service area in order to develop a cost per ratepayer. Table 7 illustrates the 
results of this modeling for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20.  

The model results reveal several key findings: 

• Historically, MWDOC’s general fund budget has averaged between 4.5% and 
5.5% of its total budget; the majority of MWDOC’s costs, and the costs passed on 
to ratepayers through the retail agencies, are associated with the purchase of 
wholesale water.  

• The model results also indicate that over the past several years MWDOC’s Water 
Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge have not fully funded the general 
fund budget. MWDOC has relied on a combination of interest earnings and 
drawing on reserve funds to supplement the Water Increment Charge and Retail 
Meter Charge.  

• MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan projects increases to the Water Increment Charge 
and Retail Meter Charge beginning in Fiscal Year 2009-10. When these rate 
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increases are taken into account the model predicts that MWDOC will begin to 
recover more of its general fund costs and make contributions to its general fund 
reserves, beginning in FY 2012-13.   

• The impact of MWDOC’s overhead on individual ratepayers varies throughout 
MWDOC’s service area. This is due to the fact that some retailers have 
alternative water supply sources (groundwater, recycled water etc.) and some 
use imported water to meet a majority of their demands. The impact of 
MWDOC’s overhead costs varies from $8.00 to over $50.00 per ratepayer 
annually ($0.66 to over $4.00 monthly). 

Attachment E, in the Appendix, presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for 
MWDOC Baseline.  
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 Table 7:  Cost to Rate Payer – Baseline MWDOC  

Baseline
Annual Cost 

to  Payer Baseline

Annual 
Cost to  
Payer Baseline

Annual Cost 
to  Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$           38.22$        490,901$         46.57$       577,377$          53.51$        

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$        14.84$        2,259,849$      19.45$       2,791,350$       22.76$        

Moulton N iguel W D
Totals 1,489,931$        21.16$        1,838,012$      26.11$       2,121,728$       30.14$        

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$        22.15$        1,688,041$      26.55$       2,090,215$       30.53$        

South Coast W ater District
Totals 295,630$           23.10$        343,905$         26.66$       372,720$          28.67$        

Trabuco Canyon W D
Totals 165,988$           34.65$        215,701$         42.87$       261,116$          50.02$        

Laguna Beach C WD
Totals 192,842$           22.45$        238,815$         27.56$       275,799$          31.67$        

San Clemente
Totals 412,578$           21.60$        515,629$         26.44$       591,905$          29.88$        

San Juan Capistrano
Totals 216,684$           18.79$         268,024$          22.94$        307,687$          26.09$         

B rea
Totals 258,060$           20.47$        338,233$         25.82$       408,387$          30.30$        

B uena Park
Totals 262,695$           12.86$        378,737$         18.07$       483,588$          22.60$        

East Orange County W D*
Totals 95,838$             80.00$        122,106$         101.42$     143,772$          118.82$      

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           10.81$        258,572$         14.40$       298,069$          16.29$        

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           10.60$        524,062$         14.69$       611,716$          16.88$        

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$           10.39$         868,130$          12.66$        1,137,289$       13.06$         

H untington Beach
Totals 587,584$           10.79$         798,261$          14.40$        917,191$          16.32$         

La Habra
Totals 148,547$           11.26$         192,277$          14.37$        221,624$          16.37$         

La Palma
Totals 46,253$             10.47$         62,625$            13.95$        72,070$            15.87$         

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$           6.97$          245,178$         10.00$       275,139$          11.04$        

N ewport Beach
Totals 336,301$           10.58$        472,638$         14.61$       541,424$          16.52$        

OCWD
Totals 120,000$           147,556$         173,467$          

Orange
Totals 453,861$           12.45$        639,731$         17.28$       740,404$          19.75$        

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$             12.26$        93,340$           16.78$       109,432$          19.44$        

Serrano W D
Totals 14,310$             6.20$          17,402$           7.54$         18,467$            8.00$          

W estminster
Totals 231,903$           11.26$        316,753$         15.10$       367,195$          17.25$        

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$           20.04$        647,209$         25.68$       765,177$          28.52$        

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

only i ts  retail service area. Therefore the annual cost to rate payer over states cost because i t includes the wholesale purchase
* EOCW D's total water purchases include water i t wholesales  to su-member agencies. EOCW D's retail meter count includes 
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Comparison to Other Metropolitan Member Agencies 

In order to understand MWDOC’s practices, it is helpful to compare them to other 
Metropolitan member agencies. Table 8 below, provides a brief comparison of 
governance structures and wholesale water programs for Metropolitan member 
agencies.  MWDOC is one of 12 special districts that are members of Metropolitan (the 
remaining Metropolitan member agencies are full-service cities with a very different 
service model).  Most other special districts that are Metropolitan members own and 
operate varying types and levels of infrastructure.  There is one other agency (Upper 
San Gabriel Valley MWD) which, like MWDOC, does not own or operate infrastructure. 
While most other special districts that are Metropolitan members charge a Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 water rate, San Diego County Water Authority and Eastern MWD use a Melded 
Water Rate13. 

Table 8:  Metropolitan Water District Member Agency Comparison 

Agency  Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates (includes 

Metropolitan Charges) 

    2008 2009 

MWDOC MWD representing: 
28 agencies 

2,300,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

None $522 $597 

Calleguas MWD MWD representing: 
21 agencies 

592,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply;  Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Reservoirs, pipelines  
and pump stations 

T1 $657 
 

T2 $755 

T1 $769 
 

T1 $885 

Central Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
41 agencies 

2,000,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Distribution 

Water Quality 
Protection Project;  
recycled water 
system 

T1 $564 
 

T2 $662 

T1 $635 
 

T1 $751 

Eastern MWD MWD representing: 
9 agencies 

660,000 people 

Wholesale & Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution  

4 Wastewater 
Treatment Plants; 2 
Water Treatment 
Plants, potable water 
distribution system, 
sewer collection 
system, storage tanks 
and pumping stations  
 
 

$702 
 

$786 

                                                 

13SDCWA charges a melded rate to all retailers. In cases where SCDWA exceeds its Tier 1 allocation, it collects Tier 2 charges 
from the agencies that caused it to exceed its allocation. 
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Agency  Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates (includes 

Metropolitan Charges) 

    2008 2009 

Foothill MWD MWD representing: 
7 agencies 

88,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

Pipelines, storage 
tanks and pump 
stations. 
 

T1 $700 
to $794  

T2 $798 
to  $892  

T1 $848 to 
$903 

T2 $964 to 
$1046 

Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency 

MWD representing: 
7 agencies 

800,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply (untreated); 
Wastewater 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation  

Water recycling 
facilities;  biosolids  
treatment facilities; 
Chino Desalter 

T1 $361 
T2 $459 

 

T1 $422 
T2 $538 

 

Las Virgenes 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
0 agencies 

65,000 people 

Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation 

Reservoir; water 
treatment plant; water 
recycling plant; 
recycled water 
distribution system  

Not Applicable. Agency 
provides retail water 

service 

San Diego 
County Water 
Authority 

CWA representing: 
25 agencies 

3,070,000 people 
 
 
 

Wholesale Water 
Supply, Power Supply 

Pipelines, pump 
stations hydroelectric 
plant 

$614 $695 

Three Valleys 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
11 agencies 

600,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Water & Hydroelectric 
Facilities, storage 
tanks, distribution 
pipeline  

T1 $528 
T2 $626 

T1 $600 
T2 $716 

Upper San 
Gabriel Valley 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
8 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply  

None T1 $549 
T2 $650  

Not Yet 
Available 

West Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 
12 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Treatment and 
Distribution  

Groundwater wells, 
desalination facilities, 
recycled  water 
treatment and 
distribution system 

T1 $611 
T2 $709 

T1 $689 
T2 $805 

Western MWD MWD representing: 
8 agencies 

853,000 people 

Wholesale &  Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment 

Groundwater wells, 
potable water pipeline 
and storage tanks; 
Wastewater 
collection, treatment 
and disposal system  

T1 $508 
T2 $606 

T1 $579 
T2 $695 
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6d Option 2a – MWDOC CWA  
 
This is one of two options that includes dissolving MWDOC and replacing it with a 
CWA formed under Water Code Appendix 45.  
 
Essential Services  

MWDOC CWA includes the same essential services described for Option 1 – MWDOC 
Baseline.   

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC CWA. This budget is very similar to the budget for MWDOC Baseline, except 
it reduces operational reserves to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period and takes into account the different structure of the Board directors 
and the impacts that could have on administrative and personnel costs. 

MWDOC currently supports seven elected directors at an estimated cost of $813,139.14  
Under a CWA model, directors would not be elected but rather would be appointed 
from the member agencies, which will result in a larger board of directors. However 
because each director has some administrative and financial support from the agency he 
or she represents, the cost of supporting an individual director may be less.  

In order to estimate the costs for board support for the MWDOC CWA option, budget 
data from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) was consulted. Based on 
SDCWA’s 2008-09 Fiscal Year budget, the estimated cost of supporting a director is 
$18,000 annually. MWDOC’s current budget would allow for the support of up to 45 
directors using SDCWA’s cost data ($813,139/$18,000 = 45).  

CWA member agencies are entitled to at least one board member, meaning that the 
MWDOC CWA will have at least 28 board members.  In addition, a member agency 
may designate one additional representative for each full five-percent of assessed value 
it has within the CWA’s territory. 15   A preliminary review of assessed value data, 
which is discussed in more detail in Section 7, suggests that a MWDOC CWA would 
have at least 36 board members. A Board of this size could be supported within 

                                                 

14 Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009, Adopted June 18, 2008, Exhibit B. 

15 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (b), (c) and (d) 
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MWDOC’s current budget allowance. Therefore, for the purposes of this preliminary 
evaluation, it is assumed that the general fund budgets for MWDOC Baseline and 
MWDOC CWA will be the same except for the reduced reserve levels.   

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA will require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”16  
For the MWDOC CWA option, this election would need to include all territory within 
MWDOC’s current service area. The Orange County Registrar of Voters has provided 
estimates of $3,000,000 to $3,600,000 for a formation election consolidated with a general 
election and $5,600,000 to $6,000,000 for a special election. Additional analysis is needed 
to determine if these costs are truly a “proper charge against the county” or if they 
would need to be funded as part of the reorganization. Because of this, these costs are 
currently not included in the budget used for the fiscal model. 

Table 9 provides a summary of the MWDOC CWA budget by presenting estimates for 
the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figure 5 
graphically illustrates the relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   

Table 9:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 2a MWDOC CWA17 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$        1,489,924$      1,727,230$      2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$           742,129$         860,331$         997,360$         
Special Projects 582,211$           599,677$         695,190$         805,916$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$           274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$           785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness 317,852$           327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs 355,527$           366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance 440,098$           453,301$         525,500$         609,199$         
Information Technology 167,100$           172,113$         199,526$         231,305$         

Overhead 904,458$           931,592$         1,079,970$      1,251,981$      
Desalination Study -$                       -$                     -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$             93,965$           108,931$         126,281$         
Contribution from Reserves -$                       (322,000)$        (390,933)$        (390,933)$        

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$        5,914,372$      6,838,731$      7,990,229$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$        4,739,000$      2,784,335$      1,220,600$      

FY 14-15FY 08-09 FY 09-10

 

                                                 

16 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 

17 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 5:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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The MWDOC CWA budget maintains an operational reserve.  However this reserve is 
reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. In 
contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected operational reserve balance of 
approximately $5,000,000 in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC CWA has a projected 
$1,220,600 operational reserve balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 6 graphically 
represents the relationship between the MWDOC CWA general fund budget and its’ 
operating reserve.  
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Figure 6:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is funded from 
its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. 
This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The amount of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used for MWDOC 
Baseline.  

As in the MWDOC Baseline model, Water Increment Charges and Retail Meter Charges 
are used to recover general fund costs.  The model projects that each retail agency will 
pay a slightly lower combination of Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges because 
the operational reserve requirement is reduced to 15%.  

Attachment F presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC CWA. Table 10 
compares the projected cost to each retail agency of the combined Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges (revenue contribution) for the 
MWDOC CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Each retail agency’s MWDOC CWA revenue contribution was divided by the number 
of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost per rate payer to 
compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 
in Section 6.3 and again in Table 10.   The resultant increase or decrease from the 
MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 10 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 
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Fiscally, MWDOC CWA is very similar to the MWDOC Baseline; both have very similar 
budget assumptions and identical revenue recovery strategies. Small cost savings 
accrue to ratepayers over time because of reduced operational reserve levels. MWDOC 
CWA is therefore considered a fiscally feasible option. 
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Table 10:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$     385,782$     (0.73)$         490,901$    480,850$    (0.95)$        577,377$    568,003$     (0.87)$         

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$  1,660,963$  (0.43)$         2,259,849$ 2,193,125$ (0.57)$        2,791,350$ 2,725,860$  (0.53)$         

Moulton Niguel WD
Totals 1,489,931$  1,453,795$  (0.51)$         1,838,012$ 1,791,027$ (0.67)$        2,121,728$ 2,078,481$  (0.61)$         

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$  1,259,078$  (0.53)$         1,688,041$ 1,645,220$ (0.67)$        2,090,215$ 2,047,865$  (0.62)$         

South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     288,741$     (0.54)$         343,905$    335,197$    (0.68)$        372,720$    364,942$     (0.60)$         
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     162,695$     (0.69)$         215,701$    211,164$    (0.90)$        261,116$    256,780$     (0.83)$         
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     188,290$     (0.53)$         238,815$    232,856$    (0.69)$        275,799$    270,304$     (0.63)$         
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     402,667$     (0.52)$         515,629$    502,524$    (0.67)$        591,905$    579,792$     (0.61)$         
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     211,118$     (0.48)$         268,024$    260,745$    (0.62)$        307,687$    300,963$     (0.57)$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$     251,702$     (0.50)$         338,233$    329,543$    (0.66)$        408,387$    400,084$     (0.62)$         

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     254,401$     (0.41)$         378,737$    367,103$    (0.55)$        483,588$    472,200$     (0.53)$         

East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       94,313$       (1.27)$         122,106$    120,034$    (1.72)$        143,772$    141,860$     (1.58)$         
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     182,951$     (0.38)$         258,572$    249,528$    (0.50)$        298,069$    289,588$     (0.46)$         
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     357,064$     (0.38)$         524,062$    505,949$    (0.51)$        611,716$    594,688$     (0.47)$         
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     540,605$     (0.37)$         868,130$    835,269$    (0.48)$        1,137,289$ 1,099,993$  (0.43)$         
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     566,920$     (0.38)$         798,261$    770,346$    (0.50)$        917,191$    891,127$     (0.46)$         
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     143,462$     (0.39)$         192,277$    185,543$    (0.50)$        221,624$    215,338$     (0.46)$         
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       44,596$       (0.38)$         62,625$      60,392$      (0.50)$        72,070$      69,986$       (0.46)$         
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     159,583$     (0.33)$         245,178$    234,337$    (0.44)$        275,139$    265,014$     (0.41)$         
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     324,331$     (0.38)$         472,638$    456,249$    (0.51)$        541,424$    526,149$     (0.47)$         
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     118,451$     147,556$    145,492$    173,467$    171,578$     
Orange

Totals 453,861$     439,249$     (0.40)$         639,731$    619,591$    (0.54)$        740,404$    721,617$     (0.50)$         
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       65,070$       (0.40)$         93,340$      90,353$      (0.54)$        109,432$    106,630$     (0.50)$         
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       18,904$       1.99$          17,402$      16,461$      (0.41)$        18,467$      17,606$       (0.37)$         
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     223,963$     (0.39)$         316,753$    305,981$    (0.51)$        367,195$    357,108$     (0.47)$         
Yorba Linda WD

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

Totals 489,990$     477,795$     (0.50)$         647,209$    630,541$    (0.66)$        765,177$    749,169$     (0.60)$         
* Impact to rate payers overstated because of wholesale purchases   
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6e Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA 
This is the second of two options that assumes that MWDOC will be dissolved and 
replaced by a CWA formed in accordance with the CWA Act.   

Essential Services  

During the development of the MWDOC MSR Report, LAFCO’s stakeholder process 
included an effort to define services provided by MWDOC as “core” (essential) and 
“non-core” (subscription).18   Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA builds on this 
effort and analyzes the impact of allowing retail agencies to have a choice about 
whether or not to subscribe to certain services provided by MWDOC.  
 
Based on the information provided in the MWDOC MSR Report and information 
provided by the various retail agencies, the following services are considered essential 
and the model assumes all retail agencies will participate in funding them:  
 

• Wholesale Water Importation 
• Planning and Resource Development19 
• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
• Water Use Efficiency 
• School Program  
• Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

 
MWDOC will continue to provide the following services as subscription services.  
 

• Government Affairs 
• Water Awareness.   

 
During the MSR process, the Six Agencies indicated that they had alternative means for 
providing these services.  The model therefore assumes that the subscription services 
will be subscribed to by all retailers except the Six Agencies. 

                                                 

18 Section 3 Stakeholder Working Group, Municipal Services Review & Sphere of Influence Study for Municipal Water District 
of Orange County (June 2007). 

19 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting retailers will 
pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
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Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Subscription CWA. The MWDOC Subscription CWA budget contains two 
components, an essential services budget and a subscription services budget.  

Essential and subscription services are identified by budget category in Table 11. The 
service categories are identical to those used in the MWDOC Fiscal Year 2008-09 
budget. Overhead categories including Administration & Personnel, Finance & IT and 
General Overhead have been proportionally allocated to the essential and subscription 
budgets. Based on the budget and staffing assumptions included in Attachment C, 
essential services comprise 81% of the budget and are therefore assigned 81% of the 
overhead. Subscription services comprise 19% of the budget and are assigned 19% of 
the overhead.  

Table 11:  Essential and Subscription Services 

Service  Description 

Wholesale Water Purchases  Essential  

Administration & Personnel  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

Planning & Resource Development Essential 

Met Issues & Special Projects Essential 

Government Affairs Subscription  

Water Use Efficiency Essential 

Water Awareness Subscription  

School Programs Essential  

Finance & IT Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

Overhead  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

WEROC Essential 

 
The analysis for MWDOC Subscription CWA includes the reduced reserve levels and 
board support costs described in Section 6d above and also analyzes the financial 
impacts of a subscription program. As described for Option 2a-MWDOC CWA, Option 
2b will require a formation election but it is not clear whether or not that cost would be 
assigned to the new CWA. 

Tables 12a and 12b provide budget summaries for the essential and subscription 
services respectively, presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for 
Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figure 7 graphically illustrates the 
relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   
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Table 12a:  Projected Essential Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA20 

Services & Costs $ $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation % 81% 81% 81% 81% 81%
Administrative/Personnel $1,173,347 1,208,548$      1,360,231$    1,401,038$      1,624,187$      

Planning/Resource Development $720,514 742,129$         $835,273 860,331$         968,311$         
Special Projects $582,211 599,677$         $674,942 695,190$         782,443$         

Water Use Efficiency $762,275 785,143$         $883,686 910,196$         1,055,167$      
School Programs $355,527 366,193$         $412,153 424,518$         492,133$         

Finance $356,984 367,694$         $413,843 426,258$         494,150$         
Information Technology $135,543 139,609$         $157,131 161,845$         187,623$         

Overhead $733,649 755,658$         $850,500 876,015$         985,962$         
Desalination Study $0 -$                     $0 -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $91,228 93,965$           $105,758 108,931$         122,603$         
Contribution from Reserves -$                   (261,189)$        (317,104)$      (317,104)$        (317,104)$        

Subtotal Core General Fund $4,911,278 4,797,427$     $5,376,413 5,547,219$      6,395,474$     
Budgeted Reserves $4,111,706 $3,844,027 $2,575,610 $2,258,506 $990,086

FY 19-20FY 13-14 FY 14-15FY 08-09 FY 09-10

 

Table 12b:  Projected Subscription Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 

Services & Costs $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation Factor 19% 19% 19% 19%
Administrative/Personnel $274,840 283,086$         328,174$         380,443$         

Governmental Affairs $266,939 274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Awareness $317,852 327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         

Finance $83,619 $86,127 $99,845 $115,748
Information Technology $31,749 $32,701 $37,910 $43,948

Overhead $171,847 $177,002 $205,194 $237,876
Desalination Study $0 -$                     -$                     -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (194,240)$      (61,180)$          (74,277)$          (74,277)$          
Subtotal Subscription General Fund 952,606$      1,120,071$     1,295,117$     1,513,226$     

Budgeted Reserves $963,110 $900,410 $529,024 $231,914

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 19-20FY 14-15

 

                                                 

20 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 7:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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The MWDOC Subscription CWA maintains an operational reserve.  However this 
reserve is reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. 
In contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected operational reserve balance of 
approximately $5,000,000 in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC Subscription CWA has a 
projected $1,222,000 operational reserve balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 8 
graphically represents the relationship between the MWDOC Subscription CWA 
general fund budget and its operating reserve.  

Figure 8:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC Subscription CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is 
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funded from its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when 
necessary. This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used in MWDOC Baseline. The 
general fund revenue recovery strategy for this option, however, uses revenues from 
the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges differently. 
 
The Water Increment Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover each agency’s 
share of the essential services, including administration and overhead. The rationale is 
that essential services are related to the importation of water and each retail agency 
should pay for essential services based on water consumption.   
 
The Retail Meter Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover the agency’s share of 
subscription services. Under this option, agencies that do not participate in the 
subscription services are not assessed a Retail Meter Charge.  The rationale is that 
subscription services provided through MWDOC will benefit the ratepayers within 
those retail agencies subscribing to the services, thus each customer receiving the 
service pays for the service through Retail Meter Charges.  

Attachment G presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC Subscription 
CWA.  Table 13 compares the projected revenue contributions for the MWDOC 
Subscription CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-
20. Each retail agency’s MWDOC Subscription CWA revenue contribution was divided 
by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost per rate 
payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on 
Table 7 in Section 6c and again on Table 13.   The resultant increase or decrease from the 
MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 13 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA shifts almost $1,000,000 in costs from “non-
subscribers” (the Six Agencies) to “subscribers” (all other MWDOC retail agencies). 
While this is a large revenue shift in terms of the overall general fund budget) it is 
attenuated by the large number of rate payers within the subscription service area. As 
illustrated in Table 13, the impact to rate payers, at the end of the 10-year cost projection 
period, is modest. Rate payers in the non-subscription area experience a modest 
decrease in costs (less than $5.00 per year or about $0.35 per month in the most extreme 
case) while rate payers in the subscription area experience a modest increase in cost 
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(less than $2.00 annually or under $0.15 per month). This modest cost shift is not 
regarded as a fiscal fatal flaw, and Option 2b - MWDOC Subscription CWA is therefore 
considered a feasible alternative. 

Table 13:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC Subscription CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$           364,280$           (2.82)$         490,901$         440,470$         (4.78)$        577,377$          532,567$         (4.15)$         
Irvine Ranch WD

Totals 1,710,731$        1,540,945$        (1.47)$         2,259,849$      1,944,125$      (2.72)$        2,791,350$       2,445,942$      (2.82)$         
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$        1,334,743$        (2.20)$         1,838,012$      1,598,914$      (3.40)$        2,121,728$       1,920,691$      (2.86)$         
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$        1,207,782$        (1.41)$          1,688,041$       1,487,294$       (3.16)$         2,090,215$       1,863,828$       (3.31)$          
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$           261,956$           (2.63)$         343,905$         298,199$         (3.54)$        372,720$          338,954$         (2.60)$         
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$           155,627$           (2.16)$         215,701$         193,551$         (4.40)$        261,116$          239,342$         (4.17)$         
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$           198,067$           0.61$          238,815$         235,385$         (0.40)$        275,799$          279,894$         0.47$          
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$           426,678$           0.74$          515,629$         509,571$         (0.31)$        591,905$          602,681$         0.54$          
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$           225,923$           0.80$           268,024$          267,271$          (0.06)$         307,687$          316,419$          0.74$           

Brea
Totals 258,060$           272,770$           1.17$          338,233$         336,330$         (0.15)$        408,387$          412,716$         0.32$          

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$           297,962$           1.73$          378,737$         388,381$         0.46$         483,588$          496,821$         0.62$          

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$             93,726$             (1.76)$         122,106$         115,319$         (5.64)$        143,772$          138,962$         (3.97)$         

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           215,770$           1.49$          258,572$         269,028$         0.58$         298,069$          319,504$         1.17$          

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           425,553$           1.58$          524,062$         544,365$         0.57$         611,716$          652,614$         1.13$          

Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$           735,974$           3.25$          868,130$         951,345$         1.21$         1,137,289$       1,186,834$      0.57$          
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$           666,514$           1.45$          798,261$         829,858$         0.57$         917,191$          984,030$         1.19$          
La Habra

Totals 148,547$           165,784$           1.31$          192,277$         199,930$         0.57$         221,624$          237,705$         1.19$          
La Palma

Totals 46,253$             52,641$             1.45$          62,625$           65,322$           0.60$         72,070$            77,587$           1.21$          
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$           208,265$           1.70$          245,178$         266,955$         0.89$         275,139$          311,862$         1.47$          
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$           385,046$           1.53$          472,638$         490,456$         0.55$         541,424$          580,356$         1.19$          
OCWD

Totals 120,000$           113,868$           147,556$          136,994$          173,467$          164,790$          
Orange

Totals 453,861$           508,436$           1.50$           639,731$          653,284$          0.37$          740,404$          778,460$          1.02$           
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$             75,299$             1.47$           93,340$            95,661$            0.42$          109,432$          115,084$          1.00$           
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$             17,395$             1.34$           17,402$            19,728$            1.01$          18,467$            22,385$            1.70$           
Westminster

Totals 231,903$           261,987$           1.46$          316,753$         327,873$         0.53$         367,195$          391,181$         1.13$          
Yorba Linda WD

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

Totals 489,990$           519,361$           1.20$          647,209$         644,258$         (0.12)$        765,177$          775,605$         0.39$           
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6f Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA  
 
This option is one of two options that models detachment of some South County 
agencies and formation of a new South County CWA formed under Water Code 
Appendix 45.  Under Option 3a - Six Agency South CWA - El Toro, Irvine Ranch, 
Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts are 
detached. MWDOC continues as an MWD representing 22 retail agencies. The 
boundaries are illustrated in Figure 9. 
 

Figure 9 Six Agency South CWA 
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Essential Services  

The Six Agency South CWA will provide only “essential” services. These were 
identified during the MWDOC MSR process and are identical to the essential services 
defined for the MWDOC Subscription CWA and discussed in Section 6e.  The essential 
services are:  
 

• Wholesale Water Importation 
• Planning and Resource Development21 
• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
• Water Use Efficiency 
• School Program  
• A “fair share” of Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

The remaining MWDOC will continue to provide its full range of services to its member 
agencies.  

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The budgets developed for the Six Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC 
form the foundation for the cost of service analysis. The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Six Agency South CWA reflects the costs of $18,000 
per director for up to 28 directors (based on the SDCWA costs discussed above and the 
analysis found in Section 7c). Board compensation for the remaining MWDOC is the 
same as for MWDOC Baseline.  

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA will require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”22  
For the Six Agency South CWA option, this election would need to include all territory 
within the six agencies’ current service area. The Orange County Registrar of Voters has 
provided estimates of $1,000,000 to $1,200,000 for a formation election consolidated 
with a general election and $1,900,000 to $2,000,000 for a special election. Additional 
analysis is needed to determine if these costs are truly a “proper charge against the 

                                                 

21 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting retailers will 
pay for large planning and resource development projects. 

22 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 
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county”. Because of this, these costs are currently not included in the budget used for 
the fiscal model. 

Tables 14a and 14b provide budget summaries for Six Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC, presenting budget estimates for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 
2019-20. Figures 10a and 10b graphically illustrate the relationship of the various budget 
programs to one another.   

Table 14a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA23 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $723,511 748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $0 192,942$         223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $135,674 337,472$         391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $100,000 131,840$         152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $382,287 429,783$         498,236$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $0 -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         $0 -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         $125,062 258,287$         299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $35,720 93,075$           107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         $135,490 509,666$         590,842$         
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $31,290 35,217$           40,827$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$200,000 (200,000)$        (199,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     1,469,035$   2,536,369$     2,973,201$      

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$     $2,013,225 1,213,225$     388,225$         

FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 14-15

 

Table 14b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $952,961 1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $487,464 548,645$         636,029$         

FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 14-15

Special Projects 599,677$         $389,898 438,833$         508,728$         
Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $238,966 268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $447,153 503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $180,740 203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         $168,045 189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         $303,005 341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $104,040 117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         $768,789 865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $62,675 70,541$           81,776$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$223,000 (223,000)$        (200,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     3,880,736$   4,395,791$     5,154,444$      

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$     $2,500,775 1,608,775$     743,085$          

 

                                                 

23 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 10a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA 
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Figure 10b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC  
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Both the Six Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC retain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 42.5% is allocated to the Six Agency South CWA and 57.5% to 
remaining MWDOC, based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 
percentage revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These percentages 
are also used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Fund. Figures 11a and 

                         ROP    000287



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 43 
 
 

 

11b graphically represent the relationship between the general fund budget and the 
operating reserve for both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC. 

Figure 11a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3a Six Agency CWA 

$‐

$2,000,000

$4,000,000

$6,000,000

$8,000,000

FY 09‐10 FY 10‐11 FY 14‐15 FY 19‐20

Subtotal  General  Fund 

Reserve Balance

 

Figure 11b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Six Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
revenue recovery tools:  

• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  

• For the Six Agency South CWA, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover 
general fund costs because its general fund costs are associated almost 
exclusively with providing water supply;  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover 
approximately 30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge is used to 
recover approximately 70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the cost 
recovery pattern identified from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget data.   

Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 
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Option 3a illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, which 
currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option analyzes the 
potential impact to rate payers should both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining 
MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more common two-tier 
assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies needing Tier 2 water to 
purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 15 illustrates each retail agency’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to its projected 
demand and demonstrates that the remaining MWDOC does have the capacity to 
continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Table 15 also 
demonstrates that the Six Agency South CWA has a significant Tier 2 demand driven 
initially by Santa Margarita and Moulton Niguel Water Districts. However over the 
planning period, the majority of all South County agencies exceed their Tier 1 
allocations. The Table illustrates that the Six Agency South CWA’s demand exceeds its 
Tier 1 allocation in Fiscal Year 2009-10 by over 19,000 AF, which grows to over 33,000 
AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  Conversely, the remaining MWDOC organization 
experiences a reverse situation:  the initial Tier 1 allocation exceeds overall demand for 
water by more than 32,000 AF, but this is reduced to just under 11,500 AF by Fiscal Year 
2019-20. 
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Table 15:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet)24 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411   10,894          -517  11,153         -258  11,323         -88 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890    37,512       3,429  41,733        7,650 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    35,435        6,864   35,935        7,364 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416    32,767     15,226  35,565     18,024 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,686      -1,614     6,196      -2,104 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861     4,543        1,682     4,819       1,958     5,058       2,197 

 Six Agency 
South CWA 
 

102,767 121,910 19,143 128,372 25,605 135,810 33,043 

Laguna Beach         4,377    4,653 276      4,703 326 4,753 376 

San Clemente           8,674     9,806        1,132      9,992        1,318    9,994        1,320 

San Juan 
Capistrano 

          6,111     4,839      -1,272      4,878       -1,233    4,919       -1,192 

Brea           8,826     5,997      -2,829      6,491       -2,335     6,390      -2,436 

Buena Park            7,358    4,536      -2,822     5,982       -1,376     7,203         -155 

EOCWD           5279    2,947      -2,332      3,064       -2,215     3,092      -2,187 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,339          888     3,497        1,046 

Garden Grove           8,327   5,122      -3,205     6,914      -1413     7,420         -907 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221 9,522 -3,239 10,159 -2,602 

Huntington 
Beach 

        10,962     8,327      -2,635    10,312        -650 10,781         -181 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703     2,477         -451     2,613         -315 

La Palma 657        629          -28        780          123        824          167 

Mesa 
Consolidated 

          6,493        616     -5,877     1,634      -4,859    1,747      -4,746 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281      6,200    -12,724     6,436     -12,488 

Orange          4,695 7,594 2,899 9,773 5,078 10,157 5,462 

                                                 

24 Tier 1 Metropolitan Allocation Method using 1989-90 data. Subtotals may differ slightly from the sum of individual 
allocations due to rounding. 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Seal Beach 1,085     1,108        23      1,393        308     1,485       400 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -         -449            -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327     4,298       3,153     4,540        3,395 

Yorba Linda 8,652   11,280       2,628    12,394       3,742   12,694        4,042 

 Remaining 
MWDOC  

120,154 88,031 -32,423 104,146 -16,008 108,704 -11,450 

Impact to Rate Payers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Six Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a cost 
allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water purchases 
made by each retail agency.  

Attachment H presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Six Agency 
South CWA.  Table 16 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Six Agency 
South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 
2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s Six Agency CWA revenue 
contribution was divided by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order 
to develop a cost per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost 
to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 in Section 6c and again on Table 16.   The resulting 
increase or decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 16 in the 
column “Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result of 
removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for Tier 2 
water costs based on actual use.  However the impacts are not large when carried down 
to the individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts are under $5.00 
per month and many rate payers experience a cost savings. Based on the results of this 
analysis, Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA is considered fiscally feasible, although 
particularly for the Six Agency South CWA, the analysis highlights important policy 
issues related to Tier 2 water costs. While not specifically modeled, the analysis 
demonstrates that remaining MWDOC could continue its practice of utilizing a Melded 
Water Rate and would likely experience reduced need for Tier 2 water purchases.   
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Table 16:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Six Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline  

Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
Six Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$          490,901$    220,361$    (25.67)$        577,377$    247,887$     (30.54)$         
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$          2,259,849$ 1,345,516$ (7.87)$          2,791,350$ 2,552,501$  (1.95)$           
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$          1,838,012$ 1,909,892$ 1.02$           2,121,728$ 2,364,299$  3.45$            
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$          1,688,041$ 3,330,967$ 25.85$         2,090,215$ 4,639,902$  37.24$          
South Coast Water District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$          343,905$    132,102$    (16.42)$        372,720$    135,645$     (18.24)$         
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$          215,701$    440,308$    44.64$         261,116$    581,397$     61.36$          

Remaining MWDOC
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     192,842$     -$          238,815$    178,500$    (6.96)$          275,799$    216,294$     (6.83)$           
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$          515,629$    508,604$    (0.36)$          591,905$    580,400$     (0.58)$           
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$          268,024$    145,362$    (10.50)$        307,687$    163,112$     (12.26)$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$          338,233$    175,471$    (12.42)$        408,387$    204,287$     (15.14)$         

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$          378,737$    227,063$    (7.24)$          483,588$    272,436$     (9.87)$           

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$       91,789$       (3.38)$       122,106$    41,088$      (67.29)$        143,772$    52,065$       (75.79)$         

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$          258,572$    329,242$    3.94$           298,069$    420,700$     6.70$            

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$          524,062$    346,602$    (4.97)$          611,716$    396,101$     (5.95)$           

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$          868,130$    620,074$    (3.62)$          1,137,289$ 847,094$     (3.33)$           

Huntington Beach
Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$          798,261$    533,169$    (4.78)$          917,191$    604,385$     (5.57)$           

La Habra
Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$          192,277$    128,587$    (4.76)$          221,624$    145,798$     (5.60)$           

La Palma
Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$          62,625$      64,196$      0.35$           72,070$       83,972$       2.62$            

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$           245,178$     200,208$     (1.83)$           275,139$     226,566$     (1.95)$            

Newport Beach
Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$           472,638$     313,436$     (4.92)$           541,424$     354,584$     (5.70)$            

OCWD
Totals 120,000$     120,000$     147,556$     48,776$       173,467$     54,620$       

Orange
Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$          639,731$    1,279,881$ 17.29$         740,404$    1,613,765$  23.30$          

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$       84,343$       3.11$        93,340$      112,177$    3.39$           109,432$    151,755$     7.52$            

Serrano WD
Totals 14,310$       17,309$       1.30$        17,402$      16,968$      (0.19)$          18,467$       18,776$       0.13$            

Westminster
Totals 231,903$     290,094$     2.82$        316,753$    762,373$    21.24$         367,195$    962,465$     27.97$          

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$     600,427$     4.52$        647,209$    995,916$    13.84$         765,177$    1,257,526$  18.35$          

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

 

                         ROP    000292



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 48 
 
 

 

 
6g Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA   
 
This option is second of two options that model detachment of some South County 
agencies and formation of a new CWA under the CWA Act.  Under Option 3b – Nine 
Agency South CWA - the Six Agencies together with the Laguna Beach County Water 
District and the cities of San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano are detached. MWDOC 
continues as an MWD representing 19 retail agencies. The boundaries are illustrated in 
Figure 12. This option provides for contiguous boundaries. 

Figure 12 Nine Agency South CWA 
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Essential Services  

As was the case with Option 3a, the Nine Agency South CWA will provide only 
“essential” services as defined through the MWDOC MSR process.  The remaining 
MWDOC will continue to provide its full range of services to its member agencies.  

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The budgets developed for the Nine Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC 
form the foundation for the cost of service analysis. The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Six Agency South CWA reflects the costs of $18,000 
per director for up to 28 directors (based on the SDCWA costs discussed above and the 
analysis found in Section 7c). Board compensation for the remaining MWDOC is the 
same as for MWDOC Baseline.  

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA will require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”25  
For the Six Agency South CWA option, this election would need to include all territory 
within the six agencies’ current service area. The Orange County Registrar of Voters has 
provided estimates of $1,000,000 to $1,200,000 for a formation election consolidated 
with a general election and $1,900,000 to $2,000,000 for a special election. Additional 
analysis is needed to determine if these costs are truly a “proper charge against the 
county”. Because of this, these costs are currently not included in the budget used for 
the fiscal model. 

Tables 17a and 17b provide budget summaries for Nine Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC respectively, presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal 
Year and Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figures 13a and 13b graphically 
illustrate the relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   

                                                 

25 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 
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Table 17a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $723,511 748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $0 192,942$         223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $135,674 337,472$         391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $100,000 131,840$         152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $382,287 429,783$         498,236$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $0 -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         $0 -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         $125,062 258,287$         299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $35,720 93,075$           107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         $135,490 509,666$         590,842$         
Desalination Study -$                     $0 -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $36,176 40,717$           47,202$           
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$220,000 -$220,000 (210,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     1,453,921$   2,521,868$     2,968,577$      

FY 14-15FY 09-10 FY 10-11

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$     $2,115,341 $1,235,341 368,741$          

Table 17b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $952,961 1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $487,464 548,645$         636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $389,898 438,833$         508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $238,966 268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $447,153 503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $180,740 203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         $168,045 189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         $303,005 341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $104,040 117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         $768,789 865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $57,788 65,041$           75,401$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$180,000 (180,000)$        (180,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     3,918,849$   4,433,291$     5,168,069$      
Reserve Fund Balance 4,739,000$     $2,221,659 1,501,659$     776,259$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10 FY 10-11
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Figure 13a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 
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Figure 13b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC 
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Both the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC maintain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 49.3% is allocated to the Nine Agency South CWA and 50.7% to the 
remaining MWDOC based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 
percentages of revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These 
percentages are also used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Funds.  As 
noted above, the operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget 
over the 10-year projection period. Figures 14a and 14b graphically represent the 
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relationship between the general fund budget and the operating reserve for both the 
Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC. 

Figure 14a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3b Six Agency CWA 
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Figure 14b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Nine Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
recovery tools:  

• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  
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• For the Nine Agency CWA, a Water Increment Charge to recover general fund 
costs because its general fund costs are associated almost exclusively with 
providing water supply.  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge to recover approximately 
30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge to recover approximately 
70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the cost recovery pattern identified 
from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget data.      

Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

Like Option 3a, this option illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, which currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option 
analyzes the potential impact to rate payers should both the Nine Agency South CWA 
and remaining MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more 
common two-tier assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies 
needing Tier 2 water to purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 18 uses the data from Table 15 and provides a brief summary of both the Nine 
Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to their 
projected demand. Again, the analysis demonstrates that remaining MWDOC does 
have the capacity to continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Like 
the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South CWA has a significant Tier 2 
demand. The Nine Agency CWA’s demand initially exceeds its Tier 1 allocation by over 
19,000 AF, growing to over 33,000 AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  Conversely, the remaining 
MWDOC organization experiences a reverse situation:  the initial Tier 1 allocation 
exceeds overall demand for water by 32,000 AF, but this is reduced to just less than 
12,000 AF by 2019-20. 

Table 18:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Nine Agency 
South CWA  

121,929 141,208 19,279 147,351 26,016 155,476 33,536 

Remaining 
MWDOC   

100,992 68,733 -32,259 83,573 -17,419 89,038 -11,954 
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Impacts to Ratepayers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Nine Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a cost 
allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water purchases 
made by each retail agency.  

Attachment I presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Nine Agency 
South CWA.  Table 19 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Nine 
Agency South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 
2019-20. Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 
2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s Nine Agency CWA revenue 
contribution was divided by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order 
to develop a cost per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost 
to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 in Section 6.3 and again on Table 19.   The resultant 
increase or decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 19 in the 
column “Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result removing 
the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for Tier 2 water costs 
based on actual use.  However the impacts are not large when carried down to the 
individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts are under $5.00 per 
month and many ratepayers experience a cost savings.   Based on the results of this 
analysis, Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA is considered fiscally feasible, although 
particularly for the Nine Agency South CWA, the analysis highlights important policy 
issues related to Tier 2 water costs. While not specifically modeled, the analysis 
demonstrates that remaining MWDOC could continue its practice of utilizing a Melded 
Water Rate and would likely experience reduced need for Tier 2 water purchases.   
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Table 19:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Nine Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline

 Nine 
Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer 
Nine Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$          490,901$    185,825$       (28.94)$      577,377$     211,393$       (33.92)$      
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$          2,259,849$ 1,229,361$    (8.87)$        2,791,350$  2,417,994$     (3.04)$        
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$          1,838,012$ 1,800,169$    (0.54)$        2,121,728$  2,248,479$     1.80$         
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$          1,688,041$ 3,229,505$    24.25$       2,090,215$  4,525,275$     35.56$       
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$          343,905$    111,399$       (18.02)$      372,720$     115,675$       (19.77)$      
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$          215,701$    425,386$       41.68$       261,116$     565,095$       58.23$       
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     192,842$     -$          238,815$    135,816$       (11.89)$      275,799$     169,286$       (12.23)$      
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$          515,629$    398,777$       (5.99)$        591,905$     469,366$       (6.19)$        
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$          268,024$    81,275$         (15.99)$      307,687$     91,834$         (18.30)$      

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$          338,233$    204,829$       (10.18)$      408,387$     235,759$       (12.81)$      
Buena Park

Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$           378,737$     261,612$        (5.59)$         483,588$     311,330$        (8.05)$         
East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       95,838$       -$          122,106$    55,874$         (55.01)$      143,772$     62,085$         (67.51)$      
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$          258,572$    353,799$       5.30$         298,069$     446,203$       8.10$         
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$          524,062$    396,182$       (3.58)$        611,716$     448,046$       (4.52)$        
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$          868,130$    704,719$       (2.38)$        1,137,289$  949,570$       (2.16)$        
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$          798,261$    608,975$       (3.42)$        917,191$     682,829$       (4.17)$        
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$          192,277$    146,855$       (3.39)$        221,624$     164,739$       (4.20)$        
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$          62,625$      70,180$         1.68$         72,070$       90,173$         3.99$         
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$          245,178$    225,487$       (0.80)$        275,139$     252,511$       (0.91)$        
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$          472,638$    358,197$       (3.54)$        541,424$     400,773$       (4.29)$        
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     120,000$     147,556$    60,063$         173,467$     66,273$         
Orange

Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$           639,731$     1,345,190$     19.05$        740,404$     1,674,729$     24.93$        
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       67,255$       -$           93,340$       120,797$        4.93$          109,432$     160,792$        9.13$          
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       14,310$       -$           17,402$       18,913$          0.65$          18,467$       20,708$          0.97$          
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     231,903$     -$           316,753$     792,185$        22.66$        367,195$     993,507$        29.43$        
Totals 489,990$     489,990$     -$          647,209$    1,052,127$    16.07$       765,177$     1,316,964$     20.57$       

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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6h Comparative Effects of a 20% Reduction in Water Demand  

In response to a number of conditions including drought, climate change and ecosystem 
disruption in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the Governor has called for a twenty 
percent reduction in per capita demand by the year 2020. The Department of Water 
Resources is currently working to implement this initiative, commonly known as 20 x 
2020. For the purposes of this study, the 20 x 2020 initiative would have the most fiscal 
impact on Options 3a and 3b because reduced demands would reduce Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 1 and 2a and 2b, MWDOC’s portfolio management strategy 
and Melded Water Rate Surcharge work to mitigate the impacts of Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 3a and 3b, when each agency is purchasing water according 
to its own demands, the impacts of Tier 2 purchases affect some agencies more than 
others.  

Table 20, below, illustrates these effects of demand reductions and illustrates that with 
demand reductions, some agencies eliminate their need for Tier 2 purchases. 
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Table 20:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected 20 x 2020 Reduced Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411 10,894 -517 10,038 -1,373 9,058 -2,353 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890   33,761         -322         33,386          -697 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    31,892        3,321         28,748          177 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416  29,490 11,949          28,452     10,911 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,017       -2,283            4,957       -3,343 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861      4,543        1,682     4,337        1,476 4,046      1,185 

Subtotal Six 
Agencies 102,767 121,910 19,143 115,535     12,768        108,647       5,880 

Laguna Beach         4,377 3,722 -655 3,762   -615 3,802 -575 

San Clemente           8,674      9,806        1,132      8,993 319           7,995       -679 

San Juan 
Capistrano           6,111      4,839      -1,272 4,390      -1,721           3,935       -2,176 

Subtotal Nine 
Agencies  
 

121,929 140,277 18,348 132,680 10,751 124,379 2,450 

Brea           8,826      5,997      -2,829     5,842       -2,984           5,112       -3,714 

Buena Park            7,358      4,536      -2,822      5,384       -1,974           5,762       -1,596 

EOCWD           5,279      2,947      -2,332     2,758       -2,521            2,474      -2,805 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,005         554      2,798           347 

Garden Grove           8,327      5,122      -3,205     6,223       -2,104           5,936      -2,391 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221      8,570       -4,191            8,127      -4,634 

Huntington 
Beach         10,962     8,327      -2,635      9,281       -1,681           8,625       -2,337 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703      2,224          -704            2,090         -838 

La Palma 657        629          -28        702           45              659           2 

Mesa 
Consolidated           6,493        616     -5,877      1,471       -5,022           1,398       -5,095 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281     5,580     -13,344           5,149     -13,775 

Orange          4,695     7,594        2,899     8,796        4,101          8,126        3,431 

Seal Beach 1,085      1,108        23      1,254        169           1,188       103 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -          -449              -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327      3,868       2,723           3,632       2,487 

Yorba Linda 8,652    11,280       2,628    11,155 2,503          10,155        1,503 

Subtotal 
Remaining 

MWDOC  
100,992 68,733 -32,259 76,113 -24,879 71,231 -29,761 

The 20 x 2020 Initiative has the potential to substantially lower the South County 
CWA’s Tier 2 water cost exposure, under both boundary options, which reduces the 
cost impacts to rate payers. This analysis suggests that additional investigation of cost-
effective conservation strategies has the potential to benefit rate payers. 

6i Conclusions  
 
While modeling and analysis of each alternative result in a diverse spread of costs, and 
each retail agency is affected differently, the changes are typically modest when 
brought down to the rate payer level.  Taking into account the high level of this study 
and the significant current uncertainties around the future cost of water, the analyses 
demonstrate that it is fiscally feasible to implement each of the alternatives studied.  
 
Specifically: 

• The assumption to reduce operating reserves to 15% of the general fund budget is 
the single largest contributor to the fiscal differences between MWDOC Baseline, 
MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Subscription CWA; 

• MWDOC Subscription CWA, while shifting approximately $1,000,000 in costs 
among the retail agencies, does not have a significant impact at the ratepayer level; 

• While the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA options remove 
the “rate smoothing” affects of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and cause higher 
rate payer impacts in some cases, even these impacts are not significant. 

• The analysis also indicates that under both South County CWA boundary options, 
remaining MWDOC has a significant opportunity for rate smoothing and little risk 
of incurring Tier 2 water purchase costs. Both the Six Agency South County CWA 
and the Nine Agency South County CWA would also have some opportunity to 
smooth rates, although collectively the agency would need to plan on paying some 
Tier 2 water costs on an annual basis. 
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7. Implementation Analysis  
In Sections 5 and 6, governance structure options were screened for institutional and 
fiscal flaws resulting in the following preliminarily feasible options:   

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA 

b. Nine Agency South CWA 

This Section, Implementation Analysis, examines the organizational changes and 
procedural steps required to implement the governance structure options, discusses 
potential legal barriers or conflicts that exist, reviews board composition and evaluates 
the potential changes and impacts relating to representation on the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California’s Board of Directors. 

Because the scope of this study is limited to a high-level review, this evaluation does 
not include a detailed analysis of the LAFCO process and potential terms and 
conditions nor does it provide detailed descriptions of agreements or contracts that may 
be required to implement viable options.    

7a Option 1 - MWDOC Baseline  

Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline is clearly a viable option because it is the status quo. No 
organizational changes are required to maintain Option 1 and no legal barriers or 
conflicts impede MWDOC from continuing to provide both services and water to its 
retail members or from representing the retail agencies at Metropolitan. Under Option 1 
MWDOC’s board composition would not change, and the agency would still be 
governed by a 7-member board elected by registered voters living within the service 
area, and by district.   
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Representation at Metropolitan 

Representation by MWDOC at Metropolitan would also remain unchanged with the 
MWDOC Baseline option.  Chapter 1 of the Metropolitan Act describes the composition 
of its Board of Directors, their terms and their voting rights26  which are discussed here 
briefly. 

Metropolitan board members are appointed by Metropolitan’s member agencies and 
each agency is entitled to at least one board member. Member agencies may designate 
one additional representative for each full five-percent of assessed value it has within 
the Metropolitan’s territory. Metropolitan board members serve an indefinite term at 
the pleasure of the appointing member agency, unless the appointing member agency 
has adopted an ordinance, in which case terms are limited to four years. No member 
agency can appoint a majority of its board of directors or city council to the 
Metropolitan board.  

Votes on Metropolitan’s board of directors are also determined by assessed value 
within the member agency. Each member agency is entitled to one vote for each 
$10,000,000 of assessed value (or factional part thereof) included within Metropolitan’s 
boundaries. Each member is entitled to at least one vote and no one member’s votes 
may exceed the number of all other members combined. Metropolitan board actions are 
subject to majority approval, based on total votes cast, unless it is expressly provided 
otherwise, for a specific issue. 

Table 21 presents the current Metropolitan vote and director entitlement for Fiscal Year 
2008-09.  MWDOC has 4 directors and is entitled to 34,917 of 210,366 Metropolitan 
votes, or just over 16% of the total. 

                                                 

26 Met Act, Sections 50 -57 
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Table 21: Metropolitan Voting and Representation Option 1 MWDOC Baseline   

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Baseline MWDOC $349,171,973,512 16.60% 34,917 4 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County 
Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel 
Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 37 
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7b Options 2a and 2b - MWDOC CWA 

Options 2a and 2b would maintain the service area boundary of MWDOC, but 
reorganize the agency as a CWA governed under the CWA Act.  The distinction 
between Option 2a and Option 2b rests with internal operational differences, not 
governance structure.  Thus, the formation process, board composition, representation 
at Metropolitan and any fundamental legal issues are identical under either option. 

Implementing Option 2 would require processing a reorganization through LAFCO, 
which would include dissolution of MWDOC as a Municipal Water District and 
formation of a new CWA consistent with the rules and regulations of the CWA Act.   

Although its board composition would change, because the boundaries of the newly-
formed CWA would be identical to the existing MWDOC boundaries, representation on 
Metropolitan would not differ from Option 1.  

CWA Board Composition 

Board members of the reorganized agency would no longer be elected by voters living 
within the service area, but would instead be appointed by the participating member 
agencies pursuant to the CWA Act.  Section 46-6 of the CWA Act describes the 
composition of a CWA’s Board of Directors, their terms and their voting rights.   

CWA board members are appointed by the member agencies and each agency is 
entitled to at least one board member. Member agencies may designate one additional 
representative for each full five-percent of assessed value it has within the CWA’s 
territory, except that no single member agency may have more board members than the 
sum of all the remaining agencies’ members. If a city is a member of a CWA, it may 
only appoint one council member to the CWA board. Water districts may not appoint a 
majority of their board of directors to the CWA board. Board members serve six-year 
terms, except for the first board where half the members are appointed to three year 
terms.27    

While CWA board size is determined by assessed value, CWA board voting rights are 
determined by financial contribution to the CWA budget (except for the San Diego 
County Water Authority that has specific voting rights incorporated in the CWA Act). 
Each agency is entitled to cast one vote for each $5,000,000 (or fractional part thereof) 
that it pays to the CWA. When a member agency has more than one member on the 

                                                 

27 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (b), (c) and (d) 
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CWA Board it must determine, by ordinance, whether its directors must cast their votes 
as a unit or if each director is entitled to a proportional share of the agency’s vote. CWA 
actions are typically subject to majority approval unless one member agency controls 
more than 38 percent of the total votes. In this case, CWA actions are subject to a 55 
percent approval.28 

Legal Barriers and Conflicts 

Research completed for this government structure option indicates that implementation 
of Option 2 may be infeasible.  Attachment J, a memo from the law firm of 
Richards/Watson/Gershon regarding “Constraints on Ability of a County Water 
Authority to Supply Water to a Regulated Public Utility” concludes that “without new 
legislation, a County Water Authority could not supply water to Golden State Water 
Company except to areas located outside of the territory of all the member agencies of 
the Authority and only on an interruptible basis.”    

Golden State is not a public agency, but is a PUC-regulated investor-owned public 
utility.   The Richards/Watson/Gershon memo notes that MWDOC currently supplies 
water to Golden State pursuant to Water Code section 71611, which provides that 
MWDOC may sell water without preference to various entities within the district, 
including “cities, other public corporations and agencies…”   The CWA Act, however, 
limits the definition of a CWA “member agency” to public agencies29 , and prohibits a 
CWA from supplying water to a regulated public utility except on an interruptible basis 
when there is water available that is surplus to the needs of the public entity member 
agencies, and only to service areas outside the territorial boundaries of those member 
agencies. 

Golden State Water Company currently receives a firm water supply from MWDOC, 
and implementation of the MWDOC CWA option would result in the loss of this 
assured, consistent water supply to Golden State.  Alternatives could be examined to 
remedy this issue, including adoption of new legislation amending the CWA Act, the 
formation of a Joint Powers Authority similar to the Sweetwater Authority in San Diego 
County and/or through other contractual arrangements.  LAFCO, however, cannot 
predict if such legislation will be introduced or require contractual relationships 
between or among districts.  In addition, given the importance of this issue, without the 
cooperation of all parties, legal challenges could pose additional impediments to 

                                                 

28 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (e) and (f) 

29 CWA Act, Section 45-2 
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successful execution.  Thus, implementation of Option 2 is not considered viable 
without special legislation and, for the purposes of this report, is considered fatally 
flawed.  

7c Options 3a and 3b - Six and Nine Agency South CWA 

Options 3a and 3b involve detaching territory from MWDOC and forming a new, 
smaller CWA.  Implementation of either of these options will require processing a 
reorganization through LAFCO, involving detachment of territory from MWDOC and 
formation of a new CWA encompassing the detaching area.   

Board Composition  

The composition of the CWA Board appointments to a South County CWA will be 
made pursuant to the CWA Act regulations described in Section 7b – Option 2. The 
following provides estimates of Board representation and voting rights that may be 
anticipated for both the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA.    

Six Agency South CWA 

Table 22 presents the calculations for the number of directors and percentage of vote 
expected to be controlled by the water agencies assumed to become member agencies in 
the Six Agency South CWA.  

Because representation on a CWA Board is a function of assessed value within each 
member agencies’ service area, preliminary estimates of the representation for the Six 
Agency South CWA have been calculated based on Fiscal Year 2008-09 assessed values 
(secured from the Parcel Quest service). Because Orange County assigns tax rate area 
codes to cities but not to water districts, some assumptions were made about water 
district boundaries in order to estimate assessed value within their territory. Future 
action on this option would require the development of assessed values certified by 
Orange County. 

While the number of directors is based on assessed value, actual voting rights are a 
function of the financial contribution each member agency makes to the CWA. For the 
purposes of this initial analysis, voting rights have been estimated based on the 
percentage of water purchased by each agency, because water purchases will constitute 
the vast majority of the financial contribution made to the new CWA by its member 
agencies. Preliminary estimates of the percentage of votes allocated to each agency are 
based the estimated Fiscal Year 2009-10 water demands outlined in Table 15.  
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Table 22:  Option 2a Six Agency South CWA Directors and Voting Rights 

Agency Assessed Value % of 
Assessed 

Value 

Nearest 
5% of 

Assessed 
Value 

Number of 
Directors 

FY 2009-10 
Water 

Demand 

Percent 
of Total 

Vote  

El Toro $5,931,472,257  4.42% 0.88% 1   10,894 8.94% 

Irvine 
Ranch $69,585,155,276  51.81% 10.36% 11  33,193 27.23% 

Moulton 
Niguel $25,600,825,524  19.06% 3.81% 4   35,114 28.80% 

Santa 
Margarita $23,274,158,781  17.33% 3.47% 4   30,957 25.39% 

South 
Coast  $8,052,519,280  6.00% 1.20% 2     7,209 5.91% 

Trabuco 
Canyon $1,865,262,850  1.39% 0.28% 1     4,543 3.73% 

Total $134,309,393,968  100.00%  23 121,910 100.00% 

El Toro estimates include Laguna Woods, Aliso Viejo north of 73, Laguna Hills west of Wilkes and 
Mission Viejo west of the railroad. 

Irvine Ranch estimates include Irvine, Costa Mesa, Foothill, Modjeska, Newport Coast, Portola Hills, 
Silverado and portions of Tustin and Newport Beach (small portions of Orange and Santa Ana that are 
within the IRWD service are not included in the calculation) 

Moulton Niguel estimates include Aliso Viejo south of 73, Laguna Niguel, Laguna Hills east of Wilkes 
and Mission Viejo west of Marguerite Parkway  

Santa Margarita estimates include Mission Viejo east of Marguerite and Trabuco Parkways, Rancho 
Santa Margarita, Coto de Caza and Ladera Ranch 

South Coast estimates include Dana Point and Capistrano Beach 

Trabuco Canyon estimates include Trabuco Canyon and Dove Canyon 

Table 22 demonstrates results from the CWA rules governing board composition and 
voting rights.  For example, in the analysis of the Six Agency South CWA board, the 
Irvine Ranch Water District holds 47.8% (11 of 23) of the board seats, surpassing the 
next-largest district by 7 seats; nonetheless, Irvine has only 27.7% of the voting rights.  
Moulton Niguel, which is provided only 4 director seats, holds the largest share (28.8%) 
of voting rights.  
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Nine Agency South CWA 

Preliminary estimates of the representation and voting rights for the Nine Agency 
South CWA have also been calculated based on Fiscal Year 2008-09 assessed values and 
estimates of water demand.  Again, some assumptions on district boundaries were 
made in order to estimate assessed value. Table 23 presents the calculations for number 
of directors and percent of vote controlled together with any assumptions, beyond those 
described in Table 22, which were used to make the calculations.  

Table 23:  Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA Directors and Voting Rights 

Agency Assessed Value % of Assessed 
Value 

Nearest 
5% of 

Assessed 
Value 

Number 
of 

Directors 

FY 2009-10 
Water 

Demand 

Percentage 
of Total Vote 

El Toro $5,931,472,257  4.42% 0.88% 1   10,894 7.83% 

Irvine 
Ranch $69,585,155,276  51.81% 10.36% 11  33,193 23.85% 

Moulton 
Niguel $25,600,825,524  19.06% 3.81% 4   35,114 25.23% 

Santa 
Margarita $23,274,158,781  17.33% 3.47% 4   30,957 22.24% 

South 
Coast  $8,052,519,280  6.00% 1.20% 2     7,209 5.18% 

Trabuco 
Canyon $1,865,262,850  1.39% 0.28% 1     4,543 3.26% 

Laguna 
Beach $10,789,998,642  6.63% 1.33% 2    2,628 1.89% 

San 
Clemente $11,885,487,817  7.30% 1.46% 2     9,806 7.05% 

San Juan 
Capistrano $5,835,432,468  3.58% 0.72% 1     4,839 3.48% 

Total $162,820,312,895  100.00%  28 139,183 100.00% 

Laguna Beach estimates include Laguna Beach and Emerald Bay CSD 

As shown on Table 23, the number of total board seats for a Nine Agency South CWA is 
increased by five (28 vs. 23 seats).  In this analysis, the Irvine Ranch Water District holds 
39.3% of total board seats (11 of 28), while its voting rights are reduced to 23.85%.  
Moulton Niguel retains 4 director seats and continues to claim the largest overall share 
(25.23%) of voting rights among the CWA members.  

                         ROP    000311



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 67 
 
 

 

Representation at Metropolitan 

Table 21, in Section 7a – MWDOC Baseline - shows the current board seats and voting 
rights held by existing Metropolitan member agencies.  Preliminary estimates of 
Metropolitan representation and voting rights for the Six Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC, and for the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC, 
have been calculated and presented on Tables 24 and 25. In order to perform these 
calculations, the estimated assessed values for the Six Agency South CWA and Nine 
Agency South CWA, presented in Tables 22 and 23, were subtracted from 
$349,171,973,512, which is the total certified assessed value for MWDOC for Fiscal Year 
2008-09 provided by Metropolitan30.  

                                                 

30 Board of Directors Business and Finance Committee Information Item 5H, September 9, 2008 Board Meeting 
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Table 24:  Metropolitan Voting and Representation - Option 3a Six Agency South CWA 

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Remaining MWDOC $214,862,579,544 10.21% 21,486 3 

Six Agency South CWA $134,309,393,968 6.38% 13,431 2 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 38 

 

                         ROP    000313



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 69 
 
 

 

Table 25:  Metropolitan Voting and Representation - Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Remaining MWDOC $186,351,660,617 8.86% 18,635 2 

Nine Agency South CWA $162,820,312,895 7.74% 16,282 2 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 37 
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One notable outcome of the Metropolitan representation analysis for Options 3a and 3b 
is the possibility that reorganization could lead to an increase in the overall number of 
Orange County representatives eligible to sit on Metropolitan’s Board - although the 
total voting rights for Orange County would not be affected.    

Under Option 3a, remaining MWDOC retains 3 directors and 21,486 votes. The new Six 
Agency South CWA has 2 directors and 13,431 votes. The total number of directors 
from MWDOC’s current service area increases by 1 (from 4 to 5) because of the 
fractional assessed value computations, providing Orange County with an additional 
Metropolitan director.  

Because fractional assessed value computations do not occur under the larger Nine 
Agency CWA option, the number of Metropolitan director seats available to the current 
MWDOC service area remains unchanged.    Remaining MWDOC retains 2 directors 
and 18,635 votes and the new Nine Agency South CWA also has 2 directors and secures 
16,282 votes.  

Process to Approve a New Metropolitan Member Agency  

Metropolitan has indicated that the addition of a new member agency is a “Matter of 
First Impression”31, meaning that Metropolitan has not adopted procedures to describe 
the actions required to process the request. Metropolitan staff have also indicated that 
because the territory under consideration is already within Metropolitan’s territory, the 
established annexation procedures and fees would not apply, although a processing fee 
would be required to cover the time Metropolitan’s staff spends working on the 
request. 

The alteration of the Metropolitan board composition that would result from dividing 
MWDOC into two separate agencies will likely cause a shift in the existing dynamics on 
the Metropolitan Board and on political affairs associated with regional water policy 
and the relationships among water providers in Orange County.   The division of 
MWDOC - which currently serves and represents a majority of Orange County retail 
agencies – into two wholesale agencies, each independently represented on 
Metropolitan, will result in the division of an existing voting constituency into 
potentially two separate voting blocks. The physical realities of the water situation in 
north and south Orange County – due to the existence of a groundwater basin that lies 
principally in the north - have necessarily focused attention on two differing water 
development strategies; one more reliant on stabilizing and improving groundwater 

                                                 

31 Personal Communication Catherine Stites and Karen Tashiki, Metropolitan Office of General Counsel, March 19, 2009. 
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supplies and another focusing more attention on increasing surface supplies (more akin 
to Orange County’s southern neighbor, San Diego County).  Future water issues facing 
Southern California will involve questions related to where and how Metropolitan’s 
attention and resources will be focused: on groundwater replenishment, development 
and increase of new surface supplies, storage and/or regional delivery capital 
improvement projects.  The division of MWDOC could result in shifting alliances on the 
Metropolitan Board as these issues are addressed. 

The acceptance of a newly reorganized agency as a member of Metropolitan will 
require an affirmative discretionary action on the part of the Metropolitan board.  In 
order to obtain positive action from the Metropolitan Board, cooperation between and 
among all agencies affected by the reorganization will be necessary since it is unlikely 
that Metropolitan will have an interest in arbitrating differences among its member 
agencies.  Therefore, the ability of the involved agencies to successfully negotiate, 
develop and complete agreements relating to the allocation of interests between 
MWDOC and the new CWA - including resolving issues related to water allocations 
and miscellaneous water supply and conservation contracts - will greatly affect the 
success or failure of achieving implementation of Option 3. 

Legal Barriers and Conflicts 

Based on preliminary review of the CWA Act, the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 
and the Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, there do not appear to be any 
legal barriers or conflicts to the formation of a South County CWA.  The reorganization 
process associated with Option 3 and discussed in Section 7d of this report are complex.  
Without special legislation, the chief obstacle to the potential success or failure in 
implementing this option rests with the ability or inability of the involved public 
agencies to reach accord on agreements that will be required as conditions of 
reorganization such as how water allocations will be made and the manner in which the 
various existing contracts between MWDOC and Metropolitan will be handled.      
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7d Reorganization Proceedings 

Implementation of any of Options 2a, 2b, 3a or 3b would be processed through LAFCO 
as a “reorganization.”   Implementation of Option 2 would require dissolving MWDOC 
and forming a new, coterminous agency pursuant to the CWA Act.  Implementation of 
Option 3 would require detaching territory from MWDOC and forming a new, smaller 
agency under the CWA Act. 

Dissolution, detachment and the formation of a new district are each considered a 
“change of organization” as defined by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code Section 56021), and a reorganization is 
defined as  “two or more changes of organization initiated in a single proposal” 
(Government Code Section 56073).   Government Code Sections 56100, 56826, and 56859 
allow LAFCO to process reorganizations that provide for the formation of one or more 
new districts pursuant to the principal act.   
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 Initiation/Application 

LAFCO proceedings for reorganization may be initiated by the Commission, by petition 
or by resolution of an affected agency.  An affected agency is a public agency which 
contains, or whose sphere of influence contains, any territory for which a change of 
organization is proposed.  Thus, reorganization proposing detachment from MWDOC 
and formation of a new district within the detaching area may be initiated by any of the 
public agencies within the current MWDOC service boundary.  If initiated by resolution 
of an affected agency, the proposal must be accompanied by a Plan for Services 
prepared pursuant to Government Code Section 56653.  

Notice of Completion 

 Before a reorganization is docketed for Commission consideration, the proposal 
application must be deemed complete by the LAFCO Executive Officer.  In the case of a 
reorganization involving formation of a new district which will require approval by 
Metropolitan for representation on the Metropolitan Board, and recognizing that 
LAFCO has no authority over Metropolitan and/or its ability to recognize a new (or 
reorganized) member, the LAFCO Executive Director will require that the Application 
and Plan for Services include a “pre-approval” letter from Metropolitan which would 
consist of written indication that Metropolitan would accept the new agency upon 
completion of the reorganization and  an account of the conditions that Metropolitan 
will require in order to recognize the new CWA as a member agency.  This will in turn 
require that all agreements between and among MWDOC, the new CWA and 
Metropolitan be negotiated prior to LAFCO consideration of the reorganization. 

Commission Consideration and Determination 

Upon the finding by the Executive Officer that the reorganization application is 
complete, the Commission may chose to establish a reorganization committee to further 
study the application, or it may review and consider the proposal without further 
study.  The Commission is empowered to review and approve or disapprove the 
reorganization “with or without amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally…” 
(Government Code Section 56375).  LAFCO would consider and act on both elements of 
the reorganization concurrently.   

LAFCO may apply terms and conditions to the reorganization that (1) make the 
successful detachment a precondition to the formation proceedings and/or (2) prohibit 
a partial or piecemeal formation.  The reorganization becomes effective upon 
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completion of all conditions required by LAFCO and consistent with the execution of 
the Certificate of Completion.  

7e Summary of Options of Requiring Special Legislation to Implement 

This study has concluded that only two governance structure options, MWDOC 
Baseline and Reorganization of South County Agencies to Form a CWA are viable 
within the constraints imposed by existing law. This study has considered options that 
require special legislation to be infeasible because successfully securing special 
legislation is not guaranteed and not within the control of LAFCO or the stakeholders.  

However, based on input from the stakeholders, alternatives that required changes to 
existing law to implement were “parked” as part of this study.  Those alternatives 
include: 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. This option would not change the fiscal or 
legal analysis presented in this study but could provide for a different 
representation on MWDOC’s board. 

• Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District Act to 
include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. This option would 
not change the fiscal or legal analysis presented in this study. However, because 
an MUD board is elected by district, much like MWDOC’s board, it would not 
address the fundamental governance structure issues that prompted this study.  

• Expanding the permitted service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas. This option would not change the fiscal or legal analysis 
presented in this study. However, because a PUD board is elected by the resident 
registered voters, this option would not address the fundamental governance 
structure issues that prompted this study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                         ROP    000319



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 75 
 
 

 

 

• Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. An in-depth 
analysis of this option may reveal fiscal or legal benefits and issues not addressed 
in this study.  

 
• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water District 

Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. An in-
depth analysis of this option may reveal fiscal or legal benefits and issues not 
addressed in this study.  

• Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act to 
include Joint Powers Authorities. This would not change the fiscal or legal 
analysis but could potentially allow for a board that is more representative of the 
retail agencies’ concern.  

• Expanding the definition of membership within the CWA Act to allow an 
investor-owned public utility to have full membership rights within a CWA. This 
would not change the fiscal or legal analysis but would allow for a board 
appointed by the retail agencies rather than elected by district. 
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8. Summary of Findings and Feasible Governance Structure Options 

The purpose of this study is to identify and evaluate government structure options that 
may have the potential to resolve issues identified in the 2007 MWDOC Municipal 
Service Review.  After fatal flaw, fiscal, legal and procedural reviews of a range 
government structure options, two options have been identified by this report as viable: 
reorganization of MWDOC into two agencies (South County CWA option) and 
continuation of the status quo.  However, the resolution of the issues that gave rise to 
this study, whether through a reorganization or the existing government structure, will 
rely predominantly on the ability of MWDOC and all its retail service providers to 
cooperate on the best option for the residents of Orange County.   

Implementation of the South County CWA option would result in the creation of two 
major wholesale providers for Orange County, one in the north and one in the south, 
and there will be a range of opinions regarding the productivity of this course of action.  
Northern retailers may view splitting MWDOC as an opportunity to reduce or even 
eliminate its Tier II surcharge.  Southern agencies may be persuaded that division of 
MWDOC will provide them with more autonomy and control over budgeting.  The 
overarching issue is the efficacy and the potential benefits to ratepayers and to Orange 
County as a whole. 

Implementation of this option requires processing a complex reorganization through 
LAFCO.  The agencies seeking detachment from MWDOC will have to work with 
MWDOC as well as with Metropolitan to address water allocations and existing 
MWDOC/MET contracts and agreements.   

Implementation of the status quo requires no additional actions.   However, without 
changes to the current MWDOC philosophy, budget and interaction with all member 
agencies, this option does not resolve the issues that have dominated discussions for 
more than 5 years.  Dealing with recurring concerns through the existing government 
structure will require the full participation and cooperation of the MWDOC Board and 
all of the retail agencies and will require a permanent willingness to institute changes 
that address the issues raised.  

 

 

 

 

                         ROP    000321



Orange County LAFCO MWDOC Governance Study 
First Draft  

Page 77 
 
 

 

 

Table 26 summarizes the Implementation Analysis, including detail on financial impact 
and representation. 

Table 26: Summary of Analysis 

 

 Option 1 
MWDOC 
Baseline 

Option 2a 
MWDOC CWA 

Option 2b 
MWDOC 

Subscription 
CWA 

Option 3a 
Six Agency 
South CWA 

Option 3b 
Nine Agency 
South CWA 

Services 
 

Sale of Water 
Levy Water 

Standby 
Charges 

Sale of Water 
Levy Water Standby Charges 

Develop Water Supplies* 
Develop Recycled Water Supplies* 

Generate Electrical Power* 

Sale of Water 
Levy Water Standby Charges 

Develop Water Supplies* 
Develop Recycled Water Supplies* 

Generate Electrical Power* 

Fiscal Impacts No Change: 
Cost to 
ratepayers for 
MWDOC 
overhead varies 
between $8.00 
and $53.00 
annually. 

Minimal Change: Savings of less 
than $0.50 annually under Option 2a 
due to reduced operating reserves. 
Savings of less than $3.00 annually 
for non-subscribers and cost 
increases of less than $2.00 annually 
for subscribers under option 2b. 

New South County CWA:  Cost 
increases in some retail services 
areas due to removal of Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge and need for 
Tier 2 water purchases 
Remaining MWDOC:  Potential 
savings due to reduced need for Tier 
2 water purchases 

Enabling 
Legislation 

Municipal Water 
District Act of 
1911 (Water 
Code Section 

71000 et. seq.)  

Reorganization including a 
dissolution of MWDOC and  

formation of a CWA  under  Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 

Reorganization Act of 2000 
(Government Code Section 56000 
et.seq) and the CWA  Act (Water 

Code Chapter 45) 
 

Reorganization including a 
dissolution of MWDOC and  

formation of a CWA  under  Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 

Reorganization Act of 2000 
(Government Code Section 56000 
et.seq) and the CWA Act  (Water 

Code Chapter 45) 

Formation 
Process 

None Required Initiation through Resolution of 
Affected Agency or Petition 

Notice of Completion including ‘pre-
approval letter from Metropolitan” 

Commission Consideration: 
Commission may approve or 

disapprove, wholly or partially, with 
or without amendment 

 

Initiation through Resolution of 
Affected Agency or Petition 

Notice of Completion including ‘pre-
approval letter from Metropolitan” 

Commission Consideration: 
Commission may approve or 

disapprove, wholly or partially, with 
or without amendment 
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  Option 1 
MWDOC 
Baseline 

Option 2a 
MWDOC CWA 

Option 2b 
MWDOC 

Subscription 
CWA 

Option 3a 
Six Agency 
South CWA 

Legal Barriers 
and Conflicts 

None CWA Act only provides authority to 
supply a regulated public utility on an 
interruptible basis. This is a legal 
barrier prevents service to Golden 
State Water Company.  

None 

Board 
Representation 

7 Directors 
Elected by 

District 
1 Vote per 
Director 

Not Applicable. 
Option cannot be implemented 

23 Appointed 
Directors    

Vote 
Proportional to 

Financial 
Contribution 

28 Appointed 
Directors  

Vote 
Proportional to 

Financial 
Contribution 

Metropolitan 
Representation 

4 Met 
Representatives 

and  
34,917 Votes 

Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Not Applicable.  
Option cannot be implemented 

Remaining 
MWDOC 

3 Met 
Representatives 

and  
21,486 Votes 

Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Remaining 
MWDOC 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  
18,635 Votes 

Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Six Agency 
South CWA 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  
13,431 Votes 

Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Nine Agency 
South CWA 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  
16,282 Votes 

Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Conclusion Feasible Fatally Flawed Feasible Feasible 

Special 
Legislation  

None Clarify rights of investor owned utility 
within a CWA 

None None 

*Authorized under the CWA Act but beyond what MWDOC currently provides 
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9. Next Steps 
Table 27, below, provides a previously revised timeline for completion of the MWDOC 
Governance Study.  Additional time has been inserted to ensure stakeholders have 
adequate time for review and comment (see Attachment K in the Appendix for a complete 
timeline of the Governance Study Process). 

Table 27:  Revised Timeline for Completion of the Governance Study  

Date Activity 

May  6, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting: MWDOC Governance Study – First Draft  

May 27, 2009 Stakeholder Comments on MWDOC Governance Study – First Draft  

September 9, 2009 LAFCO Commission Public Hearing 
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Overview of MWDOC 
This attachment provides a short summary of MWDOC’s history and its relationship 
to other key Southern California water agencies.    

In 1928, recognizing that the availability of water from groundwater sources was 
limited, several Southern California water purveyors formed  Metropolitan  with the 
objective to build an aqueduct to the Colorado River to deliver additional water to 
Southern California.  Twenty years later, in 1948, several Orange County coastal 
communities from Newport Beach south to the San Diego Count line formed the 
Coastal Municipal Water District (Coastal), under the Municipal Water District Law 
of 1911 (Water Code Section 71000 et. seq.) to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan.   MWDOC was subsequently formed in 1951 under the same 
authority and for a similar purpose – to purchase and import water from 
Metropolitan to communities in northern Orange County.  Fifty years later in 2001, 
Coastal and MWDOC consolidated into a single agency that now sells wholesale 
water to retail agencies serving residents and businesses throughout Orange 
County.  MWDOC currently represents twenty eight (28) agencies at Metropolitan 
which are presented in the Table A-1 on the following page.   

As the LAFCO MSR notes, “MWDOC’s primary focus is on importing water, 
representing its member agencies at Metropolitan, and facilitating a regional 
approach to water reliability and water use efficiency.”  Today, as the wholesale 
provider for most of Orange County (its boundaries exclude the cities of Anaheim, 
Fullerton and Santa Ana which each have direct representation at Metropolitan), 
MWDOC has 4 of the 37 members of Metropolitan’s Board of Directors, and is 
entitled to purchase a share of Metropolitan’s contractual allotment for water 
deliveries from both the Colorado River Aqueduct and the California State Water 
Project.  MWDOC does not own water treatment or delivery facilities or any other 
major infrastructure.  Instead, MWDOC contracts for water from Metropolitan, 
which is delivered to MWDOC’s retail agencies from Metropolitan facilities through 
approximately 60 system connections.   

In addition to the sale of wholesale water and providing representation at 
Metropolitan,  MWDOC’s other current services include water use efficiency 
programs, emergency preparedness programs, reliability studies, project 
development, water awareness/public information programs, school programs and 
legislative advocacy.  As part of its December 2006 Policy changes MWDOC has 
committed to: 

• A project initiation policy when project costs are expected to exceed $25,000;  
• A project participation policy when project costs are expect to exceed $100,000 

and fewer than five retail agencies benefit; and  
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• A federal advocacy cost-sharing policy when fewer than five retail agencies 
benefit.  

 
Attachment B, in the following section, provides the MWDOC staff analysis and 
the formal Policy Statement adopted in December 2006. 
 

Table A-1: Agencies Represented by MWDOC 

 California Cities 

Brea La Habra San Juan Capistrano 

Buena Park La Palma Seal Beach 

Fountain Valley Newport Beach Tustin 

Garden Grove Orange Westminster 

Huntington Beach San Clemente  

California Water Districts (Water Code Section 34000 et. seq.) 

El Toro Water District Santa Margarita Water District 

Irvine Ranch Water District Serrano Water District 

Moulton Niguel Water District  

County Water Districts (Water Code Section 30000 et. seq.) 

East Orange County Water District Trabuco Canyon Water District 

Laguna Beach County Water District Yorba Linda Water District 

South Coast Water District  

Community Services Districts (Government Code Section 61000 et. seq.) 

Emerald Bay Community Services District 

Agencies Authorized by Special Legislation  

Mesa Consolidated Water District 

Orange County Water District 

Private Water Companies  

Golden State Water Company 
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Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Governance Study  

List of Assumptions for the Fiscal Analysis 
As Modified for Stakeholder Input  

 
 

In order to develop a fiscal analysis for each of the government structure alternatives to be included 
in the next phase of study, some assumptions must be made with respect to Agency Profiles, 
Services and Budgets. Winzler & Kelly’s team is proposing the following assumptions for stakeholder 
review and comment.  
 
Assumptions for the Status Quo with December 2006 Policy Changes 
MWDOC Profile 

• MWDOC will remain a Municipal Water District with directors elected by district.  
• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 

Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.1 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Projected growth rates for MWDOC’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the 
MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the retail agencies’ UWMP, as 
updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ 
service area2. 

 
Services Provided by MWDOC 

• Services provided by MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy commitments 
made by the MWDOC Board in December 2006. 

 
MWDOC’s Budget and Cost Recovery  

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. MWDOC’s Melded Water Rate Surcharge  is also assumed to be 25% higher in FY 
09/10. The cost of water will increase by 5% per year after that.3 

•  Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report.For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & 
Kelly’s scope of work, an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• MWDOC will continue to use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge. 
• MWDOC will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge (per AF) and a Retail Meter 

Charge (per meter) to cover its general fund costs. These charges will be escalated in 
accordance with MWDOC’s 2008‐09 Fiscal Master Plan projections through Fiscal Year 2013‐
14 (because it is the last available data) and will be escalated at 3% per year after that. 

                                                            
1 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
2 UWMPs were obtained for El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts 
3 Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, January 13 2009 Board Meeting Item 8‐1 
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Assumptions for MWDOC reorganized as a County Water Authority (CWA) (Two Service Model 
Options) 
 
CWA Profile 

• The CWA Board composition will be developed using the representation formula outlined in 
County Water Authority law.  

• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.4 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Projected growth rates for CWA’s retail agencies will be brought forward from the MWDOC 
Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the 
agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the CWA  
Two Service Options Will Be Developed 

• Option 1: Current MWDOC Service Model with December 2006 Policy Commitments  
• Option 2: “Subscription  Plan” 

o Essential Services provided by the CWA include:  
 Wholesale Water Importation 
 Planning and Resource Development5 
 Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects 
 Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

o Remaining services will continue to be provided and will be “subscribed” to by all 
retailers except the Six Agencies, because during the MSR process the Six Agencies 
indicated that they had alternative means for providing these services.  

 
CWA Budget and Cost Recovery 

• The budgets will be developed based on MWDOC’s FY 2008/2009 staffing as outlined in 
Attachment A, including part‐time and consultant support staff costs. 

• Each retailer represented on the CWA will pay the costs associated with its Board members 
attending CWA meetings. Board member costs for attending Metropolitan meetings and the 
Board conference and travel budget will be consistent with the current MWDOC budget. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10. The CWA’s Melded Water Rate Surcharge  is also assumed to be 25% higher in FY 
09/10. The cost of water will increase by 5% per year after that. 

• Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report.Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund 
operating revenues based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers 
Association. 

                                                            
4 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
5 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting 
retails will pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
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• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• The formation election will occur in Fiscal Year 2009‐10 and will cost $100,000. 
• The CWA will continue to charge a Melded Water Rate Surcharge.  
• The CWA will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge (per AF) and a Retail Meter 

Charge (per meter) to cover its general fund costs.  
 
Assumptions for New South County Agency (2 Boundary Options)  
New South County Agency Profile 

• Two options will be developed  
o A New South County Agency including  El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa 

Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts.  
o A New South County Agency  including the six agencies together with the cities of 

San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano and Laguna Beach County Water District in 
order to provide contiguous boundaries. 

• Future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which was estimated based 
on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment deliveries.6 

• The number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service are is brought forward 
from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 2006‐07. 

• Under both options, projected growth rates for New South County Agency’s retail agencies 
will be brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or 
the agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area. 

 
Services Provided by the New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• Essential l services provided by the New South County Agency will include : 
 Wholesale Water Importation 
 Planning and Resource Development7 
 Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects 
 Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

• The New South County Agency will not own any infrastructure. The retail agencies will 
continue to utilize imported water infrastructure under Metropolitan WD rules and 
regulations and any existing ownership/access agreements.  

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County.   The New South County Agency will fund its share of these costs under a 
cost‐sharing agreement based on population served.8 .  

 
Budgets for New South County Agency (both boundary options) 

• For the purpose of establishing an Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & Kelly will 
assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• The New South County Agency will pay for  WEROC services.   
                                                            
6 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
7 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting 
retails will pay for large planning and resource development projects. 
8 Population served is the current WEROC cost‐sharing formula (email from Karl Seckle to Harry Ehrlich and Gary 
Arant dated February 10, 2009.) 
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• The New South County Agency will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates 
consistent with the Metropolitan Tier 1 Allocation Method using 1989‐90 data.   

• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 
(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  

• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 
purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 

• Because of the significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10 and 5% per year after that.  

• Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report. The New South County Agency will charge a Water Increment Charge 
to cover its general fund costs. 

• Operating reserves will be budgeted at 15% of regular general fund operating revenues 
based on the recommendations of the Government Finance Officers Association. 

• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated between the New South County Agency and 
the remaining MWDOC based on the 5‐year percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue 
provided to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• The pre‐formation costs for the new agency will be born by the reorganized retail agencies 
from their reserves and will not be accounted for in the financial analysis. 

• The election will occur in Fiscal Year 2009‐10 and will cost $100,000. 
• A transition staffing scenario will be budgeted over three years as outlined below beginning 

in FY 09/10 (formation election occurs in June 2010):  
 

First Full Year of Operation 
After the formation elections, for the first fiscal year of existence, the New South County 
Agency will: 

• Seat and organize the Board of Directors; select MWD representatives; 
• Initially utilize outside legal counsel and governmental consultants to process the 

various legal fillings, seek membership to MWD and develop basic operating rules 
and regulations; and 

• Rely on the resources of one or several of the participating agencies for staff and 
housing. Transitioning MWDOC staff might also be considered to meet staffing 
requirements of the new entity.  

 
Second Full Year of Operation 
With the completion of the first full year, it is assumed that the New South County Agency 
would: 

• Begin to function in the central roles of MWD representation and overall water 
operations/administration;  

• Through interaction with and input from the member agencies, determine which of 
the optional or subscription services, i.e., lobbying, conservation services, public 
education, would be provided by the new entity; 

• Start securing its own staff. With expanding activities and functions as it may no 
longer be practical or desirable to continue utilizing consultants and member agency 
staff resources; and   
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• Begin negotiations to lease a permanent facility to house its staff and Board of 
Directors. 

 
Third Full Year 
During the third full year of existence and operation, the new entity would: 

• Secure its full compliment of staff  (as outlined in Attachment A) as well as an outside 
legal consultant, in order to implement all functions desired by the members; and  

• Secure a permanent facility by lease to house the staff and Board functions.    
•  

Assumptions for the smaller MWDOC (both boundary options) 
Smaller MWDOC Profile 

• MWDOC will continue as an MWD representing either 19 or 22 retail agencies.  
• Under both options, future water demands will be consistent with MWDOC’s 2005 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP) with the exception of the OCWD’s water demand which 
was estimated based on MWDOC’s 8‐year average and estimate of replenishment 
deliveries.9 

• Under both options, the number of retail meter connections within each agencies’ service 
are is brought forward from MWDOC’s Rate Survey Tables for Fiscal Years 2004‐05 through 
2006‐07. 

• Under both options, projected growth rates for the smaller MWDOC’s  retail agencies will be 
brought forward from the MWDOC Municipal Services Review (MSR) report and/or the 
agencies’ UWMP, as updated by the agency, as necessary to confirm growth rates within 
each retail agencies’ service area 

 
Services Provided by the smaller MWDOC  

• Services provided by the smaller MWDOC will be unchanged and will reflect the policy 
commitments made by the MWDOC Board in 2006. 

• Emergency Preparedness Services will continue to be provided by MWDOC throughout 
Orange County. MWDOC will continue to carry its, reduced, WEROC contribution in its 
budget.  

 
Budget for the Agency 

• For the purpose of establishing an initial Administrative and Overhead Budget, Winzler & 
Kelly will assume a staffing and overhead budget as outlined in Attachment A.  

• Water purchase costs will be reduced to account for the amount of water purchased by the 
New South County Agency. 

• The smaller MWDOC will purchase water at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 1 rates consistent with 
existing MWDOC allocations.  

• Winzler & Kelly will use the retail agencies’ UWMPs to determine the local supply resources 
(groundwater/recycled water) that will supplement their existing Tier 1 allocations.  

• Water demands above the current Tier 1 allocations + local supply resources will be 
purchased at Metropolitan WD’s Tier 2 rates. 

• Since there are significant uncertainties around the imported water supply, the cost of 
purchased water is assumed to be 25% higher than the current Metropolitan WD rates for 
FY 09/10.  

                                                            
9 Email from Karl Seckel to Harry Ehrlich and Gary Arant dated February 10, 2009 
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• . Removed as an assumption. An analysis of the effects of demand reduction is included in 
the Technical Report. 

• MWDOC’s existing reserves will be allocated to the smaller MWDOC based on the 5‐year 
percent average (2004‐2008) of the revenue provided to MWDOC from the remaining retail 
agencies. 

• For the purpose of the 10‐year cost projections included in Winzler & Kelly’s scope of work, 
an inflation factor of 3% per year will be used.  

• MWDOC will continue to charge a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge to 
cover its general fund costs. 
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Attachment A – Agency Staffing Assumptions 
MWDOC Baseline Staffing Analysis (Based on Exhibit I of the FY 2008/09 Budget)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.24 3.20 0.47 0.02 0.56 4.49
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 4.13 1.11 0.01 0.49 5.74
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 4.53 0.67 5.54
Public Affairs 0.16 1.00 0.52 2.35 0.45 4.48
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 0.03 4.82 0.52 5.47
Totals 5.78 3.71 4.42 5.61 3.34 4.53 1.77 3.25 32.41

Reorganized South County Agency (Assume School Program & Water Use Efficiency Program  Provided by Retailers)

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Engineering 0.13 1.10 0.47 0.30 2.00
WEROC Staff 0.00
Administrative Services 2.00 0.55 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.13 0.72 0.15 1.00
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 2.38 0.45 3.00
Public Affairs 0.13 0.22 0.50 0.15 1.00
School Program 0.00
Water Use Efficiency 0.00
Totals 3.12 1.10 2.25 0.00 0.50 2.38 0.00 1.65 11.00

Remaining MWDOC

Budget Category Admin/Board
Planning & 

Coordination

Met Issues 
& Special 
Projects

Water Use 
Efficiency

Government/ 
Public Affairs Finance/IT WEROC Overhead Totals

Staff Department
General Manager 0.60 0.25 0.15 1.00
Executive Secretary 0.22 0.51 0.13 0.14 1.00
Engineering 0.13 2.00 0.40 0.02 0.45 3.00
WEROC Staff 1.75 1.75
Administrative Services 1.79 0.75 0.01 0.45 3.00
Met & Special Projects 0.20 1.39 0.10 0.16 0.27 2.12
Finance/IT 0.13 0.04 0.17 3.00 0.45 3.79
Public Affairs 0.13 0.42 2.00 0.45 3.00
School Program 0.82 0.82
Water Use Efficiency 0.10 2.50 0.40 3.00
Totals 3.30 2.51 2.96 3.19 2.99 3.00 1.77 2.76 22.48  
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Appendix D

1
2

3
4
5
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7
8
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12
13
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22
23
24
25
26
27
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29
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32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
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56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
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New South County Agency
 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

% of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

 % of 
Total 

% of 
Total Total Percentage

El Toro WD
Water Purchased (AF) 10,317 4.66% 10,488 4.81% 11,539 4.58% 11,354 4.75% 11,169 4.93% 10,984 5.13% 11,018 5.04% 11,052 4.96% 11,085 4.87% 11,119 4.79% 11,153 4.72% 11,187 4.68% 11,221 4.65% 11,255 4.61% 11,282 4.59% 11,323 4.55% 542 4.78%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 10,043 1.71% 10,043 1.74% 10,025 1.66% 10,114 1.62% 10,203 1.58% 10,292 1.54% 10,342 1.53% 10,392 1.53% 10,441 1.52% 10,491 1.52% 10,541 1.51% 10,591 1.50% 10,641 1.50% 10,641 1.49% 10,680 1.48% 10,790 1.47%
Irvine Ranch WD*

Water Purchased (AF) 21,352 9.65% 22,737 10.42% 37,572 14.92% 36,112 15.10% 34,653 15.29% 33,193 15.51% 34,057 15.58% 34,921 15.66% 35,784 15.73% 36,648 15.80% 37,512 15.86% 38,356 16.05% 39,200 16.23% 40,045 16.41% 40,720 16.55% 41,733 16.76% 14,513 34.77%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 90,915 15.46% 93,474 16.15% 96,495 15.98% 102,768 16.43% 109,040 16.85% 115,313 17.24% 115,488 17.13% 115,664 17.01% 115,839 16.90% 116,015 16.78% 116,190 16.67% 117,486 16.68% 118,781 16.70% 118,781 16.61% 119,818 16.59% 122,668 16.71%

Moulton Niguel WD
Water Purchased (AF) 32,230 14.56% 33,438 15.33% 36,679 14.57% 36,157 15.12% 35,636 15.73% 35,114 16.41% 35,178 16.10% 35,242 15.80% 35,307 15.52% 35,371 15.24% 35,435 14.98% 35,535 14.87% 35,635 14.75% 35,735 14.64% 35,815 14.56% 35,935 14.43% 1,819 5.06%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 53,255 9.06% 53,343 9.22% 53,533 8.86% 59,157 9.46% 64,781 10.01% 70,405 10.53% 70,405 10.44% 70,405 10.36% 70,405 10.27% 70,405 10.19% 70,405 10.10% 70,405 10.00% 70,405 9.90% 70,405 9.84% 70,405 9.75% 70,405 9.59%
Santa Margarita WD

Water Purchased (AF) 30,268 13.67% 32,881 15.07% 34,758 13.80% 33,491 14.00% 32,224 14.22% 30,957 14.46% 31,319 14.33% 31,681 14.21% 32,043 14.08% 32,405 13.97% 32,767 13.85% 33,327 13.94% 33,886 14.03% 34,446 14.11% 34,893 14.18% 35,565 14.28% 2,929 8.24%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 51,247 8.72% 52,231 9.02% 52,868 8.75% 54,654 8.74% 56,439 8.72% 58,225 8.70% 59,294 8.79% 60,362 8.88% 61,431 8.96% 62,499 9.04% 63,568 9.12% 64,549 9.17% 65,530 9.21% 65,530 9.16% 66,314 9.18% 68,472 9.33%

South Coast Water District
Water Purchased (AF) 7,333 3.31% 7,005 3.21% 7,819 3.11% 7,616 3.18% 7,412 3.27% 7,209 3.37% 7,104 3.25% 7,000 3.14% 6,895 3.03% 6,791 2.93% 6,686 2.83% 6,588 2.76% 6,490 2.69% 6,392 2.62% 6,314 2.57% 6,196 2.49% -1,190 -19.20%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 12,357 2.10% 12,238 2.11% 12,389 2.05% 12,526 2.00% 12,663 1.96% 12,800 1.91% 12,820 1.90% 12,840 1.89% 12,860 1.88% 12,880 1.86% 12,900 1.85% 12,920 1.83% 12,940 1.82% 12,940 1.81% 12,956 1.79% 13,000 1.77%
Trabuco Canyon WD

Water Purchased (AF) 1,908 0.86% 2,265 1.04% 3,273 1.30% 3,696 1.55% 4,120 1.82% 4,543 2.12% 4,598 2.10% 4,653 2.09% 4,709 2.07% 4,764 2.05% 4,819 2.04% 4,867 2.04% 4,915 2.03% 4,962 2.03% 5,001 2.03% 5,058 2.03% 2,576 50.93%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1 3,996 0.68% 3,990 0.69% 3,990 0.66% 4,257 0.68% 4,523 0.70% 4,790 0.72% 4,838 0.72% 4,886 0.72% 4,935 0.72% 4,983 0.72% 5,031 0.72% 5,069 0.72% 5,107 0.72% 5,107 0.71% 5,137 0.71% 5,220 0.71%

Laguna Beach CWD
Water Purchased (AF) 4,490 2.03% 4,473 2.05% 4,517 1.79% 4,562 1.91% 4,608 2.03% 4,653 2.17% 4,663 2.13% 4,673 2.10% 4,683 2.06% 4,693 2.02% 4,703 1.99% 4,713 1.97% 4,723 1.96% 4,733 1.94% 4,741 1.93% 4,753 1.91% 260 5.46%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 3 8,469 1.44% 8,530 1.47% 7,979 1.32% 8,182 1.31% 8,386 1.30% 8,589 1.28% 8,610 1.28% 8,632 1.27% 8,643 1.26% 8,653 1.25% 8,664 1.24% 8,675 1.23% 8,686 1.22% 8,697 1.22% 8,708 1.21% 8,708 1.19%
San Clemente

Water Purchased (AF) 9,497 4.29% 10,659 4.89% 11,068 4.40% 10,647 4.45% 10,227 4.51% 9,806 4.58% 9,843 4.50% 9,880 4.43% 9,918 4.36% 9,955 4.29% 9,992 4.22% 9,992 4.18% 9,993 4.14% 9,993 4.09% 9,994 4.06% 9,994 4.01% -414 -4.14%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 16,286 2.77% 17,093 2.95% 17,311 2.87% 17,906 2.86% 18,501 2.86% 19,096 2.85% 19,177 2.84% 19,258 2.83% 19,339 2.82% 19,420 2.81% 19,501 2.80% 19,562 2.78% 19,624 2.76% 19,624 2.74% 19,673 2.72% 19,809 2.70%

San Juan Capistrano
Water Purchased (AF) 6,087 2.75% 2,836 1.30% 5,901 2.34% 5,547 2.32% 5,193 2.29% 4,839 2.26% 4,847 2.22% 4,855 2.18% 4,862 2.14% 4,870 2.10% 4,878 2.06% 4,886 2.04% 4,894 2.03% 4,903 2.01% 4,909 2.00% 4,919 1.98% -22 -0.45%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 10,913 1.86% 10,948 1.89% 10,917 1.81% 11,123 1.78% 11,329 1.75% 11,535 1.72% 11,564 1.71% 11,593 1.71% 11,623 1.70% 11,652 1.69% 11,682 1.68% 11,704 1.66% 11,726 1.65% 11,726 1.64% 11,744 1.63% 11,794 1.61%

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Water Purchased (AF) 4,124 1.86% 4,081 1.87% 5,723 2.27% 5,814 2.43% 5,906 2.61% 5,997 2.80% 6,096 2.79% 6,195 2.78% 6,293 2.77% 6,392 2.76% 6,491 2.74% 6,579 2.75% 6,667 2.76% 6,754 2.77% 6,825 2.77% 6,930 2.78% 2,287 33.01%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 11,675 1.99% 11,745 2.03% 11,745 1.94% 12,032 1.92% 12,318 1.90% 12,605 1.88% 12,704 1.88% 12,804 1.88% 12,903 1.88% 13,002 1.88% 13,102 1.88% 13,177 1.87% 13,253 1.86% 13,253 1.85% 13,313 1.84% 13,479 1.84%

Buena Park
Water Purchased (AF) 5,640 2.55% 5,912 2.71% 5,978 2.37% 5,497 2.30% 5,017 2.21% 4,536 2.12% 4,825 2.21% 5,114 2.29% 5,404 2.37% 5,693 2.45% 5,982 2.53% 6,226 2.60% 6,470 2.68% 6,715 2.75% 6,910 2.81% 7,203 2.89% 1,360 18.88%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 19,750 3.36% 19,750 3.41% 19,750 3.27% 19,974 3.19% 20,198 3.12% 20,422 3.05% 20,530 3.04% 20,639 3.04% 20,747 3.03% 20,855 3.02% 20,964 3.01% 21,051 2.99% 21,138 2.97% 21,138 2.96% 21,207 2.94% 21,398 2.92%
East Orange County WD

Water Purchased (AF) 4,490 2.03% 2,697 1.24% 3,895 1.55% 3,579 1.50% 3,263 1.44% 2,947 1.38% 2,970 1.36% 2,994 1.34% 3,017 1.33% 3,041 1.31% 3,064 1.30% 3,070 1.28% 3,075 1.27% 3,081 1.26% 3,085 1.25% 3,092 1.24% -602 -19.47%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 1,195 0.20% 1,196 0.21% 1,196 0.20% 1,197 0.19% 1,197 0.19% 1,198 0.18% 1,199 0.18% 1,200 0.18% 1,202 0.18% 1,203 0.17% 1,204 0.17% 1,205 0.17% 1,206 0.17% 1,206 0.17% 1,207 0.17% 1,210 0.16%

Fountain Valley
Water Purchased (AF) 3,558 1.61% 3,858 1.77% 3,674 1.46% 3,348 1.40% 3,023 1.33% 2,697 1.26% 2,825 1.29% 2,954 1.32% 3,082 1.35% 3,211 1.38% 3,339 1.41% 3,371 1.41% 3,402 1.41% 3,434 1.41% 3,459 1.41% 3,497 1.40% -200 -5.71%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 17,056 2.90% 1,608 0.28% 16,820 2.78% 17,057 2.73% 17,295 2.67% 17,532 2.62% 17,617 2.61% 17,702 2.60% 17,787 2.59% 17,872 2.59% 17,958 2.58% 18,026 2.56% 18,094 2.54% 18,094 2.53% 18,148 2.51% 18,298 2.49%
Garden Grove

Water Purchased (AF) 10,024 4.53% 10,331 4.74% 9,426 3.74% 7,991 3.34% 6,557 2.89% 5,122 2.39% 5,480 2.51% 5,839 2.62% 6,197 2.72% 6,556 2.83% 6,914 2.92% 7,015 2.93% 7,116 2.95% 7,218 2.96% 7,299 2.97% 7,420 2.98% -2,507 -33.79%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 33,898 5.77% 33,944 5.86% 33,944 5.62% 34,273 5.48% 34,602 5.35% 34,931 5.22% 35,080 5.20% 35,230 5.18% 35,379 5.16% 35,529 5.14% 35,678 5.12% 35,789 5.08% 35,901 5.05% 35,901 5.02% 35,990 4.98% 36,235 4.94%

Golden State Water Company
Water Purchased (AF) 9,764 4.41% 10,570 4.84% 10,441 4.15% 9,474 3.96% 8,507 3.75% 7,540 3.52% 7,936 3.63% 8,333 3.74% 8,729 3.84% 9,126 3.93% 9,522 4.03% 9,649 4.04% 9,777 4.05% 9,904 4.06% 10,006 4.07% 10,159 4.08% -99 -0.98%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 42,246 7.19% 46,381 8.01% 46,753 7.74% 49,044 7.84% 51,447 7.95% 53,968 8.07% 56,612 8.40% 59,386 8.74% 62,296 9.09% 65,349 9.45% 68,551 9.83% 71,910 10.21% 75,434 10.60% 79,130 11.06% 83,007 11.50% 87,074 11.86%
Huntington Beach

Water Purchased (AF) 11,041 4.99% 5,902 2.71% 11,293 4.49% 10,304 4.31% 9,316 4.11% 8,327 3.89% 8,724 3.99% 9,121 4.09% 9,518 4.18% 9,915 4.27% 10,312 4.36% 10,406 4.35% 10,500 4.35% 10,593 4.34% 10,668 4.34% 10,781 4.33% 1,369 12.70%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 52,169 8.87% 52,169 9.01% 52,280 8.66% 53,013 8.47% 53,746 8.30% 54,480 8.14% 54,668 8.11% 54,856 8.07% 55,044 8.03% 55,231 7.99% 55,419 7.95% 55,575 7.89% 55,730 7.83% 55,730 7.79% 55,854 7.74% 56,196 7.66%

La Habra
Water Purchased (AF) 3,324 1.50% 3,590 1.65% 4,466 1.77% 3,719 1.55% 2,972 1.31% 2,225 1.04% 2,275 1.04% 2,326 1.04% 2,376 1.04% 2,427 1.05% 2,477 1.05% 2,504 1.05% 2,531 1.05% 2,559 1.05% 2,580 1.05% 2,613 1.05% -1,180 -45.17%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 12,532 2.13% 12,532 2.17% 12,707 2.10% 12,869 2.06% 13,031 2.01% 13,193 1.97% 13,231 1.96% 13,269 1.95% 13,307 1.94% 13,344 1.93% 13,382 1.92% 13,413 1.90% 13,444 1.89% 13,444 1.88% 13,468 1.87% 13,536 1.84%
La Palma

Water Purchased (AF) 585 0.26% 368 0.17% 616 0.24% 620 0.26% 625 0.28% 629 0.29% 659 0.30% 689 0.31% 720 0.32% 750 0.32% 780 0.33% 789 0.33% 798 0.33% 806 0.33% 813 0.33% 824 0.33% 301 36.53%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 4,455 0.76% 4,323 0.75% 4,323 0.72% 4,354 0.70% 4,385 0.68% 4,417 0.66% 4,431 0.66% 4,446 0.65% 4,460 0.65% 4,475 0.65% 4,490 0.64% 4,500 0.64% 4,510 0.63% 4,510 0.63% 4,518 0.63% 4,541 0.62%

Mesa Consolidated
Water Purchased (AF) 1,344 0.61% 2,748 1.26% 1,098 0.44% 937 0.39% 777 0.34% 616 0.29% 820 0.38% 1,023 0.46% 1,227 0.54% 1,430 0.62% 1,634 0.69% 1,657 0.69% 1,679 0.70% 1,702 0.70% 1,720 0.70% 1,747 0.70% 17 0.97%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 23,566 4.01% 23,636 4.08% 23,752 3.93% 23,847 3.81% 23,942 3.70% 24,038 3.59% 24,134 3.58% 24,231 3.56% 24,328 3.55% 24,425 3.53% 24,523 3.52% 24,621 3.50% 24,719 3.47% 24,700 3.45% 24,818 3.44% 24,918 3.39%
Newport Beach

Water Purchased (AF) 5,945 2.69% 6,317 2.90% 6,568 2.61% 5,926 2.48% 5,285 2.33% 4,643 2.17% 4,954 2.27% 5,266 2.36% 5,577 2.45% 5,889 2.54% 6,200 2.62% 6,247 2.61% 6,294 2.61% 6,342 2.60% 6,379 2.59% 6,436 2.58% 159 2.48%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 26,361 4.48% 24,098 4.16% 29,667 4.91% 30,370 4.85% 31,073 4.80% 31,776 4.75% 31,891 4.73% 32,006 4.71% 32,121 4.69% 32,236 4.66% 32,351 4.64% 32,437 4.61% 32,524 4.57% 32,524 4.55% 32,593 4.51% 32,783 4.47%

OCWD
Water Purchased (AF) 5 10,820 4.89% 6,511 2.98% 7,544 3.00% 6,363 2.66% 5,181 2.29% 4,000 1.87% 4,000 1.83% 4,000 1.79% 4,000 1.76% 4,000 1.72% 4,000 1.69% 4,000 1.67% 4,000 1.66% 4,000 1.64% 4,000 1.63% 4,000 1.61% -4,292 -107.29%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Orange

Water Purchased (AF) 10,102 4.56% 10,242 4.69% 10,041 3.99% 9,225 3.86% 8,410 3.71% 7,594 3.55% 8,030 3.67% 8,466 3.80% 8,901 3.91% 9,337 4.02% 9,773 4.13% 9,850 4.12% 9,927 4.11% 10,003 4.10% 10,065 4.09% 10,157 4.08%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 34,828 5.92% 34,484 5.96% 34,711 5.75% 35,293 5.64% 35,876 5.54% 36,458 5.45% 36,573 5.42% 36,687 5.40% 36,802 5.37% 36,917 5.34% 37,031 5.31% 37,122 5.27% 37,212 5.23% 37,212 5.20% 37,285 5.16% 37,484 5.11%

Seal Beach
Water Purchased (AF) 1,598 0.72% 1,488 0.68% 1,160 0.46% 1,143 0.48% 1,125 0.50% 1,108 0.52% 1,165 0.53% 1,222 0.55% 1,279 0.56% 1,336 0.58% 1,393 0.59% 1,411 0.59% 1,430 0.59% 1,448 0.59% 1,463 0.59% 1,485 0.60% 70 4.69%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2 5,580 0.95% 5,580 0.96% 5,339 0.88% 5,388 0.86% 5,437 0.84% 5,486 0.82% 5,502 0.82% 5,517 0.81% 5,533 0.81% 5,549 0.80% 5,564 0.80% 5,577 0.79% 5,590 0.79% 5,590 0.78% 5,600 0.78% 5,628 0.77%
Serrano WD

Water Purchased (AF) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 0 #DIV/0!
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 4 2,308 0.39% 2,307 0.40% 2,308 0.38% 2,308 0.37% 2,308 0.36% 2,308 0.35% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.34% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.33% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.32% 2,308 0.31%

Westminster
Water Purchased (AF) 2 4,618 2.09% 4,808 2.20% 4,393 1.74% 4,086 1.71% 3,779 1.67% 3,472 1.62% 3,637 1.66% 3,802 1.70% 3,968 1.74% 4,133 1.78% 4,298 1.82% 4,346 1.82% 4,395 1.82% 4,443 1.82% 4,482 1.82% 4,540 1.82% -66 -1.46%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 20,024 3.41% 20,161 3.48% 20,237 3.35% 20,359 3.25% 20,481 3.16% 20,604 3.08% 20,679 3.07% 20,755 3.05% 20,831 3.04% 20,906 3.02% 20,982 3.01% 21,043 2.99% 21,103 2.97% 21,103 2.95% 21,152 2.93% 21,285 2.90%
Yorba Linda WD

Water Purchased (AF) 10,898 4.92% 11,959 5.48% 12,338 4.90% 11,985 5.01% 11,633 5.13% 11,280 5.27% 11,503 5.26% 11,726 5.26% 11,948 5.25% 12,171 5.25% 12,394 5.24% 12,454 5.21% 12,514 5.18% 12,574 5.15% 12,622 5.13% 12,694 5.10% 962 7.58%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 22,793 3.88% 22,995 3.97% 22,995 3.81% 23,480 3.75% 23,965 3.70% 24,450 3.66% 24,600 3.65% 24,750 3.64% 24,900 3.63% 25,050 3.62% 25,200 3.61% 25,526 3.62% 25,852 3.63% 25,852 3.61% 26,113 3.62% 26,830 3.65%

Total Imported Water Sold or 
Projected to be Sold 221,357 100% 218,164 100% 251,780 100% 239,197 100% 226,614 100% 214,031 100% 218,528 100% 223,026 100% 227,523 100% 232,021 100% 236,518 100% 239,025 100% 241,532 100% 244,040 100% 246,045 100% 249,054 100%

Total Retail Meters in Service Area 587,917 578,799 604,034 625,545 647,168 668,910 674,298 679,818 685,463 691,250 697,188 704,240 711,457 715,145 722,019 734,070

Past Demands from Exhibit A to MWDOC Rate Resolution
Future Demands from MWDOC UWMPs

Past Retail Connections from MWDOC's Annual Rate Survey
(1) Future Retail Connections from Retail Agency's UWMPs
(2) Future Retail Connections Projected from City Growth Rates
(3) Future Retail Connections from 08/09 budget
(4) Growth Rate Based on Average Average of 04/05 through 06/07
(5) Water Purchases based on MWDOC's analysis of OCWD's planned purchases and availability of Metropolitan replenishment water. Purchases projected here are purchases made at retail rates

FY 16-17FY 04-05 FY 09-10FY 08-09FY 07-08FY 06-07 FY 12-13FY 11-12FY 10-11FY 05-06
MWDOC UWMP Table 2-2-1-4-AExhibit A from MWDOC Rates

Change 06/07 to 19/20FY 19-20FY 18-19FY 17-18FY 15-16FY 14-15FY 13-14
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Appendix E

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel $1,560,635 30.76% $1,583,783 26.33% $1,669,367 27.15% $1,675,018 28.05% 1,446,528$    23.89% 1,489,924$      23.89% $1,534,622 23.89% $1,580,660 23.89% $1,628,080 23.89% $1,676,922 23.89% 1,727,230$      23.89% $1,779,047 23.89% $1,832,418 23.89% $1,887,391 23.89% $1,944,013 23.89% 2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development $973,234 19.18% $768,061 12.77% $743,840 12.10% $724,512 12.13% 720,514$        11.90% 742,129$         11.90% $764,393 11.90% $787,325 11.90% $810,945 11.90% $835,273 11.90% 860,331$         11.90% $886,141 11.90% $912,726 11.90% $940,107 11.90% $968,311 11.90% 997,360$         
Special Projects $0 0.00% $311,120 5.17% $205,756 3.35% $225,557 3.78% 582,211$        9.62% 599,677$         9.62% $617,668 9.62% $636,198 9.62% $655,284 9.62% $674,942 9.62% 695,190$         9.62% $716,046 9.62% $737,527 9.62% $759,653 9.62% $782,443 9.62% 805,916$         

Governmental Affairs $273,557 5.39% $344,747 5.73% $316,586 5.15% $287,967 4.82% 266,939$        4.41% 274,947$         4.41% $283,196 4.41% $291,691 4.41% $300,442 4.41% $309,455 4.41% 318,739$         4.41% $328,301 4.41% $338,150 4.41% $348,295 4.41% $358,744 4.41% 369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency $440,204 8.68% $528,734 8.79% $835,889 13.59% $799,792 13.40% 762,275$        12.59% 785,143$         12.59% $808,698 12.59% $832,958 12.59% $857,947 12.59% $883,686 12.59% 910,196$         12.59% $937,502 12.59% $965,627 12.59% $994,596 12.59% $1,024,434 12.59% 1,055,167$      

Water Awareness $232,190 4.58% $223,531 3.72% $267,573 4.35% $312,773 5.24% 317,852$        5.25% 327,388$         5.25% $337,209 5.25% $347,325 5.25% $357,745 5.25% $368,478 5.25% 379,532$         5.25% $390,918 5.25% $402,645 5.25% $414,725 5.25% $427,167 5.25% 439,982$         
School Programs $257,824 5.08% $259,959 4.32% $282,811 4.60% $312,961 5.24% 355,527$        5.87% 366,193$         5.87% $377,179 5.87% $388,494 5.87% $400,149 5.87% $412,153 5.87% 424,518$         5.87% $437,253 5.87% $450,371 5.87% $463,882 5.87% $477,799 5.87% 492,133$         

Finance $300,219 5.92% $317,874 5.28% $436,916 7.11% $535,926 8.98% 440,098$        7.27% 453,301$         7.27% $466,900 7.27% $480,907 7.27% $495,334 7.27% $510,194 7.27% 525,500$         7.27% $541,265 7.27% $557,503 7.27% $574,228 7.27% $591,455 7.27% 609,199$         
Information Technology $156,745 3.09% $169,679 2.82% $163,915 2.67% $170,921 2.86% 167,100$        2.76% 172,113$         2.76% $177,276 2.76% $182,595 2.76% $188,073 2.76% $193,715 2.76% 199,526$         2.76% $205,512 2.76% $211,677 2.76% $218,028 2.76% $224,568 2.76% 231,305$         

Overhead $799,722 15.76% $871,924 14.50% $868,504 14.13% $839,280 14.06% 904,458$        14.94% 931,592$         14.94% $959,539 14.94% $988,326 14.94% $1,017,975 14.94% $1,048,515 14.94% 1,079,970$      14.94% $1,112,369 14.94% $1,145,740 14.94% $1,180,113 14.94% $1,215,516 14.94% 1,251,981$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $80,000 1.58% $81,362 1.35% $67,478 1.10% $85,815 1.44% 91,228$          1.51% 93,965$           1.51% $96,784 1.51% $99,687 1.51% $102,678 1.51% $105,758 1.51% 108,931$         1.51% $112,199 1.51% $115,565 1.51% $119,032 1.51% $122,603 1.51% 126,281$         

Subtotal General Fund $5,074,330 100.00% $6,014,674 100.00% $6,148,635 100.00% $5,970,522 100.00% 6,054,730$    100.00% 6,236,372$      100.00% $6,423,463 100.00% $6,616,167 100.00% $6,814,652 100.00% $7,019,092 100.00% 7,229,664$      100.00% $7,446,554 100.00% $7,669,951 100.00% $7,900,049 100.00% $8,137,051 100.00% 8,381,162$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$    4,739,000$     $4,737,000 $4,737,000 $4,737,000 $4,738,000 5,021,515$     5,165,231$  5,163,885$  5,139,917$   5,108,926$  5,122,832$     

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD

Increment Charge (AF) 67,061$          1.32% 68,172$          1.13% 75,004$          1.22% 73,801$          1.24% 72,599$          1.20% 82,380$           1.32% 88,803$          1.38% 94,823$          1.43% 100,212$        1.47% 106,077$        1.51% 106,400$         1.47% 106,724$      1.43% 107,048$     1.40% 109,520$      1.39% 111,981$      1.38% 114,633$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 55,237$          1.09% 55,237$          0.92% 55,138$          0.90% 55,627$          0.93% 56,117$          0.93% 63,810$           1.02% 68,670$          1.07% 71,702$          1.08% 75,178$          1.10% 79,104$          1.13% 79,479$           1.10% 79,855$        1.07% 80,230$       1.05% 81,835$        1.04% 83,784$        1.03% 86,336$           

Irvine Ranch WD*
Increment Charge (AF) 138,788$        2.74% 147,791$        2.46% 244,218$        3.97% 234,730$        3.93% 225,242$        3.72% 248,948$         3.99% 274,498$        4.27% 299,619$        4.53% 323,491$        4.75% 349,624$        4.98% 357,864$         4.95% 365,918$      4.91% 373,972$     4.88% 389,666$      4.93% 404,163$      4.97% 422,502$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 500,033$        9.85% 514,107$        8.55% 530,723$        8.63% 565,222$        9.47% 599,722$        9.91% 714,941$         11.46% 766,843$        11.94% 798,080$        12.06% 834,042$        12.24% 874,750$        12.46% 876,073$         12.12% 885,841$      11.90% 895,610$     11.68% 913,522$      11.56% 939,924$      11.55% 981,529$         
Moulton Niguel WD

Increment Charge (AF) 209,495$        4.13% 217,347$        3.61% 238,414$        3.88% 235,023$        3.94% 231,632$        3.83% 263,355$         4.22% 283,536$        4.41% 302,380$        4.57% 319,172$        4.68% 337,437$        4.81% 338,050$         4.68% 339,004$      4.55% 339,958$     4.43% 347,730$      4.40% 355,479$      4.37% 363,803$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 292,903$        5.77% 293,387$        4.88% 294,432$        4.79% 325,364$        5.45% 356,296$        5.88% 436,511$         7.00% 467,489$        7.28% 485,795$        7.34% 506,916$        7.44% 530,854$        7.56% 530,854$         7.34% 530,854$      7.13% 530,854$     6.92% 541,471$      6.85% 552,300$      6.79% 563,346$         

Santa Margarita WD
Increment Charge (AF) 196,742$        3.88% 213,727$        3.55% 225,927$        3.67% 217,692$        3.65% 209,456$        3.46% 232,178$         3.72% 252,431$        3.93% 271,823$        4.11% 289,669$        4.25% 309,144$        4.40% 312,597$         4.32% 317,936$      4.27% 323,274$     4.21% 335,185$      4.24% 346,332$      4.26% 360,057$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 281,859$        5.55% 287,271$        4.78% 290,774$        4.73% 300,595$        5.03% 310,416$        5.13% 360,995$         5.79% 393,710$        6.13% 416,499$        6.30% 442,302$        6.49% 471,245$        6.71% 479,303$         6.63% 486,698$      6.54% 494,093$     6.44% 503,975$      6.38% 520,210$      6.39% 547,879$         
South Coast Water District

Increment Charge (AF) 47,665$          0.94% 45,533$          0.76% 50,824$          0.83% 49,502$          0.83% 48,180$          0.80% 54,068$           0.87% 57,261$          0.89% 60,058$          0.91% 62,333$          0.91% 64,782$          0.92% 63,784$           0.88% 62,850$        0.84% 61,915$       0.81% 62,199$        0.79% 62,665$        0.77% 62,728$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,964$          1.34% 67,309$          1.12% 68,140$          1.11% 68,893$          1.15% 69,647$          1.15% 79,360$           1.27% 85,125$          1.33% 88,596$          1.34% 92,592$          1.36% 97,115$          1.38% 97,266$           1.35% 97,417$        1.31% 97,568$       1.27% 99,519$        1.26% 101,635$      1.25% 104,020$         

Trabuco Canyon WD
Increment Charge (AF) 12,402$          0.24% 14,723$          0.24% 21,275$          0.35% 24,026$          0.40% 26,778$          0.44% 34,073$           0.55% 37,061$          0.58% 39,926$          0.60% 42,566$          0.62% 45,447$          0.65% 45,973$           0.64% 46,429$        0.62% 46,885$       0.61% 48,288$        0.61% 49,633$        0.61% 51,207$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 21,978$          0.43% 21,945$          0.36% 21,945$          0.36% 23,412$          0.39% 24,878$          0.41% 29,698$           0.48% 32,126$          0.50% 33,716$          0.51% 35,529$          0.52% 37,570$          0.54% 37,934$           0.52% 38,219$        0.51% 38,504$       0.50% 39,274$        0.50% 40,297$        0.50% 41,768$           
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$          0.58% 29,075$          0.48% 29,361$          0.48% 29,655$          0.50% 29,950$          0.49% 34,898$           0.56% 37,584$          0.59% 40,094$          0.61% 42,334$          0.62% 44,771$          0.64% 44,867$           0.62% 44,962$        0.60% 45,057$       0.59% 46,056$        0.58% 47,056$        0.58% 48,119$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 46,580$          0.92% 46,915$          0.78% 43,885$          0.71% 45,003$          0.75% 46,121$          0.76% 53,252$           0.85% 57,170$          0.89% 59,561$          0.90% 62,230$          0.91% 65,244$          0.93% 65,327$           0.90% 65,410$        0.88% 65,492$       0.85% 66,887$        0.85% 68,311$        0.84% 69,677$           

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 61,731$          1.22% 69,284$          1.15% 71,942$          1.17% 69,208$          1.16% 66,473$          1.10% 73,545$           1.18% 79,336$          1.24% 84,774$          1.28% 89,655$          1.32% 94,969$          1.35% 95,324$           1.32% 95,327$        1.28% 95,331$       1.24% 97,242$        1.23% 99,190$        1.22% 101,178$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 89,573$          1.77% 94,012$          1.56% 95,211$          1.55% 98,484$          1.65% 101,757$        1.68% 118,398$         1.90% 127,337$        1.98% 132,881$        2.01% 139,241$        2.04% 146,426$        2.09% 147,035$         2.03% 147,499$      1.98% 147,964$     1.93% 150,923$      1.91% 154,328$      1.90% 158,498$         
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 39,566$          0.78% 18,434$          0.31% 38,357$          0.62% 36,056$          0.60% 33,755$          0.56% 36,293$           0.58% 39,065$          0.61% 41,652$          0.63% 43,956$          0.65% 46,462$          0.66% 46,536$           0.64% 46,614$        0.63% 46,693$       0.61% 47,706$        0.60% 48,725$        0.60% 49,800$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 60,022$          1.18% 60,214$          1.00% 60,044$          0.98% 61,176$          1.02% 62,308$          1.03% 71,514$          1.15% 76,785$         1.20% 79,995$         1.21% 83,685$         1.23% 87,858$         1.25% 88,080$          1.22% 88,249$       1.19% 88,418$       1.15% 90,186$        1.14% 92,130$       1.13% 94,366$          

Total 2,218,779$    43.73% 2,264,478$    37.65% 2,455,608$    39.94% 2,513,466$    42.10% 2,571,325$    42.47% 2,988,214$      47.92% 3,224,831$    50.20% 3,401,974$    51.42% 3,585,101$    52.61% 3,788,879$    53.98% 3,812,745$      52.74% 3,845,806$   51.65% 3,878,866$  50.57% 3,971,184$   50.27% 4,078,142$   50.12% 4,221,447$      
Increment Only 802,633$        15.82% 824,083$        13.70% 995,319$        16.19% 969,692$        16.24% 944,064$        15.59% 1,059,735$      16.99% 1,149,577$    17.90% 1,235,149$    18.67% 1,313,387$    19.27% 1,398,713$    19.93% 1,411,395$      19.52% 1,425,764$   19.15% 1,440,134$  18.78% 1,483,593$   18.78% 1,525,224$   18.74% 1,574,027$      

Retail Meter Only 1,416,146$    27.91% 1,440,395$    23.95% 1,460,289$    23.75% 1,543,775$    25.86% 1,627,261$    26.88% 1,928,479$      30.92% 2,075,254$    32.31% 2,166,825$    32.75% 2,271,714$    33.34% 2,390,166$    34.05% 2,401,350$      33.22% 2,420,041$   32.50% 2,438,732$  31.80% 2,487,592$   31.49% 2,552,918$   31.37% 2,647,420$      

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 26,806$          0.53% 26,527$          0.44% 37,200$          0.61% 37,793$          0.63% 38,387$          0.63% 44,978$           0.72% 49,132$          0.76% 49,928$          0.75% 50,725$          0.74% 51,521$          0.73% 61,924$           0.86% 62,762$        0.84% 63,599$       0.83% 65,726$        0.83% 67,737$        0.83% 70,159$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 64,213$          1.27% 64,598$          1.07% 64,598$          1.05% 66,174$          1.11% 67,750$          1.12% 78,150$           1.25% 84,356$          1.31% 85,016$          1.28% 85,676$          1.26% 86,336$          1.23% 98,787$           1.37% 99,357$        1.33% 99,926$       1.30% 101,925$      1.29% 104,437$      1.28% 107,856$         

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 36,660$          0.72% 38,428$          0.64% 38,857$          0.63% 35,733$          0.60% 32,608$          0.54% 34,020$           0.55% 38,891$          0.61% 41,222$          0.62% 43,553$          0.64% 45,884$          0.65% 57,068$           0.79% 59,398$        0.80% 61,728$       0.80% 65,338$        0.83% 68,584$        0.84% 72,923$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,625$        2.14% 108,625$        1.81% 108,625$        1.77% 109,856$        1.84% 111,088$        1.83% 126,615$         2.03% 136,320$        2.12% 137,040$        2.07% 137,760$        2.02% 138,480$        1.97% 158,067$         2.19% 158,722$      2.13% 159,377$     2.08% 162,565$      2.06% 166,361$      2.04% 171,217$         
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$          0.58% 17,531$          0.29% 25,318$          0.41% 23,264$          0.39% 21,210$          0.35% 22,103$           0.35% 23,941$          0.37% 24,130$          0.36% 24,319$          0.36% 24,507$          0.35% 29,231$           0.40% 29,284$        0.39% 29,337$       0.38% 29,979$        0.38% 30,623$        0.38% 31,303$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 6,573$            0.13% 6,578$            0.11% 6,578$            0.11% 6,582$            0.11% 6,585$            0.11% 7,428$             0.12% 7,963$            0.12% 7,971$            0.12% 7,979$            0.12% 7,987$            0.11% 9,078$             0.13% 9,087$           0.12% 9,096$         0.12% 9,278$           0.12% 9,471$           0.12% 9,682$             

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 23,127$          0.46% 25,077$          0.42% 23,881$          0.39% 21,764$          0.36% 19,647$          0.32% 20,228$           0.32% 22,773$          0.35% 23,808$          0.36% 24,843$          0.36% 25,877$          0.37% 31,854$           0.44% 32,156$        0.43% 32,457$       0.42% 33,414$        0.42% 34,333$        0.42% 35,403$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 93,808$          1.85% 8,844$            0.15% 92,510$          1.50% 93,815$          1.57% 95,121$          1.57% 108,698$         1.74% 116,977$        1.82% 117,543$        1.78% 118,108$        1.73% 118,673$        1.69% 135,400$         1.87% 135,914$      1.83% 136,428$     1.78% 139,157$      1.76% 142,368$      1.75% 146,415$         
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 65,156$          1.28% 67,152$          1.12% 61,269$          1.00% 51,944$          0.87% 42,618$          0.70% 38,415$           0.62% 44,172$          0.69% 47,061$          0.71% 49,949$          0.73% 52,838$          0.75% 65,960$           0.91% 66,925$        0.90% 67,890$       0.89% 70,233$        0.89% 72,441$        0.89% 75,120$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 186,439$        3.67% 186,692$        3.10% 186,692$        3.04% 188,501$        3.16% 190,309$        3.14% 216,569$         3.47% 232,931$        3.63% 233,924$        3.54% 234,917$        3.45% 235,909$        3.36% 269,012$         3.72% 269,852$      3.62% 270,692$     3.53% 276,106$      3.49% 282,328$      3.47% 289,935$         

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 63,466$          1.25% 68,705$          1.14% 67,867$          1.10% 61,581$          1.03% 55,296$          0.91% 56,550$           0.91% 63,967$          1.00% 67,162$          1.02% 70,357$          1.03% 73,552$          1.05% 90,840$           1.26% 92,055$        1.24% 93,271$       1.22% 96,376$        1.22% 99,315$        1.22% 102,849$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 232,353$        4.58% 255,096$        4.24% 257,142$        4.18% 269,741$        4.52% 282,959$        4.67% 334,601$         5.37% 375,906$        5.85% 394,326$        5.96% 413,648$        6.07% 433,916$        6.18% 516,874$         7.15% 542,201$      7.28% 568,769$     7.42% 608,571$      7.70% 651,159$      8.00% 696,727$         
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 71,767$          1.41% 38,363$          0.64% 73,405$          1.19% 66,978$          1.12% 60,552$          1.00% 62,453$           1.00% 70,315$          1.09% 73,515$          1.11% 76,715$          1.13% 79,915$          1.14% 98,376$           1.36% 99,271$        1.33% 100,166$     1.31% 103,082$      1.30% 105,889$      1.30% 109,146$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 286,930$        5.65% 286,930$        4.77% 287,540$        4.68% 291,573$        4.88% 295,606$        4.88% 337,774$         5.42% 362,993$        5.65% 364,241$        5.51% 365,489$        5.36% 366,737$        5.22% 417,862$         5.78% 419,034$      5.63% 420,205$     5.48% 428,610$      5.43% 438,157$      5.38% 449,655$         

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 21,604$          0.43% 23,334$          0.39% 29,029$          0.47% 24,174$          0.40% 19,318$          0.32% 16,688$           0.27% 18,340$          0.29% 18,746$          0.28% 19,152$          0.28% 19,558$          0.28% 23,631$           0.33% 23,890$        0.32% 24,150$       0.31% 24,897$        0.32% 25,611$        0.31% 26,454$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 68,926$          1.36% 68,926$          1.15% 69,889$          1.14% 70,780$          1.19% 71,671$          1.18% 81,797$           1.31% 87,853$          1.37% 88,105$          1.33% 88,356$          1.30% 88,607$          1.26% 100,903$         1.40% 101,134$      1.36% 101,366$     1.32% 103,393$      1.31% 105,654$      1.30% 108,307$         
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 3,803$            0.07% 2,392$            0.04% 4,004$            0.07% 4,032$            0.07% 4,060$            0.07% 4,718$             0.08% 5,313$            0.08% 5,557$            0.08% 5,800$            0.09% 6,043$            0.09% 7,441$             0.10% 7,525$           0.10% 7,609$         0.10% 7,847$           0.10% 8,074$           0.10% 8,342$             
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 24,503$          0.48% 23,777$          0.40% 23,777$          0.39% 23,948$          0.40% 24,120$          0.40% 27,383$           0.44% 29,423$          0.46% 29,520$          0.45% 29,617$          0.43% 29,714$          0.42% 33,851$           0.47% 33,929$        0.46% 34,007$       0.44% 34,687$        0.44% 35,446$        0.44% 36,336$           

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF) 8,736$            0.17% 17,862$          0.30% 7,137$            0.12% 6,093$            0.10% 5,048$            0.08% 4,620$             0.07% 6,606$            0.10% 8,247$            0.12% 9,888$            0.15% 11,529$          0.16% 15,588$           0.22% 15,804$        0.21% 16,020$       0.21% 16,560$        0.21% 17,071$        0.21% 17,686$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 129,613$        2.55% 129,998$        2.16% 130,636$        2.12% 131,159$        2.20% 131,683$        2.17% 149,037$         2.39% 160,252$        2.49% 160,893$        2.43% 161,536$        2.37% 162,183$        2.31% 184,902$         2.56% 185,641$      2.49% 186,384$     2.43% 189,961$      2.40% 194,690$      2.39% 199,378$         
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 38,643$          0.76% 41,061$          0.68% 42,692$          0.69% 38,521$          0.65% 34,350$          0.57% 34,823$           0.56% 39,932$          0.62% 42,442$          0.64% 44,952$          0.66% 47,462$          0.68% 59,148$           0.82% 59,598$        0.80% 60,049$       0.78% 61,709$        0.78% 63,318$        0.78% 65,158$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 144,986$        2.86% 132,539$        2.20% 163,169$        2.65% 167,035$        2.80% 170,902$        2.82% 197,011$         3.16% 211,756$        3.30% 212,520$        3.21% 213,283$        3.13% 214,047$        3.05% 243,927$         3.37% 244,578$      3.28% 245,230$     3.20% 250,135$      3.17% 255,680$      3.14% 262,316$         

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 70,330$          1.39% 42,322$          0.70% 49,036$          0.80% 41,357$          0.69% 33,679$          0.56% 30,000$           0.48% 32,240$          0.50% 34,320$          0.52% 36,160$          0.53% 38,160$          0.54% 38,160$           0.53% 38,160$        0.51% 38,160$       0.50% 38,923$        0.49% 39,702$        0.49% 40,496$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 65,663$          1.29% 66,573$          1.11% 65,267$          1.06% 59,965$          1.00% 54,663$          0.90% 56,955$           0.91% 64,720$          1.01% 72,635$          1.10% 80,469$          1.18% 89,077$          1.27% 93,234$           1.29% 93,967$        1.26% 94,700$       1.23% 97,341$        1.23% 99,898$        1.23% 102,829$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 191,554$        3.77% 189,662$        3.15% 190,911$        3.10% 194,114$        3.25% 197,317$        3.26% 226,041$         3.62% 242,844$        3.78% 243,605$        3.68% 244,366$        3.59% 245,127$        3.49% 279,216$         3.86% 279,899$      3.76% 280,581$     3.66% 286,193$      3.62% 292,485$      3.59% 299,928$         

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 10,387$          0.20% 9,672$            0.16% 7,540$            0.12% 7,427$            0.12% 7,315$            0.12% 8,310$             0.13% 9,390$            0.15% 9,849$            0.15% 10,309$          0.15% 10,768$          0.15% 13,289$           0.18% 13,465$        0.18% 13,640$       0.18% 14,092$        0.18% 14,520$        0.18% 15,034$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 30,690$          0.60% 30,690$          0.51% 29,365$          0.48% 29,635$          0.50% 29,905$          0.49% 34,015$           0.55% 36,532$          0.57% 36,636$          0.55% 36,739$          0.54% 36,843$          0.52% 41,954$           0.58% 42,050$        0.56% 42,146$       0.55% 42,989$        0.54% 43,929$        0.54% 45,032$           
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                     0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                     0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                     
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 12,694$          0.25% 12,689$          0.21% 12,694$          0.21% 12,694$          0.21% 12,694$          0.21% 14,310$           0.23% 15,325$          0.24% 15,925$          0.24% 16,618$          0.24% 17,402$          0.25% 17,402$           0.24% 17,402$        0.23% 17,402$       0.23% 17,750$        0.22% 18,105$        0.22% 18,467$           

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 30,017$          0.59% 31,252$          0.52% 28,555$          0.46% 26,559$          0.44% 24,564$          0.41% 26,040$           0.42% 29,316$          0.46% 30,647$          0.46% 31,979$          0.47% 33,310$          0.47% 41,003$           0.57% 41,465$        0.56% 41,926$       0.55% 43,236$        0.55% 44,485$        0.55% 45,963$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 110,132$        2.17% 110,886$        1.84% 111,304$        1.81% 111,976$        1.88% 112,648$        1.86% 127,743$         2.05% 137,311$        2.14% 137,813$        2.08% 138,316$        2.03% 138,818$        1.98% 158,204$         2.19% 158,661$      2.13% 159,118$     2.07% 162,300$      2.05% 165,926$      2.04% 170,311$         
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 70,837$          1.40% 77,734$          1.29% 80,197$          1.30% 77,905$          1.30% 75,612$          1.25% 84,600$           1.36% 92,713$          1.44% 94,508$          1.43% 96,304$          1.41% 98,100$          1.40% 118,239$         1.64% 118,811$      1.60% 119,384$     1.56% 122,355$      1.55% 125,279$      1.54% 128,513$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 125,362$        2.47% 126,473$        2.10% 126,473$        2.06% 129,140$        2.16% 131,808$        2.18% 151,590$         2.43% 163,344$        2.54% 164,340$        2.48% 165,336$        2.43% 166,332$        2.37% 190,008$         2.63% 192,466$      2.58% 194,924$     2.54% 198,823$      2.52% 204,845$      2.52% 214,680$         

Total 2,453,584$    48.35% 2,336,982$    38.85% 2,503,150$    40.71% 2,481,810$    41.57% 2,461,091$    40.65% 2,764,259$      44.32% 3,013,850$    46.92% 3,073,195$    46.45% 3,133,216$    45.98% 3,195,214$    45.52% 3,700,434$      51.18% 3,744,464$   50.28% 3,789,738$  49.41% 3,903,551$   49.41% 4,027,918$   49.50% 4,173,621$      
Increment Only 636,186$        12.54% 593,982$        9.88% 641,251$        10.43% 585,089$        9.80% 528,927$        8.74% 545,498$         8.75% 611,762$        9.52% 643,778$        9.73% 675,474$        9.91% 708,103$        10.09% 844,986$         11.69% 854,536$      11.48% 864,086$     11.27% 891,108$      11.28% 916,878$      11.27% 947,377$         

Retail Meter Only 1,817,398$    35.82% 1,743,000$    28.98% 1,861,899$    30.28% 1,896,721$    31.77% 1,932,164$    31.91% 2,218,761$      35.58% 2,402,088$    37.40% 2,429,416$    36.72% 2,457,742$    36.07% 2,487,110$    35.43% 2,855,448$      39.50% 2,889,928$   38.81% 2,925,653$  38.14% 3,012,443$   38.13% 3,111,040$   38.23% 3,226,244$      

FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17
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Appendix F

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel $1,560,635 30.76% $1,583,783 26.33% $1,669,367 27.15% $1,675,018 28.05% 1,446,528$         23.89% 1,489,924$      25.19% $1,534,622 25.44% $1,580,660 25.39% $1,628,080 25.34% $1,676,922 25.30% 1,727,230$      25.26% $1,779,047 25.21% $1,832,418 25.17% $1,887,391 25.17% $1,944,013 25.10% 2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development $973,234 19.18% $768,061 12.77% $743,840 12.10% $724,512 12.13% 720,514$            11.90% 742,129$         12.55% $764,393 12.67% $787,325 12.65% $810,945 12.62% $835,273 12.60% 860,331$         12.58% $886,141 12.56% $912,726 12.54% $940,107 12.54% $968,311 12.50% 997,360$         
Special Projects $0 0.00% $311,120 5.17% $205,756 3.35% $225,557 3.78% 582,211$            9.62% 599,677$         10.14% $617,668 10.24% $636,198 10.22% $655,284 10.20% $674,942 10.18% 695,190$         10.17% $716,046 10.15% $737,527 10.13% $759,653 10.13% $782,443 10.10% 805,916$         

Governmental Affairs $273,557 5.39% $344,747 5.73% $316,586 5.15% $287,967 4.82% 266,939$            4.41% 274,947$         4.65% $283,196 4.69% $291,691 4.69% $300,442 4.68% $309,455 4.67% 318,739$         4.66% $328,301 4.65% $338,150 4.65% $348,295 4.65% $358,744 4.63% 369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency $440,204 8.68% $528,734 8.79% $835,889 13.59% $799,792 13.40% 762,275$            12.59% 785,143$         13.28% $808,698 13.41% $832,958 13.38% $857,947 13.36% $883,686 13.33% 910,196$         13.31% $937,502 13.29% $965,627 13.27% $994,596 13.27% $1,024,434 13.23% 1,055,167$      

Water Awareness $232,190 4.58% $223,531 3.72% $267,573 4.35% $312,773 5.24% 317,852$            5.25% 327,388$         5.54% $337,209 5.59% $347,325 5.58% $357,745 5.57% $368,478 5.56% 379,532$         5.55% $390,918 5.54% $402,645 5.53% $414,725 5.53% $427,167 5.51% 439,982$         
School Programs $257,824 5.08% $259,959 4.32% $282,811 4.60% $312,961 5.24% 355,527$            5.87% 366,193$         6.19% $377,179 6.25% $388,494 6.24% $400,149 6.23% $412,153 6.22% 424,518$         6.21% $437,253 6.20% $450,371 6.19% $463,882 6.19% $477,799 6.17% 492,133$         

Finance $300,219 5.92% $317,874 5.28% $436,916 7.11% $535,926 8.98% 440,098$            7.27% 453,301$         7.66% $466,900 7.74% $480,907 7.73% $495,334 7.71% $510,194 7.70% 525,500$         7.68% $541,265 7.67% $557,503 7.66% $574,228 7.66% $591,455 7.64% 609,199$         
Information Technology $156,745 3.09% $169,679 2.82% $163,915 2.67% $170,921 2.86% 167,100$            2.76% 172,113$         2.91% $177,276 2.94% $182,595 2.93% $188,073 2.93% $193,715 2.92% 199,526$         2.92% $205,512 2.91% $211,677 2.91% $218,028 2.91% $224,568 2.90% 231,305$         

Overhead $799,722 15.76% $871,924 14.50% $868,504 14.13% $839,280 14.06% 904,458$            14.94% 931,592$         15.75% $959,539 15.91% $988,326 15.88% $1,017,975 15.85% $1,048,515 15.82% 1,079,970$      15.79% $1,112,369 15.77% $1,145,740 15.74% $1,180,113 15.74% $1,215,516 15.69% 1,251,981$      
Desalination Study $0 0.00% $553,900 9.21% $290,000 4.72% $0 0.00% -$                        0.00% -$                      0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                      0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                      

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $80,000 1.58% $81,362 1.35% $67,478 1.10% $85,815 1.44% 91,228$              1.51% 93,965$           1.59% $96,784 1.60% $99,687 1.60% $102,678 1.60% $105,758 1.60% 108,931$         1.59% $112,199 1.59% $115,565 1.59% $119,032 1.59% $122,603 1.58% 126,281$         
Contribution from Reserves -$                        0.00% (322,000)$        -$390,933 -$390,933 -$390,933 -$390,933 (390,933)$        (390,933)$     (390,933)$   (402,661)$     (390,933)$     (390,933)$        

Subtotal General Fund $5,074,330 100.00% $6,014,674 100.00% $6,148,635 100.00% $5,970,522 100.00% 6,054,730$         100.00% 5,914,372$      6,032,530$     6,225,234$     6,423,719$     6,628,159$     6,838,731$      7,055,621$   7,279,018$  7,497,388$   7,746,118$   7,990,229$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$         4,739,000$     4,348,067$    3,957,134$    3,566,201$    3,175,268$    2,784,335$     2,393,402$  2,002,469$  1,990,741$   1,599,808$   1,220,600$     

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD 2.13% 2.13% 2.45% 2.52% 2.57% 2.64% 2.57% 2.51% 2.44% 2.42% 2.41%

Increment Charge (AF) 67,061$          1.32% 68,172$          1.13% 75,004$          1.22% 73,801$          1.24% 72,599$              1.20% 78,127$           1.20% 83,399$          1.38% 89,220$          1.43% 94,463$          1.47% 100,169$        1.51% 100,646$         1.47% 101,121$      1.43% 101,592$     1.40% 103,938$      1.39% 106,601$      1.38% 109,286$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 55,237$          1.09% 55,237$          0.92% 55,138$          0.90% 55,627$          0.93% 56,117$              0.93% 60,516$           0.93% 64,490$          1.07% 67,465$          1.08% 70,865$          1.10% 74,698$          1.13% 75,181$           1.10% 75,662$         1.07% 76,141$       1.05% 77,664$         1.04% 79,759$         1.03% 82,309$           

Irvine Ranch WD* 13.63% 15.46% 16.21% 16.59% 16.99% 17.44% 17.07% 16.81% 16.55% 16.50% 16.52%
Increment Charge (AF) 138,788$        2.74% 147,791$        2.46% 244,218$        3.97% 234,730$        3.93% 225,242$            3.72% 236,094$         3.99% 257,792$        4.27% 281,915$        4.53% 304,933$        4.75% 330,151$        4.98% 338,514$         4.95% 346,708$      4.91% 354,911$     4.88% 369,805$      4.93% 384,745$      4.97% 402,794$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 500,033$        9.85% 514,107$        8.55% 530,723$        8.63% 565,222$        9.47% 599,722$            9.91% 678,026$         11.46% 720,173$        11.94% 750,924$        12.06% 786,196$        12.24% 826,030$        12.46% 828,700$         12.12% 839,336$      11.90% 849,962$     11.68% 866,961$      11.56% 894,766$      11.55% 935,746$         
Moulton Niguel WD 9.71% 11.22% 11.69% 11.91% 12.12% 12.37% 12.02% 11.68% 11.35% 11.26% 11.16%

Increment Charge (AF) 209,495$        4.13% 217,347$        3.61% 238,414$        3.88% 235,023$        3.94% 231,632$            3.83% 249,757$         4.22% 266,280$        4.41% 284,513$        4.57% 300,862$        4.68% 318,644$        4.81% 319,770$         4.68% 321,207$      4.55% 322,630$     4.43% 330,007$      4.40% 338,400$      4.37% 346,834$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 292,903$        5.77% 293,387$        4.88% 294,432$        4.79% 325,364$        5.45% 356,296$            5.88% 413,973$         7.00% 439,038$        7.28% 457,090$        7.34% 477,836$        7.44% 501,287$        7.56% 502,149$         7.34% 502,985$      7.13% 503,796$     6.92% 513,872$      6.85% 525,766$      6.79% 537,069$         

Santa Margarita WD 8.59% 9.51% 10.06% 10.40% 10.74% 11.12% 10.95% 10.81% 10.66% 10.62% 10.65%
Increment Charge (AF) 196,742$        3.88% 213,727$        3.55% 225,927$        3.67% 217,692$        3.65% 209,456$            3.46% 220,190$         3.72% 237,068$        3.93% 255,762$        4.11% 273,051$        4.25% 291,926$        4.40% 295,694$         4.32% 301,245$      4.27% 306,797$     4.21% 318,101$      4.24% 329,693$      4.26% 343,263$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 281,859$        5.55% 287,271$        4.78% 290,774$        4.73% 300,595$        5.03% 310,416$            5.13% 342,356$         5.79% 369,748$        6.13% 391,889$        6.30% 416,928$        6.49% 444,999$        6.71% 453,385$         6.63% 461,147$      6.54% 468,910$     6.44% 478,288$      6.38% 495,217$      6.39% 522,324$         
South Coast Water District 1.95% 2.14% 2.22% 2.25% 2.27% 2.31% 2.23% 2.15% 2.08% 2.05% 2.02%

Increment Charge (AF) 47,665$          0.94% 45,533$          0.76% 50,824$          0.83% 49,502$          0.83% 48,180$              0.80% 51,276$           0.87% 53,777$          0.89% 56,510$          0.91% 58,757$          0.91% 61,174$          0.92% 60,335$           0.88% 59,550$         0.84% 58,759$       0.81% 59,029$         0.79% 59,654$         0.77% 59,802$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,964$          1.34% 67,309$          1.12% 68,140$          1.11% 68,893$          1.15% 69,647$              1.15% 75,262$           1.27% 79,944$          1.33% 83,361$          1.34% 87,280$          1.36% 91,706$          1.38% 92,006$           1.35% 92,303$         1.31% 92,595$       1.27% 94,447$         1.26% 96,752$         1.25% 99,168$           

Trabuco Canyon WD 0.85% 1.02% 1.08% 1.11% 1.15% 1.18% 1.16% 1.14% 1.11% 1.11% 1.11%
Increment Charge (AF) 12,402$          0.24% 14,723$          0.24% 21,275$          0.35% 24,026$          0.40% 26,778$              0.44% 32,313$           0.55% 34,806$          0.58% 37,567$          0.60% 40,124$          0.62% 42,915$          0.65% 43,487$           0.64% 43,992$         0.62% 44,496$       0.61% 45,827$         0.61% 47,249$         0.61% 48,818$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 21,978$          0.43% 21,945$          0.36% 21,945$          0.36% 23,412$          0.39% 24,878$              0.41% 28,165$           0.48% 30,170$          0.50% 31,724$          0.51% 33,491$          0.52% 35,478$          0.54% 35,883$           0.52% 36,212$         0.51% 36,541$       0.50% 37,272$         0.50% 38,361$         0.50% 39,820$           
Laguna Beach CWD 1.26% 1.41% 1.48% 1.51% 1.53% 1.57% 1.52% 1.48% 1.44% 1.43% 1.42%

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$          0.58% 29,075$          0.48% 29,361$          0.48% 29,655$          0.50% 29,950$              0.49% 33,096$           0.56% 35,296$          0.59% 37,725$          0.61% 39,906$          0.62% 42,278$          0.64% 42,441$           0.62% 42,602$         0.60% 42,761$       0.59% 43,708$         0.58% 44,796$         0.58% 45,875$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 46,580$          0.92% 46,915$          0.78% 43,885$          0.71% 45,003$          0.75% 46,121$              0.76% 50,502$           0.85% 53,691$          0.89% 56,041$          0.90% 58,660$          0.91% 61,610$          0.93% 61,794$           0.90% 61,976$         0.88% 62,154$       0.85% 63,478$         0.85% 65,029$         0.84% 66,427$           

San Clemente 2.78% 3.08% 3.22% 3.29% 3.36% 3.44% 3.35% 3.26% 3.17% 3.14% 3.12%
Increment Charge (AF) 61,731$          1.22% 69,284$          1.15% 71,942$          1.17% 69,208$          1.16% 66,473$              1.10% 69,748$           1.18% 74,508$          1.24% 79,765$          1.28% 84,512$          1.32% 89,679$          1.35% 90,169$           1.32% 90,323$         1.28% 90,472$       1.24% 92,285$         1.23% 94,424$         1.22% 96,459$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 89,573$          1.77% 94,012$          1.56% 95,211$          1.55% 98,484$          1.65% 101,757$            1.68% 112,285$         1.90% 119,587$        1.98% 125,029$        2.01% 131,253$        2.04% 138,270$        2.09% 139,085$         2.03% 139,756$      1.98% 140,422$     1.93% 143,231$      1.91% 146,913$      1.90% 151,105$         
San Juan Capistrano 1.59% 1.73% 1.80% 1.84% 1.87% 1.91% 1.86% 1.81% 1.76% 1.75% 1.73%

Increment Charge (AF) 39,566$          0.78% 18,434$          0.31% 38,357$          0.62% 36,056$          0.60% 33,755$              0.56% 34,419$           0.58% 36,688$          0.61% 39,191$          0.63% 41,434$          0.65% 43,874$          0.66% 44,020$           0.64% 44,167$         0.63% 44,313$       0.61% 45,275$         0.60% 46,385$         0.60% 47,477$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 60,022$          1.18% 60,214$          1.00% 60,044$          0.98% 61,176$          1.02% 62,308$              1.03% 67,822$           1.15% 72,112$          1.20% 75,268$          1.21% 78,884$          1.23% 82,965$          1.25% 83,317$           1.22% 83,616$         1.19% 83,911$       1.15% 85,589$         1.14% 87,704$         1.13% 89,965$           

Total 2,218,779$     43.73% 2,264,478$     37.65% 2,455,608$     39.94% 2,513,466$     42.10% 2,571,325$         42.47% 2,833,925$      47.92% 3,028,567$     50.20% 3,200,960$     51.42% 3,379,436$     52.61% 3,577,855$     53.98% 3,606,577$      52.74% 3,643,906$   51.65% 3,681,162$  50.57% 3,768,775$   50.27% 3,882,214$   50.12% 4,024,541$      
Increment Only 802,633$        15.82% 824,083$        13.70% 995,319$        16.19% 969,692$        16.24% 944,064$            15.59% 1,005,018$      16.99% 1,079,613$     17.90% 1,162,167$     18.67% 1,238,043$     19.27% 1,320,811$     19.93% 1,335,076$      19.52% 1,350,914$   19.15% 1,366,731$  18.78% 1,407,975$   18.78% 1,451,947$   18.74% 1,500,608$      

Retail Meter Only 1,416,146$     27.91% 1,440,395$     23.95% 1,460,289$     23.75% 1,543,775$     25.86% 1,627,261$         26.88% 1,828,907$      30.92% 1,948,954$     32.31% 2,038,792$     32.75% 2,141,394$     33.34% 2,257,044$     34.05% 2,271,501$      33.22% 2,292,993$   32.50% 2,314,432$  31.80% 2,360,800$   31.49% 2,430,266$   31.37% 2,523,933$      

Remaining MWDOC
Brea 1.75% 1.97% 2.08% 2.04% 2.00% 1.96% 2.22% 2.18% 2.13% 2.12% 2.12%

Increment Charge (AF) 26,806$          0.53% 26,527$          0.44% 37,200$          0.61% 37,793$          0.63% 38,387$              0.63% 42,655$           0.72% 46,142$          0.76% 46,978$          0.75% 47,815$          0.74% 48,652$          0.73% 58,576$           0.86% 59,467$         0.84% 60,358$       0.83% 62,376$         0.83% 64,483$         0.83% 66,886$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 64,213$          1.27% 64,598$          1.07% 64,598$          1.05% 66,174$          1.11% 67,750$              1.12% 74,115$           1.25% 79,222$          1.31% 79,992$          1.28% 80,761$          1.26% 81,527$          1.23% 93,445$           1.37% 94,141$         1.33% 94,833$       1.30% 96,730$         1.29% 99,420$         1.28% 102,825$         

Buena Park 2.37% 2.58% 2.73% 2.69% 2.66% 2.63% 2.98% 2.93% 2.88% 2.88% 2.89%
Increment Charge (AF) 36,660$          0.72% 38,428$          0.64% 38,857$          0.63% 35,733$          0.60% 32,608$              0.54% 32,263$           0.55% 36,524$          0.61% 38,786$          0.62% 41,055$          0.64% 43,328$          0.65% 53,982$           0.79% 56,280$         0.80% 58,581$       0.80% 62,008$         0.83% 65,289$         0.84% 69,521$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,625$        2.14% 108,625$        1.81% 108,625$        1.77% 109,856$        1.84% 111,088$            1.83% 120,077$         2.03% 128,024$        2.12% 128,943$        2.07% 129,857$        2.02% 130,767$        1.97% 149,520$         2.19% 150,389$      2.13% 151,254$     2.08% 154,279$      2.06% 158,369$      2.04% 163,231$         
East Orange County WD 0.46% 0.47% 0.50% 0.49% 0.47% 0.46% 0.53% 0.52% 0.50% 0.50% 0.49%

Increment Charge (AF) 29,185$          0.58% 17,531$          0.29% 25,318$          0.41% 23,264$          0.39% 21,210$              0.35% 20,961$           0.35% 22,484$          0.37% 22,704$          0.36% 22,924$          0.36% 23,142$          0.35% 27,650$           0.40% 27,747$         0.39% 27,842$       0.38% 28,451$         0.38% 29,151$         0.38% 29,843$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 6,573$            0.13% 6,578$            0.11% 6,578$            0.11% 6,582$            0.11% 6,585$                0.11% 7,044$             0.12% 7,478$            0.12% 7,500$            0.12% 7,521$            0.12% 7,542$            0.11% 8,587$             0.13% 8,610$           0.12% 8,633$         0.12% 8,805$           0.12% 9,016$           0.12% 9,230$             

Fountain Valley 1.90% 2.07% 2.18% 2.14% 2.10% 2.06% 2.31% 2.26% 2.20% 2.18% 2.17%
Increment Charge (AF) 23,127$          0.46% 25,077$          0.42% 23,881$          0.39% 21,764$          0.36% 19,647$              0.32% 19,183$           0.32% 21,387$          0.35% 22,401$          0.36% 23,417$          0.36% 24,436$          0.37% 30,132$           0.44% 30,467$         0.43% 30,803$       0.42% 31,711$         0.42% 32,683$         0.42% 33,752$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 93,808$          1.85% 8,844$            0.15% 92,510$          1.50% 93,815$          1.57% 95,121$              1.57% 103,086$         1.74% 109,858$        1.82% 110,597$        1.78% 111,332$        1.73% 112,063$        1.69% 128,078$         1.87% 128,779$      1.83% 129,474$     1.78% 132,064$      1.76% 135,528$      1.75% 139,586$         
Garden Grove 3.85% 4.09% 4.31% 4.25% 4.18% 4.11% 4.63% 4.52% 4.41% 4.38% 4.36%

Increment Charge (AF) 65,156$          1.28% 67,152$          1.12% 61,269$          1.00% 51,944$          0.87% 42,618$              0.70% 36,432$           0.62% 41,484$          0.69% 44,280$          0.71% 47,084$          0.73% 49,895$          0.75% 62,393$           0.91% 63,412$         0.90% 64,430$       0.89% 66,653$         0.89% 68,961$         0.89% 71,616$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 186,439$        3.67% 186,692$        3.10% 186,692$        3.04% 188,501$        3.16% 190,309$            3.14% 205,387$         3.47% 218,755$        3.63% 220,102$        3.54% 221,440$        3.45% 222,770$        3.36% 254,466$         3.72% 255,686$      3.62% 256,895$     3.53% 262,033$      3.49% 268,764$      3.47% 276,412$         

Golden State Water Company 5.59% 6.27% 6.85% 6.98% 7.10% 7.23% 8.41% 8.52% 8.63% 8.92% 9.22%
Increment Charge (AF) 63,466$          1.25% 68,705$          1.14% 67,867$          1.10% 61,581$          1.03% 55,296$              0.91% 53,630$           0.91% 60,074$          1.00% 63,194$          1.02% 66,321$          1.03% 69,456$          1.05% 85,928$           1.26% 87,223$         1.24% 88,517$       1.22% 91,464$         1.22% 94,543$         1.22% 98,052$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 232,353$        4.58% 255,096$        4.24% 257,142$        4.18% 269,741$        4.52% 282,959$            4.67% 317,325$         5.37% 353,029$        5.85% 371,026$        5.96% 389,918$        6.07% 409,749$        6.18% 488,925$         7.15% 513,736$      7.28% 539,779$     7.42% 577,553$      7.70% 619,875$      8.00% 664,229$         
Huntington Beach 5.88% 6.42% 6.75% 6.62% 6.49% 6.36% 7.14% 6.96% 6.78% 6.73% 6.69%

Increment Charge (AF) 71,767$          1.41% 38,363$          0.64% 73,405$          1.19% 66,978$          1.12% 60,552$              1.00% 59,228$           1.00% 66,036$          1.09% 69,171$          1.11% 72,314$          1.13% 75,464$          1.14% 93,057$           1.36% 94,060$         1.33% 95,061$       1.31% 97,828$         1.30% 100,801$      1.30% 104,055$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 286,930$        5.65% 286,930$        4.77% 287,540$        4.68% 291,573$        4.88% 295,606$            4.88% 320,334$         5.42% 340,901$        5.65% 342,719$        5.51% 344,522$        5.36% 346,311$        5.22% 395,267$         5.78% 397,035$      5.63% 398,788$     5.48% 406,764$      5.43% 417,106$      5.38% 428,682$         

La Habra 1.50% 1.58% 1.65% 1.61% 1.58% 1.54% 1.72% 1.68% 1.64% 1.62% 1.61%
Increment Charge (AF) 21,604$          0.43% 23,334$          0.39% 29,029$          0.47% 24,174$          0.40% 19,318$              0.32% 15,826$           0.27% 17,224$          0.29% 17,638$          0.28% 18,053$          0.28% 18,469$          0.28% 22,353$           0.33% 22,636$         0.32% 22,919$       0.31% 23,628$         0.32% 24,381$         0.31% 25,220$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 68,926$          1.36% 68,926$          1.15% 69,889$          1.14% 70,780$          1.19% 71,671$              1.18% 77,573$           1.31% 82,506$          1.37% 82,899$          1.33% 83,287$          1.30% 83,672$          1.26% 95,447$           1.40% 95,825$         1.36% 96,199$       1.32% 98,123$         1.31% 100,578$      1.30% 103,255$         
La Palma 0.47% 0.51% 0.54% 0.53% 0.52% 0.51% 0.57% 0.56% 0.54% 0.54% 0.53%

Increment Charge (AF) 3,803$            0.07% 2,392$            0.04% 4,004$            0.07% 4,032$            0.07% 4,060$                0.07% 4,474$             0.08% 4,990$            0.08% 5,228$            0.08% 5,467$            0.09% 5,707$            0.09% 7,039$             0.10% 7,130$           0.10% 7,221$         0.10% 7,447$           0.10% 7,686$           0.10% 7,953$             
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 24,503$          0.48% 23,777$          0.40% 23,777$          0.39% 23,948$          0.40% 24,120$              0.40% 25,969$           0.44% 27,633$          0.46% 27,776$          0.45% 27,918$          0.43% 28,059$          0.42% 32,021$           0.47% 32,148$         0.46% 32,274$       0.44% 32,919$         0.44% 33,743$         0.44% 34,641$           

Mesa Consolidated 2.26% 2.46% 2.60% 2.56% 2.52% 2.47% 2.77% 2.71% 2.64% 2.61% 2.60%
Increment Charge (AF) 8,736$            0.17% 17,862$          0.30% 7,137$            0.12% 6,093$            0.10% 5,048$                0.08% 4,381$             0.07% 6,204$            0.10% 7,760$            0.12% 9,321$            0.15% 10,887$          0.16% 14,745$           0.22% 14,974$         0.21% 15,203$       0.21% 15,716$         0.21% 16,250$         0.21% 16,862$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 129,613$        2.55% 129,998$        2.16% 130,636$        2.12% 131,159$        2.20% 131,683$            2.17% 141,341$         2.39% 150,499$        2.49% 151,386$        2.43% 152,270$        2.37% 153,150$        2.31% 174,904$         2.56% 175,896$      2.49% 176,884$     2.43% 180,279$      2.40% 185,336$      2.39% 190,078$         
Newport Beach 3.39% 3.72% 3.92% 3.85% 3.79% 3.73% 4.19% 4.08% 3.98% 3.95% 3.92%

Increment Charge (AF) 38,643$          0.76% 41,061$          0.68% 42,692$          0.69% 38,521$          0.65% 34,350$              0.57% 33,025$           0.56% 37,502$          0.62% 39,935$          0.64% 42,373$          0.66% 44,819$          0.68% 55,950$           0.82% 56,469$         0.80% 56,988$       0.78% 58,564$         0.78% 60,276$         0.78% 62,118$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 144,986$        2.86% 132,539$        2.20% 163,169$        2.65% 167,035$        2.80% 170,902$            2.82% 186,839$         3.16% 198,869$        3.30% 199,963$        3.21% 201,048$        3.13% 202,126$        3.05% 230,737$         3.37% 231,738$      3.28% 232,731$     3.20% 237,386$      3.17% 243,396$      3.14% 250,080$         

OCWD 0.56% 0.48% 0.50% 0.52% 0.53% 0.54% 0.53% 0.51% 0.50% 0.49% 0.49%
Increment Charge (AF) 70,330$          1.39% 42,322$          0.70% 49,036$          0.80% 41,357$          0.69% 33,679$              0.56% 28,451$           0.48% 30,278$          0.50% 32,292$          0.52% 34,086$          0.53% 36,035$          0.54% 36,097$           0.53% 36,157$         0.51% 36,215$       0.50% 36,939$         0.49% 37,794$         0.49% 38,607$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -$                      0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                      0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                      
Orange 4.16% 4.54% 4.79% 4.78% 4.77% 4.76% 5.15% 5.02% 4.89% 4.85% 4.82%

Increment Charge (AF) 65,663$          1.29% 66,573$          1.11% 65,267$          1.06% 59,965$          1.00% 54,663$              0.90% 54,014$           0.91% 60,781$          1.01% 68,343$          1.10% 75,852$          1.18% 84,116$          1.27% 88,193$           1.29% 89,034$         1.26% 89,873$       1.23% 92,380$         1.23% 95,098$         1.23% 98,032$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 191,554$        3.77% 189,662$        3.15% 190,911$        3.10% 194,114$        3.25% 197,317$            3.26% 214,370$         3.62% 228,064$        3.78% 229,211$        3.68% 230,347$        3.59% 231,474$        3.49% 264,118$         3.86% 265,204$      3.76% 266,280$     3.66% 271,606$      3.62% 278,433$      3.59% 285,938$         

Seal Beach 0.61% 0.68% 0.71% 0.70% 0.69% 0.68% 0.76% 0.75% 0.73% 0.72% 0.72%
Increment Charge (AF) 10,387$          0.20% 9,672$            0.16% 7,540$            0.12% 7,427$            0.12% 7,315$                0.12% 7,881$             0.13% 8,818$            0.15% 9,267$            0.15% 9,717$            0.15% 10,168$          0.15% 12,571$           0.18% 12,758$         0.18% 12,945$       0.18% 13,374$         0.18% 13,822$         0.18% 14,333$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 30,690$          0.60% 30,690$          0.51% 29,365$          0.48% 29,635$          0.50% 29,905$              0.49% 32,259$           0.55% 34,309$          0.57% 34,471$          0.55% 34,632$          0.54% 34,791$          0.52% 39,685$           0.58% 39,843$         0.56% 39,998$       0.55% 40,798$         0.54% 41,819$         0.54% 42,932$           
Serrano WD 0.21% 0.23% 0.24% 0.24% 0.24% 0.25% 0.24% 0.23% 0.23% 0.22% 0.22%

Increment Charge (AF) -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                        0.00% -$                      0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                      0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                      
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 12,694$          0.25% 12,689$          0.21% 12,694$          0.21% 12,694$          0.21% 12,694$              0.21% 13,571$           0.23% 14,392$          0.24% 14,984$          0.24% 15,664$          0.24% 16,433$          0.25% 16,461$           0.24% 16,489$         0.23% 16,515$       0.23% 16,846$         0.22% 17,236$         0.22% 17,606$           

Westminster 2.27% 2.47% 2.59% 2.55% 2.50% 2.45% 2.76% 2.69% 2.62% 2.60% 2.59%
Increment Charge (AF) 30,017$          0.59% 31,252$          0.52% 28,555$          0.46% 26,559$          0.44% 24,564$              0.41% 24,695$           0.42% 27,532$          0.46% 28,836$          0.46% 30,144$          0.47% 31,455$          0.47% 38,786$           0.57% 39,288$         0.56% 39,789$       0.55% 41,032$         0.55% 42,348$         0.55% 43,819$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 110,132$        2.17% 110,886$        1.84% 111,304$        1.81% 111,976$        1.88% 112,648$            1.86% 121,147$         2.05% 128,954$        2.14% 129,670$        2.08% 130,381$        2.03% 131,086$        1.98% 149,650$         2.19% 150,331$      2.13% 151,007$     2.07% 154,028$      2.05% 157,954$      2.04% 162,367$         
Yorba Linda WD 3.43% 3.79% 3.99% 3.91% 3.84% 3.77% 4.26% 4.18% 4.10% 4.07% 4.06%

Increment Charge (AF) 70,837$          1.40% 77,734$          1.29% 80,197$          1.30% 77,905$          1.30% 75,612$              1.25% 80,232$           1.36% 87,070$          1.44% 88,924$          1.43% 90,779$          1.41% 92,636$          1.40% 111,845$         1.64% 112,574$      1.60% 113,299$     1.56% 91,601$         1.55% 119,260$      1.54% 122,519$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 125,362$        2.47% 126,473$        2.10% 126,473$        2.06% 129,140$        2.16% 131,808$            2.18% 143,763$         2.43% 153,403$        2.54% 154,630$        2.48% 155,851$        2.43% 157,068$        2.37% 179,734$         2.63% 182,362$      2.58% 184,989$     2.54% 148,849$      2.52% 195,003$      2.52% 204,667$         

Total 2,453,584$     48.35% 2,336,982$     38.85% 2,503,150$     40.71% 2,481,810$     41.57% 2,461,091$         40.65% 2,621,533$      44.32% 2,830,426$     46.92% 2,891,607$     46.45% 2,953,474$     45.98% 3,017,254$     45.52% 3,500,339$      51.18% 3,547,886$   50.28% 3,596,578$  49.41% 3,640,231$   48.55% 3,834,403$   49.50% 3,978,945$      
Increment Only 636,186$        12.54% 593,982$        9.88% 641,251$        10.43% 585,089$        9.80% 528,927$            8.74% 517,332$         8.75% 574,530$        9.52% 605,739$        9.73% 636,724$        9.91% 668,665$        10.09% 799,295$         11.69% 809,674$      11.48% 820,044$     11.27% 821,171$      10.95% 872,828$      11.27% 903,187$         

Retail Meter Only 1,817,398$     35.82% 1,743,000$     28.98% 1,861,899$     30.28% 1,896,721$     31.77% 1,932,164$         31.91% 2,104,201$      35.58% 2,255,896$     37.40% 2,285,868$     36.72% 2,316,750$     36.07% 2,348,589$     35.43% 2,701,044$      39.50% 2,738,212$   38.81% 2,776,534$  38.14% 2,819,060$   37.60% 2,961,575$   38.23% 3,075,759$      

ck 5,858,993$     6,092,567$     6,332,911$     6,595,109$     7,106,916$      7,191,792$   7,277,740$  7,409,006$   7,716,616$   8,003,487$      
MWDOC's Melded Water Rate ck (173,537)$      (132,667)$      (90,808)$         (33,050)$         268,185$         136,171$      (1,278)$        (88,382)$       (29,501)$       13,257$           
Incremental Charge 6.50$              6.50$              6.50$              6.50$              6.50$                  
Retail Meter Charge 5.50$              5.50$              5.50$              5.50$              5.50$                  

Note: Water Increment and Retail Charges Follow MWDOC's 2008-2009 Fiscal Master Plan Projections which run through FY 13-14. A 3% per year inflation factor is applied from
the remainder of the modeling period 
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Appendix G

5/4/20095/4/2009

Retail Meter Charges (EA) $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $ 0 00% $

Remaining MWDOC

Increment Charge (AF) 129 605$ 2 21% 126 600$ 2 14% 129 129$ 2 14% 133 254$ 2 14% 137 503$ 2 14% 141 879$ 2 14% 146 386$ 2 14% 151 029$ 2 14% 155 811$ 2 14% 158 352$ 2 13% 163 612$ 2 13% 168 771$

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,448,188$   24.70% 1,491,633$    25.21% 1,536,382$   25.45% 1,582,474$   25.41% 1,629,948$   25.36% 1,678,846$   25.32% 1,729,212$    25.27% 1,781,088$       25.23% 1,834,521$      25.19% 1,889,556$    25.46% 1,946,243$       25.38% 2,004,630$    

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$      12.29% 742,129$       12.54% 764,393$      12.66% 787,325$      12.64% 810,945$      12.62% 835,273$      12.60% 860,331$       12.57% 886,141$          12.55% 912,726$         12.53% 912,726$       12.30% 940,107$          12.26% 968,311$       
Special Projects 582,211$      9.93% 599,677$       10.13% 617,668$      10.23% 636,198$      10.21% 655,284$      10.20% 674,942$      10.18% 695,190$       10.16% 716,046$          10.14% 737,527$         10.13% 737,527$       9.94% 759,653$          9.91% 782,443$       

Governmental Affairs 266,939$      4.55% 274,947$       4.65% 283,196$      4.69% 291,691$      4.68% 300,442$      4.67% 309,455$      4.67% 318,739$       4.66% 328,301$          4.65% 338,150$         4.64% 348,295$       4.69% 358,744$          4.68% 369,506$       
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$      13.00% 785,143$       13.27% 808,698$      13.40% 832,958$      13.37% 857,947$      13.35% 883,686$      13.33% 910,196$       13.30% 937,502$          13.28% 965,627$         13.26% 994,596$       13.40% 1,024,434$       13.36% 1,055,167$    

Water Awareness 317,852$      5.42% 327,388$       5.53% 337,209$      5.59% 347,325$      5.58% 357,745$      5.57% 368,478$      5.56% 379,532$       5.55% 390,918$          5.54% 402,645$         5.53% 414,725$       5.59% 427,167$          5.57% 439,982$       
School Programs 355,527$      6.06% 366,193$       6.19% 377,179$      6.25% 388,494$      6.24% 400,149$      6.23% 412,153$      6.21% 424,518$       6.20% 437,253$          6.19% 450,371$         6.18% 463,882$       6.25% 477,799$          6.23% 492,133$       

Finance 440,603$      7.51% 453,821$       7.67% 467,436$      7.74% 481,459$      7.73% 495,902$      7.72% 510,780$      7.70% 526,103$       7.69% 541,886$          7.68% 558,143$         7.66% 574,887$       7.75% 592,134$          7.72% 609,898$       
Information Technology 167,292$      2.85% 172,310$       2.91% 177,480$      2.94% 182,804$      2.93% 188,288$      2.93% 193,937$      2.92% 199,755$       2.92% 205,748$          2.91% 211,920$         2.91% 218,278$       2.94% 224,826$          2.93% 231,571$       

Overhead 905,496$      15.44% 932,661$       15.76% 960,640$      15.92% 989,460$      15.89% 1,019,143$   15.86% 1,049,718$   15.83% 1,081,209$    15.80% 1,113,646$       15.78% 1,147,055$      15.75% 1,153,586$    15.55% 1,188,193$       15.50% 1,223,839$    
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$        1.56% 93,965$         1.59% 96,784$        1.60% 99,687$        1.60% 102,678$      1.60% 105,758$      1.59% 108,931$       1.59% 112,199$          1.59% 115,565$         1.59% 115,565$       1.56% 119,032$          1.55% 122,603$       

Interest/Reserve Contribution (194,240)$     (322,369)$      (391,382)$     (391,382)$     (391,382)$     (391,382)$     (391,382)$      (391,382)$        (391,382)$        (403,123)$      (391,382)$        (391,382)$      
Subtotal General Fund 5,863,884$   1$        5,917,498$    1$        6,035,682$   1$        6,228,494$   1$        6,427,090$   1$        6,631,645$   1$        6,842,335$    1$        7,059,347$       1$        7,282,869$      1$        7,420,499$    1$        7,666,949$       1$        7,908,699$    

Budgeted Reserves 5,074,816$   4,744,437$    4,353,056$   3,961,674$   3,570,293$   3,178,911$   2,787,530$    2,396,148$      2,004,766$     1,993,025$   1,601,644$      1,222,000$   

Revenue Recovery
New South County Agency
El Toro WD

Increment Charge (AF) 119,919$      2.05% 117,140$       1.98% 119,480$      1.98% 123,296$      1.98% 127,228$      1.98% 131,277$      1.98% 135,447$       1.98% 139,743$          1.98% 144,168$         1.98% 146,518$       1.97% 151,385$          1.97% 156,159$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA)   $ -                 0 00%. $ -                  0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                    0 00%. $ -                   0 00%. $ -                 0 00%. $ -                    0 00%. $ -                 

Irvine Ranch WD*
Increment Charge (AF) 812,948$      13.86% 794,103$       13.42% 809,967$      13.42% 835,841$      13.42% 862,491$      13.42% 889,940$      13.42% 918,213$       13.42% 947,334$          13.42% 977,329$         13.42% 993,265$       13.39% 1,026,260$       13.39% 1,058,622$    

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  
Moulton Niguel WD

Increment Charge (AF) 557,604$      9.51% 544,678$       9.20% 555,560$      9.20% 573,307$      9.20% 591,586$      9.20% 610,414$      9.20% 629,806$       9.20% 649,780$          9.20% 670,354$         9.20% 681,285$       9.18% 703,916$          9.18% 726,113$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  

Santa Margarita WD
Increment Charge (AF) 523,383$      8.93% 511,250$       8.64% 521,464$      8.64% 538,121$      8.64% 555,279$      8.64% 572,951$      8.64% 591,153$       8.64% 609,902$          8.64% 629,212$         8.64% 639,472$       8.62% 660,714$          8.62% 681,550$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  
South Coast Water District

Increment Charge (AF) 102,121$      1.74% 99,753$         1.69% 101,746$      1.69% 104,997$      1.69% 108,344$      1.69% 111,792$      1.69% 115,344$       1.69% 119,002$          1.69% 122,770$         1.69% 124,772$       1.68% 128,917$          1.68% 132,982$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  

Trabuco Canyon WD
Increment Charge (AF) 54,677$        0.93% 53,409$         0.90% 54,476$        0.90% 56,217$        0.90% 58,009$        0.90% 59,855$        0.90% 61,757$         0.90% 63,715$           0.90% 65,733$           0.90% 66,805$         0.90% 69,024$           0.90% 71,200$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 70,788$        1.21% 69,147$         1.17% 70,529$        1.17% 72,782$        1.17% 75,102$        1.17% 77,492$        1.17% 79,954$         1.17% 82,490$           1.17% 85,102$           1.17% 86,489$         1.17% 89,362$           1.17% 92,180$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 20,508$        0.35% 24,227$         0.41% 24,522$        0.41% 25,110$        0.40% 25,673$        0.40% 26,237$        0.40% 26,809$         0.39% 27,389$           0.39% 27,973$           0.38% 28,602$         0.39% 29,252$           0.38% 29,711$         

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 155,788$      2.66% 152,177$       2.57% 155,217$      2.57% 160,175$      2.57% 165,283$      2.57% 170,543$      2.57% 175,961$       2.57% 181,541$          2.57% 187,289$         2.57% 190,343$       2.57% 196,666$          2.57% 202,868$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 45,247$        0.77% 53,866$         0.91% 54,619$        0.90% 56,021$        0.90% 57,443$        0.89% 58,883$        0.89% 60,340$         0.88% 61,762$           0.87% 63,197$           0.87% 64,537$         0.87% 66,086$           0.86% 67,585$         
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 86,515$        1.48% 84,509$         1.43% 86,197$        1.43% 88,951$        1.43% 91,787$        1.43% 94,708$        1.43% 97,717$         1.43% 100,816$          1.43% 104,008$         1.43% 105,704$       1.42% 109,216$          1.42% 112,660$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 27,706$        0.47% 32,536$         0.55% 32,936$        0.55% 33,725$        0.54% 34,524$        0.54% 35,331$        0.53% 36,146$         0.53% 36,952$           0.52% 37,764$           0.52% 38,565$         0.52% 39,452$           0.51% 40,238$         

Total 2,577,204$   43.95% 2,536,795$    42.87% 2,586,713$   42.86% 2,668,543$   42.84% 2,752,748$   42.83% 2,839,424$   42.82% 2,928,648$    42.80% 3,020,428$       42.79% 3,114,899$      42.77% 3,166,357$    42.67% 3,270,249$       42.65% 3,371,868$    
Increment Only 2,483,743$   42.36% 2,426,166$    41.00% 2,474,637$   41.00% 2,553,687$   41.00% 2,635,108$   41.00% 2,718,972$   41.00% 2,805,353$    41.00% 2,894,324$       41.00% 2,985,965$      41.00% 3,034,654$    40.90% 3,135,459$       40.90% 3,234,334$    

Retail Meter Only 93,460$        1.59% 110,629$       1.87% 112,077$      1.86% 114,856$      1.84% 117,640$      1.83% 120,452$      1.82% 123,296$       1.80% 126,103$          1.79% 128,934$         1.77% 131,704$       1.77% 134,789$          1.76% 137,534$       

Remaining MWDOC 
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 104,710$      1.79% 102,283$       1.73% 104,326$      1.73% 107,659$      1.73% 111,091$      1.73% 114,627$      1.73% 118,268$       1.73% 122,019$          1.73% 125,883$         1.73% 127,935$       1.72% 132,185$          1.72% 136,353$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 30,125$        0.51% 35,555$         0.60% 36,183$        0.60% 37,245$        0.60% 38,326$        0.60% 39,425$        0.59% 40,540$         0.59% 41,603$           0.59% 42,680$           0.59% 43,585$         0.59% 44,722$           0.58% 45,991$         

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 141,579$      2.41% 138,297$       2.34% 141,060$      2.34% 145,566$      2.34% 150,208$      2.34% 154,988$      2.34% 159,912$       2.34% 164,983$          2.34% 170,207$         2.34% 172,983$       2.33% 178,729$          2.33% 184,365$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 49,396$        0.84% 57,604$         0.97% 58,472$        0.97% 60,037$        0.96% 61,626$        0.96% 63,236$        0.95% 64,868$         0.95% 66,461$           0.94% 68,072$           0.93% 69,515$         0.94% 71,239$           0.93% 73,008$         
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 24,610$        0.42% 24,040$         0.41% 24,520$        0.41% 25,303$        0.41% 26,110$        0.41% 26,941$        0.41% 27,797$         0.41% 28,678$           0.41% 29,586$           0.41% 30,069$         0.41% 31,068$           0.41% 32,047$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 2,928$          0.05% 3,379$           0.06% 3,415$          0.06% 3,492$          0.06% 3,569$          0.06% 3,647$          0.05% 3,726$           0.05% 3,805$             0.05% 3,885$             0.05% 3,967$           0.05% 4,056$             0.05% 4,128$           

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 108,142$      1.84% 105,635$       1.79% 107,745$      1.79% 111,187$      1.79% 114,732$      1.79% 118,383$      1.79% 122,144$       1.79% 126,018$          1.79% 130,008$         1.79% 132,128$       1.78% 136,517$          1.78% 140,822$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 42,296$        0.72% 49,453$         0.84% 50,175$        0.83% 51,495$        0.83% 52,834$        0.82% 54,191$        0.82% 55,565$         0.81% 56,911$           0.81% 58,270$           0.80% 59,505$         0.80% 60,964$           0.80% 62,432$         
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 216,804$      3.70% 211,778$       3.58% 216,009$      3.58% 222,909$      3.58% 230,016$      3.58% 237,337$      3.58% 244,877$       3.58% 252,643$          3.58% 260,642$         3.58% 264,892$       3.57% 273,692$          3.57% 282,322$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 84,622$        1.44% 98,530$         1.67% 99,912$        1.66% 102,481$      1.65% 105,088$      1.64% 107,727$      1.62% 110,398$       1.61% 112,995$          1.60% 115,616$         1.59% 118,067$       1.59% 120,897$          1.58% 123,630$       

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 423,922$      7.23% 414,095$       7.00% 422,367$      7.00% 435,860$      7.00% 449,757$      7.00% 464,070$      7.00% 478,814$       7.00% 493,999$          7.00% 509,640$         7.00% 517,950$       6.98% 535,156$          6.98% 552,032$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 125,819$      2.15% 152,229$       2.57% 161,239$      2.67% 172,753$      2.77% 185,041$      2.88% 198,146$      2.99% 212,115$       3.10% 227,035$          3.22% 242,928$         3.34% 260,234$       3.51% 278,837$          3.64% 297,089$       
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 333,208$      5.68% 325,484$       5.50% 331,986$      5.50% 342,591$      5.50% 353,515$      5.50% 364,765$      5.50% 376,354$       5.50% 388,290$          5.50% 400,584$         5.50% 407,116$       5.49% 420,640$          5.49% 433,904$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 131,443$      2.24% 153,673$       2.60% 155,700$      2.58% 159,573$      2.56% 163,498$      2.54% 167,469$      2.53% 171,483$       2.51% 175,461$          2.49% 179,474$         2.46% 183,280$       2.47% 187,626$          2.45% 191,736$       

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 80,371$        1.37% 78,508$         1.33% 80,076$        1.33% 82,634$        1.33% 85,269$        1.33% 87,983$        1.33% 90,778$         1.33% 93,657$           1.33% 96,622$           1.33% 98,198$         1.32% 101,460$          1.32% 104,659$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 31,869$        0.54% 37,214$         0.63% 37,683$        0.62% 38,598$        0.62% 39,525$        0.61% 40,462$        0.61% 41,409$         0.61% 42,348$           0.60% 43,294$           0.59% 44,212$         0.60% 45,243$           0.59% 46,183$         
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 26,648$        0.45% 26,030$         0.44% 26,550$        0.44% 27,398$        0.44% 28,272$        0.44% 29,172$        0.44% 30,098$         0.44% 31,053$           0.44% 32,036$           0.44% 32,559$         0.44% 33,640$           0.44% 34,701$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 10,725$        0.18% 12,458$         0.21% 12,621$        0.21% 12,933$        0.21% 13,249$        0.21% 13,569$        0.20% 13,892$         0.20% 14,207$           0.20% 14,525$           0.20% 14,833$         0.20% 15,178$           0.20% 15,494$         

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF)  129 605$ ,      2 21%. 126 600$ ,       2 14%. 129 129$ ,      2 14%. 133 254$ ,      2 14%. 137 503$ ,      2 14%. 141 879$ ,      2 14%. 146 386$ ,       2 14%. 151 029$ ,         2 14%. 155 811$ ,        2 14%. 158 352$ ,      2 13%. 163 612$ ,         2 13%. 168 771$ ,      

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 58,554$        1.00% 67,805$         1.15% 68,737$        1.14% 70,487$        1.13% 72,262$        1.12% 74,060$        1.12% 75,880$         1.11% 77,733$           1.10% 79,607$           1.09% 81,230$         1.09% 83,369$           1.09% 85,016$         
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 195,478$      3.33% 190,947$       3.23% 194,762$      3.23% 200,983$      3.23% 207,391$      3.23% 213,992$      3.23% 220,790$       3.23% 227,792$          3.23% 235,005$         3.23% 238,837$       3.22% 246,771$          3.22% 254,552$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 75,992$        1.30% 89,632$         1.51% 90,829$        1.50% 93,104$        1.49% 95,410$        1.48% 97,744$        1.47% 100,103$       1.46% 102,412$          1.45% 104,741$         1.44% 106,961$       1.44% 109,486$          1.43% 111,853$       

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 24,435$        0.42% 23,868$         0.40% 24,345$        0.40% 25,123$        0.40% 25,924$        0.40% 26,749$        0.40% 27,599$         0.40% 28,474$           0.40% 29,376$           0.40% 29,855$         0.40% 30,846$           0.40% 31,819$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                     0.00% -$                  
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 240,303$      4.10% 234,732$       3.97% 239,422$      3.97% 247,070$      3.97% 254,947$      3.97% 263,061$      3.97% 271,418$       3.97% 280,026$          3.97% 288,893$         3.97% 293,603$       3.96% 303,356$          3.96% 312,922$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 87,738$        1.50% 102,839$       1.74% 104,164$      1.73% 106,722$      1.71% 109,315$      1.70% 111,936$      1.69% 114,585$       1.67% 117,201$          1.66% 119,839$         1.65% 122,380$       1.65% 125,247$          1.63% 127,891$       

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 35,722$        0.61% 34,894$         0.59% 35,591$        0.59% 36,728$        0.59% 37,899$        0.59% 39,105$        0.59% 40,347$         0.59% 41,627$           0.59% 42,945$           0.59% 43,645$         0.59% 45,095$           0.59% 46,517$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 13,297$        0.23% 15,475$         0.26% 15,670$        0.26% 16,050$        0.26% 16,435$        0.26% 16,824$        0.25% 17,217$         0.25% 17,608$           0.25% 18,001$           0.25% 18,383$         0.25% 18,811$           0.25% 19,202$         
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) 11,143$        0.19% 10,885$         0.18% 11,102$        0.18% 11,457$        0.18% 11,822$        0.18% 12,199$        0.18% 12,586$         0.18% 12,985$           0.18% 13,396$           0.18% 13,615$         0.18% 14,067$           0.18% 14,511$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 5,644$          0.10% 6,510$           0.11% 6,573$          0.11% 6,714$          0.11% 6,856$          0.11% 6,998$          0.11% 7,142$           0.10% 7,287$             0.10% 7,433$             0.10% 7,590$           0.10% 7,753$             0.10% 7,875$           

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 128,734$      2.20% 125,750$       2.13% 128,262$      2.13% 132,359$      2.13% 136,579$      2.13% 140,926$      2.13% 145,403$       2.13% 150,015$          2.13% 154,764$         2.13% 157,288$       2.12% 162,513$          2.12% 167,637$       

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 50,090$        0.85% 58,118$         0.98% 58,897$        0.98% 60,376$        0.97% 61,874$        0.96% 63,391$        0.96% 64,924$         0.95% 66,436$           0.94% 67,961$           0.93% 69,402$         0.94% 71,052$           0.93% 72,622$         
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 201,260$      3.43% 196,594$       3.32% 200,522$      3.32% 206,927$      3.32% 213,525$      3.32% 220,321$      3.32% 227,320$       3.32% 234,529$          3.32% 241,955$         3.32% 245,900$       3.31% 254,069$          3.31% 262,081$       
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 58,609$        1.00% 68,967$         1.17% 70,064$        1.16% 71,997$        1.16% 73,961$        1.15% 75,955$        1.15% 77,976$         1.14% 80,591$           1.14% 83,254$           1.14% 85,019$         1.15% 87,718$           1.14% 91,541$         

Total 3,285,819$   56.03% 3,379,861$    57.12% 3,448,110$   57.13% 3,559,065$   57.14% 3,673,428$   57.16% 3,791,277$   57.17% 3,912,713$    57.18% 4,037,915$       57.20% 4,166,934$      57.22% 4,253,089$    57.32% 4,395,612$       57.33% 4,535,708$    
Increment Only 2,426,673$   41.38% 2,370,419$    40.06% 2,417,775$   40.06% 2,495,009$   40.06% 2,574,559$   40.06% 2,656,497$   40.06% 2,740,892$    40.06% 2,827,819$       40.06% 2,917,354$      40.06% 2,964,924$    39.96% 3,063,414$       39.96% 3,160,017$    

Retail Meter Only 859,146$      14.65% 1,009,442$    17.06% 1,030,335$   17.07% 1,064,056$   17.08% 1,098,868$   17.10% 1,134,780$   17.11% 1,171,821$    17.13% 1,210,095$       17.14% 1,249,579$      17.16% 1,288,165$    17.36% 1,332,199$       17.38% 1,375,692$    

Total All Charges 5,863,022$   5,916,656$    6,034,823$   6,227,608$   6,426,176$   6,630,701$   6,841,362$    7,058,342$       7,281,832$      7,419,446$    7,665,861$       7,907,577$    
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Appendix H1 

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$    25.19% $952,961 24.56% $981,550 24.52% $1,010,997 24.48% $1,041,327 24.44% 1,072,566$    24.40% $1,104,743 24.36% $1,137,886 24.33% $1,172,022 24.33% $1,207,183 24.21% 1,243,398$    24.12%

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$       12.55% $487,464 12.56% $502,088 12.54% $517,150 12.52% $532,665 12.50% 548,645$       12.48% $565,104 12.46% $582,057 12.44% $599,519 12.44% $617,504 12.39% 636,029$       12.34%
Special Projects 599,677$       10.14% $389,898 10.05% $401,595 10.03% $413,642 10.01% $426,052 10.00% 438,833$       9.98% $451,998 9.97% $465,558 9.95% $479,525 9.95% $493,911 9.91% 508,728$       9.87%

Governmental Affairs 274,947$       4.65% $238,966 6.16% $246,135 6.15% $253,519 6.14% $261,125 6.13% 268,959$       6.12% $277,027 6.11% $285,338 6.10% $293,898 6.10% $302,715 6.07% 311,797$       6.05%
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$       13.28% $447,153 11.52% $460,568 11.50% $474,385 11.48% $488,616 11.47% 503,275$       11.45% $518,373 11.43% $533,924 11.42% $549,942 11.42% $566,440 11.36% 583,433$       11.32%

Water Awareness 327,388$       5.54% $180,740 4.66% $186,162 4.65% $191,747 4.64% $197,499 4.63% 203,424$       4.63% $209,527 4.62% $215,813 4.61% $222,287 4.61% $228,956 4.59% 235,825$       4.58%
School Programs 366,193$       6.19% $168,045 4.33% $173,086 4.32% $178,279 4.32% $183,627 4.31% 189,136$       4.30% $194,810 4.30% $200,654 4.29% $206,674 4.29% $212,874 4.27% 219,260$       4.25%

Finance 453,301$       7.66% $303,005 7.81% $312,095 7.79% $321,458 7.78% $331,102 7.77% 341,035$       7.76% $351,266 7.75% $361,804 7.74% $372,658 7.74% $383,838 7.70% 395,353$       7.67%
Information Technology 172,113$       2.91% $104,040 2.68% $107,161 2.68% $110,376 2.67% $113,687 2.67% 117,098$       2.66% $120,611 2.66% $124,229 2.66% $127,956 2.66% $131,794 2.64% 135,748$       2.63%

Overhead 931,592$       15.75% $768,789 19.81% $791,853 19.78% $815,609 19.75% $840,077 19.71% 865,279$       19.68% $891,238 19.66% $917,975 19.63% $945,514 19.63% $973,879 19.53% 1,003,096$    19.46%
Desalination Study -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                  0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$         1.59% $62,675 1.62% $64,555 1.61% $66,491 1.61% $68,486 1.61% 70,541$         1.60% $72,657 1.60% $74,837 1.60% $77,082 1.60% $79,394 1.59% 81,776$         1.59%
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$      -$223,000 -$223,000 -$223,000 -$223,000 (223,000)$      (223,000)$      (223,000)$      (229,690)$      (213,000)$      (200,000)$      

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$    105.44% 3,880,736$    105.75% 4,003,848$    105.57% 4,130,653$    105.40% 4,261,263$    105.23% 4,395,791$    105.07% 4,534,354$    104.92% 4,677,075$    104.77% 4,817,387$    104.77% 4,985,489$    104.27% 5,154,444$    103.88%
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$    $2,500,775 $2,277,775 $2,054,775 $1,831,775 1,608,775$    1,385,775$    1,162,775$    1,156,085$    943,085$       743,085$       

Allocation to Increment 1,164,221$    30.00% 1,201,154$    30.00% 1,239,196$    30.00% 1,278,379$    30.00% 1,318,737$    30.00% 1,360,306$    30.00% 1,403,122$    30.00% 1,445,216$    30.00% 1,495,647$    30.00% 1,546,333$    30.00%
Allocation to Retail Meter 2,716,515$    70.00% 2,802,693$    70.00% 2,891,457$    70.00% 2,982,884$    70.00% 3,077,053$    70.00% 3,174,048$    70.00% 3,273,952$    70.00% 3,372,171$    70.00% 3,489,843$    70.00% 3,608,111$    70.00%

FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 12-13 FY 16-17

5/4/2009

Revenue Recovery
Remaining MWDOC
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 34,898$         0.56% 57,047$         4.90% 56,998$         4.75% 57,061$         4.60% 57,179$         4.47% 57,349$         4.35% 58,728$         4.32% 60,144$         4.29% 61,510$         4.26% 63,300$         4.23% 64,902$         4.20%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 53,252$         0.85% 57,047$         2.10% 59,696$         2.13% 61,020$         2.11% 62,349$         2.09% 63,695$         2.07% 65,060$         2.05% 66,435$         2.03% 67,929$         2.01% 69,588$         1.99% 70,842$         1.96%

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 73,545$         1.18% 120,264$       10.33% 120,514$       10.03% 120,844$       9.75% 121,289$       9.49% 121,843$       9.24% 124,515$       9.15% 127,251$       9.07% 129,871$       8.99% 133,429$       8.92% 136,467$       8.83%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 118,398$       1.90% 130,393$       4.80% 133,182$       4.75% 136,534$       4.72% 139,928$       4.69% 143,362$       4.66% 146,712$       4.62% 150,092$       4.58% 153,274$       4.55% 157,212$       4.50% 161,148$       4.47%
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 36,293$         0.58% 59,259$         5.09% 59,213$         4.93% 59,247$         4.78% 59,338$         4.64% 59,483$         4.51% 60,887$         4.48% 62,326$         4.44% 63,714$         4.41% 65,545$         4.38% 67,168$         4.34%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 71,514$         1.15% 78,779$         2.90% 80,176$         2.86% 82,058$         2.84% 83,960$         2.81% 85,880$         2.79% 87,778$         2.77% 89,689$         2.74% 91,591$         2.72% 93,852$         2.69% 95,944$         2.66%

Brea
Increment Charge (AF) 44,978$         0.72% 74,510$         6.40% 75,557$         6.29% 76,684$         6.19% 77,882$         6.09% 79,152$         6.00% 81,978$         6.03% 84,894$         6.05% 87,780$         6.07% 91,120$         6.09% 94,628$         6.12%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 78,150$         1.25% 86,928$         3.20% 88,545$         3.16% 91,095$         3.15% 93,688$         3.14% 96,319$         3.13% 98,826$         3.11% 101,364$       3.10% 103,513$       3.07% 106,390$       3.05% 109,659$       3.04%
Buena Park

Increment Charge (AF) 34,020$         0.55% 59,026$         5.07% 62,382$         5.19% 65,842$         5.31% 69,361$         5.43% 72,945$         5.53% 77,584$         5.70% 82,395$         5.87% 87,263$         6.04% 92,259$         6.17% 98,356$         6.36%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 126,615$       2.03% 138,542$       5.10% 142,729$       5.09% 146,475$       5.07% 150,272$       5.04% 154,119$       5.01% 157,875$       4.97% 161,670$       4.94% 165,097$       4.90% 169,471$       4.86% 174,080$       4.82%

East Orange County WD
Increment Charge (AF) 22,103$         0.35% 36,324$         3.12% 36,516$         3.04% 36,764$         2.97% 37,047$         2.90% 37,363$         2.83% 38,250$         2.81% 39,160$         2.79% 40,038$         2.77% 41,193$         2.75% 42,221$         2.73%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 7,428$           0.12% 8,150$           0.30% 8,302$           0.30% 8,483$           0.29% 8,667$           0.29% 8,851$           0.29% 9,039$           0.28% 9,227$           0.28% 9,423$           0.28% 9,648$           0.28% 9,844$           0.27%
Fountain Valley

Increment Charge (AF) 20,228$         0.32% 34,577$         2.97% 36,028$         3.00% 37,556$         3.03% 39,118$         3.06% 40,716$         3.09% 42,001$         3.09% 43,324$         3.09% 44,626$         3.09% 46,184$         3.09% 47,751$         3.09%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,698$       1.74% 119,527$       4.40% 122,422$       4.37% 125,579$       4.34% 128,778$       4.32% 132,017$       4.29% 135,188$       4.26% 138,390$       4.23% 141,325$       4.19% 145,029$       4.16% 148,863$       4.13%

Garden Grove
Increment Charge (AF) 38,415$         0.62% 66,943$         5.75% 71,218$         5.93% 75,512$         6.09% 79,873$         6.25% 84,310$         6.39% 87,416$         6.43% 90,622$         6.46% 93,800$         6.49% 97,447$         6.52% 101,319$       6.55%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 216,569$       3.47% 236,337$       8.70% 243,634$       8.69% 249,778$       8.64% 255,998$       8.58% 262,292$       8.52% 268,412$       8.46% 274,586$       8.39% 280,408$       8.32% 287,605$       8.24% 294,782$       8.17%
Golden State Water Company

Increment Charge (AF) 56,550$         0.91% 96,980$         8.33% 101,638$       8.46% 106,364$       8.58% 111,186$       8.70% 116,112$       8.80% 120,241$       8.84% 124,500$       8.87% 128,715$       8.91% 133,597$       8.93% 138,720$       8.97%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 334,601$       5.37% 383,029$       14.10% 410,695$       14.65% 439,815$       15.21% 470,867$       15.79% 503,962$       16.38% 539,306$       16.99% 576,950$       17.62% 618,053$       18.33% 663,330$       19.01% 708,374$       19.63%

Huntington Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 62,453$         1.00% 106,643$       9.16% 111,252$       9.26% 115,975$       9.36% 120,804$       9.45% 125,745$       9.54% 129,666$       9.53% 133,704$       9.53% 137,672$       9.53% 142,440$       9.52% 147,213$       9.52%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 337,774$       5.42% 369,446$       13.60% 379,361$       13.54% 388,610$       13.44% 397,967$       13.34% 407,424$       13.24% 416,797$       13.13% 426,250$       13.02% 435,287$       12.91% 446,347$       12.79% 457,172$       12.67%
La HabraLa Habra

Increment Charge (AF) 16,688$         0.27% 27,825$         2.39% 28,368$         2.36% 28,954$         2.34% 29,566$         2.31% 30,205$         2.29% 31,205$         2.29% 32,235$         2.30% 33,252$         2.30% 34,452$         2.30% 35,680$         2.31%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 81,797$         1.31% 89,645$         3.30% 91,762$         3.27% 93,945$         3.25% 96,153$         3.22% 98,382$         3.20% 100,594$       3.17% 102,824$       3.14% 105,004$       3.11% 107,628$       3.08% 110,117$       3.05%

La Palma
Increment Charge (AF) 4,718$           0.08% 8,033$           0.69% 8,409$           0.70% 8,768$           0.71% 9,136$           0.71% 9,511$           0.72% 9,829$           0.72% 10,157$         0.72% 10,480$         0.73% 10,861$         0.73% 11,252$         0.73%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 27,383$         0.44% 29,882$         1.10% 30,746$         1.10% 31,491$         1.09% 32,244$         1.08% 33,006$         1.07% 33,748$         1.06% 34,496$         1.05% 35,227$         1.04% 36,108$         1.03% 36,944$         1.02%
Mesa Consolidated

Increment Charge (AF) 4,620$           0.07% 10,012$         0.86% 12,480$         1.04% 14,948$         1.21% 17,428$         1.36% 19,925$         1.51% 20,643$         1.52% 21,383$         1.52% 22,117$         1.53% 22,963$         1.54% 23,855$         1.54%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 149,037$       2.39% 162,991$       6.00% 167,572$       5.98% 171,755$       5.94% 175,993$       5.90% 180,283$       5.86% 184,650$       5.82% 189,065$       5.77% 192,921$       5.72% 198,329$       5.68% 202,711$       5.62%

Newport Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 34,823$         0.56% 60,539$         5.20% 64,229$         5.35% 67,957$         5.48% 71,747$         5.61% 75,603$         5.73% 77,846$         5.72% 80,154$         5.71% 82,415$         5.70% 85,174$         5.69% 87,883$         5.68%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 197,011$       3.16% 217,321$       8.00% 221,342$       7.90% 226,776$       7.84% 232,274$       7.79% 237,833$       7.73% 243,273$       7.66% 248,758$       7.60% 254,032$       7.53% 260,459$       7.46% 266,701$       7.39%
OCWD

Increment Charge (AF) 30,000$         0.48% 48,897$         4.20% 48,789$         4.06% 48,739$         3.93% 48,736$         3.81% 48,776$         3.70% 49,844$         3.66% 50,937$         3.63% 51,984$         3.60% 53,406$         3.57% 54,620$         3.53%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00%

Orange
Increment Charge (AF) 56,955$         0.91% 98,144$         8.43% 103,258$       8.60% 108,462$       8.75% 113,764$       8.90% 119,172$       9.04% 122,738$       9.02% 126,407$       9.01% 130,004$       9.00% 134,381$       8.98% 138,693$       8.97%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 226,041$       3.62% 247,203$       9.10% 253,717$       9.05% 259,824$       8.99% 266,001$       8.92% 272,241$       8.85% 278,404$       8.77% 284,617$       8.69% 290,652$       8.62% 297,952$       8.54% 304,942$       8.45%
Seal Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 8,310$           0.13% 14,203$         1.22% 14,905$         1.24% 15,584$         1.26% 16,278$         1.27% 16,986$         1.29% 17,587$         1.29% 18,207$         1.30% 18,821$         1.30% 19,532$         1.31% 20,277$         1.31%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 34,015$         0.55% 38,031$         1.40% 38,157$         1.36% 39,063$         1.35% 39,980$         1.34% 40,906$         1.33% 41,826$         1.32% 42,753$         1.31% 43,659$         1.29% 44,750$         1.28% 45,785$         1.27%

Serrano WD
Increment Charge (AF) -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 14,310$         0.23% 16,299$         0.60% 15,961$         0.57% 16,295$         0.56% 16,630$         0.56% 16,968$         0.55% 17,309$         0.55% 17,653$         0.54% 18,027$         0.53% 18,444$         0.53% 18,776$         0.52%
Westminster

Increment Charge (AF) 26,040$         0.42% 44,473$         3.82% 46,379$         3.86% 48,344$         3.90% 50,354$         3.94% 52,410$         3.97% 54,160$         3.98% 55,964$         3.99% 57,744$         4.00% 59,841$         4.00% 61,993$         4.01%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 127,743$       2.05% 141,259$       5.20% 143,534$       5.12% 147,065$       5.09% 150,639$       5.05% 154,252$       5.01% 157,814$       4.97% 161,406$       4.93% 164,829$       4.89% 169,027$       4.84% 173,158$       4.80%

Yorba Linda WD
Increment Charge (AF) 84,600$         1.36% 140,638$       12.08% 143,021$       11.91% 145,589$       11.75% 148,294$       11.60% 151,133$       11.46% 155,189$       11.41% 159,356$       11.36% 163,412$       11.31% 168,523$       11.27% 173,335$       11.21%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 151,590$       2.43% 165,707$       6.10% 171,162$       6.11% 175,795$       6.08% 180,496$       6.05% 185,261$       6.02% 191,438$       6.03% 197,728$       6.04% 201,920$       5.99% 208,674$       5.98% 218,269$       6.05%
Total 3,152,158$    53.30% 3,880,852$    4,003,848$    4,130,653$    4,261,263$    4,395,791$    4,534,354$    4,677,075$    4,817,387$    4,985,489$    5,154,444$    

Increment Only 545,498$       9.22% 1,164,337$    30.00% 1,201,154$    30.00% 1,239,196$    30.00% 1,278,379$    30.00% 1,318,737$    30.00% 1,360,306$    30.00% 1,403,122$    30.00% 1,445,216$    30.00% 1,495,647$    30.00% 1,546,333$    30.00%
Retail Meter Only 2,606,660$    44.07% 2,716,515$    70.00% 2,802,693$    70.00% 2,891,457$    70.00% 2,982,884$    70.00% 3,077,053$    70.00% 3,174,048$    70.00% 3,273,952$    70.00% 3,372,171$    70.00% 3,489,843$    70.00% 3,608,111$    70.00%

ck 116$              -$                  -$                  -$                  

5/4/2009                         ROP    000361



Appendix H2

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$     25.19% $723,511 49.25% $574,025 32.43% $705,143 29.64% 726,297$      29.56% 748,086$        29.49% $770,529 29.43% $793,644 29.36% $817,454 29.36% $841,977 29.44% 867,237$        

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$        12.55% $0 0.00% $98,623 5.57% $181,866 7.64% 187,322$      7.63% 192,942$        7.61% $198,730 7.59% $204,692 7.57% $210,833 7.57% $217,158 7.59% 223,673$        
Special Projects 599,677$        10.14% $135,674 9.24% $209,616 11.84% $318,099 13.37% 327,642$      13.34% 337,472$        13.31% $347,596 13.27% $358,024 13.25% $368,764 13.25% $379,827 13.28% 391,222$        

Governmental Affairs 274,947$        4.65% $100,000 6.81% $71,589 4.04% $124,272 5.22% 128,000$      5.21% 131,840$        5.20% $135,795 5.19% $139,869 5.17% $144,065 5.17% $148,387 5.19% 152,839$        
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$        13.28% $382,287 26.02% $393,531 22.23% $405,112 17.03% 417,265$      16.98% 429,783$        16.94% $442,676 16.91% $455,957 16.87% $469,635 16.87% $483,725 16.91% 498,236$        

Water Awareness 327,388$        5.54% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    
School Programs 366,193$        6.19% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    

Finance 453,301$        7.66% $125,062 8.51% $221,578 12.52% $243,461 10.23% 250,764$      10.21% 258,287$        10.18% $266,036 10.16% $274,017 10.14% $282,238 10.14% $290,705 10.17% 299,426$        
Information Technology 172,113$        2.91% $35,720 2.43% $73,584 4.16% $87,733 3.69% 90,365$        3.68% 93,075$          3.67% $95,868 3.66% $98,744 3.65% $101,706 3.65% $104,757 3.66% 107,900$        

Overhead 931,592$        15.75% $135,490 9.22% $295,243 16.68% $480,409 20.19% 494,821$      20.14% 509,666$        20.09% $524,956 20.05% $540,704 20.00% $556,925 20.00% $573,633 20.06% 590,842$        
Desalination Study -$                    0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$          1.59% $31,290 2.13% $32,229 1.82% $33,196 1.40% 34,192$        1.39% 35,217$          1.39% $36,274 1.39% $37,362 1.38% $38,483 1.38% $39,638 1.39% 40,827$          
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$       -$200,000 -$200,000 -$200,000 -$200,000 (200,000)$       (200,000)$          (200,000)$       (206,000)$          (220,000)$         (199,000)$       

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     1,469,035$   1,770,018$   2,379,290$   2,456,669$   2,536,369$     1$              2,618,460$        1$                2,703,014$     1$               2,784,104$         1$              2,859,807$       1$              2,973,201$     
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$     $2,013,225 $1,813,225 $1,613,225 $1,413,225 1,213,225$     1,013,225$        813,225$        807,225$            587,225$          388,225$        

FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19FY 12-13

5/4/2009

Revenue Recovery
New Agency 2
El Toro WD

Water Purchased (AF) 82,380$          1.32% 131,297$      8.94% 157,059$      8.87% 209,623$      8.81% 214,923$      8.75% 220,361$        8.69% 225,572$           8.61% 230,919$        8.54% 235,895$            8.47% 240,738$          8.42% 247,887$        
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 63,810$          1.09% -$                  3.79% -$                  3.78% -$                  3.78% -$                  3.78% -$                    3.78% -$                       3.77% -$                    3.75% -$                       3.75% -$                      3.74% -$                    

Irvine Ranch WD*
Water Purchased (AF) 248,948$        2.74% 405,848$      27.63% 496,272$      28.04% 676,675$      28.44% 708,373$      28.83% 741,161$        29.22% 773,406$           29.54% 806,711$        29.84% 839,301$            30.15% 868,878$          30.38% 913,634$        

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 714,941$        9.85% -$                  42.27% -$                  42.13% -$                  41.98% -$                  41.84% -$                    41.70% -$                       41.81% -$                    41.91% -$                       41.91% -$                      42.00% -$                    
Moulton Niguel WD

Water Purchased (AF) 263,355$        4.13% 419,211$      28.54% 500,845$      28.30% 667,640$      28.06% 683,682$      27.83% 700,123$        27.60% 716,520$           27.36% 733,338$        27.13% 748,975$            26.90% 764,216$          26.72% 786,702$        
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 436,511$        5.77% -$                  25.77% -$                  25.64% -$                  25.52% -$                  25.39% -$                    25.27% -$                       25.05% -$                    24.84% -$                       24.84% -$                      24.68% -$                    

Santa Margarita WD
Water Purchased (AF) 232,178$        3.88% 373,222$      25.41% 450,233$      25.44% 605,926$      25.47% 626,356$      25.50% 647,409$        25.53% 671,990$           25.66% 697,349$        25.80% 721,955$            25.93% 744,553$          26.04% 778,602$        

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 360,995$        5.55% -$                  21.70% -$                  21.99% -$                  22.26% -$                  22.54% -$                    22.81% -$                       22.97% -$                    23.12% -$                       23.12% -$                      23.24% -$                    
South Coast Water District

Water Purchased (AF) 54,068$          0.94% 84,662$        5.76% 99,477$        5.62% 130,387$      5.48% 131,255$      5.34% 132,102$        5.21% 132,839$           5.07% 133,559$        4.94% 133,971$            4.81% 134,719$          4.71% 135,645$        
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 79,360$          1.34% -$                  4.69% -$                  4.68% -$                  4.66% -$                  4.65% -$                    4.63% -$                       4.60% -$                    4.57% -$                       4.57% -$                      4.54% -$                    

Trabuco Canyon WD
Water Purchased (AF) 34,073$          0.24% 54,796$        3.73% 66,132$        3.74% 89,039$        3.74% 92,079$        3.75% 95,214$          3.75% 98,133$             3.75% 101,138$        3.74% 104,008$            3.74% 106,703$          3.73% 110,732$        

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 29,698$          0.43% -$                  1.77% -$                  1.78% -$                  1.79% -$                  1.80% -$                    1.81% -$                       1.80% -$                    1.80% -$                       1.80% -$                      1.80% -$                    
Total 2,600,315$     43.97% 1,469,035$   100.00% 1,770,018$   100.00% 2,379,290$   100.00% 2,456,669$   100.00% 2,536,369$     100.00% 2,618,460$        100.00% 2,703,014$     100.00% 2,784,104$         100.00% 2,859,807$       100.00% 2,973,201$     

Increment Only 915,000$        15.47% 1,469,035$   100.00% 1,770,018$   100.00% 2,379,290$   100.00% 2,456,669$   100.00% 2,536,369$     100.00% 2,618,460$        100.00% 2,703,014$     100.00% 2,784,104$         100.00% 2,859,807$       100.00% 2,973,201$     
Retail Meter Only 1,685,315$     28.50% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                       0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                       0.00% -$                      0.00% -$                    

ck -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                  

5/4/2009                         ROP    000362
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Appendix I1 

9 Agency CWA Remaining MWDOC FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ %

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$     25.19% $952,961 24.32% $981,550 24.28% $1,010,997 24.25% $1,041,327 24.22% 1,072,566$     24.19% $1,104,743 24.16% $1,137,886 24.14% $1,172,022 24.14% $1,207,183 24.08% 1,243,398$     24.06%

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$        12.55% $487,464 12.44% $502,088 12.42% $517,150 12.41% $532,665 12.39% 548,645$        12.38% $565,104 12.36% $582,057 12.35% $599,519 12.35% $617,504 12.32% 636,029$        12.31%
Special Projects 599,677$        10.14% $389,898 9.95% $401,595 9.94% $413,642 9.92% $426,052 9.91% 438,833$        9.90% $451,998 9.89% $465,558 9.88% $479,525 9.88% $493,911 9.85% 508,728$        9.84%

Governmental Affairs 274,947$        4.65% $238,966 6.10% $246,135 6.09% $253,519 6.08% $261,125 6.07% 268,959$        6.07% $277,027 6.06% $285,338 6.05% $293,898 6.05% $302,715 6.04% 311,797$        6.03%
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$        13.28% $447,153 11.41% $460,568 11.40% $474,385 11.38% $488,616 11.37% 503,275$        11.35% $518,373 11.34% $533,924 11.33% $549,942 11.33% $566,440 11.30% 583,433$        11.29%

Water Awareness 327,388$        5.54% $180,740 4.61% $186,162 4.61% $191,747 4.60% $197,499 4.59% 203,424$        4.59% $209,527 4.58% $215,813 4.58% $222,287 4.58% $228,956 4.57% 235,825$        4.56%
School Programs 366,193$        6.19% $168,045 4.29% $173,086 4.28% $178,279 4.28% $183,627 4.27% 189,136$        4.27% $194,810 4.26% $200,654 4.26% $206,674 4.26% $212,874 4.25% 219,260$        4.24%

Finance 453,301$        7.66% $303,005 7.73% $312,095 7.72% $321,458 7.71% $331,102 7.70% 341,035$        7.69% $351,266 7.68% $361,804 7.67% $372,658 7.67% $383,838 7.66% 395,353$        7.65%
Information Technology 172,113$        2.91% $104,040 2.65% $107,161 2.65% $110,376 2.65% $113,687 2.64% 117,098$        2.64% $120,611 2.64% $124,229 2.64% $127,956 2.64% $131,794 2.63% 135,748$        2.63%

Overhead 931,592$        15.75% $768,789 19.62% $791,853 19.59% $815,609 19.57% $840,077 19.54% 865,279$        19.52% $891,238 19.49% $917,975 19.47% $945,514 19.47% $973,879 19.43% 1,003,096$     19.41%
Desalination Study -$                   0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00%

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$          1.59% $57,788 1.47% $59,522 1.47% $61,308 1.47% $63,147 1.47% 65,041$          1.47% $66,993 1.47% $69,002 1.46% $71,072 1.46% $73,205 1.46% 75,401$          1.46%
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$       -$180,000 -$180,000 -$180,000 -$180,000 (180,000)$       (180,000)$       (180,000)$       (185,400)$       (180,000)$       (180,000)$       

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$     105.44% 3,918,849$     104.59% 4,041,815$     104.45% 4,168,469$     104.32% 4,298,923$     104.19% 4,433,291$     1$                   4,571,690$     1$                   4,714,241$     1$                   4,855,668$     1$                   5,012,300$     1$                   5,168,069$     103.48%
Reserve Fund Balance 4,739,000$     $2,221,659 $2,041,659 $1,861,659 $1,681,659 1,501,659$     1,321,659$     1,141,659$     1,136,259$     956,259$        776,259$        

Allocation to Increment 1,175,655$     30.00% 1,212,544$     30.00% 1,250,541$     30.00% 1,289,677$     30.00% 1,329,987$     30.00% 1,371,507$     30.00% 1,414,272$     30.00% 1,456,700$     30.00% 1,503,690$     30.00% 1,550,421$     30.00%
Allocation to Retail Meter 2,743,195$     70.00% 2,829,270$     70.00% 2,917,929$     70.00% 3,009,246$     70.00% 3,103,304$     70.00% 3,200,183$     70.00% 3,299,968$     70.00% 3,398,967$     70.00% 3,508,610$     70.00% 3,617,648$     70.00%

Revenue Recovery
Remaining MWDOC

FY 16-17FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 11-12 FY 17-18 FY 18-19

5/4/2009

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Increment Charge (AF) 44,978$          0.72% 94,420$          8.03% 94,996$          7.83% 95,701$          7.65% 96,527$          7.48% 97,467$          7.33% 100,731$        7.34% 104,095$        7.36% 107,442$        7.38% 111,090$        7.39% 114,818$        7.41%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 78,150$          1.25% 96,335$          3.51% 99,033$          3.50% 101,771$        3.49% 104,548$        3.47% 107,362$        3.46% 110,023$        3.44% 112,711$        3.42% 115,003$        3.38% 117,784$        3.36% 120,941$        3.34%

Buena Park
Increment Charge (AF) 34,020$          0.55% 74,739$          6.36% 78,431$          6.47% 82,170$          6.57% 85,965$          6.67% 89,824$          6.75% 95,332$          6.95% 101,031$        7.14% 106,809$        7.33% 112,479$        7.48% 119,341$        7.70%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 126,615$        2.03% 155,678$        5.68% 159,635$        5.64% 163,640$        5.61% 167,692$        5.57% 171,788$        5.54% 175,762$        5.49% 179,768$        5.45% 183,423$        5.40% 187,621$        5.35% 191,989$        5.31%
East Orange County WD

Increment Charge (AF) 22,103$          0.35% 46,009$          3.91% 45,911$          3.79% 45,881$          3.67% 45,915$          3.56% 46,008$          3.46% 47,000$          3.43% 48,017$          3.40% 49,006$          3.36% 50,222$          3.34% 51,229$          3.30%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 7,428$            0.12% 9,093$            0.33% 9,285$            0.33% 9,478$            0.32% 9,671$            0.32% 9,866$            0.32% 10,063$          0.31% 10,260$          0.31% 10,469$          0.31% 10,682$          0.30% 10,856$          0.30%

Fountain Valley
Increment Charge (AF) 20,228$          0.32% 43,764$          3.72% 45,297$          3.74% 46,870$          3.75% 48,482$          3.76% 50,137$          3.77% 51,609$          3.76% 53,123$          3.76% 54,621$          3.75% 56,306$          3.74% 57,939$          3.74%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 108,698$        1.74% 133,589$        4.87% 136,923$        4.84% 140,296$        4.81% 143,707$        4.78% 147,152$        4.74% 150,505$        4.70% 153,883$        4.66% 157,012$        4.62% 160,561$        4.58% 164,178$        4.54%
Garden Grove

Increment Charge (AF) 38,415$          0.62% 84,888$          7.22% 89,540$          7.38% 94,238$          7.54% 98,994$          7.68% 103,819$        7.81% 107,413$        7.83% 111,118$        7.86% 114,810$        7.88% 118,804$        7.90% 122,936$        7.93%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 216,569$        3.47% 266,009$        9.70% 272,493$        9.63% 279,049$        9.56% 285,674$        9.49% 292,363$        9.42% 298,823$        9.34% 305,326$        9.25% 311,533$        9.17% 318,407$        9.08% 325,110$        8.99%

Golden State Water Company
Increment Charge (AF) 56,550$          0.91% 122,929$        10.46% 127,786$        10.54% 132,741$        10.61% 137,803$        10.69% 142,980$        10.75% 147,746$        10.77% 152,659$        10.79% 157,546$        10.82% 162,877$        10.83% 168,317$        10.86%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 334,601$        5.37% 429,287$        15.65% 459,341$        16.24% 491,357$        16.84% 525,450$        17.46% 561,739$        18.10% 600,410$        18.76% 641,538$        19.44% 686,657$        20.20% 734,373$        20.93% 781,253$        21.60%
Huntington Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 62,453$          1.00% 135,129$        11.49% 139,873$        11.54% 144,736$        11.57% 149,724$        11.61% 154,842$        11.64% 159,328$        11.62% 163,945$        11.59% 168,509$        11.57% 173,659$        11.55% 178,622$        11.52%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 337,774$        5.42% 414,540$        15.11% 424,296$        15.00% 434,151$        14.88% 444,099$        14.76% 454,133$        14.63% 464,020$        14.50% 473,968$        14.36% 483,604$        14.23% 494,150$        14.08% 504,207$        13.94%

La Habra
Increment Charge (AF) 16,688$          0.27% 35,244$          3.00% 35,667$          2.94% 36,134$          2.89% 36,643$          2.84% 37,194$          2.80% 38,343$          2.80% 39,526$          2.79% 40,700$          2.79% 42,003$          2.79% 43,293$          2.79%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 81,797$          1.31% 100,329$        3.66% 102,631$        3.63% 104,955$        3.60% 107,299$        3.57% 109,662$        3.53% 111,992$        3.50% 114,335$        3.46% 116,659$        3.43% 119,155$        3.40% 121,447$        3.36%
La Palma

Increment Charge (AF) 4,718$            0.08% 10,211$          0.87% 10,572$          0.87% 10,943$          0.88% 11,323$          0.88% 11,712$          0.88% 12,078$          0.88% 12,454$          0.88% 12,827$          0.88% 13,241$          0.88% 13,652$          0.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 27,383$          0.44% 33,602$          1.22% 34,387$          1.22% 35,181$          1.21% 35,982$          1.20% 36,790$          1.19% 37,572$          1.17% 38,358$          1.16% 39,138$          1.15% 39,975$          1.14% 40,744$          1.13%

Mesa Consolidated
Increment Charge (AF) 4,620$            0.07% 12,695$          1.08% 15,691$          1.29% 18,655$          1.49% 21,600$          1.67% 24,536$          1.84% 25,365$          1.85% 26,220$          1.85% 27,071$          1.86% 27,996$          1.86% 28,945$          1.87%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 149,037$        2.39% 183,008$        6.67% 187,420$        6.62% 191,883$        6.58% 196,395$        6.53% 200,952$        6.48% 205,571$        6.42% 210,230$        6.37% 214,335$        6.31% 219,570$        6.26% 223,566$        6.18%
Newport Beach

Increment Charge (AF) 34,823$          0.56% 76,740$          6.53% 80,752$          6.66% 84,810$          6.78% 88,922$          6.89% 93,097$          7.00% 95,654$          6.97% 98,283$          6.95% 100,876$        6.92% 103,842$        6.91% 106,633$        6.88%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 197,011$        3.16% 241,827$        8.82% 247,559$        8.75% 253,352$        8.68% 259,200$        8.61% 265,100$        8.54% 270,836$        8.46% 276,606$        8.38% 282,230$        8.30% 288,354$        8.22% 294,140$        8.13%

OCWD
Increment Charge (AF) 30 000$ 0 48% 61 957$ 5 27% 61 341$ 5 06% 60 826$ 4 86% 60 403$ 4 68% 60 063$ 4 52% 61 246$ 4 47% 62 458$ 4 42% 63 628$ 4 37% 65 111$ 4 33% 66 273$ 4 27%Increment Charge (AF) 30,000$          0.48% 61,957$          5.27% 61,341$          5.06% 60,826$          4.86% 60,403$          4.68% 60,063$          4.52% 61,246$         4.47% 62,458$         4.42% 63,628$         4.37% 65,111$         4.33% 66,273$         4.27%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00%
Orange

Increment Charge (AF) 56,955$          0.91% 124,376$        10.58% 129,822$        10.71% 135,360$        10.82% 140,998$        10.93% 146,749$        11.03% 150,815$        11.00% 154,998$        10.96% 159,124$        10.92% 163,833$        10.90% 168,283$        10.85%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 226,041$        3.62% 277,329$        10.11% 283,769$        10.03% 290,273$        9.95% 296,836$        9.86% 303,452$        9.78% 309,948$        9.69% 316,479$        9.59% 322,914$        9.50% 329,862$        9.40% 336,315$        9.30%

Seal Beach
Increment Charge (AF) 8,310$            0.13% 18,045$          1.53% 18,740$          1.55% 19,449$          1.56% 20,175$          1.56% 20,917$          1.57% 21,611$          1.58% 22,325$          1.58% 23,037$          1.58% 23,813$          1.58% 24,604$          1.59%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 34,015$          0.55% 41,720$          1.52% 42,676$          1.51% 43,641$          1.50% 44,615$          1.48% 45,596$          1.47% 46,565$          1.46% 47,539$          1.44% 48,505$          1.43% 49,543$          1.41% 50,495$          1.40%
Serrano WD

Increment Charge (AF) -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 14,310$          0.23% 17,501$          0.64% 17,852$          0.63% 18,204$          0.62% 18,558$          0.62% 18,913$          0.61% 19,271$          0.60% 19,629$          0.59% 20,028$          0.59% 20,419$          0.58% 20,708$          0.57%

Westminster
Increment Charge (AF) 26,040$          0.42% 56,338$          4.79% 58,311$          4.81% 60,333$          4.82% 62,408$          4.84% 64,538$          4.85% 66,550$          4.85% 68,622$          4.85% 70,678$          4.85% 72,956$          4.85% 75,220$          4.85%

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 127,743$        2.05% 156,810$        5.72% 160,535$        5.67% 164,300$        5.63% 168,101$        5.59% 171,936$        5.54% 175,694$        5.49% 179,475$        5.44% 183,124$        5.39% 187,130$        5.33% 190,973$        5.28%
Yorba Linda WD

Increment Charge (AF) 84,600$          1.36% 178,171$        15.16% 179,815$        14.83% 181,694$        14.53% 183,794$        14.25% 186,105$        13.99% 190,689$        13.90% 195,398$        13.82% 200,015$        13.73% 205,458$        13.66% 210,317$        13.57%
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 151,590$        2.43% 186,540$        6.80% 191,436$        6.77% 196,397$        6.73% 201,419$        6.69% 206,501$        6.65% 213,129$        6.66% 219,863$        6.66% 224,333$        6.60% 231,023$        6.58% 240,725$        6.65%

Total 2,764,259$     46.74% 3,918,849$     4,041,815$     4,168,469$     4,298,923$     4,433,291$     4,571,690$     4,714,241$     4,855,668$     5,012,300$     5,168,069$     
Increment Only 545,498$        9.22% 1,175,655$     30.00% 1,212,544$     30.00% 1,250,541$     30.00% 1,289,677$     30.00% 1,329,987$     30.00% 1,371,507$     30.00% 1,414,272$     30.00% 1,456,700$     30.00% 1,503,690$     30.00% 1,550,421$     30.00%

Retail Meter Only 2,218,761$     37.51% 2,743,195$     70.00% 2,829,270$     70.00% 2,917,929$     70.00% 3,009,246$     70.00% 3,103,304$     70.00% 3,200,183$     70.00% 3,299,968$     70.00% 3,398,967$     70.00% 3,508,610$     70.00% 3,617,648$     70.00%

ck -$                   
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Appendix I2

FY 19-20
Services & Costs $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % $

General Fund Budget
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      25.19% $723,511 49.76% $574,025 32.71% $705,143 29.82% 726,297$       29.74% 748,086$         29.66% 770,529$      29.59% $793,644 29.52% $817,454 29.52% $841,977 29.28% 867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         12.55% $0 0.00% $98,623 5.62% $181,866 7.69% 187,322$       7.67% 192,942$         7.65% 198,730$      7.63% $204,692 7.61% $210,833 7.61% $217,158 7.55% 223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         10.14% $135,674 9.33% $209,616 11.94% $318,099 13.45% 327,642$       13.42% 337,472$         13.38% 347,596$      13.35% $358,024 13.32% $368,764 13.32% $379,827 13.21% 391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         4.65% $100,000 6.88% $71,589 4.08% $124,272 5.26% 128,000$       5.24% 131,840$         5.23% 135,795$      5.21% $139,869 5.20% $144,065 5.20% $148,387 5.16% 152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         13.28% $382,287 26.29% $393,531 22.42% $405,112 17.13% 417,265$       17.09% 429,783$         17.04% 442,676$      17.00% $455,957 16.96% $469,635 16.96% $483,725 16.82% 498,236$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         5.54% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    
School Programs 366,193$         6.19% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    

Finance 453,301$         7.66% $125,062 8.60% $221,578 12.63% $243,461 10.30% 250,764$       10.27% 258,287$         10.24% 266,036$      10.22% $274,017 10.19% $282,238 10.19% $290,705 10.11% 299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         2.91% $35,720 2.46% $73,584 4.19% $87,733 3.71% 90,365$         3.70% 93,075$           3.69% 95,868$        3.68% $98,744 3.67% $101,706 3.67% $104,757 3.64% 107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         15.75% $135,490 9.32% $295,243 16.82% $480,409 20.32% 494,821$       20.26% 509,666$         20.21% 524,956$      20.16% $540,704 20.11% $556,925 20.11% $573,633 19.95% 590,842$         
Desalination Study -$                    0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% $0 0.00% -$                    

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           1.59% $36,176 2.49% $37,262 2.12% $38,380 1.62% 39,531$         1.62% 40,717$           1.61% 41,938$        1.61% $43,197 1.61% $44,492 1.61% $45,827 1.59% 47,202$           
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$       -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 -$220,000 (220,000)$     -$220,000 -$226,600 -$210,000 (210,000)$       

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      105.44% 1,453,921$    115.13% 1,755,051$    112.54% 2,364,474$    109.30% 2,442,008$    109.01% 2,521,868$      108.72% 2,604,124$   108.45% 2,688,848$ 108.18% 2,769,513$   108.18% 2,875,997$   107.30% 2,968,577$      
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,115,341 $1,895,341 $1,675,341 $1,455,341 $1,235,341 1,015,341$  $795,341 $788,741 $578,741 368,741$         

Revenue Recovery
New Agency 2
El Toro WD

Water Purchased (AF) 67,061$           1.32% 112,314$       7.72% 134,736$       7.68% 180,410$       7.63% 185,200$       7.58% 190,114$         7.54% 194,929$      7.49% 199,868$    7.43% 204,448$      7.38% 211,153$      7.34% 216,195$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 55,237$           1.09% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                   3.31% -$                    3.31% -$                  3.30% -$                3.29% -$                  3.29% -$                  3.28% -$                    

Irvine Ranch WD*
Water Purchased (AF) 138,788$         2.74% 347,170$       23.88% 425,735$       24.26% 582,377$       24.63% 610,407$       25.00% 639,429$         25.36% 668,341$      25.66% 698,236$    25.97% 727,413$      26.27% 762,098$      26.50% 796,828$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 500,033$         9.85% -$                   36.95% -$                   36.83% -$                   36.71% -$                   36.60% -$                    36.48% -$                  36.60% -$                36.72% -$                  36.72% -$                  36.82% -$                    
Moulton Niguel WD

Water Purchased (AF) 209,495$         4.13% 358,601$       24.66% 429,658$       24.48% 574,601$       24.30% 589,131$       24.12% 604,024$         23.95% 619,182$      23.78% 634,729$    23.61% 649,129$      23.44% 670,299$      23.31% 686,124$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 292,903$         5.77% -$                   22.53% -$                   22.42% -$                   22.31% -$                   22.21% -$                    22.11% -$                  21.94% -$                21.77% -$                  21.77% -$                  21.63% -$                    

Santa Margarita WD
Water Purchased (AF) 196,742$         3.88% 319,261$       21.96% 386,239$       22.01% 521,487$       22.06% 539,733$       22.10% 558,546$         22.15% 580,702$      22.30% 603,580$    22.45% 625,711$      22.59% 653,052$      22.71% 679,059$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 281,859$         5.55% -$                   18.97% -$                   19.22% -$                   19.47% -$                   19.72% -$                    19.96% -$                  20.11% -$                20.26% -$                  20.26% -$                  20.38% -$                    
South Coast Water District

Water Purchased (AF) 47,665$           0.94% 72,421$         4.98% 85,338$         4.86% 112,217$       4.75% 113,103$       4.63% 113,969$         4.52% 114,793$      4.41% 115,600$    4.30% 116,111$      4.19% 118,163$      4.11% 118,303$         
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 67,964$           1.34% -$                   4.10% -$                   4.09% -$                   4.08% -$                   4.06% -$                    4.05% -$                  4.03% -$                4.00% -$                  4.00% -$                  3.98% -$                    

Trabuco Canyon WD
Water Purchased (AF) 12,402$           0.24% 46,873$         3.22% 56,732$         3.23% 76,631$         3.24% 79,345$         3.25% 82,145$           3.26% 84,802$        3.26% 87,539$      3.26% 90,142$        3.25% 93,590$        3.25% 96,575$           

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 21,978$           0.43% -$                   1.55% -$                   1.56% -$                   1.56% -$                   1.57% -$                    1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                  1.58% -$                    
Laguna Beach CWD

Increment Charge (AF) 34,898$           0.56% 47,534$         3.27% 56,971$         3.25% 76,214$         3.22% 78,166$         3.20% 80,167$           3.18% 82,122$        3.15% 84,126$      3.13% 85,975$        3.10% 88,731$        3.09% 90,751$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 53,252$           0.85% -$                   2.75% -$                   2.75% -$                   2.74% -$                   2.73% -$                    2.72% -$                  2.70% -$                2.69% -$                  2.69% -$                  2.68% -$                    

San Clemente
Increment Charge (AF) 73,545$           1.18% 100,340$       6.90% 120,457$       6.86% 161,405$       6.83% 165,806$       6.79% 170,323$         6.75% 174,113$      6.69% 177,991$    6.62% 181,527$      6.55% 187,035$      6.50% 190,820$         

Retail Meter Charges (EA) 118,398$         1.90% -$                   6.14% -$                   6.13% -$                   6.13% -$                   6.13% -$                    6.12% -$                  6.09% -$                6.07% -$                  6.07% -$                  6.05% -$                    
San Juan Capistrano

Increment Charge (AF) 36,293$           0.58% 49,407$         3.40% 59,185$         3.37% 79,134$         3.35% 81,117$         3.32% 83,150$           3.30% 85,140$        3.27% 87,179$      3.24% 89,056$        3.22% 91,878$        3.19% 93,921$           
Retail Meter Charges (EA) 71,514$           1.15% -$                   3.70% -$                   3.69% -$                   3.68% -$                   3.68% -$                    3.67% -$                  3.65% -$                3.63% -$                  3.63% -$                  3.61% -$                    

Total 2,280,022$      38.55% 1,453,921$    100.00% 1,755,051$    100.00% 2,364,474$    100.00% 2,442,008$    100.00% 2,521,868$      100.00% 2,604,124$   100.00% 2,688,848$ 100.00% 2,769,513$   100.00% 2,875,997$   100.00% 2,968,577$      
Increment Only 816,887$         13.81% 1,453,921$    100.00% 1,755,051$    100.00% 2,364,474$    100.00% 2,442,008$    100.00% 2,521,868$      100.00% 2,604,124$   100.00% 2,688,848$ 100.00% 2,769,513$   100.00% 2,875,997$   100.00% 2,968,577$      

Retail Meter Only 1,463,135$      24.74% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                   0.00% -$                    0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                  0.00% -$                    

ck -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   
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MWDOC GOVERNANCE STUDY TIMELINE 
 
 
June – December 2006  MWDOC facilitated stakeholder meetings 
 
June 2007  LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 
 
February 2007 LAFCO facilitated stakeholder meetings 
 
April 2007  Request for additional stakeholder meetings 
 
June – September 2007  Additional LAFCO-facilitated stakeholder meetings 
 
November 2007  Commission directed staff to prepare RFP for selection of 

Firm to conduct governance study 
 
January 2008  Draft RFP continued for additional review and 
 comment 
 
April 2008  Firms interviewed by MWDOC, City of 
 Huntington Beach, LAFCO and Rancho Santa 
 Margarita Water District 
 
May 2008  Commission directed LAFCO staff to negotiate 
 with firms 
 
June 23, 2008  Commission approved Contract with Winzler & 
 Kelly to Conduct Study 
 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2008  STAKEHOLDER MEETING: LAUNCH OF 
 STUDY 
 
October 15, 2008  Draft “Fatal Flaw” Review of Governance Options 
 Distributed to LAFCO Staff 
 
OCTOBER 22, 2008  STAKEHOLDER MEETING: DRAFT 
 GOVERNANCE OPTIONS SECTION 
 DISTRIBUTED FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
October 29, 2008  Stakeholder Comments on Draft Governance 
 Options Section Due  
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December 1, 2008  Final Technical Memorandum on Governance 
 Options due to LAFCO 
 
January 7, 2009  Draft Outline for Technical Report 2 - Baseline Analysis of 

MWDOC Current Service Model & Financial Analysis of 
Alternatives together with “Key Assumptions” distributed to 
Stakeholders 

 
January 21, 2009  Stakeholder Comments on Draft Outline for 
 Technical Report 2 and “Key Assumptions” due to 
 LAFCO staff 
 
FEBRUARY 11, 2008  STAKEHOLDER MEETING: RELEASE OF 
 DRAFT TECHNICAL REPORT 2 – BASELINE 

ANALYSIS OF MWDOC CURRENT SERVICE 
MODEL AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF 
ALTERNATIVES 

 
March 4, 2009  Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 
 2 due to LAFCO staff 
 
May 6, 2009  STAKEHOLDER MEETING: RELEASE OF 
 DRAFT TECHNICAL REPORT 3 – 
 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND 
 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
May 27, 2009  Stakeholder Comments on Draft Technical Report 
 3 due to LAFCO staff  
 
SEPTEMBER 9, 2009  LAFCO COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 
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Executive Summary  
In November 2007, the Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
received and filed a Municipal Services Review (MSR) for the Municipal Water District 
of Orange County (MWDOC).  Following the filing of the MSR, some of MWDOC’s 
member agencies requested that LAFCO prepare a study examining alternative 
governance structure options for MWDOC, including any fiscal and legal impacts.  This 
report constitutes the Governance Study. 

The study was jointly funded by the agencies requesting the study and by MWDOC.  
LAFCO also contributed staff resources and funding for additional consultants to 
ensure the quality of the study.  Since the process was stakeholder driven, both 
MWDOC and its member agencies provided input and comments at each stage of the 
study process. 

The study was designed to provide enough data for the agencies involved to use in 
making future decisions about the various governance structure options.  It does not 
include recommendations.  Any changes in the governance structure of MWDOC will 
require a separate application to LAFCO. 

Eleven governance structure options were initially analyzed by the LAFCO team and 
the stakeholders.  The following table summarizes the results for the 11 governance 
structure options.   

Governance Option  Status Comments 

MWDOC Baseline Feasible MWDOC could review policy changes 
and revise as deemed necessary 

Dissolve MWDOC and form a 
Joint Powers Authority 

Fatal Flaw Joint Powers Authorities are not 
authorized to provide representation at 
Metropolitan 

Restructure MWDOC 
governance board 
representation 

Fatal Flaw Needs special legislation.  MWD law limits 
boards to 5 members elected from districts 
(with exceptions for consolidations and 
reorganizations). Water Code Section 
71250 to 71256. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form a 
Municipal Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  Needs special legislation.  MUDs cannot 
represent the full range of agencies 
represented by MWDOC. Public Utilities 
Code Section 11504.  

Dissolve MWDOC and form a 
Public Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  The PUD Act states that only 
unincorporated territory can be included.  
PUDs cannot represent the full range of 
MWDOC membership.  Public Utilities 
Code Section 15533. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form a 
County Water District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 

 

Stakeholders agreed to eliminate this 
option after subsequent legal analysis.  
Legal review found that CWD Boards can 
be elected at large, thus addressing one 
issue with current MWDOC structure.  
However CWD structure does not address 
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other issues. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form a 
County Water Authority 

Initially Feasible; determined to be fatally 
flawed during subsequent analysis   

CWA Act only provides authority to supply 
a regulated public utility on an interruptible 
basis. This is a legal barrier & prevents 
service to Golden State Water Company. 

Reorganize South County 
agencies to form a Municipal 
Water District  

Removed from consideration by LAFCO staff Removed from consideration by LAFCO 
staff.  Forming a second MWD for south 
county agencies has potential to replicate 
identified issues with current MWDOC 
structure.  

Reorganize South County 
agencies to form a County 
Water District 

Removed from consideration following 
additional legal analysis 

 

Very similar to MWD structure and 
removed from further consideration based 
on legal input.  

Reorganize South County 
agencies to form a County 
Water Authority 

Feasible  Provides for an appointed board 
designated by the member agencies. 
Two sub-options possible.  

Dissolve South County 
agencies and allow for City 
representation at Metropolitan  

Fatal flaw  Some of the six South County agencies 
serve unincorporated area. This 
alternative could potentially leave territory 
without representation. 

 

• Of the initial 11 governance structure options, three were identified for further 
study.  A fiscal analysis of the three options determined that all were potentially 
fiscally feasible.  Finally, a legal and implementation analysis of the governance 
alternatives determined that one option was fatally flawed, leaving two viable 
structure options: 

o Status Quo:  Under this option, no organizational changes would be 
required.  MWDOC would continue to be governed by a seven-member 
board elected by the registered voters living within each of the seven 
director districts.    

o South County Water Authority (South CWA):  This option consists of 
detaching south Orange County water retailers from MWDOC and 
forming a new County Water Authority (CWA).   Two sub-options were 
reviewed and both would require LAFCO approval:   

 Six Agency South CWA: This option would include the El Toro, 
Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and 
Trabuco Canyon Water Districts forming a CWA. The new CWA 
would have an appointed board consisting of 23 members.  

 Nine Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the six agencies 
together with the Laguna Beach Water District and the cities of San 
Clemente and San Juan Capistrano as a CWA. The new CWA 
would have an appointed board consisting of 28 members. 
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The fiscal analysis indicated that there are no significant fiscal barriers to implementing 
either South CWA governance structure option.  Financial impacts to rate payers were 
projected to be relatively modest with costs increasing by about $4 per month per rate 
payer, at a maximum.  The remaining ratepayers of the member agencies of MWDOC 
could experience a savings ranging from $1 to $3.00 per year.  However, it must be 
noted that if an election is required to form a South CWA, the election costs would be 
approximately one to one and half million dollars ($1,000,000-$1,500,000).   These costs 
were not included in the model. 

The primary purpose of MWDOC or any alternative agency is to import water from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) and is accomplished 
by providing representation on Metropolitan’s Board of Directors.  The table below 
illustrates the potential changes that would result from implementing each of the 
options.  The changes in representation at Metropolitan were characterized by the study 
stakeholders as either a dilution of Orange County’s voting block or an opportunity to 
shift alliances among Metropolitan Board members and boost Orange County’s voting 
strength. 

Table ES-2: Metropolitan Representation and Voting Rights  

Governance Option  Weighted Vote Entitlement Director Entitlement 

Status Quo MWDOC  34,917 4 

Six Agency South CWA   

New CWA 13,431 2 

Remaining MWDOC 21,486 3 

Nine Agency South CWA   

New CWA 16,282 2 

Remaining MWDOC 18,635 2 
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Both the Status Quo MWDOC and South CWA options provide viable government 
structures with the legal and operational capability to address the concerns raised by 
the 2007 MWDOC MSR.  However, neither option can achieve this goal without 
genuine cooperation between and among MWDOC and all of its affiliated agencies and 
governing bodies. 

Conclusions 

Formation of a new South CWA requires processing a complex reorganization through 
LAFCO and acceptance of a new member agency by Metropolitan, which is a 
discretionary action by the Metropolitan Board.  Neither of these actions is likely to be 
successful without the cooperative efforts between MWDOC and its member agencies, 
the re-organizing water retail agencies, and Metropolitan.   Similarly, successful 
implementation of the status quo option  to address the concerns raised in the 2007 
MWDOC MSR will require making sustained changes at MWDOC that reflect the full 
participation of, and general agreement among, the MWDOC Board and all its member 
agencies.   
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1. Background of the Governance Study 
In November of 2007, Orange County LAFCO reviewed the MSR for MWDOC and, 
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and the Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act (Government Code Section 56000 
et.seq., the “Local Government Reorganization Act), received and filed the MSR report1

                                                 

1 A brief history of the formation of MWDOC, its current responsibilities and a listing of its 28 member agencies is included as 
Attachment A in the Appendix to this report. 

.  

The MWDOC MSR was developed through a stakeholder driven process. The 
stakeholder process raised a number of issues, summarized in the MSR:  

“Based on all the stakeholder meetings and discussions, it is clear that there are 
fundamental differences between MWDOC and some of the member agencies with 
regards to appropriate service levels, approach and policies.  Key issues discussed were 
related to: (1) MWDOC’s role and its core functions, (2) reserves, budgeting and rates, 
(3) equitable cost sharing among member agencies, and (4) accountability to the member 
agencies as constituents.  Each of these issues points to a fundamental question: Is the 
government structure of MWDOC, as a Municipal Water District, the appropriate 
government structure to serve Orange County?”  

MWDOC has implemented several changes to its policies and budget process as a result 
of participation in the joint MWDOC/LAFCO stakeholder program (see Appendix 
Attachment B, MWDOC 12-20-06 Staff Report and Policy Statement).  However, as the 
November 2007 LAFCO staff MSR transmittal letter to LAFCO Commissioners notes, 
“…despite the extensive nature of the stakeholder process and best intentions of 
everyone involved, the issues have not been resolved to the satisfaction of everyone.”  
In response to a request from some MWDOC member agencies, the LAFCO 
Commissioners directed the preparation of a Governance Study to further examine the 
government structures identified in the MSR. 
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 2. Purpose & Steps in Completion of the Governance Study  
The purpose of the Governance Study is to comply with LAFCO Commission direction 
and to analyze governance structure options for MWDOC by:  

• Identifying options which may have the potential to resolve issues raised in 
the MWDOC MSR   

• Identifying which options are legally and practically feasible 
• Determining the fiscal impacts that could result from each option  
• Determining any impacts on representation at Metropolitan that could result 

from each option  
• Summarizing actions and steps necessary to implement any viable option. 

It is not

Steps 

 the purpose of the Governance Study to recommend a preferred reorganization 
model or option of MWDOC. Instead, the study is designed to provide information, 
data and analysis to better understand the possibilities and impacts associated with 
each of these governance structure options. 

The Governance Study was developed through the completion of the six steps 
identified below.  

Status 

1. Review of Assumptions, Data and Relevant Documents. 
Participate in 1st Stakeholder Meeting. 

Complete.  

2. Identify Potential Governance Structure Alternatives and 
complete legal analysis of options. Participate in 2nd 
Stakeholder Meeting. 

This Technical Report was presented at the 
2nd Stakeholder Meeting and finalized to 
incorporate comments received, as 
appropriate, in December 2008. 

3. Develop Preliminary Financial Analysis. This Technical Report was presented at the 
3rd Stakeholder Meeting and finalized to 
incorporate comments received, as 
appropriate, in May 2009.  

4. Develop Implementation Analysis. This Technical Report was presented at the 
4th Stakeholder Meeting in May 2009.  

5. Develop Draft Governance Study Report. Complete in July 2009. 

6. Develop Final Governance Study for  
    OC LAFCO Consideration. 

To be completed in September 2009. 
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Steps two through four each resulted in a draft technical report that was reviewed by 
MWDOC and the 28 retail agencies it serves (the stakeholders).  The three technical 
reports, summarized below, formed the basis of the Governance Study. 

• The first technical report provided an initial screening of feasible governance 
structure options. This first reported concluded that there were three 
potentially feasible governance options: the Status Quo, dissolve  MWDOC to 
form a County Water Authority and detach the South County agencies to 
form a new, smaller County Water Authority (two boundary options);  

• The second technical report included the first report, discussed MWDOC’s 
current service model and provided a financial analysis for each feasible 
governance option including transitional and long-term administrative and 
operating costs; and 

• The third technical report included the first and second reports and discussed 
the process for implementing each viable option under current law, 
including, but not limited to legal barriers and an analysis of any changes to 
the current voting rights and representation at Metropolitan. 
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3. Alternative Governance Structure Options 
LAFCO’s November 2007 MSR for MWDOC identified 5 potential governance structure 
options (items 1 through 5 below) for further review.  Two additional options (items 6 
and 7) were subsequently added by LAFCO staff for evaluation as part of this study. 

1. Maintain the status quo with policy changes agreed upon by the MWDOC Board 
in December 2006 (See Appendix, Attachment B). 

2. Dissolve MWDOC and form a new entity authorized to provide representation at 
the Metropolitan. 

3. Reorganize the South County2

4. Merge MWDOC and the Orange County Water District (OCWD) which could 
include an option to detach the South County agencies to form a new entity. 

 agencies by detaching from MWDOC and 
forming a new entity authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. 

5. Reorganize MWDOC with the East Orange County Water District (EOCWD). 

6. Dissolve MWDOC and form a Joint Powers Authority. 

7. Maintain the status quo but restructure the existing MWDOC governance board 
representation. 

During the initial stakeholder meeting held on October 22, 2008, each of the potential 
governance options were discussed and evaluated.  Option 5 (“Reorganize MWDOC 
with the East Orange County Water District”), was eliminated by the stakeholders from 
further consideration.  The consultant was directed to include only the remaining six 
options in the Governance Study process. 

                                                 

2 The South County agencies include El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon 
Water Districts 
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4. Fatal Flaw Screening   
Each of the remaining six governance structure options were measured against four 
primary criteria listed below.  Failure to meet any of these criteria was considered to be 
a fatal flaw. 

• The ability to provide representation at Metropolitan  

• The ability to provide a similar range of services 

• The ability to be implemented without special legislation 

• The potential to solve issues outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

Each of these criteria is discussed below. 

4a Representation at Metropolitan 

The primary purpose of MWDOC is to import water from Metropolitan into Orange 
County. Because of this, the range of governance structures to be considered is limited 
to the six types of agencies outlined as eligible members in the Metropolitan Water 
District Act.3

• Cities 

  These are: 

• Municipal Water Districts 

• Municipal Utility Districts 

• Public Utility Districts 

• County Water Districts 

• County Water Authorities 

One governance structure option identified for further review, dissolving MWDOC and 
forming a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), involves a type of agency that is not eligible for 
membership at Metropolitan. Therefore this option is considered fatally flawed and was 
not carried forward for further analysis.  

                                                 

3 Chapter 2, Metropolitan Water District Act, Statutes 1969, Chap 2, as amended 
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4b Provision of a Similar Range of Services  

MWDOC provides a range of services in accordance with its principal act and any 
governance structure option must be able to provide a similar range of services. Table 1 
summarizes the authorized services for each of the six governance structures 
authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan. A more detailed discussion of 
each governance structure follows the table.   

Table 1:  Range of Services by Governance Structure 

Service California 
City 

Municipal 
Water 
District 

Current 
MWDOC  

Municipal 
Utility 

District 

Public 
Utility 

District 

County 
Water 
District 

County 
Water 

Authority 

Development of Water 
Supplies 

X X  X X X X 

Sale of Water X X X X X X X 

Standby Charges for 
Water* 

X X X X X X X 

Recycled Water  X X  X X  X 

Recreation X X   X X  

Electrical Power 
Generation 

X X  X X X X 

Light/Heat X   X X   

Transportation X   X X   

Communication X   X X   

Sewage 
Disposal/Sewers 

X X  X X X  

Storm Water Disposal X X      

Fire Protection X X   X X  

Water Replenishment 
Assessment 

 X     X 

Sanitation X X  X X X  

*Specifically authorized for a Municipal Water District. Presumed to be available to the other governance structures under general 
law (The Uniform Standby Charge Procedures Act, Government Code Section 54984 et. seq.).  

California cities are authorized to provide services as described in Government Code 
Title 4, beginning with Section 34000.  A city’s authority to provide water supply is 
outlined in Government Code Title 4, Division 3, Chapter 10 beginning with Article 5. 
California cities also have broad authority to provide police, fire, sewer and park and 

Cities 
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recreation services as well as to run municipal utilities (gas and electricity).  Cities are 
governed by an elected City Council generally consisting of 5 or 7 members. 

MWDs are generally governed by a 5 member board elected from divisions, although 
LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a result of 
reorganization or consolidation. This expanded board is to include members of the 
boards of the districts being reorganized or consolidated. 

Municipal Water Districts  

Municipal Water Districts (MWDs) can provide a broad range of water supply services, 
including levying water standby charges and water replenishment assessments. MWDs 
are also empowered to provide sewer and sanitation services, storm water disposal 
services, fire protection services, recreation services and electrical power services.  
Currently MWDOC’s functions are limited to water supply services.  

4  The Water Code makes 
provisions for returning the Board to a directly elected board once the terms of 
members appointed during the reorganization/consolidation expire. 

Municipal Utility Districts 

Municipal Utility Districts (MUDs) can provide a wide range of public services 
including light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication 
services, and the collection, treatment, or disposition of garbage, sewage, or refuse 
matter.  MUDs are governed by a 5-member board, elected from specific geographic 
areas known as wards. 

Public Utility Districts (PUDs) can provide a wide range of public services including 
light, water, power, heat, transportation, telephone or communication service, and 
garbage, sewage, or refuse matter.  PUDs may also provide fire, street lighting and 
recreation services.  PUDs are governed by an elected board consisting of at least 3 
members. The Board is composed of 3 or 4 directors elected at large and a member from 
each territorial unit with a population of 5,000 or more. The Board of Supervisors is 
charged with naming and designating the territorial units. 

Public Utility Districts  

5

                                                 

4 Water Code Section 71250.1 

5 Public Utilities Code Section 15960 
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County Water Districts (CWDs) generally have the same range of authority as MWDs.  
A CWD has express powers to protect water rights, similar to those outlined for a 
MWD. 

County Water Districts 

6 CWDs are generally governed by a 5 member elected board, although, similar 
to a MWD, LAFCO has the authority to expand the board to 7, 9 or 11 members as a 
result of reorganization or consolidation.7 There are also similar provisions for 
returning the Board to a smaller size as terms expire. Additionally there is at least one 
case, the Pleasant Valley Water District in Ventura County, where non-resident 
property owners are eligible to run for the board of directors. 8 

A primary difference between a CWD structure and a MWD is that the CWD Board is 
elected “at large,” while the MWD Board is elected from districts with similar 
populations. 

County Water Authorities 

County Water Authorities (CWAs) have a more limited range of services; their 
authority is limited primarily to water supply functions. Because MWDOC does not 
currently utilize its authority for any type of service except water service, this 
distinction is not considered a fatal flaw. Agencies represented by MWDOC would not 
experience a reduction in service under the CWA governance structure.  CWAs are 
governed by Water Code Appendix 45 (the CWA Act).  Under that code section, the 
agency is governed by an appointed board of directors, with at least one director 
appointed from each member agency.  

                                                 

6 Water Code Section 31000 et. seq. 

7 Water Code Section 30500.1 

8 Water Code Section 30511 

Summary 

All governance structures authorized to provide representation at Metropolitan are able 
to provide the same general range of services as MWDOC currently provides, although 
there are differences in the manner in which the various boards of directors are selected. 
While some structures, such as the CWA, are limited to water activities, this is not 
considered a fatal flaw because MWDOC does not currently provide services beyond 
those associated with the imported water supply.   

                         ROP    000387



Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Governance Study for Municipal Water District of Orange County – Administrative Draft  

Page 13 
 
 

 

4c Ability to be Implemented without Special Legislation 

Governance structure options that require special legislation are considered infeasible 
because successfully securing special legislation is not guaranteed and not within the 
control of LAFCO or the stakeholders.  Based on input from the stakeholders, 
alternatives that require changes to existing law to implement have been summarized 
for reference.  Alternatives requiring special legislation include: 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. 

• Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District 
Act to include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. 

• Expanding the permitted service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas.  

• Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water 
District Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. 

• Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act 
to include Joint Powers Authorities. 

 

4d Solving Issues Outlined within the MWDOC MSR 

The issues that were identified in the MWDOC MSR reflect the divergent interests 
among some of MWDOC retail customers. The divisions result from different land use 
patterns, development, water demand, sources of water, governmental structure, 
geography and location.  The key issues identified in the MWDOC MSR include: 

• Disagreement about MWDOC’s mission and what services it should provide 
and at what cost; 

• Differences in the need and level of services among member agencies; 

• Disagreement about to whom MWDOC reports and is accountable – the 
public or member agencies; 

• Limited input by member agencies on MWDOC budget adoption; 

• Disagreement on the amount of unrestricted budget reserves for MWDOC. 
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Governance structure options that cannot address and resolve each or most of these 
issues are considered fatally flawed and were not studied further as part of the 
Governance Study. 

4e Summary    

Tables 2 and 3 summarize the results of the preliminary review of alternative 
governance structures.  Table 2 includes those options that would retain a county-wide 
entity.  Table 3 identifies four additional sub-options should the South County agencies 
detach from MWDOC and form a new entity.  

Both tables identify those options that are either:  (1) preliminarily feasible and warrant 
further analysis (in bold italic), or (2) fatally flawed and eliminated from further 
consideration as part of this Governance Study (in plain-face type).  

Table 2:  County-wide Governance Option Status  

Governance Option  Status Comments 

Option 1 MWDOC 
Baseline: Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 
2006 Policy Changes 

Feasible MWDOC could review policy changes and revise as 
deemed necessary 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Joint Powers Authority 

Fatal Flaw Joint Powers Authorities are not authorized to provide 
representation at Metropolitan 

Restructure MWDOC 
governance board 
representation 

Fatal Flaw Needs special legislation.  MWD law limits boards to 5 
members elected from districts (with exceptions for 
consolidations and reorganizations). Water Code Section 
71250 to 71256. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Municipal Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  Needs special legislation.  MUDs cannot represent the full 
range of agencies represented by MWDOC. Public Utilities 
Code Section 11504.  

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a Public Utility District 

Fatal Flaw  The PUD Act states that only unincorporated territory can be 
included.  PUDs cannot represent the full range of MWDOC 
membership.  Public Utilities Code Section 15533. 

Dissolve MWDOC and form 
a County Water District 

Removed from 
consideration 
following additional 
legal analysis 

 

Broadly written principal act provides for full range of 
services. Board elected at large.  Could include the 3 cities 
that are not members of MWDOC. Water Code Sections 
30064, 30065 30500.1 and 30203. 

Stakeholders agreed to eliminate this option after 
subsequent legal analysis.  Legal review found that CWD 
Boards can be elected at large, thus addressing one issue 
with current MWDOC structure.  However CWD structure 
does not address other issues. 

Option 2a and 2b MWDOC 
CWA and MWDOC  
Subscription CWA: 
Dissolve MWDOC and 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act provides for full range of 
services. Needs additional legal analysis regarding 
inclusion of the private water company.  Provides for an 
appointed board designated by the member agencies. 
Could be initiated by resolution of member agencies or 
voters.  Could also include the 3 cities. Water Code 
Appendix 45, Sections 45-2 and 45-4. 
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Table 3:  Governance Option Status Assuming Agencies Detach from MWDOC 

Governance Option Status Comments 

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a Municipal 
Water District  

Removed from 
consideration by LAFCO 
staff 

Broadly written principal act provides for full range of 
services. Generally provides for an elected board 
comprised of resident, registered voters. Water Code 
Section 71060 and 71061. 

Removed from consideration by LAFCO staff.  Forming a 
second MWD for south county agencies has potential to 
replicate identified issues with current MWDOC 
structure.  

Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
District 

Removed from 
consideration following 
additional legal analysis 

 

Broadly written principal act provides for full range of 
services.  

Very similar to MWD structure and removed from further 
consideration based on legal input.  

Option 3a and 3b Six 
Agency South CWA 
and Nine Agency 
South CWA: 
Reorganize South 
County agencies to 
form a County Water 
Authority 

Feasible  Broadly written principal act provides for full range 
of services. Provides for an appointed board 
designated by the member agencies. Can be initiated 
by Resolution of member agency boards or petition 
from voters. 

Financial Analysis/Viable Alternative Comparison 
may include sub-alternatives to explore logical 
boundaries. 

Dissolve South 
County agencies and 
allow for City 
representation at 
Metropolitan  

Fatal flaw  Some of the six South County agencies serve 
unincorporated area. This alternative could potentially 
leave territory without representation. 

Based on this analysis, there are three preliminarily feasible governance structure 
options that were considered in the Financial Analysis.  These include: 

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline: This option consists of the Status Quo with 
MWDOC’s December 2006 Policy Changes. Other options will be compared with 
MWDOC Baseline. 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA: This option reorganizes MWDOC’s governance model to 
conform to the requirements of the CWA Act but does not change 
MWDOC’s service delivery model. 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA: This option not only reorganizes MWDOC’s 
governance model but also allows the retail agencies to elect to subscribe 
to some of MWDOC’s services. 
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• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA; either six or nine 
agency sub-options 

a. Six Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the El Toro, Irvine 
Ranch, Moulton Niguel, Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco 
Canyon Water Districts (defined above as the Six Agencies) as a CWA and 
results in a smaller MWDOC representing 22 retail agencies. 

b. Nine Agency South CWA: This option reorganizes the Six Agencies 
together with the Laguna Beach Water District and the cities of San 
Clemente and San Juan Capistrano as a CWA and results in a smaller 
MWDOC representing 19 retail agencies.   
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5. Financial Analysis of Governance Structure Options  
The financial analysis reviews the following potentially feasible governance structure 
options:  

• Option 1- MWDOC Baseline 

• Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and Form a CWA 

a. MWDOC CWA 

b. MWDOC Subscription CWA 

• Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to Form a CWA 

a. Six Agency South CWA 

b. Nine Agency South CWA 

Each of these options provides for a different governing board composition and the 
potential for different budgeting and cost allocation priorities. The financial analysis 
models budget estimates associated with each governance structure option in order to 
compare possible impacts to rate payers.  

This financial analysis is a high-level screening analysis intended to provide 
information, facilitate comparisons between options, and determine if any “fatal flaws” 
exist in terms of impacts to rate payers. This analysis is not

5a Assumptions as Modified by Stakeholder Input  

 an optimization analysis nor 
is it a detailed rate study. It is intended to provide information that can be used by 
either the LAFCO Commission or the stakeholders for future consideration.   

In order to develop the financial analysis, assumptions were made about water 
demands, projected growth rates, the cost of water, inflation and the costs of 
transitioning to a new governance structure. These assumptions were circulated to the 
stakeholders and modified based upon comments received. The full list of assumptions 
as modified by stakeholder input is included as Attachment C.    

5b Financial Model 

A spreadsheet-based financial model was developed in order to analyze and compare 
the fiscal impacts of the governance structure options. The model takes into account 
costs, reserve accounts and revenue recovery strategies. The model predicts cost 
impacts at both the retail agency level and the rate payer level for each option.  
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• Budgets; 

Input Data for the Model 

There are three sets of basic input data to the model. These are: 

• Water consumption;  

• Retail meter count.  

Budget Data 

MWDOC’s budgets from Fiscal Year 2004-05 through Fiscal Year 2008-09 were used in 
the model.  The Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget is used as the base budget from which 10-
year cost projections were developed.  

The 10-year cost projections for MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC 
Cafeteria CWA are based directly on MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-09 budget and 
escalated in accordance with the assumptions included in Appendix, Attachment C.  

The 10-year cost projections for the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South 
CWA and remaining MWDOC are based on the staffing projections outlined in 
Attachment C and the budgeted costs for staff and consultants in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 
2008-09 budget.  

Historical MWDOC budget data (Fiscal Years 2004-05 through 2008-09) was used to 
analyze trends in budgeted costs, reserve balances and revenue contributions made by 
each retail agency.   

Attachment D is the water consumption and retail meter data used in the model. With 
the exception of the Laguna Beach CWD, the water consumption projections in 
Attachment D reflect the water use projections in MWDOC’s Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP).  Laguna Beach CWD has indicated that the timing for its planned 
groundwater project has become uncertain and has requested that 2,025 acre-feet per 
year (AFY) be added to the demand projections brought forward from MWDOC’s 
UWMP. Projections for retail water meters were taken from individual retail agency 
UWMPs where available.  When this information was not available, water meter 
projections were estimated using the growth projections in the MWDOC MSR and other 
input from the agencies.  

Water Consumption and Retail Meter Data 

MWDOC’s charges for water use and for retail meters, therefore both water 
consumption and retail meter data for each of MWDOC’s retail agencies are used in the 
model.  
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MWDOC Charges  

MWDOC’s three cost recovery tools - (1) a Melded Water Rate including a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, (2) a Water Increment Charge, and (3) a Retail Meter Charge 
were also incorporated into the model. 

MWDOC uses its Melded Water Rate to fund water purchases and a restricted Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund. This reserve account is funded from its Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge. Its current balance is approximately $2,620,000

Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

9
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.  Between 2003 and 2008 the 
fund balance has ranged from under $450,000 to over $5,000,000. Figure 1 illustrates the 
Water Purchase Reserve Fund balance over time. 

Figure 1:  Water Purchase Reserve Fund Balance  

 

Metropolitan currently charges its member agencies, including MWDOC, a Tier 1 water 
rate and a Tier 2 water rate. The Tier 1 water is less expensive and reflects agreements 
between Metropolitan and its members on the long-term volume of water purchased. 
Metropolitan’s more expensive Tier 2 water rate applies when the volume of water 
purchased by a member exceeds the agreed upon Tier 1 amounts.   

Each MWDOC retail agency could have been assigned a specific Tier 1 allocation.  
However, rather than assess its retail agencies separate charges for Tier 1 and Tier 2 
purchases, MWDOC has used a single “melded” wholesale rate to cover potential Tier 2 
costs should they be incurred, so that all agencies pay the same charge per acre-foot 
(AF).  This melded wholesale rate consists of Metropolitan’s charges – which include 

                                                 

9 Recap of the Tier 2 Contingency and Capacity Charge Funds from January 2003 to December 2008 (source MWDOC)  
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but are not limited to its Tier 1 water rate - and an $18.00/AF surcharge (Melded Water 
Rate Surcharge).  MWDOC invests this $18.00 surcharge in the restricted Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund and uses the fund to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. 
This strategy allows MWDOC to capitalize on the combined Tier 1 water allocation of 
its retail agencies, minimizing Tier 2 water purchases, and therefore reducing the 
overall cost paid for imported water in Orange County.   

Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, the 10-year financial analysis for 
MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Cafeteria CWA all incorporate the 
Melded Water Rate Surcharge.  The 10-year financial analysis for the Six Agency South 
CWA, the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC removes the Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge and instead applies Tier 1 and Tier 2 water rates based on each 
retail agency’s projected use.  

Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges 

MWDOC’s Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges fund its general fund and 
provide its operating reserve. The Water Increment Charge, which is currently $6.50, is 
applied to each AF of water purchased by a retail agency. The Retail Meter Charge, 
which is currently $5.50, is applied annually to each meter in the retail agency’s service 
area. MWDOC’s revenue history indicates that approximately seventy percent (70%) of 
general fund expenditures are recovered through Retail Meter Charges and thirty 
percent (30%) are recovered from Water Increment Charges. 

MWDOC Baseline assumes that MWDOC continues to collect Water Increment and 
Retail Meter Charges from each retail agency to cover its general fund costs, including 
operational reserves. Consistent with the assumptions in Attachment C, future estimates 
for the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges were brought forward from 
MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan through Fiscal Year 2013-14 (the end of the Fiscal Master 
Plan projections). After Fiscal Year 2013-14, the Water Increment and Retail Meter 
Charges are estimated to result in operational reserves of approximately $5,000,000 per 
year consistent with the commitments included in MWDOC’s 12-20-06 Staff Report and 
Policy Statement.  Figure 2 illustrates the rate and charge trends for MWDOC Baseline.  
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Figure 2:  Rate and Charge Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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For MWDOC Baseline, the model calculates how much each retail agency’s Water 
Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge contributes, on a percentage basis, to 
MWDOC’s general fund.  This calculation is illustrated in Table 4 using El Toro Water 
District’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 data as an example. 

 
Table 4:  Example Revenue Contribution Calculation   

Agency  Revenue 
Contribution  

Revenue 
Contribution 
Percentage  

El Toro Water District    

Increment Charge (AF)  $        77,305  1.32% 

Retail Meter Charges (EA)  $        59,879  1.02% 

The retail agency revenue contribution percentages calculated for MWDOC Baseline are 
used to allocate MWDOC CWA’s projected general fund costs. For example, returning 
to Table 4, 1.32% of the MWDOC CWA’s Fiscal Year 2009-10 costs are recovered 
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through El Toro Water District’s projected Water Increment Charges, and 1.02% are 
recovered through that District’s Retail Meter Charges.   

For the MWDOC Subscription CWA, a Water Increment Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “essential” services, including a reserve, from each retail agency 
based on their projected water consumption.  A Retail Meter Charge is modeled that 
recovers the cost of “subscription” services, including a reserve allowance.  (See Section 
5e for a definition and discussion of essential and subscription services as they pertain 
to the MWDOC Subscription CWA option). 

For the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA, a Water Increment 
Charge is modeled that recovers projected general fund costs from the retail agencies in 
the new South CWA based on their water consumption.  For the remaining MWDOC, a 
Retail Meter Charge is modeled that recovers 70% of the projected general fund costs, 
and a Water Increment Charge is modeled that recovers the remaining 30% of the 
general fund costs, consistent with MWDOC’s recent revenue history.   

5c Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline      

This first governance option is the baseline against which other options will be 
compared.  

Essential Services  

Table 5 outlines the services provided by MWDOC Baseline. For this option, all services 
provided are considered essential services. The service descriptions generally follow the 
program categories and program numbers used in MWDOC’s Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
budget. 
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Table 5:  MWDOC Baseline Services 10

Program & Number 

 

Description 

Wholesale Water 
Purchases  

MWDOC is the wholesale water importer for Orange County. It does not operate infrastructure or 
have jurisdiction over local supplies.  MWDOC performs planning and coordination activities that 
serve to improve the overall reliability of the regional water portfolio while minimizing costs. 
MWDOC balances Orange County’s Tier 1 allocations from Metropolitan to minimize Tier 2 
purchases and costs. 

Administration & 
Personnel  

(1010, 1020, 1050) 

This service category includes a portion of the General Manager’s and Assistant General 
Managers’ salaries together with Board compensation, Metropolitan director compensation, 
travel and legal costs and employee training. 

Planning & Resource 
Development 

(2010, 2050) 

MWDOC coordinates with OCWD to estimate water demands and supplies, minimize Tier 2 
water purchases and undertake long-term planning efforts (such as UWMP preparation, 
planning of reliability projects and assistance to agencies seeking grants from Metropolitan or 
other sources). MWDOC also uses this budget category to account for engineering consulting 
services. 

Met Issues & Special 
Projects  

(Met Representation) 

(2500) 

MWDOC has four members on the Metropolitan Board of Directors to represent Orange County 
at Metropolitan. MWDOC staff provides support to the Metropolitan representatives. This 
currently includes just over 2 Full Time Equivalent staff in order to assure Orange County is fully 
represented at Metropolitan negotiations and policy decisions. 

Government Affairs 

(3010) 

MWDOC provides state and federal legislative advocacy, legislative tracking, outreach, briefings, 
and water policy dinners. 

Water Use Efficiency 

(3040) 

MWDOC provides a water use efficiency program including California Urban Water Conservation 
Council (CUWCC) dues, landscape efficiency programs, installation verification programs, and 
weather station maintenance. The program satisfies most CUWCC Best Management Practices 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance. 
BMP compliance is required to secure state grant funding.  

Water Awareness 

(3510) 

MWDOC works to increase overall water awareness.  This includes the “OC Water Hero” 
program together with various merchandise and the regional consumer confidence report 
required by California Department of Public Health. The program helps satisfy CUWCC BMPs 
and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to demonstrate their BMP compliance.  

School Programs 

(3520) 

MWDOC provides two school programs which include a curriculum program (Water Quality 101), 
and an assembly program (aimed reaching 88,000 students). This service category accounts for 
the MWDOC staff, Discovery Science Center costs and supply and printing costs. The program 
satisfies a CUWCC BMP and MWDOC’s retailers can use the wholesale program to 
demonstrate their BMP compliance. Anaheim, Fullerton and Santa Ana contract for service from 
this program and a student count basis. 

Finance & IT 

(4010, 4050) 

 

 

This service category includes MWDOC’s information technology and finance staff. 

 

 

                                                 

10 Summarized from Exhibit B Expenditures by Program General Fund, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 
(June 18, 2008) 
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Program & Number Description 

Overhead  

(6500) 

This service category includes District administration, rent, site maintenance, equipment, records 
management and health care benefits for retirees and vacation, sick leave and holiday costs for 
employees. 

WEROC 

(9600) 

The Water Emergency Response Organization of Orange County (WEROC) coordinates and 
supports emergency response on behalf of all Orange County water and wastewater agencies. 
WEROC supports planning and preparedness activities and maintains two Emergency 
Operations Centers (EOCs) in a state of readiness.  MWDOC shares costs on this program with 
other beneficiaries based on population served.  

Table 6:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Baseline (Attachment E). Table 6 provides a summary of the MWDOC Baseline 
budget by presenting estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 
2014-15 and 2019-20.  Figure 3 graphically illustrates the relationship of the various 
budget programs to one another.   

11

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$    1,489,924$      1,727,230$      2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$       742,129$         860,331$         997,360$         
Special Projects 582,211$       599,677$         695,190$         805,916$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$       274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$       785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness 317,852$       327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs 355,527$       366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance 440,098$       453,301$         525,500$         609,199$         
Information Technology 167,100$       172,113$         199,526$         231,305$         

Overhead 904,458$       931,592$         1,079,970$      1,251,981$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$         93,965$           108,931$         126,281$         

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$    6,236,372$      7,229,664$      8,381,162$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$    4,739,000$      5,002,197$      5,023,890$      

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 14-15

 

 

                                                 

11 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 3:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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The MWDOC Baseline budget contains an operational reserve which can be used to 
cover unanticipated costs, such as variations in operating costs and/or revenues. 
MWDOC Baseline’s budgeted operating reserve for Fiscal Year 2008-09 is $5,069,000.12

                                                 

12 Exhibit C, 2008-2009 Fiscal Master Plan Projections, MWDOC Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009 (June 18, 2008) 

 

  
Within the staff report that covered its December 2006 Policy Resolution, MWDOC 
included a stated goal for holding the balance in its operational reserves to an amount 
between $5,000,000 and $6,000,000. As illustrated in Table 6, the fiscal model includes a 
cost recovery structure that results in operational reserves of approximately $5,000,000. 
This is graphically depicted on Figure 4.   

                         ROP    000400



Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Governance Study for Municipal Water District of Orange County – Administrative Draft  

Page 26 
 
 

 

Figure 4:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 1 MWDOC Baseline 
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As is discussed in Section 5b, MWDOC maintains a second reserve account, the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund.  These reserve funds are not included in the 10-year budget 
because these revenues are not used for general fund purposes; use of the Water 
Purchase Reserve Fund is restricted to the purchase of Tier 2 water from Metropolitan. 

• Historically, MWDOC’s general fund budget has averaged between 4.5% and 
5.5% of its total budget; the majority of MWDOC’s costs, and the costs passed 
on to ratepayers through the retail agencies, are associated with the purchase 
of wholesale water.  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impact to Rate Payers  

The cost recovery strategies described in Section 5b for MWDOC Baseline were used in 
the 10-year budget projections in order to estimate potential impacts to each retail 
agency’s rate payers.   The model accounts for the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the 
Water Increment Charge and the Retail Meter Charge to determine each retail agency’s 
share of costs. Each retail agency’s cost share was then divided by the number of retail 
meters in the service area in order to develop an estimated cost per ratepayer for 
comparative purposes. Table 7 illustrates the results of this modeling for Fiscal Years 
2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20.  

The model results reveal several key findings: 

• The model results also indicate that over the past several years MWDOC’s 
Water Increment Charge and Retail Meter Charge have not fully funded the 
general fund budget. MWDOC has relied on a combination of interest 
earnings and drawing on reserve funds to supplement the Water Increment 
Charge and Retail Meter Charge.  

• MWDOC’s Fiscal Master Plan projects increases to the Water Increment 
Charge and Retail Meter Charge beginning in Fiscal Year 2009-10. When these 

                         ROP    000401



Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Governance Study for Municipal Water District of Orange County – Administrative Draft  

Page 27 
 
 

 

rate increases are taken into account the model predicts that MWDOC will 
begin to recover more of its general fund costs and make contributions to its 
general fund reserves, beginning in FY 2012-13.   

• The impact of MWDOC’s overhead on individual ratepayers varies 
throughout MWDOC’s service area. This is due to the fact that some retailers 
have alternative water supply sources (groundwater, recycled water etc.) 
while others use imported water to meet a majority of their demands. The 
impact of MWDOC’s overhead costs varies from $8.00 to over $50.00 per 
ratepayer annually ($0.66 to over $4.00 monthly). 

Attachment E, in the Appendix, presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for 
MWDOC Baseline.  
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 Table 7:  Cost to Rate Payer – Baseline MWDOC  

Baseline
Annual Cost 

to  Payer Baseline

Annual 
Cost to  
Payer Baseline

Annual Cost 
to  Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$           38.22$         490,901$          46.57$        577,377$          53.51$         

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$        14.84$         2,259,849$       19.45$        2,791,350$       22.76$         

Moulton Niguel WD
Totals 1,489,931$        21.16$         1,838,012$       26.11$        2,121,728$       30.14$         

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$        22.15$         1,688,041$       26.55$        2,090,215$       30.53$         

South Coast Water District
Totals 295,630$           23.10$         343,905$          26.66$        372,720$          28.67$         

Trabuco Canyon WD
Totals 165,988$           34.65$         215,701$          42.87$        261,116$          50.02$         

Laguna Beach CWD
Totals 192,842$           22.45$         238,815$          27.56$        275,799$          31.67$         

San Clemente
Totals 412,578$           21.60$         515,629$          26.44$        591,905$          29.88$         

San Juan Capistrano
Totals 216,684$           18.79$         268,024$          22.94$        307,687$          26.09$         

Brea
Totals 258,060$           20.47$         338,233$          25.82$        408,387$          30.30$         

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$           12.86$         378,737$          18.07$        483,588$          22.60$         

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$             80.00$         122,106$          101.42$      143,772$          118.82$       

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           10.81$         258,572$          14.40$        298,069$          16.29$         

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           10.60$         524,062$          14.69$        611,716$          16.88$         

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$           10.39$         868,130$          12.66$        1,137,289$       13.06$         

Huntington Beach
Totals 587,584$           10.79$         798,261$          14.40$        917,191$          16.32$         

La Habra
Totals 148,547$           11.26$         192,277$          14.37$        221,624$          16.37$         

La Palma
Totals 46,253$             10.47$         62,625$            13.95$        72,070$            15.87$         

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$           6.97$           245,178$          10.00$        275,139$          11.04$         

Newport Beach
Totals 336,301$           10.58$         472,638$          14.61$        541,424$          16.52$         

OCWD
Totals 120,000$           147,556$          173,467$          

Orange
Totals 453,861$           12.45$         639,731$          17.28$        740,404$          19.75$         

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$             12.26$         93,340$            16.78$        109,432$          19.44$         

Serrano WD
Totals 14,310$             6.20$           17,402$            7.54$          18,467$            8.00$           

Westminster
Totals 231,903$           11.26$         316,753$          15.10$        367,195$          17.25$         

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$           20.04$         647,209$          25.68$        765,177$          28.52$         

only its retail service area. Therefore the annual cost to rate payer over states cost because it includes the wholesale purchase

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

* EOCWD's total water purchases include water it wholesales to su-member agencies. EOCWD's retail meter count includes 
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In order to understand MWDOC’s practices, it is helpful to compare them to other 
Metropolitan member agencies. Table 8 below, provides a brief comparison of 
governance structures and wholesale water programs for Metropolitan member 
agencies.  MWDOC is one of 12 special districts that are members of Metropolitan (the 
remaining Metropolitan member agencies are full-service cities with a very different 
service model).  Most other special districts that are Metropolitan members own and 
operate varying types and levels of infrastructure.  There is one other agency (Upper 
San Gabriel Valley MWD) which, like MWDOC, does not own or operate infrastructure. 
While most other special districts that are Metropolitan members charge a Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 water rate, San Diego County Water Authority and Eastern MWD use a Melded 
Water Rate

Comparison to Other Metropolitan Member Agencies 

13

Agency  

. 

Table 8:  Metropolitan Water District Member Agency Comparison 

Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates (includes 

Metropolitan Charges) 

    2008 2009 

MWDOC MWD representing: 

28 agencies 

2,300,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

None $522 $597 

Calleguas MWD MWD representing: 

21 agencies 

592,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply;  Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Reservoirs, pipelines  
and pump stations 

T1 $657 

 

T2 $755 

T1 $769 

 

T2 $885 

Central Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 

41 agencies 

2,000,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Distribution 

Water Quality 
Protection Project;  
recycled water 
system 

T1 $564 

 

T2 $662 

T1 $635 

 

T2 $751 

Eastern MWD MWD representing: 

9 agencies 

660,000 people 

Wholesale & Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution  

4 Wastewater 
Treatment Plants; 2 
Water Treatment 
Plants, potable water 
distribution system, 
sewer collection 
system, storage tanks 
and pumping stations 

  

 

 

$702 

 

$786 

                                                 

13SDCWA charges a melded rate to all retailers. In cases where SCDWA exceeds its Tier 1 allocation, it collects Tier 2 charges 
from the agencies that caused it to exceed its allocation. 
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Agency  Governance 
Structure  

Services 
 

Facilities  Wholesale Water 
Rates (includes 

Metropolitan Charges) 

    2008 2009 

Foothill MWD MWD representing: 

7 agencies 

88,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply 

Pipelines, storage 
tanks and pump 
stations. 

 

T1 $700 
to $794  

T2 $798 
to  $892  

T1 $848 to 
$903 

T2 $964 to 
$1046  

Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency 

MWD representing: 

7 agencies 

800,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply (untreated); 
Wastewater 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation  

Water recycling 
facilities;  biosolids  
treatment facilities; 
Chino Desalter 

T1 $361 

T2 $459 

 

T1 $422 

T2 $538 

 

Las Virgenes 
MWD 

MWD representing: 

0 agencies 

65,000 people 

Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment; Recycled 
Water Distribution; 
Power Generation 

Reservoir; water 
treatment plant; water 
recycling plant; 
recycled water 
distribution system  

Not Applicable. Agency 
provides retail water 

service 

San Diego 
County Water 
Authority 

CWA representing: 

25 agencies 

3,070,000 people 

 

 

 

Wholesale Water 
Supply, Power Supply  

Pipelines, pump 
stations hydroelectric 
plant 

$614 $695 

Three Valleys 
MWD 

MWD representing: 

11 agencies 

600,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Hydroelectric 
Power Generation 

Water & Hydroelectric 
Facilities, storage 
tanks, distribution 
pipeline  

T1 $528 

T2 $626 

T1 $600 

T2 $716 

Upper San 
Gabriel Valley 
MWD 

MWD representing: 

8 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply  

None T1 $549 

T2 $650  

Not Yet 
Available 

West Basin 
MWD 

MWD representing: 

12 agencies 

900,000 people 

Wholesale Water 
Supply; Recycled 
Water Treatment and 
Distribution  

Groundwater wells, 
desalination facilities, 
recycled  water 
treatment and 
distribution system 

T1 $611 

T2 $709 

T1 $689 

T2 $805 

Western MWD MWD representing: 

8 agencies 

853,000 people 

Wholesale &  Retail 
Water Supply; 
Wastewater 
Collection & 
Treatment 

Groundwater wells, 
potable water pipeline 
and storage tanks; 
Wastewater 
collection, treatment 
and disposal system  

T1 $508 

T2 $606 

T1 $579 

T2 $695 
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5d Option 2a – MWDOC CWA  
 
This is one of two options that includes dissolving MWDOC and replacing it with a 
CWA formed under Water Code Appendix 45.  
 
Essential Services  

MWDOC CWA includes the same essential services described for Option 1 – MWDOC 
Baseline.   

MWDOC currently supports seven elected directors at an estimated cost of $813,139.

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC CWA. This budget is very similar to the budget for MWDOC Baseline, except 
it reduces operational reserves to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period and takes into account the different structure of the Board directors 
and the impacts that could have on administrative and personnel costs. 

14

CWA member agencies are entitled to at least one board member, meaning that the 
MWDOC CWA will have at least 28 board members.  In addition, a member agency 
may designate one additional representative for each full five-percent of assessed value 
it has within the CWA’s territory. 

 
Under a CWA model, directors would not be elected but rather would be appointed 
from the member agencies, which will result in a larger board of directors. However 
because each director has some administrative and financial support from the agency he 
or she represents, the cost of supporting an individual director may be less. In order to 
estimate the costs for board support for the MWDOC CWA option, budget data from 
the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) was consulted. Based on SDCWA’s 
2008-09 Fiscal Year budget, the estimated cost of supporting a director is $18,000 
annually. MWDOC’s current budget would allow for the support of up to 45 directors 
at  SDCWA’s rate (i.e. $813,139/$18,000 = 45).  

15

                                                 

14 Annual Budget for Fiscal Year 2008-2009, Adopted June 18, 2008, Exhibit B. 

15 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (b), (c) and (d) 

  A preliminary review of assessed value data, 
which is discussed in more detail in Section 6, suggests that a MWDOC CWA would 
have at least 36 board members. A Board of this size could be supported within 
MWDOC’s current budget allowance. Therefore, for the purposes of this preliminary 
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evaluation, it is assumed that the projected general fund budgets for MWDOC Baseline 
and MWDOC CWA will be the same except for the reduced reserve levels.   

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA could require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”16

Table 9:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 2a MWDOC CWA

 
For the MWDOC CWA option, this election, if required, would include all territory 
within MWDOC’s current service area. The Orange County Registrar of Voters has 
provided estimates of $3,000,000 to $3,600,000 for a CWA formation election 
consolidated with a general election and $5,600,000 to $6,000,000 for a special election. 
Additional analysis is needed to determine detailed election requirements and if the 
election costs are truly a “proper charge against the county” or if they would need to be 
funded as part of the reorganization. Because of this, these costs are currently not 
included in the budget used for the fiscal model. 

Table 9 provides a summary of the MWDOC CWA budget by presenting estimates for 
the current Fiscal Year and for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figure 5 
graphically illustrates the relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   

17

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,446,528$        1,489,924$      1,727,230$      2,002,333$      

Planning/Resource Development 720,514$           742,129$         860,331$         997,360$         
Special Projects 582,211$           599,677$         695,190$         805,916$         

Governmental Affairs 266,939$           274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Use Efficiency 762,275$           785,143$         910,196$         1,055,167$      

Water Awareness 317,852$           327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         
School Programs 355,527$           366,193$         424,518$         492,133$         

Finance 440,098$           453,301$         525,500$         609,199$         
Information Technology 167,100$           172,113$         199,526$         231,305$         

Overhead 904,458$           931,592$         1,079,970$      1,251,981$      
Desalination Study -$                       -$                     -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 91,228$             93,965$           108,931$         126,281$         
Contribution from Reserves -$                       (322,000)$        (390,933)$        (390,933)$        

Subtotal General Fund 6,054,730$        5,914,372$      6,838,731$      7,990,229$      
Budgeted Reserves 5,069,000$        4,739,000$      2,784,335$      1,220,600$      

FY 14-15FY 08-09 FY 09-10

 

 

                                                 

16 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 

17 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 5:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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The MWDOC CWA budget maintains an operational reserve.  However this reserve is 
reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. In 
contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected operational reserve balance of 
approximately $5,000,000 in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC CWA has a projected 
$1,220,600 operational reserve balance in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 6 graphically 
represents the relationship between the MWDOC CWA general fund budget and its’ 
operating reserve.  
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Figure 6:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2a MWDOC CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is funded from 
its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when necessary. 
This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The amount of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used for MWDOC 
Baseline.  

As in the MWDOC Baseline model, Water Increment Charges and Retail Meter Charges 
are used to recover general fund costs.  The model projects that each retail agency will 
pay a slightly lower combination of Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges because 
the operational reserve requirement is reduced to 15%.  

Attachment F presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC CWA. Table 10 
compares the projected cost to each retail agency of the combined Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges (revenue contribution) for the 
MWDOC CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Each retail agency’s MWDOC CWA revenue contribution was divided by the number 
of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost per rate payer to 
compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on Table 7 
in Section 5c and again in Table 10.   The resultant increase or decrease from the 
MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 10 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 
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Fiscally, MWDOC CWA is very similar to the MWDOC Baseline; both have very similar 
budget assumptions and identical revenue recovery strategies. Small cost savings 
accrue to ratepayers over time because of reduced operational reserve levels. MWDOC 
CWA is therefore considered a fiscally feasible option. 
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Table 10:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Base CWA

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer

El Toro WD
Totals 393,330$     385,782$     (0.73)$          490,901$     480,850$     (0.95)$         577,377$     568,003$     (0.87)$          

Irvine Ranch WD*
Totals 1,710,731$  1,660,963$  (0.43)$          2,259,849$  2,193,125$  (0.57)$         2,791,350$  2,725,860$  (0.53)$          

Moulton Niguel WD
Totals 1,489,931$  1,453,795$  (0.51)$          1,838,012$  1,791,027$  (0.67)$         2,121,728$  2,078,481$  (0.61)$          

Santa Margarita WD
Totals 1,289,705$  1,259,078$  (0.53)$          1,688,041$  1,645,220$  (0.67)$         2,090,215$  2,047,865$  (0.62)$          

South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     288,741$     (0.54)$          343,905$     335,197$     (0.68)$         372,720$     364,942$     (0.60)$          
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     162,695$     (0.69)$          215,701$     211,164$     (0.90)$         261,116$     256,780$     (0.83)$          
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     188,290$     (0.53)$          238,815$     232,856$     (0.69)$         275,799$     270,304$     (0.63)$          
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     402,667$     (0.52)$          515,629$     502,524$     (0.67)$         591,905$     579,792$     (0.61)$          
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     211,118$     (0.48)$          268,024$     260,745$     (0.62)$         307,687$     300,963$     (0.57)$          

Brea
Totals 258,060$     251,702$     (0.50)$          338,233$     329,543$     (0.66)$         408,387$     400,084$     (0.62)$          

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     254,401$     (0.41)$          378,737$     367,103$     (0.55)$         483,588$     472,200$     (0.53)$          

East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       94,313$       (1.27)$          122,106$     120,034$     (1.72)$         143,772$     141,860$     (1.58)$          
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     182,951$     (0.38)$          258,572$     249,528$     (0.50)$         298,069$     289,588$     (0.46)$          
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     357,064$     (0.38)$          524,062$     505,949$     (0.51)$         611,716$     594,688$     (0.47)$          
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     540,605$     (0.37)$          868,130$     835,269$     (0.48)$         1,137,289$  1,099,993$  (0.43)$          
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     566,920$     (0.38)$          798,261$     770,346$     (0.50)$         917,191$     891,127$     (0.46)$          
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     143,462$     (0.39)$          192,277$     185,543$     (0.50)$         221,624$     215,338$     (0.46)$          
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       44,596$       (0.38)$          62,625$       60,392$       (0.50)$         72,070$       69,986$       (0.46)$          
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     159,583$     (0.33)$          245,178$     234,337$     (0.44)$         275,139$     265,014$     (0.41)$          
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     324,331$     (0.38)$          472,638$     456,249$     (0.51)$         541,424$     526,149$     (0.47)$          
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     118,451$     147,556$     145,492$     173,467$     171,578$     
Orange

Totals 453,861$     439,249$     (0.40)$          639,731$     619,591$     (0.54)$         740,404$     721,617$     (0.50)$          
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       65,070$       (0.40)$          93,340$       90,353$       (0.54)$         109,432$     106,630$     (0.50)$          
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       18,904$       1.99$           17,402$       16,461$       (0.41)$         18,467$       17,606$       (0.37)$          
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     223,963$     (0.39)$          316,753$     305,981$     (0.51)$         367,195$     357,108$     (0.47)$          
Yorba Linda WD

Totals 489,990$     477,795$     (0.50)$          647,209$     630,541$     (0.66)$         765,177$     749,169$     (0.60)$          
* Impact to rate payers overstated because of wholesale purchases  

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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5e Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA 
This is the second of two options that assumes that MWDOC will be dissolved and 
replaced by a CWA formed in accordance with the CWA Act.   

During the development of the MWDOC MSR, LAFCO’s stakeholder process included 
an effort to define services provided by MWDOC as “core” (essential) and “non-core” 
(subscription).

Essential Services  

18

• Wholesale Water Importation 

  Option 2b – MWDOC Subscription CWA builds on this effort and 
analyzes the impact of allowing retail agencies to have a choice about whether or not to 
subscribe to certain services provided by MWDOC.  
 
Based on the information provided in the MWDOC MSR and information provided by 
the various retail agencies, the following services are considered essential and the 
model assumes all retail agencies will participate in funding them:  
 

• Planning and Resource Development19

• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
 

• Water Use Efficiency 
• School Program  
• Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

 
MWDOC will continue to provide the following services as subscription services.  
 

• Government Affairs 
• Water Awareness.   

 
During the MSR process, the Six Agencies indicated that they had alternative means for 
providing these services.  The model therefore assumes that the subscription services 
will be subscribed to by all retailers except the Six Agencies. 
 
 
 

                                                 

18 Section 3 Stakeholder Working Group, Municipal Services Review & Sphere of Influence Study for Municipal Water District 
of Orange County (June 2007). 

19 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting retailers will 
pay for large planning and resource development projects. 

                         ROP    000412



Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Governance Study for Municipal Water District of Orange County – Administrative Draft  

Page 38 
 
 

 

Service  

Cost of Service and Reserves 

The foundation for the cost of service analysis is the 10-year budget developed for 
MWDOC Subscription CWA. The MWDOC Subscription CWA budget contains two 
components, an essential services budget and a subscription services budget.  

Essential and subscription services are identified by budget category in Table 11. The 
service categories are identical to those used in the MWDOC Fiscal Year 2008-09 
budget. Overhead categories including Administration & Personnel, Finance & IT and 
General Overhead have been proportionally allocated to the essential and subscription 
budgets. Based on the budget and staffing assumptions included in Attachment C, 
essential services comprise 81% of the budget and are therefore assigned 81% of the 
overhead. Subscription services comprise 19% of the budget and are assigned 19% of 
the overhead.  

Table 11:  Essential and Subscription Services 

Description 

Wholesale Water Purchases  Essential  

Administration & Personnel  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

Planning & Resource Development Essential 

Met Issues & Special Projects Essential 

Government Affairs Subscription  

Water Use Efficiency Essential 

Water Awareness Subscription  

School Programs Essential  

Finance & IT Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

Overhead  Proportionally Allocated to Essential (81%) and Subscription (19%)  

WEROC Essential 

 
The analysis for MWDOC Subscription CWA includes the reduced reserve levels and 
board support costs described in Section 5d above and also analyzes the financial 
impacts of a subscription program. As described for Option 2a-MWDOC CWA, Option 
2b may require a formation election but it is not clear whether or not that cost would be 
assigned to the new CWA. 

Tables 12a and 12b provide budget summaries for the essential and subscription 
services respectively, presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal Year and for 
Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figure 7 graphically illustrates the 
relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   
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Table 12a:  Projected Essential Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA20

Services & Costs $ $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation % 81% 81% 81% 81% 81%
Administrative/Personnel $1,173,347 1,208,548$      1,360,231$    1,401,038$      1,624,187$      

Planning/Resource Development $720,514 742,129$         $835,273 860,331$         968,311$         
Special Projects $582,211 599,677$         $674,942 695,190$         782,443$         

Water Use Efficiency $762,275 785,143$         $883,686 910,196$         1,055,167$      
School Programs $355,527 366,193$         $412,153 424,518$         492,133$         

Finance $356,984 367,694$         $413,843 426,258$         494,150$         
Information Technology $135,543 139,609$         $157,131 161,845$         187,623$         

Overhead $733,649 755,658$         $850,500 876,015$         985,962$         
Desalination Study $0 -$                     $0 -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution $91,228 93,965$           $105,758 108,931$         122,603$         
Contribution from Reserves -$                   (261,189)$        (317,104)$      (317,104)$        (317,104)$        

Subtotal Core General Fund $4,911,278 4,797,427$      $5,376,413 5,547,219$      6,395,474$      
Budgeted Reserves $4,111,706 $3,844,027 $2,575,610 $2,258,506 $990,086

FY 19-20FY 13-14 FY 14-15FY 08-09 FY 09-10

 

 

Table 12b:  Projected Subscription Services Budget – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 

Services & Costs $ $ $ $
General Fund Budget

Overhead Allocation Factor 19% 19% 19% 19%
Administrative/Personnel $274,840 283,086$         328,174$         380,443$         

Governmental Affairs $266,939 274,947$         318,739$         369,506$         
Water Awareness $317,852 327,388$         379,532$         439,982$         

Finance $83,619 $86,127 $99,845 $115,748
Information Technology $31,749 $32,701 $37,910 $43,948

Overhead $171,847 $177,002 $205,194 $237,876
Desalination Study $0 -$                     -$                     -$                     

Interest/Reserve Contribution (194,240)$      (61,180)$          (74,277)$          (74,277)$          
Subtotal Subscription General Fund 952,606$       1,120,071$      1,295,117$      1,513,226$      

Budgeted Reserves $963,110 $900,410 $529,024 $231,914

FY 08-09 FY 09-10 FY 19-20FY 14-15

 

                                                 

20 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 7:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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The MWDOC Subscription CWA maintains an operational reserve.  However this 
reserve is reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year projection period. 
In contrast to Baseline MWDOC, which has a projected operational reserve balance of 
approximately $5,000,000 in Fiscal Year 2019-20, MWDOC Subscription CWA has a 
projected operational reserve balance of $1,222,000 in Fiscal Year 2019-20. Figure 8 
graphically represents the relationship between the MWDOC Subscription CWA 
general fund budget and its operating reserve.  

Figure 8:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 2b MWDOC Subscription CWA 
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While not included in the general fund budget, because it is a restricted fund, the 
MWDOC Subscription CWA does maintain a Water Purchase Reserve Fund, which is 
funded from its Melded Water Rate Surcharge, in order to purchase Tier 2 water when 
necessary. This is identical to MWDOC Baseline.  
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Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA continues to use three rate-recovery tools: a Melded 
Water Rate Surcharge, a Water Increment Charge and a Retail Meter Charge.  

The Melded Water Rate Surcharge is identical to that used in MWDOC Baseline. The 
general fund revenue recovery strategy for this option, however, uses revenues from 
the Water Increment and Retail Meter Charges differently. 
 
The Water Increment Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover each agency’s 
share of the essential services, including administration and overhead. The rationale is 
that essential services are related to the importation of water and each retail agency 
should pay for essential services based on water consumption.   
 
The Retail Meter Charge for each retail agency is modeled to cover the agency’s share of 
subscription services. Under this option, agencies that do not participate in the 
subscription services are not assessed a Retail Meter Charge.  The rationale is that 
subscription services provided through MWDOC will benefit the ratepayers within 
those retail agencies subscribing to the services, thus each customer receiving the 
service pays for the service through Retail Meter Charges.  

Attachment G presents the complete, 10-year model results for MWDOC Subscription 
CWA.  Table 13 compares the projected revenue contributions for the MWDOC 
Subscription CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-
20. Each retail agency’s MWDOC Subscription CWA revenue contribution was divided 
by the number of retail meters within its service area in order to develop a cost per rate 
payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” shown on 
Table 7 in Section 5c and again on Table 13.   The resultant increase or decrease from the 
MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 13 in the column “Annual Cost to 
Ratepayer.” 

The MWDOC Subscription CWA shifts almost $1,000,000 in costs from “non-
subscribers” (the Six Agencies) to “subscribers” (all other MWDOC retail agencies). 
While this is a large revenue shift in terms of the overall general fund budget, it is 
attenuated by the large number of rate payers within the subscription service area. As 
illustrated in Table 13, the impact to rate payers, at the end of the 10-year cost projection 
period, is modest. Rate payers in the non-subscription area experience a modest 
decrease in costs (less than $5.00 per year or about $0.35 per month in the most extreme 
case) while rate payers in the subscription area experience a modest increase in cost 
(less than $2.00 annually or under $0.15 per month). This modest cost shift is not 
regarded as a fiscal fatal flaw, and Option 2b - MWDOC Subscription CWA is therefore 
considered a feasible alternative. 
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Table 13:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – MWDOC Subscription CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline Cafeteria

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$           364,280$           (2.82)$          490,901$          440,470$          (4.78)$         577,377$          532,567$          (4.15)$          
Irvine Ranch WD

Totals 1,710,731$        1,540,945$        (1.47)$          2,259,849$       1,944,125$       (2.72)$         2,791,350$       2,445,942$       (2.82)$          
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$        1,334,743$        (2.20)$          1,838,012$       1,598,914$       (3.40)$         2,121,728$       1,920,691$       (2.86)$          
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$        1,207,782$        (1.41)$          1,688,041$       1,487,294$       (3.16)$         2,090,215$       1,863,828$       (3.31)$          
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$           261,956$           (2.63)$          343,905$          298,199$          (3.54)$         372,720$          338,954$          (2.60)$          
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$           155,627$           (2.16)$          215,701$          193,551$          (4.40)$         261,116$          239,342$          (4.17)$          
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$           198,067$           0.61$           238,815$          235,385$          (0.40)$         275,799$          279,894$          0.47$           
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$           426,678$           0.74$           515,629$          509,571$          (0.31)$         591,905$          602,681$          0.54$           
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$           225,923$           0.80$           268,024$          267,271$          (0.06)$         307,687$          316,419$          0.74$           

Brea
Totals 258,060$           272,770$           1.17$           338,233$          336,330$          (0.15)$         408,387$          412,716$          0.32$           

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$           297,962$           1.73$           378,737$          388,381$          0.46$          483,588$          496,821$          0.62$           

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$             93,726$             (1.76)$          122,106$          115,319$          (5.64)$         143,772$          138,962$          (3.97)$          

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$           215,770$           1.49$           258,572$          269,028$          0.58$          298,069$          319,504$          1.17$           

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$           425,553$           1.58$           524,062$          544,365$          0.57$          611,716$          652,614$          1.13$           

Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$           735,974$           3.25$           868,130$          951,345$          1.21$          1,137,289$       1,186,834$       0.57$           
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$           666,514$           1.45$           798,261$          829,858$          0.57$          917,191$          984,030$          1.19$           
La Habra

Totals 148,547$           165,784$           1.31$           192,277$          199,930$          0.57$          221,624$          237,705$          1.19$           
La Palma

Totals 46,253$             52,641$             1.45$           62,625$            65,322$            0.60$          72,070$            77,587$            1.21$           
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$           208,265$           1.70$           245,178$          266,955$          0.89$          275,139$          311,862$          1.47$           
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$           385,046$           1.53$           472,638$          490,456$          0.55$          541,424$          580,356$          1.19$           
OCWD

Totals 120,000$           113,868$           147,556$          136,994$          173,467$          164,790$          
Orange

Totals 453,861$           508,436$           1.50$           639,731$          653,284$          0.37$          740,404$          778,460$          1.02$           
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$             75,299$             1.47$           93,340$            95,661$            0.42$          109,432$          115,084$          1.00$           
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$             17,395$             1.34$           17,402$            19,728$            1.01$          18,467$            22,385$            1.70$           
Westminster

Totals 231,903$           261,987$           1.46$           316,753$          327,873$          0.53$          367,195$          391,181$          1.13$           
Yorba Linda WD

Totals 489,990$           519,361$           1.20$           647,209$          644,258$          (0.12)$         765,177$          775,605$          0.39$           

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20

 

5f Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA  
 
This option is one of two options that models detachment of some south county 
agencies and formation of a new South CWA formed under Water Code Appendix 45.  
Under Option 3a - Six Agency South CWA - El Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, 
Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts are detached. 
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MWDOC continues as an MWD representing 22 retail agencies. The boundaries are 
illustrated in Figure 9. 
 

Figure 9 Six Agency South CWA 

 

 

The Six Agency South CWA will provide only “essential” services to the six member 
agencies. These were identified during the MWDOC MSR process and are identical to 

Essential Services  
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the essential services defined for the MWDOC Subscription CWA and discussed in 
Section 5e.  The essential services are:  
 

• Wholesale Water Importation 
• Planning and Resource Development21

• Metropolitan Issues and Special Projects  
 

• Water Use Efficiency 
• School Program  
• A “fair share” of Emergency Preparedness (WEROC). 

The six agencies could consider providing the non-subscribed services to their 
ratepayers on an agency by agency basis. The remaining MWDOC will continue to 
provide its full range of services to its member agencies.  

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA may require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The budgets developed for the Six Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC 
form the foundation for the cost of service analysis. The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Six Agency South CWA reflects the costs of $18,000 
per director for up to 28 directors (based on the SDCWA costs discussed above and the 
analysis found in Section 6c). Board compensation for the remaining MWDOC is the 
same as for MWDOC Baseline.  

22

Tables 14a and 14b provide budget summaries for Six Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC, presenting budget estimates for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 

 If 
required, this election would need to include all territory within the six agencies’ 
current service area. The Orange County Registrar of Voters has provided estimates of 
$1,000,000 to $1,200,000 for a formation election consolidated with a general election 
and $1,900,000 to $2,000,000 for a special election. Additional analysis is needed to 
determine if these costs are truly a “proper charge against the county”. Because of this, 
these costs are currently not included in the budget used for the fiscal model. 

                                                 

21 The analysis assumes that MWDOC’s Policy regarding project initiation remains in effect and that the benefitting retailers will 
pay for large planning and resource development projects. 

22 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 
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2019-20. Figures 10a and 10b graphically illustrate the relationship of the various budget 
programs to one another. 

Table 14a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA23

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $723,511 748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $0 192,942$         223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $135,674 337,472$         391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $100,000 131,840$         152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $382,287 429,783$         498,236$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $0 -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         $0 -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         $125,062 258,287$         299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $35,720 93,075$           107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         $135,490 509,666$         590,842$         
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $31,290 35,217$           40,827$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$200,000 (200,000)$        (199,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      1,469,035$    2,536,369$      2,973,201$      

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,013,225 1,213,225$      388,225$         

FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 14-15

 

 
Table 14b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3a Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $952,961 1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $487,464 548,645$         636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $389,898 438,833$         508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $238,966 268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $447,153 503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $180,740 203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         $168,045 189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         $303,005 341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $104,040 117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         $768,789 865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $62,675 70,541$           81,776$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$223,000 (223,000)$        (200,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      3,880,736$    4,395,791$      5,154,444$      

Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,500,775 1,608,775$      743,085$         

FY 09-10 FY 10-11 FY 14-15

 

                                                 

23 The “Subtotal General Fund” row may differ slightly from the sum of individual line items due to rounding within the model. 
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Figure 10a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3a Six Agency South CWA 
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Figure 10b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC  
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Both the Six Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC retain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 42.5% is allocated to the Six Agency South CWA and 57.5% to 
remaining MWDOC, based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 
percentage of revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These 
percentages could also be used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Fund. 
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Figures 11a and 11b graphically represent the relationship between the general fund 
budget and the operating reserve for both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining 
MWDOC. 

Figure 11a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3a Six Agency CWA 
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Figure 11b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Six Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
revenue recovery tools:  

• For the Six Agency South CWA, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover 
general fund costs because its general fund costs are associated almost 
exclusively with providing water supply;  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge is used to recover 
approximately 30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge is used 
to recover approximately 70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the 
cost recovery pattern identified from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget 
data.   
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Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

Option 3a illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge, which 
currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option analyzes the 
potential impact to rate payers should both the Six Agency South CWA and remaining 
MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more common two-tier 
assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies needing Tier 2 water to 
purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 15 illustrates each retail agency’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to its projected 
demand and demonstrates that the remaining MWDOC does have the capacity to 
continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Table 15 also 
demonstrates that the Six Agency South CWA has a significant Tier 2 demand driven 
initially by Santa Margarita and Moulton Niguel Water Districts. However over the 
planning period, the majority of the South County agencies exceed their Tier 1 
allocations. The table illustrates that the Six Agency South CWA’s demand exceeds its 
Tier 1 allocation in Fiscal Year 2009-10 by over 19,000 AF, which grows to over 33,000 
AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  The remaining MWDOC organization experiences adequate 
Tier 1 allocations: the initial Tier 1 allocation exceeds overall demand for water by more 
than 32,000 AF, and is reduced to just less than 11,500 AF by Fiscal Year 2019-20. 
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Table 15:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet)24

Agency  

 

Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411   10,894          -517  11,153         -258  11,323         -88 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890    37,512       3,429  41,733        7,650 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    35,435        6,864   35,935        7,364 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416    32,767     15,226  35,565     18,024 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,686      -1,614     6,196      -2,104 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861     4,543        1,682     4,819       1,958     5,058       2,197 

 Six Agency 
South CWA 

 

102,767 121,910 19,143 128,372 25,605 135,810 33,043 

Laguna Beach         4,377    4,653 276      4,703 326 4,753 376 

San Clemente           8,674     9,806        1,132      9,992        1,318     9,994        1,320 

San Juan 
Capistrano 

          6,111     4,839      -1,272      4,878       -1,233    4,919       -1,192 

Brea           8,826     5,997      -2,829      6,491       -2,335     6,390      -2,436 

Buena Park            7,358    4,536      -2,822     5,982       -1,376     7,203         -155 

EOCWD           5279    2,947      -2,332      3,064       -2,215     3,092      -2,187 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,339          888     3,497        1,046 

Garden Grove           8,327   5,122      -3,205     6,914      -1413     7,420         -907 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221 9,522 -3,239 10,159 -2,602 

Huntington 
Beach 

        10,962     8,327      -2,635    10,312        -650 10,781         -181 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703     2,477         -451     2,613         -315 

La Palma 657        629          -28        780          123        824          167 

Mesa 
Consolidated 

          6,493        616     -5,877     1,634      -4,859    1,747      -4,746 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281      6,200    -12,724     6,436     -12,488 

Orange 
         4,695 7,594 2,899 9,773 5,078 10,157 5,462 

                                                 

24 Tier 1 Metropolitan Allocation Method using 1989-90 data. Subtotals may differ slightly from the sum of individual 
allocations due to rounding. 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Seal Beach 1,085     1,108        23      1,393        308     1,485       400 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -          -449            -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327     4,298       3,153      4,540        3,395 

Yorba Linda 8,652   11,280       2,628    12,394       3,742   12,694        4,042 

 Remaining 
MWDOC  

120,154 88,031 -32,423 104,146 -16,008 108,704 -11,450 

Impact to Rate Payers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Six Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a 
projected cost allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water 
purchases made by each retail agency.  

Attachment H presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Six Agency 
South CWA.  Table 16 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Six Agency 
South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. 
Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 
2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s revenue contribution was 
divided by the number of retail meters within its’ service area in order to develop a cost 
per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” 
shown on Table 7 in Section 5c and again on Table 16.   The resulting increase or 
decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 16 in the column 
“Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result of 
removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for Tier 2 
water costs based on actual use.  However the impacts are not deemed to be large when 
carried down to the individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts 
are under $5.00 per month and many rate payers experience a cost savings. Based on 
the results of this analysis, Option 3a – Six Agency South CWA is considered fiscally 
feasible, although particularly for the Six Agency South CWA, the analysis highlights 
important policy issues related to Tier 2 water costs. While not specifically modeled, the 
analysis demonstrates that remaining MWDOC could continue its practice of utilizing a 
Melded Water Rate and would likely experience reduced need for Tier 2 water 
purchases.   
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Table 16:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Six Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline  

Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Six Agency 

CWA 

Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer
Six Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$           490,901$     220,361$     (25.67)$         577,377$     247,887$     (30.54)$          
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$           2,259,849$  1,345,516$  (7.87)$           2,791,350$  2,552,501$  (1.95)$            
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$           1,838,012$  1,909,892$  1.02$            2,121,728$  2,364,299$  3.45$             
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$           1,688,041$  3,330,967$  25.85$          2,090,215$  4,639,902$  37.24$           
South Coast Water District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$           343,905$     132,102$     (16.42)$         372,720$     135,645$     (18.24)$          
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$           215,701$     440,308$     44.64$          261,116$     581,397$     61.36$           

Remaining MWDOC
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     192,842$     -$           238,815$     178,500$     (6.96)$           275,799$     216,294$     (6.83)$            
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$           515,629$     508,604$     (0.36)$           591,905$     580,400$     (0.58)$            
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$           268,024$     145,362$     (10.50)$         307,687$     163,112$     (12.26)$          

Brea
Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$           338,233$     175,471$     (12.42)$         408,387$     204,287$     (15.14)$          

Buena Park
Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$           378,737$     227,063$     (7.24)$           483,588$     272,436$     (9.87)$            

East Orange County WD*
Totals 95,838$       91,789$       (3.38)$        122,106$     41,088$       (67.29)$         143,772$     52,065$       (75.79)$          

Fountain Valley
Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$           258,572$     329,242$     3.94$            298,069$     420,700$     6.70$             

Garden Grove
Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$           524,062$     346,602$     (4.97)$           611,716$     396,101$     (5.95)$            

Golden State Water Company
Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$           868,130$     620,074$     (3.62)$           1,137,289$  847,094$     (3.33)$            

Huntington Beach
Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$           798,261$     533,169$     (4.78)$           917,191$     604,385$     (5.57)$            

La Habra
Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$           192,277$     128,587$     (4.76)$           221,624$     145,798$     (5.60)$            

La Palma
Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$           62,625$       64,196$       0.35$            72,070$       83,972$       2.62$             

Mesa Consolidated
Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$           245,178$     200,208$     (1.83)$           275,139$     226,566$     (1.95)$            

Newport Beach
Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$           472,638$     313,436$     (4.92)$           541,424$     354,584$     (5.70)$            

OCWD
Totals 120,000$     120,000$     147,556$     48,776$       173,467$     54,620$       

Orange
Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$           639,731$     1,279,881$  17.29$          740,404$     1,613,765$  23.30$           

Seal Beach
Totals 67,255$       84,343$       3.11$         93,340$       112,177$     3.39$            109,432$     151,755$     7.52$             

Serrano WD
Totals 14,310$       17,309$       1.30$         17,402$       16,968$       (0.19)$           18,467$       18,776$       0.13$             

Westminster
Totals 231,903$     290,094$     2.82$         316,753$     762,373$     21.24$          367,195$     962,465$     27.97$           

Yorba Linda WD
Totals 489,990$     600,427$     4.52$         647,209$     995,916$     13.84$          765,177$     1,257,526$  18.35$           

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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5g Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA   
 
This option is second of two options that model detachment of some South County 
agencies and formation of a new CWA under the CWA Act.  Under Option 3b – Nine 
Agency South CWA - the Six Agencies together with the Laguna Beach County Water 
District and the cities of San Clemente and San Juan Capistrano are detached. MWDOC 
continues as an MWD representing 19 retail agencies. The boundaries are illustrated in 
Figure 12. This option provides for contiguous boundaries. 

Figure 12 Nine Agency South CWA 
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Essential Services  

As was the case with Option 3a, the Nine Agency South CWA will provide only 
“essential” services as defined through the MWDOC MSR process.  The remaining 
MWDOC will continue to provide its full range of services to its member agencies.  

Finally, the initial formation of a CWA may require an election, however the CWA Act 
specifically states that the “cost thereof shall be a proper charge against the county.”

Cost of Service and Operational Reserves 

The budgets developed for the Nine Agency South CWA and the remaining MWDOC 
form the foundation for the cost of service analysis. The budgets are based on the 
staffing and transitional assumptions outlined Attachment C.  Both budgets assume that 
operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget over the 10-year 
projection period.  In addition, the Nine Agency South CWA reflects the costs of $18,000 
per director for up to 28 directors (based on the SDCWA costs discussed above and the 
analysis found in Section 6c). Board compensation for the remaining MWDOC is the 
same as for MWDOC Baseline.  

25

                                                 

25 Section 45-4, CWA Act. 

 
For the Nine Agency South CWA option, this election would need to include all 
territory within the nine agencies’ current service area. The Orange County Registrar of 
Voters has provided estimates of $1,000,000 to $1,200,000 for a formation election 
consolidated with a general election and $1,900,000 to $2,000,000 for a special election. 
Additional analysis is needed to determine if these costs are truly a “proper charge 
against the county”. Because of this, these costs are currently not included in the budget 
used for the fiscal model. 

Tables 17a and 17b provide budget summaries for Nine Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC respectively, presenting the budget estimates for the current Fiscal 
Year and Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 2019-20. Figures 13a and 13b graphically 
illustrate the relationship of the various budget programs to one another.   
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Table 17a:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $723,511 748,086$         867,237$         

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $0 192,942$         223,673$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $135,674 337,472$         391,222$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $100,000 131,840$         152,839$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $382,287 429,783$         498,236$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $0 -$                     -$                     
School Programs 366,193$         $0 -$                     -$                     

Finance 453,301$         $125,062 258,287$         299,426$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $35,720 93,075$           107,900$         

Overhead 931,592$         $135,490 509,666$         590,842$         
Desalination Study -$                     $0 -$                     -$                     

WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $36,176 40,717$           47,202$           
Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$220,000 -$220,000 (210,000)$        

Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      1,453,921$    2,521,868$      2,968,577$      
Reserve Balance 4,739,000$      $2,115,341 $1,235,341 368,741$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10 FY 10-11

 
Table 17b:  Projected General Fund Budgets – Option 3b Remaining MWDOC 

FY 19-20
Administrative/Personnel 1,489,924$      $952,961 1,072,566$      1,243,398$      

Planning/Resource Development 742,129$         $487,464 548,645$         636,029$         
Special Projects 599,677$         $389,898 438,833$         508,728$         

Governmental Affairs 274,947$         $238,966 268,959$         311,797$         
Water Use Efficiency 785,143$         $447,153 503,275$         583,433$         

Water Awareness 327,388$         $180,740 203,424$         235,825$         
School Programs 366,193$         $168,045 189,136$         219,260$         

Finance 453,301$         $303,005 341,035$         395,353$         
Information Technology 172,113$         $104,040 117,098$         135,748$         

Overhead 931,592$         $768,789 865,279$         1,003,096$      
WEROC - MWDOC Contribution 93,965$           $57,788 65,041$           75,401$           

Interest/Reserve Contribution (322,000)$        -$180,000 (180,000)$        (180,000)$        
Subtotal General Fund 5,914,372$      3,918,849$    4,433,291$      5,168,069$      
Reserve Fund Balance 4,739,000$      $2,221,659 1,501,659$      776,259$         

FY 14-15FY 09-10 FY 10-11
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Figure 13a:  Program Budget Relationships – Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 
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Figure 13b:  Program Budget Relationships – Remaining MWDOC 
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Both the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC maintain an operational 
reserve. The analysis assumes that at the time of detachment, of MWDOC’s existing 
operational reserve, 49.3% is allocated to the Nine Agency South CWA and 50.7% to the 
remaining MWDOC based on the historical 5-year (Fiscal Years 2004-08) average 
percentages of revenue paid to MWDOC from the reorganized agencies. These 
percentages could also be used to allocate the MWDOC Water Purchase Reserve Funds.  
As noted above, the operational reserves are reduced to 15% of the general fund budget 
over the 10-year projection period. Figures 14a and 14b graphically represent the 
relationship between the general fund budget and the operating reserve for both the 
Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC. 

                         ROP    000430



Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Governance Study for Municipal Water District of Orange County – Administrative Draft  

Page 56 
 
 

 

Figure 14a:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Option 3b Six Agency CWA 
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Figure 14b:  General Fund and Operational Reserve Trends – Remaining MWDOC 
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• A two tier rate system for water sales (a Melded Water Rate Surcharge is not 
modeled);  

Revenue Recovery and Cost Impacts to Rate Payers 

The Nine Agency CWA and remaining MWDOC are modeled using the following 
recovery tools:  

• For the Nine Agency CWA, a Water Increment Charge to recover general 
fund costs because its general fund costs are associated almost exclusively 
with providing water supply;  

• For remaining MWDOC, a Water Increment Charge to recover approximately 
30% of its general fund costs and a Retail Meter Charge to recover 
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approximately 70% of its general fund costs, consistent with the cost recovery 
pattern identified from MWDOC’s 2004-08 historical budget data.      

Agency  

Removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge 

Like Option 3a, this option illustrates the effects of removing the Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge, which currently “smoothes” the costs of Tier 2 water purchases.  This option 
analyzes the potential impact to rate payers should both the Nine Agency South CWA 
and remaining MWDOC chose not to meld water rates, but rather utilize the more 
common two-tier assessment for water sales, requiring those individual agencies 
needing Tier 2 water to purchase that increment at the higher Metropolitan Tier 2 rate. 

Table 18 uses the data from Table 15 and provides a brief summary of both the Nine 
Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC’s Tier 1 allocation with respect to their 
projected demand. Again, the analysis demonstrates that remaining MWDOC does 
have the capacity to continue to pool allocations throughout its new service area.  Like 
the Six Agency South CWA, the Nine Agency South CWA has a significant Tier 2 
demand. The Nine Agency CWA’s demand initially exceeds its Tier 1 allocation by over 
19,000 AF, growing to over 33,000 AF in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  The remaining MWDOC 
organization has adequate Tier 1 allocation:  the initial Tier 1 allocation exceeds overall 
demand for water by 32,000 AF; this is reduced to just less than 12,000 AF by 2019-20. 

Table 18:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected UWMP Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Nine Agency 
South CWA  

121,929 141,208 19,279 147,351 26,016 155,476 33,536 

Remaining 
MWDOC   

100,992 68,733 -32,259 83,573 -17,419 89,038 -11,954 

Attachment I presents the complete, annual 10-year model results for the Nine Agency 
South CWA.  Table 19 compares the projected revenue contributions for the Nine 
Agency South CWA to the MWDOC Baseline for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2014-15 and 
2019-20. Because this option does not use a Melded Water Rate Surcharge, the revenue 
contributions include the Water Increment Charges, Retail Meter Charges and any Tier 

Impacts to Ratepayers 

The budgets and revenue recovery strategies for the Nine Agency South CWA and the 
remaining MWDOC have been modeled for a ten year period in order to develop a cost 
allocation for each retail agency.  The model accounts for any Tier 2 water purchases 
made by each retail agency.  
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2 charges that the retail agencies incur. Each retail agency’s revenue contribution was 
divided by the number of retail meters within its service area in order to develop a cost 
per rate payer to compare against the MWDOC Baseline “Annual Cost to Rate Payer” 
shown on Table 7 in Section 5c and again on Table 19.   The resultant increase or 
decrease from the MWDOC Baseline rate is then shown on Table 19 in the column 
“Annual Cost to Ratepayer.”  

This analysis indicates that some cost reallocation occurs as a result of detachment and 
formation of a new agency. These reallocations occur primarily as the result of 
removing the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and causing each agency to pay for any 
Tier 2 water costs based on actual use.  However the impacts are not large when carried 
down to the individual rate payer. In the most severe cases, rate payer impacts are 
under $5.00 per month and many ratepayers experience a cost savings.   Based on the 
results of this analysis, Option 3b – Nine Agency South CWA is considered fiscally 
feasible, although particularly for the Nine Agency South CWA, the analysis highlights 
important policy issues related to Tier 2 water costs. While not specifically modeled, the 
analysis demonstrates that remaining MWDOC could continue its practice of utilizing a 
Melded Water Rate and would likely experience reduced need for Tier 2 water 
purchases.   
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Table 19:  Revenue Contribution Comparison – Nine Agency South CWA to MWDOC Baseline 

Baseline

 Nine 
Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer Baseline
 Nine Agency 

CWA 

 Annual 
Impact to 

Rate Payer 
Nine Agency CWA
El Toro WD

Totals 393,330$     393,330$     -$           490,901$     185,825$        (28.94)$       577,377$     211,393$        (33.92)$       
Irvine Ranch WD*

Totals 1,710,731$  1,710,731$  -$           2,259,849$  1,229,361$     (8.87)$         2,791,350$  2,417,994$     (3.04)$         
Moulton Niguel WD

Totals 1,489,931$  1,489,931$  -$           1,838,012$  1,800,169$     (0.54)$         2,121,728$  2,248,479$     1.80$          
Santa Margarita WD

Totals 1,289,705$  1,289,705$  -$           1,688,041$  3,229,505$     24.25$        2,090,215$  4,525,275$     35.56$        
South Coast Water 
District

Totals 295,630$     295,630$     -$           343,905$     111,399$        (18.02)$       372,720$     115,675$        (19.77)$       
Trabuco Canyon WD

Totals 165,988$     165,988$     -$           215,701$     425,386$        41.68$        261,116$     565,095$        58.23$        
Laguna Beach CWD

Totals 192,842$     192,842$     -$           238,815$     135,816$        (11.89)$       275,799$     169,286$        (12.23)$       
San Clemente

Totals 412,578$     412,578$     -$           515,629$     398,777$        (5.99)$         591,905$     469,366$        (6.19)$         
San Juan Capistrano

Totals 216,684$     216,684$     -$           268,024$     81,275$          (15.99)$       307,687$     91,834$          (18.30)$       

Remaining MWDOC
Brea

Totals 258,060$     258,060$     -$           338,233$     204,829$        (10.18)$       408,387$     235,759$        (12.81)$       
Buena Park

Totals 262,695$     262,695$     -$           378,737$     261,612$        (5.59)$         483,588$     311,330$        (8.05)$         
East Orange County 
WD*

Totals 95,838$       95,838$       -$           122,106$     55,874$          (55.01)$       143,772$     62,085$          (67.51)$       
Fountain Valley

Totals 189,608$     189,608$     -$           258,572$     353,799$        5.30$          298,069$     446,203$        8.10$          
Garden Grove

Totals 370,229$     370,229$     -$           524,062$     396,182$        (3.58)$         611,716$     448,046$        (4.52)$         
Golden State Water 
Company

Totals 560,801$     560,801$     -$           868,130$     704,719$        (2.38)$         1,137,289$  949,570$        (2.16)$         
Huntington Beach

Totals 587,584$     587,584$     -$           798,261$     608,975$        (3.42)$         917,191$     682,829$        (4.17)$         
La Habra

Totals 148,547$     148,547$     -$           192,277$     146,855$        (3.39)$         221,624$     164,739$        (4.20)$         
La Palma

Totals 46,253$       46,253$       -$           62,625$       70,180$          1.68$          72,070$       90,173$          3.99$          
Mesa Consolidated

Totals 167,517$     167,517$     -$           245,178$     225,487$        (0.80)$         275,139$     252,511$        (0.91)$         
Newport Beach

Totals 336,301$     336,301$     -$           472,638$     358,197$        (3.54)$         541,424$     400,773$        (4.29)$         
OCWD

Totals 120,000$     120,000$     147,556$     60,063$          173,467$     66,273$          
Orange

Totals 453,861$     453,861$     -$           639,731$     1,345,190$     19.05$        740,404$     1,674,729$     24.93$        
Seal Beach

Totals 67,255$       67,255$       -$           93,340$       120,797$        4.93$          109,432$     160,792$        9.13$          
Serrano WD

Totals 14,310$       14,310$       -$           17,402$       18,913$          0.65$          18,467$       20,708$          0.97$          
Westminster

Totals 231,903$     231,903$     -$           316,753$     792,185$        22.66$        367,195$     993,507$        29.43$        
Totals 489,990$     489,990$     -$           647,209$     1,052,127$     16.07$        765,177$     1,316,964$     20.57$        

FY 09-10 FY 14-15 FY 19-20
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5h Comparative Effects of a 20% Reduction in Water Demand  

In response to a number of conditions including drought, climate change and ecosystem 
disruption in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the Governor has called for a twenty 
percent reduction in per capita demand by the year 2020. The Department of Water 
Resources is currently working to implement this initiative, commonly known as 20 x 
2020. For the purposes of this study, the 20 x 2020 initiative would have the most fiscal 
impact on Options 3a and 3b because reduced demands would reduce Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 1 and 2a and 2b, MWDOC’s portfolio management strategy 
and Melded Water Rate Surcharge work to mitigate the impacts of Tier 2 water 
purchases. Under Options 3a and 3b, when each agency is purchasing water according 
to its own demands, the impacts of Tier 2 purchases affect some agencies more than 
others.  

Table 20, below, illustrates these effects of demand reductions and illustrates that with 
demand reductions, some agencies eliminate their need for Tier 2 purchases. 
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Table 20:  Tier 1 Allocations and Projected 20 x 2020 Reduced Demands (all in acre-feet) 

Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

El Toro 11,411 10,894 -517 10,038 -1,373 9,058 -2,353 

Irvine Ranch 34,083  33,193      -890   33,761         -322         33,386          -697 

Moulton Niguel 28,571   35,114       6,543    31,892        3,321         28,748          177 

Santa Margarita 17,541   30,957     13,416  29,490 11,949          28,452     10,911 

South Coast 8,300     7,209      -1,091      6,017       -2,283            4,957       -3,343 

Trabuco Canyon 2,861      4,543        1,682     4,337        1,476 4,046      1,185 

Subtotal Six 
Agencies 102,767 121,910 19,143 115,535     12,768        108,647       5,880 

Laguna Beach         4,377 3,722 -655 3,762      -615 3,802 -575 

San Clemente           8,674      9,806        1,132      8,993 319           7,995       -679 

San Juan 
Capistrano           6,111      4,839      -1,272 4,390      -1,721           3,935       -2,176 

Subtotal Nine 
Agencies  

 
121,929 140,277 18,348 132,680 10,751 124,379 2,450 

Brea           8,826      5,997      -2,829     5,842       -2,984           5,112       -3,714 

Buena Park            7,358      4,536      -2,822      5,384       -1,974           5,762       -1,596 

EOCWD           5,279      2,947      -2,332     2,758       -2,521            2,474      -2,805 

Fountain Valley           2,451     2,697           246     3,005         554      2,798           347 

Garden Grove           8,327      5,122      -3,205     6,223       -2,104           5,936      -2,391 

Golden State 12,761 7,540 -5,221      8,570       -4,191            8,127      -4,634 

Huntington 
Beach 

        10,962     8,327      -2,635      9,281       -1,681           8,625       -2,337 

La Habra    2,928     2,225         -703      2,224          -704            2,090         -838 

La Palma 657        629          -28        702           45              659           2 

Mesa 
Consolidated           6,493        616     -5,877      1,471       -5,022           1,398       -5,095 

Newport Beach         18,924     4,643    -14,281     5,580     -13,344           5,149     -13,775 

Orange          4,695     7,594        2,899     8,796        4,101          8,126        3,431 

Seal Beach 
1,085      1,108        23      1,254        169           1,188 

      103 
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Agency  Tier 1 
Allocation 

FY 2009-2010  
 

FY 2014-2015 
 

FY 2019-2020 
 

  Demand Difference Demand Difference Demand Difference 

Serrano 449       -         -449             -          -449              -         -449 

Westminster 1,145     3,472        2,327      3,868       2,723           3,632       2,487 

Yorba Linda 8,652    11,280       2,628    11,155 2,503          10,155        1,503 

Subtotal 
Remaining 

MWDOC  
100,992 68,733 -32,259 76,113 -24,879 71,231 -29,761 

The 20 x 2020 Initiative has the potential to substantially lower the South CWA’s Tier 2 
water cost exposure, under both boundary options, which reduces the water purchase 
related cost impacts to rate payers. This analysis suggests that additional investigation 
of cost-effective conservation strategies has the potential to benefit rate payers. 

5i Conclusions  

While each alternative results in a diverse spread of costs, and each retail agency is 
affected differently, the changes are typically modest when brought down to the rate 
payer level.  Taking into account the high level of this study and the significant current 
uncertainties around the future cost of water, the analyses demonstrate that it is fiscally 
feasible to implement each of the alternatives studied.  Specifically: 

• The assumption to reduce operating reserves to 15% of the general fund 
budget is the single largest contributor to the fiscal differences between 
MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA and MWDOC Subscription CWA; 

• MWDOC Subscription CWA, while shifting approximately $1,000,000 in costs 
among the retail agencies, does not have a significant impact at the typical 
ratepayer level; 

• The Six and Nine Agency South CWA options remove the “rate smoothing” 
affects of the Melded Water Rate Surcharge and cause higher rate payer 
impacts in some cases. However, these impacts are not large.  

• The analysis indicates that under both South CWA boundary options, 
remaining MWDOC has a significant opportunity for rate smoothing and 
little risk of incurring Tier 2 water purchase costs. Both the Six and Nine 
Agency South  CWA options would also have some opportunity to smooth 
rates, although collectively the agency would need to plan on paying some 
Tier 2 water costs on an annual basis. 
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6. Implementation Analysis  
This section, Implementation Analysis, examines the organizational changes and 
procedural steps required to implement the governance structure options. The section 
discusses legal barriers or conflicts revealed by additional study, reviews of board 
composition, and evaluates the potential changes and impacts relating to representation 
on the Metropolitan’s Board of Directors. 

Because the scope of this study is limited to a high-level review, this evaluation does 
not include a detailed analysis of potential conditions that LAFCO could impose on the 
proposed changes of organization, nor does it provide detailed descriptions of 
agreements or contracts that may be required to implement viable options.    

6a Option 1 - MWDOC Baseline  

Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline is clearly a viable option because it is the status quo. No 
organizational changes are required to maintain Option 1 and no legal barriers or 
conflicts impede MWDOC from providing water to its retail members or from 
representing the retail agencies at Metropolitan.  Under Option 1 MWDOC’s board 
composition would not change, and the agency would continue to be governed by a 7-
member board elected by registered voters living within the service area, and by 
district.   

Representation by MWDOC on Metropolitan would also remain unchanged with the 
MWDOC Baseline option.  Chapter 1 of the Metropolitan Act describes the composition 
of its Board of Directors, their terms and their voting rights

Representation at Metropolitan 

26

                                                 

26 Met Act, Sections 50 -57 

 which are discussed here 
briefly. 

Metropolitan board members are appointed by Metropolitan’s member agencies and 
each agency is entitled to at least one board member. Member agencies may designate 
one additional representative for each full five-percent of assessed value it has within 
the Metropolitan’s territory. Metropolitan board members serve an indefinite term at 
the pleasure of the appointing member agency, unless the appointing member agency 
has adopted an ordinance, in which case terms are limited to four years. No member 
agency can appoint a majority of its board of directors or city council to the 
Metropolitan board.  
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Votes on Metropolitan’s board of directors are also determined by assessed value 
within the member agency. Each member agency is entitled to one vote for each 
$10,000,000 of assessed value (or factional part thereof) included within Metropolitan’s 
boundaries. Each member is entitled to at least one vote and no one member’s votes 
may exceed the number of all other members combined. Metropolitan board actions are 
subject to majority approval, based on total votes cast, unless it is expressly provided 
otherwise, for a specific issue. 

Table 21 presents the current Metropolitan vote and director entitlement for Fiscal Year 
2008-09.  MWDOC has 4 directors and is entitled to 34,917 of 210,366 Metropolitan 
votes, or just over 16% of the total. 
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Table 21: Metropolitan Voting and Representation Option 1 MWDOC Baseline   

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Baseline MWDOC $349,171,973,512 16.60% 34,917 4 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire 
Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County 
Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel 
Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 37 
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6b Options 2a and 2b - MWDOC CWA 

Options 2a and 2b would maintain the service area boundary of MWDOC, but 
reorganize the agency as a CWA governed under the CWA Act.  The distinction 
between Option 2a and Option 2b rests with internal operational differences, not 
governance structure.  Thus, the formation process, board composition and 
representation at Metropolitan  are identical under either option. 

Implementing Option 2 would require processing a reorganization through LAFCO, 
which would include dissolution of MWDOC as a Municipal Water District and 
formation of a new CWA consistent with the rules and regulations of the CWA Act.  
The reorganization process is detailed in Section 7d of this report.   

Although its board composition would change, because the boundaries of the newly-
formed CWA would be identical to the existing MWDOC boundaries, representation on 
Metropolitan would not differ from Option 1.  

CWA board members are appointed by the member agencies and each agency is 
entitled to at least one board member. Member agencies may designate one additional 
representative for each full five-percent of assessed value it has within the CWA’s 
territory, except that no single member agency may have more board members than the 
sum of all the remaining agencies’ members. If a city is a member of a CWA, it may 
only appoint one council member to the CWA board. Water districts may not appoint a 
majority of their board of directors to the CWA board. Board members serve six-year 
terms, except for the first board where half the members are appointed to three year 
terms.

CWA Board Composition 

Board members of the reorganized agency would no longer be elected by voters living 
within the service area, but would instead be appointed by the participating member 
agencies pursuant to the CWA Act.  Section 46-6 of the CWA Act describes the 
composition of a CWA’s Board of Directors, their terms and their voting rights.   

27

While CWA board size is determined by assessed value, CWA board voting rights are 
determined by financial contribution to the CWA budget (except for the San Diego 
County Water Authority that has specific voting rights incorporated in the CWA Act). 
Each agency is entitled to cast one vote for each $5,000,000 (or fractional part thereof) 
that it pays to the CWA. When a member agency has more than one member on the 

   

                                                 

27 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (b), (c) and (d) 
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CWA Board it must determine, by ordinance, whether its directors must cast their votes 
as a unit or if each director is entitled to a proportional share of the agency’s vote. CWA 
actions are typically subject to majority approval unless one member agency controls 
more than 38 percent of the total votes. In this case, CWA actions are subject to a 55 
percent approval.28 

Golden State is not a public agency, but is a PUC-regulated investor-owned public 
utility.   The Richards/Watson/Gershon memo notes that MWDOC currently supplies 
water to Golden State pursuant to Water Code section 71611, which provides that 
MWDOC may sell water without preference to various entities within the district, 
including “cities, other public corporations and agencies…”   The CWA Act, however, 
limits the definition of a CWA “member agency” to public agencies

Legal Barriers and Conflicts 

Research completed for this government structure option indicates that implementation 
of Option 2 may be infeasible.  Attachment J, a memo from the law firm of 
Richards/Watson/Gershon regarding “Constraints on Ability of a County Water 
Authority to Supply Water to a Regulated Public Utility” concludes that “without new 
legislation, a County Water Authority could not supply water to Golden State Water 
Company except to areas located outside of the territory of all the member agencies of 
the Authority and only on an interruptible basis.”    

29

Golden State Water Company currently receives a firm water supply from MWDOC, 
and implementation of the MWDOC CWA option would result in the loss of this 
assured, consistent water supply to Golden State.  Alternatives could be examined to 
remedy this issue, including adoption of new legislation amending the CWA Act, the 
formation of a Joint Powers Authority similar to the Sweetwater Authority in San Diego 
County and/or through other contractual arrangements.  LAFCO, however, cannot 
predict if such legislation will be introduced or require contractual relationships 
between or among districts. In addition, given the import of this issue, without the 
cooperation of all parties, legal challenges could pose additional impediments to 
successful execution.  Thus, implementation of Option 2 is not considered viable 

, and prohibits a 
CWA from supplying water to a regulated public utility except on an interruptible basis 
when there is water available that is surplus to the needs of the public entity member 
agencies, and only to service areas outside the territorial boundaries of those member 
agencies. 

                                                 

28 CWA Act, Section 45-6 (e) and (f) 

29 CWA Act, Section 45-2 
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without special legislation and, for the purposes of this report, is considered fatally 
flawed.  

6c Options 3a and 3b - Six and Nine Agency South CWA 

Options 3a and 3b involve detaching territory from MWDOC and forming a new, 
smaller CWA.   Implementation of either of these options will require processing a 
reorganization through LAFCO, involving detachment of territory from MWDOC and 
formation of a new CWA encompassing the detaching area.   

Board Composition  

The composition of the CWA Board appointments to a South CWA will be made 
pursuant to the CWA Act regulations described in Section 7b – Option 2. The following 
provides estimates of Board representation and voting rights that may be anticipated 
for both the Six Agency South CWA and the Nine Agency South CWA.    

Six Agency South CWA 

Table 22 presents the calculations for the number of directors and percentage of vote 
expected to be controlled by the water agencies assumed to become member agencies in 
the Six Agency South CWA.  

Because representation on a CWA Board is a function of assessed value within each 
member agencies’ service area, preliminary estimates of the representation for the Six 
Agency South CWA have been calculated based on Fiscal Year 2008-09 assessed values 
(secured from the Parcel Quest service). Because Orange County assigns tax rate area 
codes to cities but not to water districts, some assumptions were made about water 
district boundaries in order to estimate assessed value within their territory. Future 
action on this option would require the development of assessed values certified by 
Orange County. 

While the number of directors is based on assessed value, actual voting rights are a 
function of the financial contribution each member agency makes to the CWA. For the 
purposes of this initial analysis, voting rights have been estimated based on the 
percentage of water purchased by each agency, because water purchases will constitute 
the vast majority of the financial contribution made to the new CWA by its member 
agencies. Preliminary estimates of the percentage of votes allocated to each agency are 
based the estimated Fiscal Year 2009-10 water demands outlined in Table 15.  
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Table 22:  Option 3a Six Agency South CWA Directors and Voting Rights 

Agency Assessed Value % of 
Assessed 

Value 

Nearest 
5% of 

Assessed 
Value 

Number of 
Directors 

FY 2009-10 
Water 

Demand 

Percent 
of Total 

Vote  

El Toro $5,931,472,257  4.42% 0.88% 1    10,894 8.94% 

Irvine 
Ranch $69,585,155,276  51.81% 10.36% 11   33,193 27.23% 

Moulton 
Niguel $25,600,825,524  19.06% 3.81% 4    35,114 28.80% 

Santa 
Margarita $23,274,158,781  17.33% 3.47% 4    30,957 25.39% 

South 
Coast  $8,052,519,280  6.00% 1.20% 2      7,209 5.91% 

Trabuco 
Canyon $1,865,262,850  1.39% 0.28% 1      4,543 3.73% 

Total $134,309,393,968  100.00%  23  121,910 100.00% 

El Toro estimates include Laguna Woods, Aliso Viejo north of 73, Laguna Hills west of Wilkes and 
Mission Viejo west of the railroad. 

Irvine Ranch estimates include Irvine, Costa Mesa, Foothill, Modjeska, Newport Coast, Portola Hills, 
Silverado and portions of Tustin and Newport Beach (small portions of Orange and Santa Ana that are 
within the IRWD service are not included in the calculation) 

Moulton Niguel estimates include Aliso Viejo south of 73, Laguna Niguel, Laguna Hills east of Wilkes 
and Mission Viejo west of Marguerite Parkway  

Santa Margarita estimates include Mission Viejo east of Marguerite and Trabuco Parkways, Rancho 
Santa Margarita, Coto de Caza and Ladera Ranch 

South Coast estimates include Dana Point and Capistrano Beach 

Trabuco Canyon estimates include Trabuco Canyon and Dove Canyon 

Table 22 demonstrates results from the CWA rules governing board composition and 
voting rights.  For example, in the analysis of the Six Agency South CWA board, the 
Irvine Ranch Water District holds 47.8% (11 of 23) of the board seats, surpassing the 
next-largest district by 7 seats; nonetheless, Irvine has only 27.7% of the voting rights.  
Moulton Niguel, which is provided only 4 director seats, holds the largest share (28.8%) 
of voting rights.  
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Agency 

Nine Agency South CWA 

Preliminary estimates of the representation and voting rights for the Nine Agency 
South CWA have also been calculated based on Fiscal Year 2008-09 assessed values and 
estimates of water demand.  Again, some assumptions on district boundaries were 
made in order to estimate assessed value. Table 23 presents the calculations for number 
of directors and percent of vote controlled together with any assumptions, beyond those 
described in Table 22, which were used to make the calculations.  

Table 23:  Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA Directors and Voting Rights 

Assessed Value % of Assessed 
Value 

Nearest 
5% of 

Assessed 
Value 

Number 
of 

Directors 

FY 2009-10 
Water 

Demand 

Percentage 
of Total Vote  

El Toro $5,931,472,257  4.42% 0.88% 1    10,894 7.83% 

Irvine 
Ranch $69,585,155,276  51.81% 10.36% 11   33,193 23.85% 

Moulton 
Niguel $25,600,825,524  19.06% 3.81% 4    35,114 25.23% 

Santa 
Margarita $23,274,158,781  17.33% 3.47% 4    30,957 22.24% 

South 
Coast  $8,052,519,280  6.00% 1.20% 2      7,209 5.18% 

Trabuco 
Canyon $1,865,262,850  1.39% 0.28% 1      4,543 3.26% 

Laguna 
Beach $10,789,998,642  6.63% 1.33% 2    2,628 1.89% 

San 
Clemente $11,885,487,817  7.30% 1.46% 2     9,806 7.05% 

San Juan 
Capistrano $5,835,432,468  3.58% 0.72% 1     4,839 3.48% 

Total $162,820,312,895  100.00%  28 139,183 100.00% 

Laguna Beach estimates include Laguna Beach and Emerald Bay CSD 

As shown on Table 23, the number of total board seats for a Nine Agency South CWA is 
increased by five (28 vs. 23 seats).  In this analysis, the Irvine Ranch Water District holds 
39.3% of total board seats (11 of 28), while its voting rights are reduced to 23.85%.  
Moulton Niguel retains 4 director seats and continues to claim the largest overall share 
(25.23%) of voting rights among the CWA members.  
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Table 21, in Section 6a – MWDOC Baseline - shows the current board seats and voting 
rights held by existing Metropolitan member agencies.  Preliminary estimates of 
Metropolitan representation and voting rights for the Six Agency South CWA and 
remaining MWDOC, and for the Nine Agency South CWA and remaining MWDOC, 
have been calculated and presented on Tables 24 and 25. In order to perform these 
calculations, the estimated assessed values for the Six Agency South CWA and Nine 
Agency South CWA, presented in Tables 22 and 23, were subtracted from 
$349,171,973,512, which is the total certified assessed value for MWDOC for Fiscal Year 
2008-09 provided by Metropolitan

Representation at Metropolitan 

30

                                                 

30 Board of Directors Business and Finance Committee Information Item 5H, September 9, 2008 Board Meeting 

.  
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Table 24:  Metropolitan Voting and Representation - Option 3a Six Agency South CWA 

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Remaining MWDOC $214,862,579,544 10.21% 21,486 3 

Six Agency South CWA $134,309,393,968 6.38% 13,431 2 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 38 
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Table 25:  Metropolitan Voting and Representation - Option 3b Nine Agency South CWA 

Member Agency Assessed Value Percent of Total 
Weighted Vote 

Entitlement 
Director 

Entitlement 

Remaining MWDOC $186,351,660,617 8.86% 18,635 2 

Nine Agency South CWA $162,820,312,895 7.74% 16,282 2 

     

Anaheim $34,660,804,694 1.65% 3,466 1 

Beverly Hills $20,326,301,709 0.97% 2,033 1 

Burbank $18,026,610,549 0.86% 1,803 1 

Calleguas MWD $81,604,719,952 3.88% 8,160 1 

Central Basin MWD $111,846,045,927 5.32% 11,185 2 

Compton $3,617,061,385 0.17% 362 1 

Eastern MWD $67,312,191,660 3.20% 6,731 1 

Foothill MWD $12,718,869,026 0.60% 1,272 1 

Fullerton $14,574,678,928 0.69% 1,457 1 

Glendale $22,260,528,064 1.06% 2,226 1 

Inland Empire Utilities Agency $84,399,728,595 4.01% 8,440 1 

Las Virgenes MWD $19,822,720,539 0.94% 1,982 1 

Long Beach $39,837,385,972 1.89% 3,984 1 

Los Angeles $404,546,752,425 19.23% 40,455 4 

Pasadena $20,373,176,783 0.97% 2,037 1 

San Diego County Water Authority $382,125,246,098 18.16% 38,213 4 

San Fernando $1,500,049,817 0.07% 150 1 

San Marino $3,989,867,965 0.19% 399 1 

Santa Ana $21,693,351,229 1.03% 2,169 1 

Santa Monica $23,320,420,462 1.11% 2,332 1 

Three Valleys MWD $50,308,678,071 2.39% 5,031 1 

Torrance $21,864,654,798 1.04% 2,186 1 

Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD $72,569,363,823 3.45% 7,257 1 

West Basin MWD $136,627,653,976 6.49% 13,663 2 

Western MWD $84,557,495,886 4.02% 8,456 1 

Totals $2,103,656,331,845 100.00% 210,366 37 
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One notable outcome of the Metropolitan representation analysis for Options 3a and 3b 
is the possibility that reorganization could lead to an increase in the overall number of 
Orange County representatives eligible to sit on Metropolitan’s Board - although the 
total voting rights for Orange County would not be affected.    

Under Option 3a, remaining MWDOC retains 3 directors and 21,486 votes. The new Six 
Agency South CWA has 2 directors and 13,431 votes. The total number of directors 
from MWDOC’s current service area increases by 1 (from 4 to 5) because of the 
fractional assessed value computations, providing Orange County with an additional 
Metropolitan director.  

Because fractional assessed value computations do not occur under the larger Nine 
Agency CWA option, the number of Metropolitan director seats available to the current 
MWDOC service area remains unchanged.    Remaining MWDOC retains 2 directors 
and 18,635 votes and the new Nine Agency South CWA also has 2 directors and secures 
16,282 votes.  

Metropolitan has indicated that the addition of a new member agency is a “Matter of 
First Impression”

Process to Approve a New Metropolitan Member Agency  

31

The alteration of the Metropolitan board composition that would result from dividing 
MWDOC into two separate agencies will likely cause a shift in the existing dynamics on 
the Metropolitan Board and on political affairs associated with regional water policy 
and the relationships among water providers in Orange County.   The division of 
MWDOC - which currently serves and represents a majority of Orange County retail 
agencies – into two wholesale agencies, each independently represented on 
Metropolitan, will result in the division of an existing voting constituency into 
potentially two separate voting blocks. The physical realities of the water situation in 
north and south Orange County – due to the existence of a groundwater basin that lies 
principally in the north - have necessarily focused attention on two differing water 
development strategies; one more reliant on stabilizing and improving groundwater 
supplies and another focusing more attention on increasing surface supplies (more akin 

, meaning that Metropolitan has not adopted procedures to describe 
the actions required to process the request. Metropolitan staff have also indicated that 
because the territory under consideration is already within Metropolitan’s territory, the 
established annexation procedures and fees would not apply, although a processing fee 
would be required to cover the time Metropolitan’s staff spends working on the 
request. 

                                                 

31 Personal Communication Catherine Stites and Karen Tashiki, Metropolitan Office of General Counsel, March 19, 2009. 
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to Orange County’s southern neighbor, San Diego County).  Future water issues facing 
Southern California will involve questions related to where and how Metropolitan’s 
attention and resources will be focused: on groundwater replenishment, development 
and increase of new surface supplies, storage and/or regional delivery capital 
improvement projects.  The division of MWDOC could result in shifting alliances on the 
Metropolitan Board as these issues are addressed. 

The acceptance of a newly reorganized agency as a member of Metropolitan will 
require an affirmative discretionary action on the part of the Metropolitan board.  In 
order to obtain positive action from the Metropolitan Board, cooperation between and 
among all agencies affected by the reorganization will be necessary since it is unlikely 
that Metropolitan will have an interest in arbitrating differences among its member 
agencies.  Therefore, the ability of the involved agencies to successfully negotiate, 
develop and complete agreements relating to the allocation of interests between 
MWDOC and the new CWA - including resolving issues related to water allocations 
and miscellaneous water supply and conservation contracts - will greatly affect the 
success or failure of achieving implementation of Option 3. 

6d Reorganization Proceedings 

Legal Barriers and Conflicts 

Based on preliminary review of the CWA Act, the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 
and the Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000, there do not appear to be any 
legal barriers or conflicts to the formation of a South CWA.  The reorganization process 
associated with Option 3 and discussed in Section 6d of this report are complex. 
Without special legislation, the chief obstacle to the potential success or failure in 
implementing this option rests with the ability or inability of the involved public 
agencies to reach accord on agreements that will be required as conditions of 
reorganization, such as how water allocations will be made and the manner in which 
the various existing contracts between MWDOC and Metropolitan will be handled.  

Implementation of any of Options 2a, 2b, 3a or 3b would be processed through LAFCO 
as a “reorganization”.   Implementation of Option 2 would require dissolving MWDOC 
and forming a new, coterminous agency pursuant to the CWA Act.  Implementation of 
Option 3 would require detaching territory from MWDOC and forming a new, smaller 
agency under the CWA Act. 

Dissolution, detachment and the formation of a new district are each considered a 
“change of organization” as defined by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code Section 56021), and a reorganization is 
defined as  “two or more changes of organization initiated in a single proposal” 
(Government Code Section 56073).   Government Code Sections 56100, 56826, and 56859 
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allow LAFCO to process reorganizations that provide for the formation of one or more 
new districts pursuant to the principal act.   

Initiation/Application 

LAFCO proceedings for reorganization may be initiated by the Commission, by petition 
or by resolution of an affected agency.  An affected agency is a public agency which 
contains, or whose sphere of influence contains, any territory for which a change of 
organization is proposed.  Thus, reorganization proposing detachment from MWDOC 
and formation of a new district within the detaching area may be initiated by any of the 
public agencies within the current MWDOC service boundary.  If initiated by resolution 
of an affected agency, the proposal must be accompanied by a Plan for Services 
prepared pursuant to Government Code Section 56653.  

Notice of Completion 

 Before a reorganization is docketed for Commission consideration, the proposal 
application must be deemed complete by the LAFCO Executive Officer.  In the case of a 
reorganization involving formation of a new district which will require approval by 
Metropolitan for representation on the Metropolitan Board, and recognizing that 
LAFCO has no authority over Metropolitan and/or its ability to recognize a new (or 
reorganized) member, the LAFCO Executive Director will require that the Application 
and Plan for Services include a “pre-approval” letter from Metropolitan which would 
consist of written confirmation that Metropolitan will accept the new agency upon 
completion of the reorganization and  an account of the conditions that Metropolitan 
will require in order to recognize the new CWA as a member agency.  This will in turn 
require that all agreements between and among MWDOC, the new CWA and 
Metropolitan be negotiated prior to LAFCO consideration of the reorganization. 

LAFCO may apply terms and conditions to the reorganization that (1) make the 
successful detachment a precondition to the formation proceedings and/or (2) prohibit 

Commission Consideration and Determination 

Upon the finding by the Executive Officer that the reorganization application is 
complete, the Executive Officer issues a Certificate of Filing document that is 
distributed to all designated agencies for information prior to a Public Hearing. The 
Commission may chose to establish a reorganization committee to further study the 
application, or it may review and consider the proposal without further study.  The 
Commission is empowered to review and approve or disapprove the reorganization 
“with or without amendment, wholly, partially, or conditionally…” (Government Code 
Section 56375).  LAFCO would consider and act on both elements of the reorganization 
concurrently.  
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a partial or piecemeal formation.  The reorganization becomes effective upon 
completion of all conditions required by LAFCO and consistent with the execution of 
the Certificate of Completion.  

6e Summary of Options of Requiring Special Legislation to Implement 

This study has concluded that only two governance structure options, MWDOC 
Baseline and Reorganization of South County Agencies to Form a CWA are viable 
within the constraints imposed by existing law. This study has considered options that 
require special legislation to be infeasible because successfully securing special 
legislation is not guaranteed and not within the control of LAFCO or the stakeholders.  

However, based on input from the stakeholders, alternatives that require changes to 
existing law to implement were “parked” as part of this study.  Those alternatives 
which were “parked” include: 

• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to provide for changes in 
governance board representation. This option would not change the fiscal or 
legal analysis presented in this study but could provide for a different 
representation on MWDOC’s board. 

• Expanding the definition of public agency in the Municipal Utility District 
Act to include the full range of agencies represented by MWDOC. This option 
would not change the fiscal or legal analysis presented in this study. 
However, because an MUD board is elected by district, much like MWDOC’s 
board, it would not address the fundamental governance structure issues that 
prompted this study.  

• Expanding the permitted service area of a Public Utility District to include 
incorporated areas. This option would not change the fiscal or legal analysis 
presented in this study. However, because a PUD board is elected by the 
resident registered voters, this option would not address the fundamental 
governance structure issues that prompted this study.  

• Modifying OCWD’s principal act to allow merger with MWDOC. An in-
depth analysis of this option may reveal fiscal or legal issues not addressed in 
this study. However, this option would not address the fundamental 
governance structure issues that prompted this study.  

 
• Modifying the Municipal Water District Act of 1911 and County Water 

District Law to clearly allow for consolidation of these two types of agencies. 
An in-depth analysis of this option may reveal fiscal or legal issues not 
addressed in this study. However, this option would not address the 
fundamental governance structure issues that prompted this study.  
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• Expanding the definition of a “public agency” in Metropolitan’s principal act 
to include Joint Powers Authorities. This would not change the fiscal or legal 
analysis but could potentially allow for a board that is more representative of 
the retail agencies’ concern.  

• Expanding the definition of membership within the CWA Act to allow an 
investor-owned public utility to have full membership rights within a CWA. 
This would not change the fiscal or legal analysis but would allow for a board 
appointed by the retail agencies rather than elected by district. 
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7. Summary of Findings and Feasible Governance Structure Options 

The purpose of this study is to identify and evaluate government structure options that 
may have the potential to resolve issues identified in the 2007 MWDOC Municipal 
Service Review.  After fatal flaw, fiscal, legal and procedural reviews of a range of 
government structure options, two options have been identified by this report as viable: 
reorganization of MWDOC into two agencies (South CWA option) and continuation of 
the status quo.  However, the resolution of the issues that gave rise to this study, 
whether through a reorganization or the existing government structure, will rely 
predominantly on the ability of MWDOC and its various retail service providers to 
cooperate on the best option for the residents of Orange County.   

Implementation of the South CWA option would result in the creation of two major 
wholesale providers for Orange County, one in the north and one in the south, and 
there will be a range of opinions regarding the productivity of this course of action. 
Northern retailers may view splitting MWDOC as an opportunity to reduce or even 
eliminate its Tier II surcharge.  Southern agencies may be persuaded that division of 
MWDOC will provide them with more autonomy and control over budgeting.  The 
overarching issue is the efficacy and the potential benefits to ratepayers and to Orange 
County as a whole.  

Implementation of this option requires processing a complex reorganization through 
LAFCO.  The agencies seeking detachment from MWDOC will have to work with 
MWDOC as well as with Metropolitan to address water allocations and existing 
MWDOC/Metropolitan contracts and agreements. 

Implementation of the status quo requires no additional actions.  However, without 
changes to the current MWDOC philosophy, budget and interaction with all member 
agencies, this option does not resolve the issues that have dominated discussions for 
more than 5 years. Dealing with recurring concerns through the existing government 
structure will require the full participation and cooperation of the MWDOC Board and 
all of the retail agencies and will require a permanent willingness to institute changes 
that address the issues raised.  

Table 26 summarizes the Implementation Analysis, including detail on financial impact 
and representation. 
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Table 26: Summary of Analysis 

 Option 1 
MWDOC 
Baseline 

Option 2a 
MWDOC CWA 

Option 2b 
MWDOC 

Subscription 
CWA 

Option 3a 
Six Agency 
South CWA 

Option 3b 
Nine Agency 
South CWA 

Services 
 

Sale of Water 

Levy Water 
Standby 
Charges 

Sale of Water 

Levy Water Standby Charges 

Develop Water Supplies* 

Develop Recycled Water Supplies* 

Generate Electrical Power* 

Sale of Water 

Levy Water Standby Charges 
Develop Water Supplies* 

Develop Recycled Water Supplies* 

Generate Electrical Power* 

Fiscal Impacts No Change: 
Cost to  
ratepayers for 
MWDOC 
overhead varies 
between $8.00 
and $53.00 
annually. 

Minimal Change: Savings of less 
than $0.50 annually under Option 2a 
due to reduced operating reserves. 
Savings of less than $3.00 annually 
for non-subscribers and cost 
increases of less than $2.00 annually 
for subscribers under option 2b. 

New South CWA:  Cost increases in 
some retail services areas due to 
removal of Melded Water Rate 
Surcharge and need for Tier 2 water 
purchases 

Remaining MWDOC: 

Enabling 
Legislation 

 Potential 
savings due to reduced need for Tier 
2 water purchases 

Municipal Water 
District Act of 
1911 (Water 
Code Section 

71000 et. seq.)  

Reorganization including a 
dissolution of MWDOC and  

formation of a CWA  under  Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 

Reorganization Act of 2000 
(Government Code Section 56000 
et.seq) and the CWA  Act (Water 

Code Chapter 45) 

 

Reorganization including a 
dissolution of MWDOC and  

formation of a CWA  under  Cortese-
Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 

Reorganization Act of 2000 
(Government Code Section 56000 
et.seq) and the CWA Act  (Water 

Code Chapter 45) 

Formation 
Process 

None Required Initiation through Resolution of 
Affected Agency or Petition 

Notice of Filing including ‘pre-
approval letter from Metropolitan” 

Commission Consideration: 

Commission may approve or 
disapprove, wholly or partially, with 

or without amendment 

 

Initiation through Resolution of 
Affected Agency or Petition 

Notice of Filiing including ‘pre-
approval letter from Metropolitan” 

 

Legal Barriers 
and Conflicts 

Commission Consideration: 

Commission may approve or 
disapprove, wholly or partially, with 

or without amendment 

 

None CWA Act only provides authority to 
supply a regulated public utility on an 
interruptible basis. This is a legal 
barrier prevents service to Golden 
State Water Company.  

None 

Board 
Representation 

7 Directors 
Elected by 

District 

1 Vote per 
Director 

Not Applicable. 

Option cannot be implemented 

23 Appointed 
Directors    

Vote 
Proportional to 

Financial 
Contribution 

28 Appointed 
Directors  

Vote 
Proportional to 

Financial 
Contribution 
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 Option 1 
MWDOC 
Baseline 

Option 2a 
MWDOC CWA 

Option 2b 
MWDOC 

Subscription 
CWA 

Option 3a 
Six Agency 
South CWA 

Metropolitan 
Representation 

4 Met 
Representatives 

and  

34,917 Votes 
Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Not Applicable.  

Option cannot be implemented 

Remaining 
MWDOC 

3 Met 
Representatives 

and  

21,486 Votes 
Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Remaining 
MWDOC 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  

18,635 Votes 
Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Six Agency 
South CWA 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  

13,431 Votes 
Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Nine Agency 
South CWA 

2 Met 
Representatives 

and  

16,282 Votes 
Based on 
Assessed 
Valuation 

Conclusion Feasible Fatally Flawed Feasible Feasible 

Special 
Legislation  

None Clarify rights of investor owned utility 
within a CWA 

None None 

*Authorized under the CWA Act but beyond what MWDOC currently provides 
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From: Johnson, Howard
To: Serrano, Joe; 
cc: Hopkins, Travis; 
Subject: RE: MWDOC Financial Assumptions
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2009 11:11:44 AM

Good morning Joe, I hope you are having a good 2009.  The City of Huntington 
Beach thanks LAFCO of the opportunity to comment on the financial assumptions 
for the MWDOC Governance Study and offer the following:
 
It is unclear how the consultant will develop an annual cost comparison for any 
agency if a “Cafeteria Plan” is offered.  This task would require assumptions for 
annual budgets for the wholesale agency (MWDOC, CWA or Reorg. So. Co. 
Agency) and annual budgets for member agencies without advance knowledge of 
who is in or who is out.  Many of the programs offered by MWDOC are performed 
by staffs that have other duties, if one portion of a program is diminished or 
eliminated by lack of participation what would happen to the employee(s)?  How will 
the consultant put a monetary value/cost to a member agency that would be 
required to fully fund a program on its own if the program was eliminated as a result 
of the “Cafeteria Plan”, in other words, what would it cost the City of Huntington 
Beach to fund a school program and water use efficiency program to the caliber that 
is provided by MWDOC?  What are the mechanics of a Cafeteria Plan and is there 
such a plan in existence at any large wholesale agency?
 
We understand the approach for Agency Staffing Assumptions listed in Attachment 
(A) but feel this is not sufficient to show the potential cost ramifications of varied 
scenarios.  It is our hope if Attachment (A) is used that there will be a clear and 
concise report that shows the financial differences between status quo and the 
“Remaining MWDOC”. 
 
Thanks again and see you on February 18th.
 
Howard Johnson
Utilities Manager
City of Huntington Beach
johnsonh@surfcity-hb.org
714-536-5503
 
 
 
 
 

From: Serrano, Joe [mailto:jserrano@oclafco.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 4:47 PM 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Joyce Crosthwaite – LAFCO 
 
FROM: Paul Jones (IRWD), Bob Hill (ETWD), Don Chadd    
  (TCWD), John Schatz (SMWD), Bob Gumerman    
  (MNWD) 
 
DATE:  January 21, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on Draft MWDOC Governance Study List of   
  “Assumptions” for the Fiscal Analysis 
 
The purpose of this Memorandum is to transmit comments regarding Draft 
Assumptions for the Fiscal Analysis as prepared by Winzler and Kelly (W&K), 
dated January 7, 2009.  Our collective comments either seek clarification of 
assumptions or suggest that additional analysis be considered.  The omission of 
comments regarding an assumption indicates concurrence.  General comments 
are included at the end of this memorandum. 
 
A consistent theme throughout the analysis should be to identify and evaluate the 
“differences/efficiencies” between the alternatives as opposed to the 
commonalities. 
 
1. Assumptions for the Status Quo with December 2006 Policy Changes 
 
 a. MWDOC Profile Assumptions:  Reflects Status Quo  
 
 b. Services Provided by MWDOC:  Reflects Status Quo 
 
 c. MWDOC’s Budget: 
 
  Water rate projections 

1. In all scenarios, utilize Met’s most current water rate 
projections; which includes a probable 21% increase for 
January 2010, and substantial increases in the years 
immediately following. 

 
2. In all scenarios, define MWDOC’s melded “blended” rate. 
 

 
2. Assumptions for MWDOC reorganized as a County Water Authority 
 (CWA) 
 
 a. CWA Profile: Consultant should identify representation  
     appointment  alternatives and fiscal impact of  
     same. 
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 b. Services provided by the CWA:  
   
  1. Option 1:  Reflects Status Quo 
 
  2. Option 2:  Reflects Cafeteria Plan 
    
   Cafeteria Plan Core Services: 
     
    “Water Operations and Administration” should be  
    more specifically defined.  Better definition of these  
    services is needed to determine if these services, as  
    broadly described, are necessary.  
 
   Cafeteria Plan Remaining Services:  
 
    Depending upon the level of “subscription”   
    opportunities exist to reduce staffing and/or to   
    reallocate costs amongst remaining subscribers.   
    Reductions to staff below that identified in Attachment 
    A should be a consideration. 
 
 c. CWA Budget: 
 
  1. Both Options - Staffing levels and services provided for fiscal 
   years 2006/07 and 2007/08 should be evaluated concurrent  
   with fiscal year 2008/09. 
 
  2. Both Options - Attachment A assumes staffing at the existing 
   level.  However, a reorganized agency could result in   
   efficiencies that equate to staff reductions and/or   
   opportunities to outsource infrequent functions. 
 

3. Both Options - MWDOC and OCWD share the same building 
and are administered and operated in much the same 
manner, with numerous identical functions   (accounting, 
finance, public affairs, human resources, information 
technology and legal support, etc.).  For both options, 
opportunities should be evaluated for using a common staff 
to provide these functions while maintaining separate 
governmental entities. 

 
4. With regards to “Reserves” consultant should define what 
 constitutes the “General Fund” and describe what the 
 “Operating” Reserves would be used for.  Specifically, for 
 calculating reserve levels, water purchases should be 
 excluded from the “regular general fund operating revenues” 
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 if a 15% factor is being applied to determine reserve 
 requirements. 

 
3. Assumptions for New South County Agency (2 Boundary Options) 
 
 a. Agency Profile: 
 
  1. Option 1: Six Agency CWA  
  
  2. Option 2: Six Agency plus San Clemente, San 

Juan and Laguna Beach.  This option should include a 
sub-alternative that includes the City of Newport Beach, 
which is partially served by IRWD and was originally a 
member of the Coastal Municipal Water District. 

 
 b. Services provided by the New South County Agency   
  (both  boundary options as proposed “and/or modified”: 
 
  1. “Water Operations and Administration” scope of service  
   and staff level needs to be further defined. 
 
  
 c. Budgets for New South County Agency (both boundary   
  options): 
 
  1. With regards to staffing, Attachment A assumes staffing at  
   the existing level.  However, a reorganized south County  
   Agency with similar interests could result in efficiencies that  
   equate to staff reductions and/or opportunities to outsource  
   infrequent functions. 
 

2. The formula assumed in the analysis for allocating 
 MWDOC’s Tier I water from Met to the south County 
 agencies needs to be more clearly defined. 
 
3. It is unclear why budgeting for the establishment of an 

additional Tier 2 contingency fund is necessary.  Specifically, 
in establishing a new south County agency all reserves held 
by MWDOC, including the Tier 2 contingency fund, should 
be allocated to the new agency on a proportionate basis 
relative to the amounts contributed by the member agencies. 

 
4. With regards to “Reserves” consultant should define what 

constitutes the “General Fund” and describe what the 
“Operating” Reserves would be used for.  Specifically, for 
calculating reserve levels, water purchases should be 
excluded from the “regular general fund operating revenues” 
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if a 15% factor is being applied to determine reserve 
requirements. 

 
 
 General Comments: 
 

1. In the previous scoping meeting with LAFCO regarding the 
alternatives, it was recommended that a modified version of 
the Status Quo Option be analyzed that would assume 
MWDOC’s existing governance structure, with the following 
modifications: 
a. Implementation of additional efficiencies through using 

common staff with OCWD to provide, at the minimum: 
accounting, finance, public affairs, human resources, 
information technology and legal support. 

b. Implementation of a “Cafeteria Plan,” as described in the 
Water Authority option. 

 
2. The assumptions and phasing plan for the new South 

County Agency should be modified to reflect what is 
envisioned to be an entity that is staffed and operated with 
resource levels more akin to a Joint Powers Authority. 
Specifically, the analysis of the new entity should include: 
a. Reduced staffing levels from those shown on Attachment 

A, including: one versus two Engineer positions, two 
versus three Administrative positions, two versus three 
Finance positions, and no Public Affairs positions (with 
assumed part time consultant assistance). 

b. Continue to contract with member agencies for additional 
financial, administrative and other support functions, and 
housing (office space) on an on-going basis; thereby 
further reducing overhead costs. 
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From: Crosthwaite, Joyce
To: Serrano, Joe; Aldrich, Bob; "heprs@cox.net"; "GArant@vcmwd.org"; 

"MaryGracePawson@w-and-k.com"; "lauriemadigan@mac.com"; 
Subject: Fw: Comments from Lee Pearl
Date: Friday, March 06, 2009 1:33:45 PM

A late one 
Joyce Crosthwaite 
    Executive Officer 
    Orange County LAFC0 
 
----- Original Message ----- 
From: Lee Pearl <leep@mesawater.org> 
To: Crosthwaite, Joyce 
Cc: Legbandt, Benjamin 
Sent: Fri Mar 06 13:30:25 2009 
Subject: Comments from Lee Pearl 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Potential Governance 
Structure Options Preliminary Financial Analysis. 
 
 
 
The MWDOC Governance Study is of extreme importance to the water customers 
of Orange County.   There may be a fatal flaw in the consultant’s determination 
of the feasibility of option 3a and 3b.  Unless the Metropolitan Water District 
allows the alternative, it is infeasible and a fatal flaw that should not move 
forward in the evaluation.  The decision to expend funds on fiscal analysis of an 
alternative that may have fatal flaws will also have an impact on the cost of this 
study.  It is our opinion that the consultant needs to evaluate and received an 
opinion by the Metropolitan Water District prior to completing this phase of the 
study to insure it can be implemented upon the approval of the LAFCO Board.  
This should not wait for the next step in the study.  Failure to do this creates 
false expectations and erroneous information. 
 
 
 
At the meeting in Santa Ana, the Mesa staff has provided verbal comments on 
the MWDOC reserve assumptions.  New reserve assumptions need to be 
developed because of their impact on the study. 
 
 
 
Some additional reserve comments are, it appears that the analysis is skewed by 
the use of reserves to reduce the annual costs for operation.  In order to get a 
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true comparison of the value of forming a CWA or splitting off a smaller agency 
the baseline should have similar use of built up reserves to pay down operating 
costs.  This use of reserves also masks the increase in cost to the agency that 
splits off due to the increase in Tier II water costs. 
 
 
 
The study needs to include a detailed  analysis of the cost of water to each 
agency under each alternative.  This could be a very significant factor in the 
decision of the LAFCO Board.  Even though this is a governance study, if LAFCO 
selects an alternative without this consideration it could have a very detrimental 
impact on some of the customers of Orange County.   In addition, the impact of 
the new agency paying increased amounts for Tier II water is masked by the 
other factors, like reserves.  What would the impact be on the new agency if 
water is allocated by MET and the new agency has a few retail agencies that 
have to pay two and four times the base rate in penalties for a significant 
amount of water? 
 
 
 
Table 12a & b allocates costs of MWDOC into core and subscription, it is unclear 
why the totals for all years to not match the totals in Table 9 without explanation 
for the differences (FY19-20).  It is also unclear why the total of the reserve 
balances would be different from Table 9 in FY19-20. 
 
 
 
Table 14a & b split the six agencies from MWDOC so it is unclear why the two 
agencies would be of equal size in FY9-10. 
 
 
 
Table 17a & b split the nine agencies from MWDOC so, again it is unclear as to 
why the two agencies would be of equal size in FY9-10. 
 
 
 
Finally, it appears that the costs for two separate agencies (in both models) 
assume a reduction in staff from MWDOC and a smaller staff for the new 
agency.  This may not be a good assumption. 
 
 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
 
 

                         ROP    000466



Lee Pearl 
 
General Manager 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
To:   Joyce Crosthwaite, Orange County LAFCO Executive Director 
 
From:       Renae Hinchey, Laguna Beach County Water District   
 
Date:       March 4, 2009 
 
Subject:     Comments on MWDOC Governance Study Draft Technical Report 2,  
                  Preliminary Financial Analysis 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Technical Report 2, Preliminary 
Financial Analysis. Below our my comments regarding the analysis: 
 

1. Water Consumption per retail agency 
 

The projected supply demand for Laguna Beach County Water District (LBCWD) 
assumes that Laguna Beach will have the ability to take groundwater beginning in 2009-
2010 through 2020, as indicated in Table 15. Although this project was included in the 
Municipal Water District of Orange County’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, the 
project, which would yield 2,025 acre-feet of groundwater, has not come to fruition. 
Table 15 provides the correct allocation of Tier 1 water for LBCWD, but shows the 
demand for the Tier 1 Allocation decreasing from 4,377 to 2,628 in FY 2009-2010 due to 
a groundwater project that will not be completed within this timeframe and remains 
uncertain at this time. The projected demands for LBCWD should be increased by 2,025 
acre-feet for all fiscal years in the model, affecting the difference column.  

 

This will have a slight effect on the overall projected demands and the differences in 
Tables 15 and 20, and somewhat increases the Tier 2 rate impacts in the Nine Agency 
South CWA option.  
 

2. Operating Reserve Balance 
 

For consistency, it may be helpful to use the same rationale for reserve balances when 
looking at all of the options (MWDOC Baseline increasing at 3 percent annually, while 
other options cap the operating reserve balance at 15 percent). Using the 15 percent cap 
to establish the general operating reserve fund for the MWDOC Baseline Option would 
be helpful. 
 
 
 

3. MWDOC CWA 
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The MWDOC CWA could be a feasible option, although the costs to implement a 28-
member Board were not included. It seems both the option of MWDOC as a CWA or a 
CWA with Subscription Services, would involve more personnel, administrative, and 
travel costs for MWDOC. In addition, the costs for Board compensation do not seem to 
appear in the analysis. All of these costs should be included to determine the impact to 
rate payers. Also, the CWA with Subscription Services assumes that all of the 6 South 
County agencies would not use any of the MWDOC services. It is probable that some of 
the 6 agencies may want to continue with a number of the services, assuming that the 
MWDOC subscription cost could be less than providing these services themselves. 
 

4. Six or Nine Agency South CWA 
 

The summary comparison shows that either the 6 or 9 agency South CWA is fiscally 
feasible, although the true transitional costs and financial optimization would require 
further study. Other thoughts are more political in nature, such as Metropolitan Water 
District’s interest in forming another Metropolitan member agency and how a South 
CWA would determine its representation on the Metropolitan Board. 
 
I appreciate the hard work, time, and effort invested in this study. Thank you again for 
the opportunity to comment on Draft Report 2. 
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From: Rebensdorf, David
To: Serrano, Joe; 
cc: Scarborough, George; Cameron, William; Howard, Andrew; 
Subject: MWDOC Governance Study Comments to Technical Draft 2 dated February 18, 2009
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2009 2:54:52 PM

Joe,
 
The City of San Clemente reviewed the Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Governance Study Draft Technical Report 1 and 2 dated February 18, 2009, please accept 
the following comments:
                

1.       Option 1a – MWDOC’s baseline reserve increases from $4.7 to $8.5 million 
over the study period, although Attachment B discusses maintaining a reserve 
level between $5-6 million, why does the study show an inflated reserve?  
Reduction of the reserve levels in the other options lowers the overall cost and 
does not provide a good comparison of options.  At some point reserve levels 
will be depleted and the true cost comparison is not shown.  Suggest removal 
of reserve analysis to each option.
2.       What are the associated costs for the 6 and 9 agency options to 
implement the loss of MWDOC programs such as: Water Use Efficiency, School 
Programs and Water Awareness.  What are the costs for the 9 agencies 
including San Clemente to continue providing similar services?  The City does 
not budget separately for these services, they are important to the City and 
probably the other agencies, the report does not provide fiscal impact to the 
agencies.  Please include a matrix that shows the services MWDOC performs 
and the cost for each agency to continue this service on an individual or group 
basis.
3.       Options 3A and B - Would like additional backup documentation to 
support reduction in San Clemente’s rates given Tier 2 increases and reduction 
in MWDOC’s members. Provide a chart with additional Tier 2 rates and 
additional costs or reductions for each agency.  Are melded rates 
recommended for option 3A?  
4.       Provide backup showing staffing modifications for each option, either 
reduction or increase with associated costs.

 
 
 
David Rebensdorf
Assistant City Engineer
 
City of San Clemente
910 Calle Negocio, Suite 100
San Clemente, CA 92673
Phone (949) 361-6130
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Fax (949) 361-8316
E-mail rebensdorfd@san-clemente.org
 

                         ROP    000473



From: Johnson, Howard
To: Serrano, Joe; 
Subject: Draft Technical Report 1 and 2 Potential Governance Structure Options
Date: Wednesday, March 04, 2009 4:36:47 PM

 
Good afternoon Joe:
 
I would like to again thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the 
subject mentioned study.  We have reviewed draft comments that MWDOC will be 
providing and in an effort not to be redundant we will not repeat our shared 
viewpoints in this e-mail.  We do have two comments that were not within the 
MWDOC document that we would like noted for further discussion or clarification.
 

●     We feel the assumption that the Water Increment Charge is to cover each 
agencies share of essential services and Retail Meter Charge is to cover 
subscription services is flawed.  We feel that the Retail Meter Charge should 
be assessed weather a drop of water is taken or a service utilized.  Retailed 
Meter Charges are fixed charges that support fixed expenses such as 
administration, labor, office … … If an assumption needs to be made within 
the model the assumptions should be reversed. 

 
●     The methodology used within the model to simply divide the cost savings by 

the number of metered services is also flawed.  The study/model has no 
understanding of how an individual agency might choose to pass along cost. 
 For instance, if an agency allotted this increased cost to its fixed meter fee, 
which are typically charged by capacity of the meter, any savings shown per 
rate payer would be drastically overstated for a single-family home with a ¾” 
meter and drastically understated for an industrial customer with an 8” 
meter.  It clouds the issue; why divide the supposed savings by rate payers 
rather than simply show the cost?  

 
Sincerely, 
 
Howard Johnson
Utilities Manager
City of Huntington Beach, Ca 92648
johnsonh@surfcity-hb.org
714-536-5503
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MEMORANDUM 
 
TO:  Joyce Crosthwaite – Orange County LAFCO Executive Officer 
 
FROM: Bob Hill (ETWD), Don Chadd (TCWD), Paul Jones (IRWD), 
  John Schatz (SMWD), Bob Gumerman (MNWD), Mike Dunbar (SCWD) 
 
DATE:  March 3, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Technical Report 2, Preliminary Financial Analysis 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Technical Report 2, Preliminary 
Financial Analysis (Draft Report 2).  As a general comment we concur with the finding in 
the Conclusions section of Draft Report 2 that, “Taking into account the high level of this 
study and the significant uncertainties around the future cost of water, the analyses 
demonstrate that it is fiscally feasible to implement each of the alternatives studied”. 
 
However, in addition to the analyses that were completed in Draft Report 2, we believe 
the options presented can be more accurately compared and the document can be further 
enhanced by additional modeling.  This effort, which can be completed with relative ease 
given the base work already completed, would provide the stakeholders the ability to 
more clearly distinguish between the financial affect of the governance options.  We 
believe this can be accomplished by augmenting the financial modeling for the MWDOC 
Baseline Option such that consistent assumptions are used for the application of rates and 
charges, the use of reserves, and the application of subscription services.   
 
Currently, Draft Report 2 addresses those issues in the following manner: 
 
1. Water Purchases 
 

Draft Report 2 utilizes the Melded Water Rate Surcharge (melded rate) approach in 
the MWDOC Baseline Option, the MWDOC County Water Authority (CWA) 
Option, and the MWDOC Subscription CWA Option for all water purchases.  This 
approach combines the demands for all of MWDOC’s member agencies and if 
MWDOC as a whole is required to purchase Tier 2 water from MWD, the financial 
impact is spread proportionally among the agencies based upon overall water 
purchases. This is consistent with MWDOC’s current policy and practice.  
Conversely, in both the South County CWA Options, Draft Report 2 utilizes the Tier 
1 and Tier 2 (tiered rate) approach for water purchases.  Under this approach, the Tier 
1 and Tier 2 water purchases are disaggregated and passed through to individual retail 
agencies.  

 
2. Operating Reserve Balance 
 

In the MWDOC Baseline Option, Draft Report 2 assumes that operating reserve 
balances increase with inflation (at 3% annually) after FY 2013-14 and that “large 
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MWDOC Governance Study – Response to Draft Report 2 
March 3, 2009 
Page 2 
 
 
 

reserve surpluses begin to accumulate” (see page 21).  Conversely, in the MWDOC 
CWA and Subscription CWA options, Draft Report 2 assumes reserve balances are 
capped at 15% of the general fund budget.  The implementation of the 15% cap 
reduces the operating reserve balance from approximately $8.5 million in the 
MWDOC Baseline option to approximately $1.2 million in the other two options (at 
FY 2019-2020).   
 

3. Subscription Services 
 

Draft Report 2 assumes there is no separation between essential services and 
subscription services in the MWDOC Baseline Option or in the MWDOC CWA 
Option.  However, the MWDOC Subscription CWA Option establishes a separation 
between essential and subscription services, allows the six south county agencies to 
become “non-subscribers,” and shifts approximately $1.2 million to “subscribers” 
(the remaining MWDOC agencies).  Draft Report 2 states this revenue shift is 
“largely attenuated by the large number of ratepayers within the subscription service 
area” and that ratepayers in the subscription area “experience a modest increase in 
cost (typically less than $2.00 annually or $.020 per month” (page 35). 

 
Because, as previously noted, the melded rate approach is a MWDOC Board policy that 
can be changed or modified any time, we request that for comparison purposes the 
MWDOC Baseline Option be modeled with a tiered rate approach.  From our 
perspective, it is plausible to assume that if one group of MWDOC agencies experience 
growth that requires MWDOC purchase substantial amounts of Tier 2 water, that the 
remaining MWDOC member agencies not experiencing growth would object to 
subsidizing the Tier 2 purchases.  This objection could precipitate a policy change by 
MWDOC from a melded to a tiered rate system.  It should also be noted that the majority 
of MWD’s wholesale member agencies pass-through the MWD tiered rate system to their 
retailers to avoid cross-subsidization.  Considering these factors, we believe the 
additional modeling requested would allow the affect of the water purchase methods 
under all the governance options and water purchase policy scenarios to be more 
accurately compared.  
 
Like the melded rate approach, the funding level for general operating reserves is a policy 
established by the MWDOC Board that can be modified.  To provide a more direct 
comparison, we believe it would be beneficial to run the MWDOC Baseline Option 
utilizing the 15% cap to establish a general operating reserve fund balance.  This 
approach would be identical to the general operating reserve fund balance approach 
utilized in the MWDOC CWA and the MWDOC Subscription CWA options.  
 
MWDOC, under its existing governance structure may also choose in the future to 
implement some degree of a subscription service model.  Once again, this is a policy 
decision that can be altered by Board at any time.  To provide a more direct comparison 
of alternatives, we also believe it would be instructive to apply the separation between 
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essential and subscription service as identified in the MWDOC Subscription CWA of 
Draft Report 2 to the MWDOC Baseline Option.   
 
In summary, we request the consultant model an option, which we propose be identified 
as the Modified MWDOC Baseline Option, that: 
 

• Utilizes a Tier 1 and Tier 2 approach for all water purchases within the Study 
horizon; 

• Utilizes the same 15% cap assumption employed in the MWDOC CWA and the 
MWDOC Subscription CWA to establish a general operating reserve fund 
balance; 

• Utilizes the assumptions established in the MWDOC Subscription CWA 
regarding the definition and allocation of subscription services; 

• Is incorporated into a table that compares the impact to ratepayers of this option 
and all other options at FY 2019-2020. 

 
This Modified MWDOC Baseline Option will provide the stakeholders with a sense of 
how the proposed changes impact the way MWDOC currently operates, but within the 
existing MWDOC governance structure.  It will also allow the stakeholders to better 
quantify and compare the financial impact of the governance options absent parameters 
that can be altered through policy changes. 
 
As a closing comment, we believe that Draft Report 2, because of its high level focus, 
underestimates the financial optimization that would occur under both the South County 
CWA options.  In our comments on the alternatives presented in Draft Report 1, we 
suggested that staffing be reduced in the South County CWA options.  These comments 
were not accepted by LAFCO for incorporation into the study.   In Draft Report 2, 
MWDOC’s current scope of services, level of expenditures and staffing are divided 
between remaining MWDOC and the South County CWA (both the six and nine agency 
options).  The managers of the South County agencies, as a group, believe that the costs 
for a South County CWA could be reduced by eliminating overlapping programs and 
services, and making remaining programs more efficient. We also believe further cost 
savings may be realized by streamlining administration, and outsourcing/combining some 
of the operations of a South County CWA with member retail agencies.  We believe that 
such an optimization effort could further reduce the costs for a separate south County 
agency projected in Draft Report 2. 
 
Again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment of Draft Report 2 and look forward to 
the completion on the Modified MWDOC Baseline Option as described above. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
TO:  Joyce Crosthwaite – Orange County LAFCO 
 
FROM: Paul Jones (IRWD), Bob Hill (ETWD), Don Chadd (TCWD) 
  John Schatz (SMWD), Bob Gumerman (MNWD), Mike Dunbar (SCWD) 
 
DATE:  May 25, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on May 6, 2009 Municipal Water District of Orange County 

First Draft Governance Study 
 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide staff comments from our agencies’ on the First 
Draft Governance Study and would like to acknowledge the significant effort put forth by 
the LAFCO staff and consultants to bring the study to this point.  Given that this effort 
was a direct outcome of the LAFCO Municipal Service Review of MWDOC completed 
and submitted to the LAFCO Commission in November 2007, the overall process of 
evaluating MWDOC’s governance and services has been on-going for the better part of 
three years.  This work has required substantial time, effort and coordination by LAFCO 
staff.  The undersigned appreciate LAFCO’s and each participating agency’s involvement 
and commitment to complete this study and to achieve a successful outcome. 
 
Whereas Draft Technical Reports 1 and 2 determined the governance alternatives that 
were institutionally and financially feasible, the First Draft Governance Study: 
 

• Furthers the process by determining which of the institutionally and financially 
feasible alternatives “have the potential to resolve issues raised in the MWDOC 
MSR”; 

• Determines which of the remaining governance alternatives “are legally and 
practically feasible” and “what fiscal impacts could result from each option”; 

• Determines “any impacts on representation at Metropolitan that could result from 
each option”; and 

• Summarizes the actions and steps necessary to implement any viable option. 
 
The Study’s findings in regard to the above objectives are clear: 
 

• Only two of the potential governance alternatives originally identified remain 
viable: MWDOC status quo or the formation of either a six or nine member 
County Water Authority in the south County; 
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• The MWDOC status quo option does not directly address nor, without additional 
structural changes made by MWDOC, resolve the issues identified in the 
MWDOC MSR; 

• The financial impacts to remaining MWDOC and to the south County CWA are 
not significant when brought down to the individual ratepayer level.  The south 
County agencies have completed a supplemental budget analysis of a CWA that 
suggests service costs could be reduced in a range of $750,000 to $1.2 million per 
year over current MWDOC costs and allocations1; 

• A nine member south County CWA would have no impact on the combined 
MWDOC and south County CWA representation at Metropolitan; and 

• A six member south County CWA would increase the combined MWDOC and 
south County CWA representation at Metropolitan by one board member. 

 
In short, the study supports the conclusion that there are no institutional or financial 
obstacles that prevent the formation of a south County CWA.  The results of the study 
also suggests, but does not directly conclude, that there are no meaningful arguments 
against the formation of a south County CWA other than it would remove the subsidy of 
north County agencies by the south County agencies, a consequence that results directly 
from MWDOC’s cost allocation methodology.  The facts of the matter are readily 
apparent: the nine agencies that would potentially make up one of the south County CWA 
alternatives currently account for 32% of MWDOC’s member agencies and 28% of 
MWDOC’s service area population, yet provide almost 50% of MWDOC’s annual 
revenue. 
 
The argument that MWDOC should function as the unified regional water voice for 
Orange County (although this is currently not the case with Fullerton, Santa Ana, 
Anaheim being excluded from the MWDOC service area) is fundamentally undermined 
by the significant differences that have developed between north and south County over 
the years.  Since MWDOC’s representation for its remaining service area would not be 
proportionately reduced upon the formation of a nine member south County CWA (and 
would be increased by one in a six member CWA), there can be no argument that, as a 
whole, Orange County’s representation at Metropolitan is diminished.  We would suggest 
that representation may actually be far better aligned with local interests through the 
formation of a south County CWA, and request that the study reflect this conclusion. 
 
We have also concluded from the study that the notion discussed by some study 
participants that formation of a south County CWA unnecessarily adds another layer of 
government is also false.  In this case, a south County CWA will provide better local 
governance and better regional representation at Metropolitan, it’s board members will be 

 
1 While this level of detail was beyond the scope of the Study, it is important to note that the south County 
agencies can produce significantly lower operating costs than is currently the case with MWDOC. 
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appointed by the already elected officials of its member agencies, and it stands to not 
only lower costs to its customers but to allocate costs far more fairly and equitably than is 
currently the case.  In addition, a separate south County Metropolitan agency is not 
unprecedented and was the case for many years with Coastal Municipal Water District. 
The impetus for consolidating the two agencies was the promise of economy-of-scale 
savings that have not occurred.  As such, the reformation of a south County wholesale 
agency into a CWA is consistent with providing a service model that fits the needs of 
south County, and is an example of how a new type of service district may be 
appropriate, justifiable, and in the best interest of a growing service area that already 
includes nearly one million rate payers.  We believe the study should reflect this 
conclusion, as well. 
 
Finally, we believe that a conclusion needs to be added to the study that barring a 
significant change to the status quo, the CWA options appear to provide the opportunity 
to better and more directly manage the interests of the south County, to meaningfully 
lower and fairly allocate costs, and to provide direct representation to a densely populated 
area that will continue to see significant growth in the years ahead. 
 
We look forward to the responses and views of the other study participants, and will 
continue discussions amongst ourselves and our agencies regarding the study and 
potential future courses of action. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the study. 
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From: Rebensdorf, David
To: Serrano, Joe; 
cc: Scarborough, George; Cameron, William; 

Howard, Andrew; 
Subject: MWDOC Governance Study Comments - San Clemente
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2009 11:38:37 AM

Joe,
 
Here are the City of San Clemente’s comments in regards to the May 6, 2009 
Orange County Local Agency Formation Commission Municipal Water District of 
Orange County First Draft Governance Study.
 

1.       MWDOC’s reserve level in the baseline remains relatively 
unchanged, whereas in each option 2a-3b the reserve levels are reduced 
to 15% over the 10 year period being analyzed.  This causes a lower need 
for revenue over the 10 year period for each option and does not reflect 
an equal comparison to the MWDOC baseline.  After the reserves are 
depleted to 15% in each option, the budget for options 2a-3b will 
increase and there is no cost comparison to the MWDOC baseline once 
this happens after 10 years.
2.       Option 3a – Six Agency CWA (Page 41) - Tables 14 A & B reflect the 
budgets which are fairly similar in comparison to their percentage 
differences, expect for Governmental Affairs, Overhead and WEROC.  
Why are the budgets significantly different, is there a reduction in service 
level? 
3.       Options 3a & b remove MWDOC’s melded rate, would it be possible 
to include an analysis with melded rates for each option to remain 
consistent with MWDOC’s current rate structure? 
4.       Option 3b – Nine Agency CWA (page 49) – San Clemente does not 
currently have the resources to provide additional services beyond the 
essential services.  Additional budget should be factored in for San 
Clemente.  2nd paragraph, 2nd to last sentence discusses cost for board of 
directors for a Six Agency CWA, not a nine.  Additional costs should be 
factored in for additional board members.
5.       Option 3b – Nine Agency CWA (page 50) – Tables 17 A & B  reflect 
budgets which are fairly similar in comparison to their percentage 
differences, except for Planning/Resource Development, Government 
Affairs and Overhead.  Why are the budgets significantly different, is 
there a reduction in service level?
6.       Options 3a & 3b – Six and Nine Agency CWA – Budgets associated 
with the Six and Nine Agency CWA’s in tables 14 A & B and 17 A & B are 
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identical except for WEROC –MWDOC Contribution and Interest/Reserve 
Contribution.  Shouldn’t there be an increase or decrease in budget from 
adding and removing 3 agencies in the other budgeted line items?  
7.       The inflationary rates for future year budgets between line items in 
table 6, tables 14 A & B and 17 A & B are different for the same 
categories.  Why is there differences in the percentage increases in the 
tables?
 

 
David Rebensdorf
Assistant City Engineer
 
City of San Clemente
910 Calle Negocio, Suite 100
San Clemente, CA 92673
Phone (949) 361-6130
Fax (949) 361-8316
E-mail rebensdorfd@san-clemente.org
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From: Crosthwaite, Joyce
To: "Mary Grace Pawson"; Laurie Madigan; Serrano, Joe; Aldrich, Bob; 

Ehrlich, Harry; Gary Arant; 
Subject: FW: Draft final report
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 12:50:58 PM

Joe will scan and send you a copy of MWDOC’s comments today.
 
From: Johnson, Howard [mailto:hjohnson@surfcity-hb.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 12:47 PM 
To: Crosthwaite, Joyce 
Subject: Draft final report
 
Hi Joyce, hope you had a good Memorial Day weekend.
 
We have had the opportunity to review the report that was circulated May 6, 2009, 
and offer the following:
 

●     We feel the staffing requirement for the two agency scenario is unrealistic; 
additional staffing costs should be added. 

●     On the six-agency approach we would like to see the cost breakdown for 
directors’ compensation, insurance, travel, IT support and equipment, 
meetings… … 

●     Include school education costs for six-agency scenario. 
●     Tier 2 rates add significant cost to rate payers but is considered “not large” 

when in fact it can add nearly 30% to some individuals utility bill within the 
next 10 years. 

 
Thanks again for all your help!
 
Howard Johnson
Utilities Manager
City of Huntington Beach
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   Local Agency Formation Commission 
 

   Orange County 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAIR 

John Withers 
Director 
Irvine Ranch Water District  
 
 
VICE CHAIR 

Susan Wilson 
Representative of 
General Public 
 
 
Cheryl Brothers 
Councilmember 
City of Fountain Valley 
 
 
Bill Campbell 
Supervisor 
3rd District 
 
 
Peter Herzog 
Councilmember 
City of Lake Forest 
 
 
John Moorlach 
Supervisor 
2nd District 
 
 
Arlene Schafer 
Director 
Costa Mesa 
Sanitary District 
 
 
ALTERNATE 

Pat Bates 
Supervisor 
5th District 
 
 
ALTERNATE 
Patsy Marshall 
Councilmember 
City of Buena Park 
 
 
ALTERNATE 

Rhonda McCune 
Representative of 
General Public 
 
 
ALTERNATE 
Charley Wilson 
Director 
Santa Margarita 
Water District 
 
 
Joyce Crosthwaite 
Executive Officer 

 
February 10, 2009 
 
 
Kevin Hunt, General Manager 
Municipal Water District of Orange County 
18700 Ward Street 
Fountain Valley, CA  92708 
 
Subject:  Response to MWDOC Comments (1/21/2009) on Governance Study 
     Fiscal Assumptions  
 
Dear Mr. Hunt: 
 
Thank you for your agency’s comments on the draft fiscal assumptions 
formulated by our consultant for the MWDOC Governance Study.  The 
responses, below, address your agency’s comments in the order presented in your 
January 21, 2009 letter. 
 
Comment 1:  The consultant has not contacted MWDOC’s staff in reaching the 
assumptions for the fiscal analysis. 
 
Response:  To maintain consultant objectivity and reduce charges of favoritism in 
preparing the study, LAFCO staff has been designated as the official conduit for 
all communication with the consultants.  The stakeholder meetings have been 
designated as the forum for all parties to interact with both LAFCO staff and 
consultants.  This process was established in the initial stakeholder meeting and 
will continue until the study is complete. 
 
Comment 2:  The assumptions fail to recognize that MWDOC is willing to 
consider policy changes beyond those specifically committed to in December 
2006. 
 
Response:  The primary purpose is of the study is to provide accurate information 
that will be useful to all stakeholders.  It is not the purpose of the study to suggest 
or anticipate operational policy changes of MWDOC.  That is the role of the 
MWDOC Board. 
 
Comment 3:  The fiscal analysis must provide necessary background as to why 
the study came about and the problems the study is intended to solve. 
 
Response:  The first technical report included a background section which 
addressed these issues.  When the Governance Study is complete, the first, second 
and third technical reports will be combined into a single, seamless report. 

12 Civic Center Plaza, Room 235, Santa Ana, CA  92701 
(714) 834-2556  FAX (714) 834-2643 
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RE:  MWDOC Response to Comments 
February 10, 2009 

 
Comment 4:  The baseline analysis of MWDOC’s current service model should be 
completed before the Fiscal Analysis Assumptions are finalized. 
 
Response:  The analysis of MWDOC’s current service level (“baseline”) has been 
completed as the initial step in the preparation of the fiscal study.  The baseline will be 
used in the fiscal study to compare the alternative government structure options selected 
for further evaluation during the initial phase of the study and identified in the first 
Technical Report.  The second Technical Report, which includes the baseline analysis, 
will be released for stakeholder review and comment at the February 18, 2009 
stakeholder meeting. 
 
 
Comment 5:  The list of assumptions must be expanded to identify the full range of 
assumptions needed for a realistic fiscal analysis. 
 
Response:  The draft fiscal assumptions are high-level because the governance study is 
intended to be a high level, fatal flaw analysis.  It is not a detailed audit or a rate study.  
While, potentially, there are an endless number of assumptions that may be valid for the 
purposes of conducting such an analysis, staff must ultimately settle on a reasonable set 
of assumptions if the study is to go forward and be completed. Using a myriad of 
assumptions or variations is beyond both the scope of this project and the funding 
available to complete the study. 
 
 
Comment 6:  Projected growth rates should be based on the most recent information. 
 
Response:  LAFCO staff would welcome any updated data made available by MWDOC 
to include in the study. 
 
Comment 7:  The assumption on the 20 x 2020 initiative should be dropped entirely 
from all three options. 
 
Response:  The fiscal study will incorporate two alternative analyses:  one with 
the 2020 analysis and one without. 
 
 
Comment 8:   The assumption that the cost of purchased water will be 20% higher than 
Metropolitan rates and will increase by 5% per year thereafter should be supported by 
facts. 
 
Response:  The technical report will clearly delineate its basis for rate 
assumptions which are:  (1) Metropolitan’s January 13, 2009 Board information 
packet, and (2) MWDOC’s financial master plan.  If additional rate information is 
available, please provide the data and it will be incorporated into the study. 
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RE:  MWDOC Response to Comments 
February 10, 2009 

 
Comment 9:  A County Water Authority should not be considered a preliminarily 
feasible alternative. 
 
Response:  The legal feasibility of a County Water Authority will be fully 
analyzed in the third Technical Report of the Governance Study. 
 
Comment 10:  If the County Water Authority remains, the fiscal analysis should include 
assumptions regarding the process for forming a CWA and transitioning MWDOC into 
a CWA. 
 
Response:  An estimate for formation costs will be included in the final report. 
 
Comment 11:  The 15% reserve assumption is inappropriate for an agency such as 
MWDOC and should include more detail. 
 
Response:  LAFCO staff and our consultants agreed that the 15% reserve 
assumption is reasonable, is based on recommendations by the Government 
Finance Officers’ Association and will be used for analysis purposes in the study. 
 
Comment 12 :  The assumption for formation of a new South County Agency fails to 
assess Metropolitan and OCLAFCO policies. 
 
Response:  The governance option for formation of a new South County agency 
is consistent with OCLAFCO policies.  A discussion of relevant Metropolitan 
membership policies and legal requirements will be included in the third 
Technical Report. 
 
Comment 13 :  The assumption for formation of new South County agency adds a six 
agency and a nine agency option to the mix. 
 
Response:  These options were added by LAFCO staff to address LAFCO’s 
mandated role to analyze logical boundaries and issues of contiguity. 
 
 
Comment 14:  The assumption regarding MWDOC continuing to provide WEROC 
services to the new South County Agency fails to include projected costs. 
 
Response:  The financial analysis includes the assumption that all agencies will 
pay their fair share of WEROC services. 
 
Comment 15:  The analysis must account for the pre-formation costs that will be borne 
by the reorganized retail agencies and Board member compensation. 
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RE:  MWDOC Response to Comments 
February 10, 2009 

 
Response:  The financial analysis will include a review of election costs for the 
CWA alternative.  For the new South County Agency, the study will assume that 
pre-formation costs are paid for by the proponents.  For the study, election cost 
estimates will be obtained by the consultant team from the Registrar of Voters. 
 
Comment 16 :  The assumption regarding Tier 1 purchases must be more detailed. 
 
Response:  The financial analysis will include detailed information regarding 
Tier 1 allocations and anticipated Tier 2 assumptions.  Sources for the estimates 
will be clearly documented. 
 
Comment 17:  The assumption to use the 5-year percent average (2004-2008) must have 
more background information. 
 
Response:  The financial analysis will include detailed information regarding the 
reserve allocation projections. 
 
Comment 18:  Using a transition staffing assumption skews the analysis for the first 
three years. 
 
Response:  Although staffing transitions can be accomplished in a number of 
ways, the staffing assumptions proposed have been determined to be reasonable 
by the consultant team based independent review and analysis.  Again, the scope 
of the study does not allow for an infinite combination of assumptions.  The 
purpose of the analysis is to understand, using reasonable assumptions, if any of 
the proposed organization changes will result in fiscal impacts so severe that the 
alternative is fatally flawed.  The information in the fiscal analysis is not intended 
to be a staffing optimization analysis. 
 
Comment 19:  The assumption that two separate agencies can be staffed by the same 
number of people currently employed by one agency is incorrect. 
 
Response:  See response directly above.  The fiscal analysis will provide 
additional detail of the staffing plan, including specific roles for the projected 
FTE’s. 
 
Comment 20:  The assumption that the new South County agency would not secure a 
permanent facility until its third full year skews the analysis. 
 
Response:  While the fiscal analysis will continue to assume that a permanent 
location is not secured until the third full year of operation, the study has 
incorporated appropariate rental costs for shared space beginning at the first 
year of formation. 
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RE:  MWDOC Response to Comments 
February 10, 2009 

 

 

 
Comment 21:  The assumption that the new South County Agency will not provide a 
School Program and Water Use Efficiency Program goes against Best Management 
Practices. 
 
Response:  The study assumes that if a new South County Agency is formed, the 
remaining MWDOC members will continue to operate school programs and 
water use efficiency programs as a smaller, regional entity.  The study assumes 
that South County agencies will not provide these programs as a regional body 
but, instead, will offer them separately by individual member agencies. 
 
Comment 22:  Attachment A’s details regarding the staffing plans should provide more 
detail and quantify the differences in staffing level. 
 
Response:  See Response to Comment 18. 
 
Again, thank you for your comments.  We look forward to your participation in 
our next Stakeholder Meeting scheduled for February 18, 2009.  At that meeting 
the 2nd Technical Report (Fiscal Analysis) will be presented and distributed for 
review and comment.  In the interim, if you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact me directly be email (jcrosthwaite@oclafco.org) or by phone 
at (714) 834-2556. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Joyce Crosthwaite 
Executive Officer 
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MWDOC Governance Study  
Kick-Off Meeting 

 
September 9th, 2008  

9:30-11:30 am. 
OC Public Works Building 

300 North Flower, Room B-10 
Santa Ana, CA  92703 

 
(The building is located on the southwest corner of Flower and Santa Ana Blvd in Santa Ana. 

The room is in the basement of the building.) 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 
  I. Welcome & Introductions                    Joyce Crosthwaite 

 
  II. Description of Study Process               George Wentz & Joyce Crosthwaite 
   Study process 
   Data request methods and procedures 
   Opportunities for input 
    
  III. Governance Options (from LAFCO MSR)     Joyce Crosthwaite 

MWDOC--Status Quo 
Reorganize MWDOC and form a new entity 
Reorganize South County agencies 
Reorganize MWDOC, OCWD and other agencies 
Reorganize MWDOC and East Orange County Water District 
Others? 

 
  IV. End Result of Study        Joyce Crosthwaite 
         
  IV. Comments and Questions 
 
  VI. Adjournment       
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September 9, 2008 
MWDOC Governance Study 

Kick-off Meeting 
 
 

1. Purpose and Use of the Study 
a. Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approved looking at the 

governance options for MWDOC including the financial and legal 
ramifications 

b. This is a LAFCO study and LAFCO will be directing the work to answer 
the Commission’s questions 

i. The study will build in Chapter 8 of the Municipal Service Review 
which generally listed governance options but did not provide 
detail 

ii. The study is NOT another service report 
iii. The study is NOT a rate study 
iv. The study will include some “high level” financial analysis about 

each option. The analysis will focus on how the various 
governance options might influence cost (i.e. larger boards could 
equate to more overhead costs). The study will not explain how 
costs would be translated into rates. 

v. The study will include the ‘short term” costs of reorganization 
together with an analysis of long term financial impacts. 

c. The study will include a legal “fatal flaw” analysis on all options so that 
time is not devoted to discussion options that will not work 

d. The study could be used as part of an application for re-organization 
however, the study does not in any way bypass the application process. 
Applications for re-organization are likely to require additional 
information beyond that covered in the study.  

 
2. Communication Protocol 

a. Communication will go from LAFCO staff to the MWDOC member 
agencies.  

b. All data requests will come from LAFCO staff, the consultants will not be 
making multiple data requests of member agencies 

c. Each member agency should designate a “point of contact” for LAFCO 
staff and information and data requests will go to that point of contact. 

 
3. Schedule 

a. Stakeholder Meetings are currently scheduled for: 
i. October 22, 2008 

ii. December 3, 2008 
iii. February 11, 2009 

b. Draft deliverables will be presented at the Stakeholder Meetings 
c. Comments are due one week after the meetings 

1  9/10/08 Draft                          ROP    000675



2  9/10/08 Draft 

d. LAFCO staff is scheduled to take this study to the Commission on March 
11, 2009. 

 
4. Governance Options 

a. Study will focus on the following options outlined in the MSR 
i. MWDOC status quo (with recent board policy changes) 

ii. “Enhanced” status quo 
iii. Reorganization of MWDOC 
iv. Reorganization of South County agencies as a new entity 
v. Reorganize MWDOC and OCWD 

1. Commission requested this option 
2. Acknowledged to be politically challenging 
3. Has been studies before 

vi. Reorganize MWDOC and East Orange Water District 
1. Commission requested this option 
2. Probably an “outlier” in terms of real recommendations 

vii. Special Legislation Option: describe how this could improve the 
status quo 

b. The study will consider the status quo as the baseline and there is NO 
presumption that the status quo is inefficient or does not work. 

c. The “reorganization options” will include looking at a Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) and options to capture the three cities who are direct MET 
member agencies 

d. The study will describe what each alternative organization structure can do 
and the flexibility to provide services 

e. Should be coordination with MET during the fatal flaw review process 
f. Study needs to recognize the strength of working “collectively” and the 

institutional basis of MWDOC. 
 

5. Next Meeting – October 22, 2008 
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Agenda 
Kick‐off Meeting 

Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Study of Governance Alternatives 

October 22, 2008 
10:00 – 12:00 

300 North Flower Street Room B 10 
 

1. Introductions  All 
2. Review and Changes to the Agenda  All 
3. Overview of Governance Structure 

Alternatives Memorandum  
LAFCO/Winzler & Kelly/James Markman Esq. 

4. Questions and Comments  All 
5. Schedule and Next Steps   All 
6. Update on Information Requests  Winzler & Kelly 
7. Set Next Meeting  All 
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Data Request  

Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Study of Governance Alternatives 

Date –Time – Location 
 

1. Detailed list of MWDOC services and activities 
2. MWDOC Organization Chart 
3. MWDOC Budgets for past five fiscal years 
4. MWDOC Wholesale Rate Schedules 
5. Any additional information that may affect MWDOC’s future rates (i.e. is MWD anticipating 

significant cost increases because of drought, Delta conditions, pending legislation etc) 
6. Member Agency Water Enterprise Budgets for past five fiscal years 
7. Member Agency Retail Water Rate Schedules 
8. Detailed list of Member Agency water utility services and activities 
9. Organization Chart for Member Agency Water Utilities 
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Meeting Minutes  
2nd Stakeholder Meeting  

Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Study of Governance Alternatives 

October 22, 2008 
 

1. Overview of Governance Structure Alternatives Memorandum 
a. The Technical Memorandum discussing governance structures and copies of the Power 

Point presentation summarizing the findings were distributed to all stakeholders.  
b. Mary Grace Pawson with Winzler & Kelly presented the 1st Technical Memorandum 

which provided a fatal flaw screening of potential governance structure alternatives. 
c. The Memorandum includes 7 “potentially feasible” alternatives. These are: 

i. Status Quo 
ii. Dissolve MWDOC and form a County Water District  
iii. Dissolve MWDOC and form a County Water Authority 
iv. Reorganize the six South County agencies to form a second Municipal Water 

District. This alternative would retain a smaller version of MWDOC 
v. Reorganize the six South County agencies to form a new County Water District. 

This alternative would retain a smaller version of MWDOC 
vi. Reorganize the six South County agencies to form a new County Water 

Authority. This alternative would retain a smaller version of MWDOC 
vii. Reorganize MWDOC with East Orange County Water District. 

d. Potentially feasible alternatives will be carried into the fiscal analysis which is the next 
step in the project. 

e. The Technical Memorandum and Power Point presentation will be posted on Orange 
County LAFCO’s website so they can be accessed by the stakeholders.  

2. Comments and Decisions from the Group 
a. Joyce Crosthwaite, Orange County LAFCO, led and facilitated discussion by the 

stakeholder group. 
b. The stakeholder group requested that consideration of Alternative 7 – Reorganize 

MWDOC with East Orange County Water District, be deferred. There are currently 
ongoing discussions with EOCWD and the retailers it serves. Analysis of this concept is 
premature. 

c. The stakeholder group concurred that consideration of Alternative 2 – Dissolve MWDOC 
and form a County Water District is very similar to the status quo. This alternative will 
be dropped from further consideration, pending a final legal review by James Markman. 
The legal review will confirm that there are not significant differences in the governance 
structure between a Municipal Water District and a County Water District. 

d. The group asked if a special act agency would be considered. Mary Grace Pawson 
explained that the initial fatal flaw analysis only considered agencies authorized to 
provide representation to Metropolitan Water District under Met’s principal act. This 
screening criteria was adopted because successfully executing changes to Met’s 
principal act is beyond the control of Orange County LAFCO and the stakeholders. 
However, the first Technical Memorandum does include a brief discussion of alternative 
concepts that would require special legislation. Mary Grace Pawson also indicated that 
as the final alternatives are developed, the consultants will continue to “keep track” of 
areas where special legislation may prove helpful. 

e. Written comments are due to LAFCO by October 29, 2008 
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3. Next Meeting Date 
a. The next meeting date has been tentatively set for December 3, 2008, however this may 

create a conflict for agencies attending the ACWA conference 
b. Orange County LAFCO will work to reschedule the meeting to avoid this conflict. 
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Meeting Minutes 
Third Stakeholder Meeting 

Municipal Water District of Orange County 
Study of Governance Alternatives 

February 18, 2009 
10:30 – 12:00 

300 North Flower Street Room B 10 
 

1. Overview of Preliminary Financial Analysis 
a. Joyce Crosthwaite provided the introduction and overview 
b. Laurie Madigan outlined the alternatives brought forward from the Governance 

Structure Options Report and explained how these alternatives were developed as part 
of the financial analysis. Specifically these alternatives are: 

i. Option 1 – MWDOC Baseline 
ii. Option 2 – Dissolve MWDOC and form a CWA 

1. MWDOC CWA (no changes to cost structure) 
2. Subscription CWA (agencies can elect not to subscribe to some 

programs) 
iii. Option 3 – Reorganize South County Agencies to form a CWA 

1. Six Agency South CWA (includes EL Toro, Irvine Ranch, Moulton Niguel, 
Santa Margarita, South Coast and Trabuco Canyon Water Districts) 

2. Nine Agency South CWA (includes six agencies together with Laguna 
Beach Water District and the cities of San Clemente and San Juan 
Capistrano). This option was added by LAFCO staff to provide for 
contiguous boundaries.   

c. Mary Grace Pawson and Gary Arant presented an overview of the structure of the 
report and the major findings 

i. Specifically stakeholders were directed to Tables 7, 10, 13, 16 and 19 for an 
agency‐by‐agency breakdown of the cost impacts of each option. 

ii. Generally each option appears financially feasible with the biggest cost impacts 
related to: 

1. assumptions about reserve levels 
2. assumptions about how Tier 2 water costs are paid 

2. Questions and Comments 
a. Stakeholders questioned reserve assumptions, staffing assumptions. Consultants 

requested that the stakeholders provide detailed comments, with specific 
recommendations, on how these assumptions should be modified 

b. Comment was offered that, under the Subscription CWA option, all agencies may not 
have existing programs in place to replace the regional programs which would result in a 
cost 

3. Schedule and Next Steps 
a. Stakeholder Comments due to LAFCO on March 4th 
b. LAFCO and consultants will review comments and make appropriate changes to report 
c. The most helpful types of comments will: 

i. Provide specific additional or updated data that a stakeholder believes should 
replace the data in the draft report 

ii. Describe, in detail, changes to the assumptions that stakeholders believe will 
result in more accurate presentation of alternatives 
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MWDOC GOVERANCE STUDY  
Meeting Minutes  

May 6, 2009 Stakeholder Meeting  
 

1. Joyce Crosthwaite, Orange County LAFCO, provided an overview of the 
purpose and schedule for the Governance Study. The document provided at the 
stakeholder meeting is the first draft of the final report and includes: 

a. Initial Screening of Governance Options 

b. Preliminary Financial Analysis 

c. Initial Implementation and Legal Analysis 

An Executive Summary will be provided with the final draft report after receipt 
of stakeholder comments 

2. Mary Grace Pawson, Winzler & Kelly, provided an overview of the first draft 
report which includes a revised Preliminary Financial Analysis that responds to 
stakeholder comments and a new Implementation and Legal Analysis. 

a. All three options –MWDOC Baseline, MWDOC CWA (two sub-options) 
and a new South County CWA (two sub-options) remain fiscally viable. 

i. The changes made in response to comments include capping 
MWDOC’s reserves at $5 million; including CWA board costs 
based on the San Diego County Water Authority’s budgeted costs; 
and adjusting the “subscription services” to more accurately reflect 
the practices of the retail agencies.  

ii. The changes made in response to the comments essentially result in 
all options looking “more alike”. 

b. One option, MWDOC CWA, is NOT legally viable because of restrictions 
in the CWA Act around serving private water companies.  The other 
options, MWDOC Baseline and South County CWA, are viable based on 
preliminary financial and legal review. 

c. The preliminary analysis of board structure, voting rights and 
Metropolitan representation was presented for the two South County 
CWA sub-options.  

MWDOC Governance Study    1 
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d. Implementing either of the two South County CWA sub-options requires 
an application to LAFCO which LAFCO would process as a 
reorganization (detachment from MWDOC and formation of a new 
agency)  

e. Metropolitan was also consulted as part of the study. Metropolitan has 
indicated that the proposal would be a matter of “first impression” 
requiring an affirmative discretionary action by their Board of Directors 

f. Both Metropolitan and LAFCO will likely require negotiated agreements 
around water supply and other interests as part of the application before 
considering it complete. 

3. Joyce Crosthwaite discussed the schedule: 

a. Stakeholder comments due on May 27th  

b. Report will be revised and an Executive Summary will be added to 
respond to stakeholder comments 

c. Commission is scheduled to “receive and file” the Governance Study at its 
September 9, 2009 meeting.  

d. While a final stakeholder meeting is currently not part of the schedule, the 
stakeholder group felt it might be important to have one more meeting 
after the final draft of the report is produced and before the Commission 
hearing. LAFCO will take this under consideration 
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AGENDA 
4th Stakeholder Meeting 

MWDOC Governance Alternatives Study 
 

May 6, 2009 
10:30‐12:00 

300 North Flower Street Room B‐10 
 
 
 
 
1. Introduction & Sign‐in            All 
 
 
2. Agenda Review              All 
 
 
3. Update on Financial Analysis         Consultant 
 
 
4. Overview of Legal Analysis          LAFCO/W & K Consultant 
 
 
5. Questions and Comments from Stakeholders    All 
 
 
6. Schedule and Next Steps          All 
 
 
7. Set/Confirm Next “possible” Meeting      All 
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