
 
 

SAN DIEGO LAFCO 
MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW GUIDELINES 

 
 

I. PURPOSE  
 

To provide guidance to the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) in preparing and conducting municipal service reviews. 

 
II. BACKGROUND 
 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
requires LAFCO to review municipal services. The requirement for service 
reviews is in response to the identified need for a more coordinated and 
efficient public service structure, which will support California’s anticipated 
growth. The service review provides LAFCO with a tool to comprehensively 
study existing and future public service conditions, and to evaluate 
organizational options for accommodating growth, preventing urban sprawl, and 
ensuring that critical services are efficiently and cost-effectively provided. 

 
III. GOALS and OBJECTIVES 

 
Effective January 1, 2001, Government Code Section 56430 requires LAFCO to 
conduct municipal service reviews and prepare a written statement of 
determination with respect to each of the following: 

 
A. Infrastructure needs or deficiencies; 
B. Growth and population projections for the affected area; 
C. Financing constraints and opportunities; 
D. Cost avoidance opportunities; 
E. Opportunities for rate restructuring; 
F. Opportunities for shared facilities; 
G. Government structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of 

consolidation or reorganization of service providers; 
H. Evaluation of management efficiencies; and 
I. Local accountability and governance. 

 
The municipal service review process does not require LAFCO to initiate 
changes of organization based on service review findings; it only requires that 
LAFCO make determinations regarding the provision of public services per the 
provisions of Government Code Section 56430. However, LAFCO, local 
agencies, and the public may subsequently use the determinations to pursue 
changes to services, local jurisdictions, or spheres of influence. 

 



IV. WHEN PREPARED 
 

LAFCO will determine when municipal service reviews are necessary. 
Generally, reviews will be prepared in conjunction with sphere of influence 
studies or updates; however, service reviews may also be conducted 
independent of the sphere of influence process. LAFCO will conduct service 
reviews independent of the sphere of influence updates based on a number of 
factors, including but not limited to: concerns of affected agencies, the public, or 
LAFCO; public demand for a service review; public health, safety or welfare 
issues; and service provision issues associated with areas of growth and/or 
development. A list of the relevant factors of analysis that may be considered 
during the preparation of service reviews is attached.  
 
Minor amendments to a sphere of influence, as determined by LAFCO, will not 
require a municipal service review. 

 
V. SERVICES ADDRESSED  

 
Municipal service reviews will address identified services within the service 
review boundary, which are generally associated with growth and development. 
Target services include, but are not limited to, water, sewer, drainage, libraries, 
roads, parks, police, and fire protection. General government services such as 
courts, social services, human resources, treasury, tax collection, and 
administrative services will generally not be included. LAFCO will determine 
which services will be included in each service review.  

 
VI. AGENCIES INCLUDED  
 

Local agencies that are subject to LAFCO review, or are required to have a 
sphere of influence, are subject to municipal service reviews. 

 
VII. BOUNDARIES 

 
LAFCO will determine the final geographic boundary and agency(ies) that will 
be the subject of a service review. Factors that may be considered in 
determining a service review boundary include, but are not limited to: existing 
city and special district jurisdictional and sphere boundaries; topography; 
geography; community boundaries; tax / assessment zones; infrastructure 
locations; transportation systems and roads; areas with shared facilities; areas 
with shared social and economic communities of interest; plus other factors as 
determined by LAFCO.  
 
LAFCO will consider information received from affected agencies and public 
scoping meetings when determining boundaries. Generally, service reviews will 
be conducted for sub-regional areas within the County of San Diego; however, 
a service review may be done for a single agency, multiple agencies, 
subregional areas, or on a countywide basis. Agencies that have service 
provision issues related to a current service review, as identified by LAFCO, will 
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be included in the service review. Service reviews addressing multiple services 
may have separate geographic boundaries established for each service. 

 
VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION 

 
Local agencies that submit municipal service review proposals to LAFCO will be 
considered lead agencies for purposes of environmental review and should 
approve whatever environmental determination is appropriate under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (i.e., exemption, negative declaration, 
environmental impact report). 

 
IX. PREPARATION  

 
A. LAFCO will determine the priority, schedule, procedure and content for 

service reviews. 
  

B. As part of the budgetary process, LAFCO will develop a priority work plan 
of service reviews to be addressed during the fiscal year. LAFCO may 
alter the annual service review work program at any time in response to 
changing circumstances, new information, or direction from the 
Commission. During the budgetary process, LAFCO staff will inform those 
agencies that may be listed on the annual priority work plan. 

 
C. LAFCO will mail a survey/questionnaire to the affected agency(ies) 

identified in the service review work plan.  
 

D. LAFCO may hold public scoping meetings, as necessary, for selected 
service reviews to gather additional input on the following issues: 

 
1. Additional agencies to be included within a service review; 
2. Geographic area of a service review; 
3. Concerns of affected agencies; and 
4. Areas of concern to be addressed in a service review. 

 
Public notice will be given for scoping meetings. All affected agencies, 
interested agencies, and persons or entities requesting notice will receive 
a mailed notice.  
 

E. Municipal service reviews will fall into two general categories: 
 

1. Routine reviews are anticipated to be uncomplicated and 
straightforward with few concerns about the adequacy of public 
services. Routine service reviews may be conducted for single 
agencies or for multiple agencies that provide similar services. The 
boundary of a routine service review may cover a sub-region, region, 
or the County of San Diego.  
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2. Intensive reviews are anticipated to require detailed analysis of 
complex and controversial issues. Categorizing a service review as 
intensive may be the result of analysis of pending LAFCO proposals, 
or of service provision concerns otherwise identified by LAFCO, other 
agencies, or the public. 

 
F. LAFCO may establish a service review committee to provide technical 

and/or policy advice to LAFCO staff. The service review committee may 
consist of LAFCO Commissioners from each representative category 
(county, cities, special districts, and the public). The committee may be 
expanded to include representatives from the LAFCO Special Districts and 
Cities Advisory Committees and/or other members as determined by 
LAFCO. When serving on the service review committee, all committee 
members shall exercise their independent judgment on behalf of the 
interests of residents, property owners, and the public as a whole, and not 
solely the interests of the type of agency or organization they represent. 

 
G. LAFCO staff will prepare a final municipal service review report that 

includes the determinations required by State Law. The report may identify 
future studies or actions, which LAFCO or other agencies may take to 
implement the recommendations of the report. All service review reports 
will be available for a public review period prior to being considered by the 
appropriate advisory or decision-making body. The Commission will 
consider the municipal service review report and determinations at a 
noticed public hearing. The report will be available for a public review 
period prior to the hearing.  

 
H. San Diego LAFCO has established a fee for conducting municipal service 

reviews. If necessary, LAFCO may recover reasonable costs for 
preparation of a service review study beyond the adopted fee. For any 
service review that may involve costs beyond the standard LAFCO fee, 
LAFCO staff will prepare a scope of work and schedule with an estimate 
of reasonable costs associated with conducting the service review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adopted: April 8, 2002 
Technically Updated: June 26, 2002 
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FACTORS OF ANALYSIS 
Municipal Service Review Determinations 

 
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
requires LAFCOs to conduct reviews of municipal services and make nine written 
determinations. The following factors to be considered provide examples of how 
San Diego LAFCO will fulfill the determination requirement.  

 
Determination 1: Infrastructure needs or deficiencies 

 
In authorizing the preparation of municipal service reviews, the State Legislature has 
focused on one of LAFCO’s core missions—encouraging the efficient provision of public 
services. Infrastructure needs or deficiencies, which refers to the adequacy of existing 
and planned public facilities in relation to how public services are, and will be, provided 
to citizens, impacts the efficient delivery of public services. Infrastructure can be 
evaluated in terms of capacity, condition, availability, quality, and correlations among 
operational, capital improvement, and finance plans. It is recognized that there may be 
unmet infrastructure needs due to budget constraints or other factors; however, 
identification of deficiencies may promote public understanding and support for needed 
improvements. 

  
Determination 2: Growth and population projections for the affected area 
 
Efficient provision of public services is linked to an agency’s ability to plan for future 
need. For example, a water purveyor must be prepared to supply water for existing and 
future levels of demand, and also be able to determine where future demand will occur. 
Municipal service reviews will give LAFCO, affected agencies, and the public the 
means to examine both the existing and future need for public services and will 
evaluate whether projections for future growth and population patterns are integrated 
into an agency’s planning function. 

 
Determination 3: Financing constraints and opportunities 

 
LAFCO must weigh a community’s public service needs against the resources available 
to fund the services. During the municipal service review, the financing constraints and 
opportunities, which have an impact on the delivery of services, will be identified and 
enable LAFCO, local agencies, and the public to assess whether agencies are 
capitalizing on financing opportunities. For example, a service review could reveal that 
two or more water agencies that are each deficient in storage capacity and, which 
individually lack financial resources to construct additional facilities, may benefit from 
creating a joint venture to finance and construct regional storage facilities. Service 
reviews may also disclose innovations for contending with financing constraints, which 
may be of considerable value to numerous agencies.  

 
Determination 4: Cost avoidance opportunities 

 
LAFCO’s role in encouraging efficiently provided public services depends, in part, on 
helping local agencies explore cost avoidance opportunities. The municipal service 
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review will explore cost avoidance opportunities including, but not limited to: 
(1) eliminating duplicative services; (2) reducing high administration to operation cost 
ratios; (3) replacing outdated or deteriorating infrastructure and equipment; (4) reducing 
inventories of underutilized equipment, buildings, or facilities; (5) redrawing overlapping 
or inefficient service boundaries; (6) replacing inefficient purchasing or budgeting 
practices; (7) implementing economies of scale; and (8) increasing profitable 
outsourcing. 

 
Determination 5: Opportunities for rate restructuring 

 
When applicable, the municipal service review will review agency rates, which are 
charged for public services, to examine opportunities for rate restructuring without 
impairing the quality of service. Agency rates will be scrutinized for: (1) rate setting 
methodologies; (2) conditions that could impact future rates; and (3) variances among 
rates, fees, taxes, charges, etc., within an agency and region. Service reviews will 
identify strategies for rate restructuring, which would further the LAFCO mission of 
ensuring efficiency in providing public services.  

 
Determination 6: Opportunities for shared facilities 

 
Public service costs may be reduced and service efficiencies increased, if service 
providers develop strategies for sharing resources. For example, service providers in 
San Diego County currently share communication centers, wastewater treatment 
facilities, and distribution lines. Sharing facilities and excess system capacity decreases 
duplicative efforts, may lower costs, and minimizes unnecessary resource 
consumption. The service review will inventory facilities within the study area to 
determine if facilities are currently being utilized to capacity and whether efficiencies 
can be achieved by accommodating the facility needs of adjacent agencies. Options for 
planning for future shared facilities and services will also be considered. 

 
Determination 7: Government structure options, including advantages and 
disadvantages of consolidation or reorganization of service providers 

 
The municipal service review provides a tool to comprehensively study existing and 
future public service conditions and to evaluate organizational options for 
accommodating growth, preventing urban sprawl, and ensuring that critical services are 
efficiently and cost-effectively provided. While the service review does not require 
LAFCO to initiate changes of organization based on service review finding, LAFCO, 
local agencies, and the public may subsequently use service reviews to pursue changes 
to services, local jurisdictions, or spheres of influence. LAFCO may examine efficiencies 
that could be gained through: (1) functional reorganizations within existing agencies; 
(2) amending or updating spheres-of-influence; (3) annexations or detachments from 
cities or special districts;  (4) formation of new special districts; (5) special district 
dissolutions; (6) mergers of special districts with cities; (7) establishment of subsidiary 
districts; or (8) any additional reorganization options found in Government Code 
§ 56000 et. seq. 
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Determination 8: Evaluation of management efficiencies 

 
Management efficiency refers to the effectiveness of an agency’s internal organization 
to provide efficient, quality public services. Efficiently managed agencies consistently 
implement plans to improve service delivery, reduce waste, eliminate duplications of 
effort, contain costs, maintain qualified employees, build and maintain adequate 
contingency reserves, and encourage and maintain open dialogues with the public and 
other public and private agencies. The service review will evaluate management 
efficiency by analyzing agency functions, operations, and practices—as well as the 
agency’s ability to meet current and future service demands. Services will be evaluated 
in relation to available resources and consideration of service provision constraints. 

 
Determination 9: Local accountability and governance 

 
In making a determination of local accountability and governance, LAFCO will consider 
the degree to which the agency fosters local accountability. Local accountability and 
governance refers to public agency decision making and operational and management 
processes that: (1) include an accessible and accountable elected or appointed decision 
making body and agency staff; (2) encourage and value public participation; (3) disclose 
budgets, programs, and plans; (4) solicit public input when considering rate changes 
and work and infrastructure plans; and (5) evaluate outcomes of plans, programs, and 
operations, and disclose results to the public. 
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Subject: 
 
STRATEGY FOR CONDUCTING AND USING MUNICIPAL SERVICE 
REVIEWS 
 
Purpose 
 
To establish a framework that will assist the Local Agency Formation 
Commission in the preparation of municipal service reviews, while maintaining a 
focus on the service review determinations specified in State Law. 
 
Background 
 
AB 2838 (Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
2000) requires Local Agency Formation Commissions to conduct countywide, 
regional, or sub-regional municipal service reviews either before, or in 
conjunction with, sphere updates to help ensure the efficient provision of local 
governmental services. The process of information collection, data analysis, and 
development of the service review determinations requires a high level of 
participation and cooperation between San Diego LAFCO and local agencies.  
 
Policy 
 
It is the policy of the San Diego Local Agency Formation Commission to use the 
following six strategies to assist in the preparation of municipal service reviews: 
1. Scope of Work: In order to successfully manage the data collection and 

analysis processes and guide service reviews toward timely completion, each 
service review should have a well-defined scope of work that incorporates the 
following: 
a. Develop and adhere to a realistic and manageable scope of work.  
b. Define the services to be reviewed. 
c. Identify unambiguous geographic boundaries for study areas. 
d. Define the time period under review.  
e. Defer review of services or service providers, which are marginally 

related to the pending service review, to subsequent service 
reviews, if necessary and appropriate.  
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2. Requests for Information: Collection of data is dependent on the cooperation 

and voluntary participation of local agencies. Requests for information should 
not represent an undue burden to local agencies and should be conducted in 
the following manner to maximize cooperation and participation levels:  
a. Discourage multiple requests for information unless there are 

compelling reasons. 
b. Limit requests for information to matters that are essential to 

conduct the service review and relevant to the nine determinations 
required by Government Code § 56430.  

3. Service Review Time Frame: Service reviews provide a snapshot view of 
service delivery issues and are not meant to be ongoing studies. The 
following approaches will enable service reviews to be conducted in the 
shortest amount of time:  
a. Develop a task and time schedule for each service review and 

adhere to it. 
b. Confine data collection to the time period established under the 

scope of work unless there are compelling reasons to expand the 
time frame.  

4. Regional View: Service reviews represent programmatic or macro-level 
information reports. The following approaches will reinforce the programmatic 
focus of service reviews: 
a. Adhere to the nine service review determinations in maintaining a 

programmatic view of service delivery. 
b. Focus on service delivery programs, procedures, policies and 

rules, rather than individuals who may be involved in the service 
delivery programs. 

c. Collect micro-level data only if necessary and if associated with 
programmatic aspects of service delivery. 

5. Level of Inquiry: Multiple agencies may be involved with a service review. 
Individual agencies may be subject to different levels of review and inquiry 
based on the following: 
a. Allow for variation within the type and amount of information 

requested for each service review and from each local agency 
based on unique circumstances. 
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b. Utilize the judgment of staff, commissioners, advisory committees, 

stakeholders, public and agencies, etc., to establish an 
appropriate level of inquiry and data collection. 

c. Defer the collection of data that is marginally related to the 
pending service review to subsequent service reviews.  

6. Data Accuracy: Accurate data is essential for making meaningful conclusions 
and determinations. In some cases, LAFCO staff may not be qualified to 
ascertain accuracy of data and will need to obtain outside assistance. In 
other instances, either raw data, or conclusions of service review may not be 
germane to LAFCO’s purview of the service review determinations required 
by State Law. In order to maintain focus on accuracy and relevancy of data: 
a. Utilize LAFCO staff, the Commission’s advisory committees, local 

service agencies, or other appropriate organizations to determine 
data accuracy and relevancy. 

b. Refer service reviews to other regulatory agencies if data is 
determined to pertain to areas outside of LAFCO’s purview, or is 
not relevant to a pending service review. 

 
Adopted: April 7, 2003 
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DRAFT DATA SUMMARY 
Municipal Service Review 

“Southern San Diego County Sewer and Water Agencies” 
 
 

Section A: INFRASTRUCTURE, FACILITIES, and SERVICES 
 

1. How are infrastructure needs determined? Provide copies of capital improvement 
and master plans that address infrastructure. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) uses its 1991 growth management program to assess and 
predict future sewer services needs, including an annual Growth Management Oversight 
Commission (GMOC) assessment and a threshold standard for sewer service. The City 
prepared a Wastewater Master Plan in 1989 and in 2002 issued a Request-for-Proposals to 
prepare an updated Plan. 
Helix WD is 95% built-out and infrastructure needs generally consist of maintenance and repair 
of existing facilities. Infrastructure needs are evaluated using information from staff and 
databases regarding existing condition of infrastructure. In FY 00-01, the District ended a 
four-year, $90 million Capital Improvement Program. 
Lemon Grove SD prepared a wastewater rate update and long range planning study, as well as 
a Wastewater Capital Improvement Program in 1999. These documents form the basis for 
determining current infrastructure needs. The District keeps a record of emergency calls and, 
since 1989, has been videotaping the entire sewer system to assess areas needing repair that 
will be placed on the next capital improvement list. 
Otay WD adopted Board Policy No. 6 in 1984 (revised in 1997), which requires the District to 
adopt a Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) for both potable and recycled water every five 
years. The WRMP will identify the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) projects required for 
ultimate development. The policy states that the CIP should utilize the most recent WRMP and 
shall be divided into three phases: Phase 1 addresses a 1-5 year time frame; Phase 2 
addresses a 6-15 year time frame; and Phase 3 from 16 years to build-out. The District adopted 
a Master Plan in 1995 and staff prepared a Draft Master Plan in January of 2002. 
The District also prepares sub-area master plans in conjunction with developers that outline the 
detailed infrastructure needs for specific developments. Since 1990, the District has prepared 
19 Sub-Area Master Plans for wider service. 
The District operates and maintains the sewage collection system serving Rancho San Diego, 
Singing Hills and portions of Mount Helix. The City of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego 
provide sewer service within the remainder of the District’s territory. The Otay WD does not 
have a Master Plan for sewer facilities due to the limited size and build-out of the system; 
however, the District utilizes sub-area plans for specific developments to determine 
infrastructure needs for sewer facilities 
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD notes that in 1995 the consulting firm 
of NBS/Lowry prepared a report, “Wastewater and Recycled Water Optimization Study,” which 
is similar to a sewer system master plan. This study included a sewer collection system capacity 
analysis and compared cost and rate impacts for sewer disposal and treatment options. The 
District response also added, “As a result of the study, the Otay WD was able to determine that 
new capital sewer system facilities for expansion to accommodate growth were not required.” 
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Padre Dam MWD prepares master plans every 5-10 years to determine district-wide 
infrastructure needs. The most recent, an Integrated Facilities Plan (IFP), was adopted in March 
2002, and evaluated existing system deficiencies, projected growth, and recommended 
improvements needed to accommodate growth. The IFP was then used to develop a 
comprehensive list of prioritized capital improvements through the year 2020. 
Spring Valley SD currently determines infrastructure needs from operations and maintenance 
crews, as well as from a previously completed Master Facility Plan. The District is preparing an 
updated Master Facility Plan that will be completed in July of 2002. The 2002 Plan will form the 
basis for a five-year capital improvement program. 
Sweetwater Authority determines infrastructure needs through its Water System Master Plan. 
The Authority generally updates its master plans every five years and performs a complete 
review of system and infrastructure needs every ten years. The Authority recently completed 
their 2002 Master Plan. Previous master plans were completed in 1979, 1985, 1989 and 1994. 
 
2. Provide schedules for infrastructure replacements and upgrades; explain how 

schedules are being met. 
 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted that the Poggi Canyon Trunk Sewer upgrades, 
Telegraph Canyon Trunk Sewer upgrades, and the sewer rehabilitation program would be 
completed in 2002. The Salt Creek Gravity Sewer Interceptor will be completed in 2003, and the 
Wolf Canyon Trunk Sewer will be completed in 2005. 
In supplemental information dated October 25, 2002, the City of Chula Vista’s 2001 Growth 
Management Oversight Commission report indicates that the City is “ . . .pursuing an aggressive 
construction program for the Salt Creek Sewer,” according to the following schedule: 
Phase I—From Industrial Blvd to I-805: Construction Schedule-July 2001 through June 2002  
Phase 2—From Industrial Blvd past I-5 To West Frontage Road: Construction Schedule-
October 2002 through April 2003 
Phase 3—From Interstate I-805-to Olympic Parkway: Construction Schedule-August 2002 
through February 2003  
Helix WD maintains a ten-year list of capital improvement projects. Annual CIP projects are 
selected from this list and are monitored monthly. 
Lemon Grove SD maintains approximately 346,000 feet of pipeline. As noted in the 1997 
Lemon Grove SD Financial Plan, these pipes are exceeding their useful, expected life of 50 
years. In 1997, the District developed a list of prioritized capital improvements to address the 
most serious defects in the existing system. A majority of the repairs identified in the 1997 plan 
will be completed by FY 2003. The District is in the process of soliciting bids for cleaning and 
videotaping the system not previously repaired or lined. The results of the videotaping will form 
the basis of the next list of capital improvement projects. 
Otay WD has a CIP budget for infrastructure improvements/upgrades in FY 2002 that totals $30 
million with $104 million projected for Phase 1 projects (1-5 timeline). The District provided a 
schedule for completion of the current CIP projects. Thirty percent of the CIP projects consist of 
59 developer projects estimated to total $10.1 million.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD provided additional information 
clarifying and refining their scheduling and cost of their infrastructure improvement programs. 
The response stated, “The total CIP estimated expenditure for fiscal year 2002 is $30,347,000. 
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The estimated expenditure for Phase I CIP projects is $103,857,000. For fiscal year 2002, the 
capital facility projects are $11,977,000, the developer projects are $10,118,000, and the non-
operating expense projects are $1,852,000. One third of the CIP Project expenditure estimate 
for fiscal year 2002 consists of 59 developer projects.” 
Padre Dam MWD has arranged all infrastructure replacements, upgrades, and new 
construction according to the type of project (water, sewer, operations, or park), and has 
prioritized projects for each year through 2020. The District’s Capital Improvement Program 
Group, comprised of employees from various District departments, oversees the implementation 
of the annual capital program. 
Spring Valley SD is preparing an updated Master Facility Plan that will be the basis for a 
five-year capital improvement program. 
Sweetwater Authority prepared a Water Master Plan in 2002 that summarized water system 
facility improvements and projected costs for the next five years. Each year a list of 
infrastructure improvements is submitted to the Board for approval and funding. Staff of the 
Authority monitors the projects to ensure completion and quality control.  
 

3. How will new or upgraded infrastructure be financed? 
 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) finances sewer upgrades and improvements through 
Development Impact Fees and the Trunk Sewer Capital Reserve Fund, which is funded through 
capacity fees ($2,200 per dwelling unit) paid by each property owner to connect to the sewer 
system. 
Helix WD funds infrastructure upgrades/improvements from annual revenues and from bond 
sales. 
Lemon Grove SD finances new and upgraded infrastructure on a pay-go basis from a portion of 
the sewer service fees. 
Otay WD has four categories of infrastructure funding: (1) Expansion Funds to support new 
or future uses and gathered from capacity fees collected when meters are sold; (2) Betterment 
Funds, designed to correct deficiencies for current users and are funded by bonds, availability 
fees, property taxes, or other funds as deemed appropriate by the Board; (3) Replacement 
Funds, designed to replace existing facilities over $10,000 and are funded through a portion of 
the monthly user charge, availability fees, and annexation fees; and, (4) Combination Funds, 
which merge the preceding three types of projects and funding sources. The District also 
maintains Capital Reserve Funds for each Improvement District that is funded through 
developer contributions, capacity fees, and interest. 
Padre Dam MWD budget calls for the use of pay-go and debt financing as well as requiring that 
new infrastructure be constructed and funded by private developers.  
Spring Valley SD finances new and upgraded infrastructure through sewer service connection 
fees, annexation fees, grants, loans, and sale of surplus district property. 
Sweetwater Authority uses a combination of pay-go and debt to finance new and/or upgraded 
infrastructure. In June of 2002, the Authority will issue revenue bonds for $30 million to refund 
outstanding revenue bonds, to finance the costs of system improvements, and to fund the bond 
reserve account to pay for the cost of issuing bonds. 
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4. List infrastructure deficiencies; indicate if deficiencies have resulted in permit or 
other regulatory violations; explain how deficiencies will be addressed. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) notes two deficiencies in the wastewater system where 
capacity has exceeded threshold standards. The City reported that both deficiencies are 
expected to be corrected by 2003. 
In supplemental information, dated October 25, 2002, the City of Chula Vista provided copies of 
the City’s 1999, 2000, and 2001 Growth Management Oversight Commission (GMOC) reports. 
According to the reports, the GMOC provides, “. . . an independent, annual citywide review of 
threshold compliance with quality-of-life indicators for eleven public facility and service topics.” 
Among the eleven topics, threshold indicators are included for sewer and water service; 
notwithstanding that water service is provided to city residents by the Otay WD and the 
Sweetwater Authority. Threshold findings for 1999, 2000, and 2001 for both city sewer services 
and district water services were reported, “In compliance.”   
Helix WD has no infrastructure deficiencies that have resulted in permit or regulatory violations. 
Lemon Grove SD has a 1997 Wastewater Financial Plan and Capital Improvement Program 
that addresses system deficiencies. No deficiencies were noted that resulted in permit or 
regulatory violations. 
Otay WD noted no deficiencies in its potable water system and no permit or regulatory 
violations. Similarly no deficiencies were noted in the recycled water system although there 
were three spills from the primary force main. All three spills resulted from failure of air-vacuum 
release valves and the District replaced all valves in the recycled water system to avoid future 
problems. The District also reported no deficiencies in its wastewater system; the wastewater 
system has had three spills since 1996 and none since 1999. 
The District did note that it has been subject to Notices of Violation from the San Diego County 
Air Pollution District for operation of diesel engines and letters from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game expressing concern about 
implementation of mitigation and monitoring programs for specific projects. The District provided 
copies of letters detailing district efforts to resolve the issues. 
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD notes that the 1996 spills in the 
wastewater system were due to faulty design by the contractor and all repairs have been made. 
Otay WD noted, “…these spills did not occur due to infrastructure deficiencies.”  
Padre Dam MWD lists all existing and anticipated infrastructure deficiencies in the CIP 
schedule included in their Integrated Facilities Plan. Deficiencies have not resulted in any permit 
or regulatory violations and all existing deficiencies will be replaced or upgraded by 2005. 
Spring Valley SD noted no current infrastructure deficiencies and no permit or regulatory 
violations. The Facility Master Plan currently being prepared will identify upgraded or improved 
infrastructure based on current growth projections. 
Sweetwater Authority has listed infrastructure deficiencies in the 2002 Master Plan, which 
notes $23 million of infrastructure improvements and $30 million for replacing aging pipelines. 
Deficiencies have not resulted in any permit or regulatory violations. 
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5. Describe capital facilities that are underutilized; explain how underutilized facilities 
could be shared with other agencies. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) notes there will be additional capacity in the Salt Creek 
Gravity Sewer Interceptor when improvements are completed. 
Helix WD has sized facilities to meet projected demand and engineering standards. Excess 
capacity at the Levy Treatment Plant was partially funded by SDCWA to ensure continued 
capacity. The District’s Tunnel Hill facilities include a storage tank whose capacity is not fully 
utilized and could be shared by the Riverview WD.  
Lemon Grove SD does not have underutilized capital facilities. 
Otay WD noted that facilities in the central Otay Mesa area have been sized to provide flexibility 
and potential future capacity in order to supply potable water to the City of San Diego, as 
needed. The District’s 16-inch recycled main along Otay Mesa Road has excess capacity due to 
a subsequent change in a cooling system installed in the power plant.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD noted that generally the existing 
operating facilities within the Otay WD do not have underutilized or excess capacities except for 
seasonal excess reclaimed water. The demand for water in the District is down due to reduced 
agricultural demand but infrastructure and facilities have been sized for the expected ultimate 
development of the District’s service area.  
The Otay WD also noted, “The Otay WD entered into an agreement with the City of San Diego 
dated January 11, 1999, that provides for 10mgd of capacity to the Otay WD from the existing 
Otay Water Treatment Plant (WTP) capacity. Because of the excess available storage in the 
Otay Mesa system and the need for a transmission system for the water obtained from the Otay 
WTP, the District recently completed the construction of a transmission system between the 
Central area and the Otay Mesa systems. This system, already in operation, permits water to 
flow in either direction. This facility, known as the Central-Area-Otay Mesa Interconnection 
Pipeline, is parallel to the SDCWA aqueduct and connects the Otay Mesa System reservoirs 
with the Central Area System 624 foot elevation reservoirs. This facility has added significant 
reliability and flexibility to each system and allows for the allocation of the existing excess 
emergency storage within the Otay Mesa System to the Central Area System. As demands 
increase on Otay Mesa, the available storage will eventually be dedicated to meet requirements 
within the Otay Mesa System. The Central-Area-Otay Mesa Interconnection Pipeline will also 
function as the transmission system for water from the City of San Diego’s Otay WTP to either, 
and/or both, the Central Area and the Otay Mesa Systems.  The Planned Lower Otay Pump 
Station will provide the necessary lift from the Otay WTP.” 
The District also noted several existing connections with the City of San Diego, which have 
been designed to increase capacity within both systems. The Otay WD has a connection with 
Mexico that can supply the City of Tijuana with a maximum 12.9 million gallons per day (mgd). 
The District noted that its excess capacity is earmarked for future growth of its customers. 
Padre Dam MWD does not have underutilized or excess water or sewer capacity. It does have 
excess recycled water available during winter months. 
In supplemental information, the District noted, “Previous excess sewer capacity was sold to the 
City of Poway in FY 2001”. 
Spring Valley SD does not have underutilized capital facilities.  
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Sweetwater Authority’s Perdue Treatment Plant is currently operating at 50%, which allows 
the Authority to treat surface water in cases of emergency. The Authority notes that its other 
facilities have been sized for system reliability. 
 

6. How are service needs forecast? 
 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) relies on sewer studies required as part of the environmental 
impact report (EIR) process for new development. Existing developed areas are evaluated 
through a metering program and periodic videotaping of lines. 
In supplemental information dated October 25, 2002, the City of Chula Vista provided its 18 
month and 5-year GROWTH FORECAST INFORMATION reports for 1999 and 2000. Both 
reports state that the “. . .information will enable City departments and outside agencies to 
analyze the impacts that forecasted growth may have on their ability to maintain compliance 
with the City’s facility and service Threshold Standards. . .”  
Helix WD evaluates sub-areas within the District to determine infrastructure needs by using 
current and future population projections from SANDAG, service industry consumption rates, 
and analysis of acreage and zoning of developable land.  
Lemon Grove SD relies on population forecasts by SANDAG and assessment of buildable/infill 
potential for increased development that can be served from existing lines. 
Otay WD forecasts potable water demand from land use and population data from SANDAG, 
the Cities of Chula Vista and San Diego, and the County of San Diego. The District inputs the 
land use and population data into its Geographic Information System (GIS), plus land use codes 
and water (potable and recycled) usage rates for each representative land use to determine 
probable ultimate densities and projected growth.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD stated, “Otay WD uses water demand 
forecasts to project service needs. The data for its forecasts is obtained from land use data from 
SANDAG, City of Chula Vista, City of San Diego and San Diego County. The land use data 
consists of Master Plans, Otay Ranch GDP, Specific or Sectional Planning Areas, Community 
Plans, County and City General Plans and SANDAG. A computer software application is utilized 
to compile the land use data in GIS form. In order to aggregate and correlate the various land 
use codes contained in all the various data sources, a set of land use codes has been 
developed by the Otay WD. Otay WD uses its database to project the ultimate development for 
the area. Furthermore, Otay WD monitors existing consumption by land use type using the 
actual monthly meter readings. These readings are then compared to the forecasts and other 
industry related standards.”  
Padre Dam MWD forecasts service needs through its Integrated Facilities Plan (IFP) process. 
The IFP uses existing and planned land uses, SANDAG’s population forecasts, the District’s 
monitoring of current and future water demands, current and projected sewer flows, 
groundwater factors, and a market analysis for recycled water.  
Spring Valley SD forecasts service needs through it Master Plan (currently under preparation), 
input from operations and maintenance staff, and from County of San Diego and SANDAG 
population forecasts. 
Sweetwater Authority forecasts service needs through the Master Plan and notices of new 
development from local agencies it serves.  
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7. How are growth/population projections integrated with plans for future services? 
 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) uses SANDAG population projections; annual 12 to 18-month 
and 5 to 7-year projections of development activity; and population increases developed by the 
planning and building staff to integrate sewer service needs with projected growth. 
Helix WD evaluates current and future population and consumption rates for each sub-area 
along with the acreage and zoning of developable land to determine infrastructure needs. The 
facilities identified are incorporated in the District’s 10-year CIP program. 
Lemon Grove SD serves an essentially built out municipality with some potential for increased 
infill development that would be served with existing lines and capacity. 
Otay WD uses SANDAG and other jurisdictional data on growth rates. Since the District’s 
system is functionally separated into areas with varying growth rates among the sub-areas, the 
District uses an overall growth rate for its WRMP and adjusts those growth rates for sub-areas. 
Estimates of dwelling units and population of planning areas are also integrated into the WRMP 
and sub-area plans to determine the need for future services.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD provided additional information 
regarding the District’s integration of growth and population projections with future service 
needs. The response noted since growth rates within the Otay WD vary, projections are 
developed for separate geographic areas. Growth rates for water demand are also provided. 
Padre Dam MWD overlays SANDAG’s most recent growth and land use projections onto 
District maps. Since Padre Dam staff has found that SANDAG’s estimates have exceeded the 
District’s growth by 1 - 2% each year, the District’s projections are five years behind SANDAG’s 
projections. The IFP converted the modified projections into water demand and sewer flows by 
service area in five-year increments. Since the County of San Diego’s proposed General Plan 
for 2020 would be based on density rather than land use, the District is anticipating reviewing 
their IFP when the County’s General Plan 2020 is adopted.  
Spring Valley SD See answers to questions 1 and 6. 
Sweetwater Authority uses its 2002 Master Plan to integrate growth and population projections 
with future service needs. The Master Plan used the most recent SANDAG estimates, 
recalculated the projected demands, used revised land use designations, and reduced storage 
requirements to calculate need.  

 
8. Provide maps of service areas for services that are provided less-than-agency-wide. 
 
NOTE: Each agency provided maps of their service areas. LAFCO staff is currently comparing 
the maps submitted by the agencies with LAFCO databases. 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) included a map of the City’s sewer service area. 
Helix WD provides services district-wide.  
Lemon Grove SD provides services district-wide. 
Otay WD included a map indicating the District’s potable water service area, sewer service 
area, and recycled water service area.  
Padre Dam MWD included a map of the District’s wholesale, retail water distribution, 
wastewater collection, and recycled water distribution service area. 
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Spring Valley SD included a map of District’s service area. 
Sweetwater Authority included a map of Authority’s service area. 
 
9. Describe any variance or inequity in levels of service provided to customers. 

Explain why unequal service levels are present. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) notes areas in their service area where development has 
preceded construction of infrastructure. For these areas, the City imposes a gravity basin 
development impact fee when the development capacity of individual sewage basins has been 
exceeded.  
Helix WD does not have any variance or inequities in the levels of service.  
Lemon Grove SD does not have any variances or inequities in the levels of service. 
Otay WD does not have any variances or inequities in the levels of service. 
Padre Dam MWD has some variations in water pressure or fire flows in certain portions of their 
retail service area. The variations are generally due to topography and the historical 
development of the District. The eastern service area of Padre Dam MWD includes steep slopes 
and rural residential development that can adversely affect water pressure due to pumping 
constraints. Infrastructure built prior to 1960 as part of the original bond funded system, was 
built according to the fire codes in place at that time, consequently some areas do not meet 
current fire code pressure requirements.  
Spring Valley SD does not have any variances or inequities in levels of service. 
Sweetwater Authority has some variations in water pressure in one area serving 
approximately 200 homes.  

 
10. Identify areas within agency boundary, which could be more efficiently served by 

another agency. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted that the northern portion of the City could be more 
efficiently served by the Spring Valley Sanitation District, and has entered into an agreement for 
that District to serve those areas. The City of Chula Vista has also entered into an agreement 
with the City of San Diego to serve some areas in the southern portion of the City. 
In supplemental information dated October 25, 2002 the City of Chula Vista submitted the 
following revised responses to A10: “The City of Chula Vista notes that along the northern 
portion of the City, where both the City of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego have 
adjacent facilities, both agencies have entered into joint use agreements to better utilize their 
facilities to serve properties in either agency’s jurisdiction.  Therefore, in some areas where the 
City has facilities adjacent to County properties, Chula Vista entered into an agreement with the 
County to serve those properties, in other areas city property is served with county facilities.  
The City of Chula Vista has also entered into a similar agreement with the City of San Diego to 
serve some areas in the southern portion of Chula Vista.” 
Helix WD did not identify any areas that could be more efficiently served by another agency, 
although the District noted that there may be areas along the border with the Otay and/or Padre 
Dam WDs which could be more efficiently served by one of the other districts in the future. 
Lemon Grove SD None were identified. 
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Otay WD No areas were identified for potable or recycled water. The District did identify two 
sewered areas that drain toward the City of El Cajon, which might be more efficiently served by 
the City.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD noted that it could more efficiently 
provide water service to the western portion of Otay Mesa, specifically Brown Field and the area 
west of Heritage Road. The District also noted that two areas currently served sewer by the 
Otay WD could more efficiently be served by the City of El Cajon thus eliminating existing sewer 
lift stations. 
In supplemental information dated 11/07/02 the Otay WD noted that suggestions to reorganize 
the Otay WD based on geographic service areas of the District were unfeasible. Under one 
suggested scenario, the central portion of the District would be annexed to the City of Chula 
Vista, the northern portion to the Helix WD, Sweetwater Authority or another agency and the 
southern portion would be served by the City of San Diego.  However, the Otay WD points out, 
“...any reorganization would have to address the integrated nature of the District’s infrastructure 
system as the current and future infrastructure system has been designed to ensure operational 
flexibility and reliability throughout the District.”   
 
“The Otay WD’s entire service area for potable water consists of five operating systems located 
in three geographic locations. Supply connections from the CWA pipeline serve each system.  
 

Otay WD potable water service areas 
 

Service Area Operating System CWA Connection Acres 
North La Presa 

Hillsdale 
Regulatory 

11 5,880 
9,570 

27,440 
Central Central Area 10 and 12 37,700 
South Otay Mesa 13 11,120 

 
Due to topography and development, the northern service area is not currently interconnected 
with the central or southern service areas for potable water. The central and southern service 
areas are interconnected by a pipeline, which integrates storage reservoirs in each system and 
will eventually function as a transmission system for water from the City of San Diego’s Water 
Treatment Plant (WTP) for both service areas. The Otay WD recently signed an agreement with 
the City of San Diego for an additional 10 MGD of water from the WTP to meet the CWA’s ten-
day emergency storage recommendation.”   
 
“Infrastructure for the reclaimed water system connects the north and central service areas. The 
Chapman Water Recycling Plant, which is located in the north service area, supplies reclaimed 
water primarily to the central service area where the infrastructure and demand for reclaimed 
water is localized.  
 
“The District’s sewer service area is located in the northern geographic area and provides 
wastewater service to a limited area. The provision of water and wastewater requires extensive 
capital infrastructure planning and financing. Any potential reorganization of the District would 
have to ensure that all successor agencies could provide the services more efficiently, cost 
effectively and without duplication of current and planned infrastructure and facilities.” 
 
Padre Dam MWD has identified areas along a common boundary with Helix WD, which are 
served by Padre Dam due to topography and elevation limitations of Helix WD’s water system. 
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Along the common boundary with the Otay WD, it may be more efficient for the Otay WD to 
serve some areas with both water and sewer service.  
In supplemental information the District noted, “Padre Dam’s service area boundary totally 
encompasses Lakeside and Riverview Water Districts. Padre Dam provides these retail 
agencies through a separate wholesale water system of pipes, pumps and reservoirs owned 
and operated by Padre Dam.” 
Spring Valley SD None were identified. 
Sweetwater Authority  None were identified. 

 
11. Identify areas outside agency boundary, which could be efficiently served by agency 

facilities. 
 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted that Village 14 and the Otay Resort Development of the 
Otay Ranch could be more efficiently served by the City of Chula Vista’s Salt Creek sewer 
facilities. The City also noted that some single family residences in the County of San Diego 
located east of Hilltop Drive and north of East H Street might be more efficiently served by the 
City.  
Helix WD None were identified. 
Lemon Grove SD noted one 229-lot subdivision, Eastridge (located just north of the District’s 
boundaries), which might be more efficiently served by the Lemon Grove SD due to topography.  
Otay WD noted that some areas within the Jamacha Basin might be served more efficiently by 
the District’s sewer facilities if additional development within those areas is permitted. The 
Dennery Ranch and the Brown Field Municipal Airport, located within the City of San Diego, 
could have been served by existing District facilities. The District also noted that both the District 
and the Spring Valley Sanitation District currently serve the Jamacha Basin area. The District 
suggested that placing the Jamacha Basin within the sewer service area of one agency rather 
than two may be more efficient. 
Padre Dam MWD provided a map that shows properties outside its current boundary whose 
owners have contacted the District regarding service or areas that may be more efficiently 
served by Padre Dam MWD.  
Spring Valley SD none were identified. 
Sweetwater Authority noted that it could serve an area of southern San Diego County below 
1,200 feet, including the Jamacha Basin between Loveland Reservoir and the Sweetwater 
Reservoir, and portions of the Spring Valley area within the Sweetwater River Watershed if a 
water treatment plant was installed at Loveland Reservoir and if an imported water connection 
were constructed. 
 

12. Describe proposed or pending development that would require agency services; 
include a list of anticipated jurisdictional boundary changes, which the proposed 
development would initiate; provide a map showing location of development. 

 
NOTE: The agencies provided maps indicating planned development. LAFCO staff is currently 
preparing maps to combine all the information. 
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City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted that development plans for portions of Village 13 (Otay 
Resort) and portions of Village 14 (Proctor Valley) have been, or will be, submitted to the 
County of San Diego. The City noted that the City of Chula Vista might more efficiently serve 
these developments. In addition, the City of Chula Vista is working with the City of San Diego 
and the County of San Diego to realign existing boundaries to permit the eventual development 
of the Otay River Valley Regional Park. The reorganization would include reorganization of 
territory from both Cities.  
Helix WD did not identify any areas of pending or proposed development/annexation.  
Lemon Grove SD noted one 229-lot subdivision, Eastridge (located just north of the District’s 
boundaries) that might be more efficiently served by the Lemon Grove SD due to topography.  
Otay WD noted that the development of the Otay Ranch General Development Area would 
require agency services. In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD noted, “The 
City of Chula Vista has plans to construct a much needed sewer system along the Otay River 
Valley and the Salt Creek stream bed. In the past the City of Chula Vista has orally indicated 
that this new sewer transmission system includes projected sewer collection flow rates within 
the planning and design of the system for the portions of Village 13, known as the Otay Resort 
located east of the Upper and Lower Otay Reservoirs and for portions of Village 14 located in 
Proctor Valley. These two areas are currently within the County of San Diego jurisdiction. The 
County of San Diego could provide sewer service to this area as well. If the County were to 
build an independent sewage disposal system from that of the City of Chula Vista system, it is 
probable that new sewer service costs would be higher. Because the City of Chula Vista plans 
to construct a new sewage transmission system with sufficient capacity there is no need for the 
County of San Diego to construct an additional disposal system. An agreement between the 
City of Chula Vista and the County of San Diego could be developed to allow the County to use 
the new sewer transmission system thus saving capital and operating costs.”   
Padre Dam MWD listed 23 currently proposed or pending development projects in their western 
service area and 25 residential projects in their eastern service area that have requested Water 
Availability letters. Also listed six proposed projects that will require jurisdictional boundary 
change to receive service. 
Spring Valley SD notes that portions of the Otay Ranch (Village 14) may apply for annexation 
to the District.  
Sweetwater Authority did not identify any areas of pending/proposed development or 
annexation.  

 
13. Describe joint power agreements or other arrangements for sharing facilities, 

infrastructure, or services with other agencies. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) is a part of the City of San Diego’s METRO wastewater 
system and has capacity rights to 19.843 mgd. The City has also entered into agreements with 
the Otay Water District to bill City residents for both sewer and water through the District’s billing 
system and customers of the Sweetwater Authority are billed through the City’s system. 
Helix WD has several agreements with other agencies for emergency connections, capacity 
agreements with the SDCWA, and a Memorandum of Understanding among five districts to 
share services and equipment.  
Lemon Grove SD has agreements with the City of La Mesa authorizing city connection to the 
Lemon Grove SD lines, an agreement with the Spring Valley Sanitation District for transport of 
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wastewater, and is a signatory to the Regional Wastewater Disposal Agreement with the City of 
San Diego.  
Otay WD has an agreement with the City of Chula Vista for provision of retail water service and 
with the City of San Diego for collection of sewer service charges, operation of some facilities 
and for joint use of easements. The District has an agreement with the Spring Valley Sanitation 
District for joint operation of sewer outfall facilities and is also a participating agency in a JPA 
with the SDCWA for recycled water.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD noted, “Otay WD has a 20-year 
agreement with the City of Chula Vista for water services. During the time that water service has 
been provided to the City of Chula Vista, Otay WD has never received a customer complaint or 
any other type of complaint related to quality of service.” 
Padre Dam MWD is a member of the SDCWA and shares facilities within surrounding agencies 
through SDCWA. Padre Dam MWD is a member of the Shared Resources Group of East 
County, a group of water agencies in eastern San Diego County, which work together on 
developing approved standards lists, standardizing specifications and drawings, agreeing on 
design manuals, preparing strategic plans, cooperating on environmental programs and other 
collaborative efforts. 
Spring Valley SD is a signatory to Volume-Contribution Agreement along with the City of La 
Mesa, the Lemon Grove Sanitation District, the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Water District 
for the Spring Valley Outfall Sewer line and the Rancho San Diego Pump Station.  
Sweetwater Authority is a joint power authority comprised of the South Bay Irrigation District 
and the City of National City. The Authority participates in the six-agency Shared Resources 
Services Program. 
 

14. Provide the assessor parcel number or address of properties, which are located 
outside agency boundary and receive agency services; list type of service and date 
service commenced.  

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) will provide the information when available. 
In supplemental information dated 10/25/02 the City of Chula Vista noted,  “The City has 
continued working to answer question 14 in section A; however, the billing system used is not 
capable of sorting bills in a manner that will allow us to determine if a specific property is in or 
outside the City.  However, city GIS staff has embarked on a project to obtain the data and 
when it is available it will be forwarded to LAFCO.” 
Helix WD listed 15 properties that are located outside the agency boundaries and receive 
services. Fourteen of the fifteen began receiving service prior to 1979. 
Lemon Grove SD has served a residential development in the City of La Mesa since 1983 
(728 EDU) and an 847 EDU in the City of San Diego since 1947. 
Otay WD does not serve any parcels outside its boundaries except through exchange 
agreements as previously noted. The District provides water service to U.S. Border Patrol 
facilities at Brown Field via a 1997 agreement with the City of San Diego. 
Padre Dam MWD has provided a list of seven parcels which are located outside the District and 
which receive agency services.  
Spring Valley SD does not serve any parcels outside its boundaries. 
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Sweetwater Authority serves an area of the City of San Diego that includes a 40-unit condo 
project (service began in 1981), an 83-unit mobile home park (service began in 1981) and a 
Little League sports area (service began in 1959).  
 
15. Explain policies or procedures that establish priorities for directing services to infill 

areas. 
  

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) None were noted. 
Helix WD is 95% built-out and its services are primarily provided to infill development.  
Lemon Grove SD serves a built-out area. 
Otay WD None were noted. 
Padre Dam MWD uses a portion of its previously collected developer fees (capacity fees) to 
spread the cost of correcting existing and long-standing infrastructure deficiencies among 
customers.  
Spring Valley SD is a dependent District governed by the San Diego County Board of 
Supervisors. The Board has a policy (I-107) that generally prevents the installation of sewer in 
areas not annexed to a sanitation district. The Board also has adopted a policy for portions of 
East San Diego County that discourages extension of sewer service to areas outside the Urban 
Limit line of the County’s current General Plan. 
Sweetwater Authority serves an area that is approximately 96% built-out. The Authority has no 
special policies for providing service to infill areas. 
 

16. Describe provisions for providing services in emergency situations, (i.e., storage 
capacity, number of days that services can be provided, etc.). 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has an overflow prevention and response plan that includes a 
regular cleaning and inspection program and an overflow response plan, which provides 
procedures for response to any sewer overflow or spill. Sewer facilities constructed more 
recently, such as the Salt Creek and Wolf Canyon systems, use a remote sewage flow detection 
system that alerts staff to changes in normal flow rates. The City’s Public Works Department 
monitors this electronic telemetry system with back-up alarm monitoring handled by the City of 
Chula Vista’s Police Department. 
Lemon Grove SD has no storage capacity but transports all wastewater to the METRO system 
for treatment. 
Helix WD has interconnections with surrounding agencies that can supply back up for facilities.  
Otay WD has interconnections with surrounding agencies that can supply back up for facilities. 
Padre Dam MWD For water supply and storage capacity, the District’s IFP notes that district 
facilities are able to meet SDCWA’s recommended 10-days storage capacity (for planned winter 
shut downs) without relying on wholesale storage capacity. However, certain system upgrades 
and improvements should be constructed to ensure the supply capacity also meets the 
emergency requirements. The District’s IFP also assessed various risks and recommended 
specific actions for mitigating those risks including increased security, purchase of portable 
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generators, reinforced facilities, and other measures. In the event of failure of the District’s water 
reclamation facility, all wastewater flows would be diverted to the METRO system. 
NOTE:  Because Padre Dam has a wholesale function that includes storage for the 10-day 
capacity, it is assumed that the former “wholesale” means facilities controlled by SDCWA or 
other up-line suppliers. 

 
Spring Valley SD has constructed all lift station with a minimum of six hours storage capacity 
and has equipped them with emergency generators.  
Sweetwater Authority maintains a four-month supply of water in its reservoirs and has 
provided each pressure zone with storage for one day plus fire flow demand. Pump stations are 
provided with one-day maximum demand and emergency generators. The Authority also has 
emergency connections to adjoining agencies for each pressure zone. 
 
Section B: ADMINISTRATION, MANAGEMENT and OPERATIONS 
 

1. What awards or recognition has the agency received? 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted that the City of Chula Vista was ranked as fifth best in 
the County for the fewest number of sewage spills by the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 
Helix WD has won numerous awards. In 2001 they won an Honorable Mention from the APWA 
for the Helix 1B Pump Station, and two awards (MET and Associated General Contractors of 
California) for the Water Conservation Garden at Cuyamaca College.  
Lemon Grove SD None 
Otay WD received an Outstanding Performance Award from the SDCWA in 1999 for continuing 
education to customers, a National Pollution Prevention Award in 2001 from the California EPA 
for pollution control efforts, and an Outstanding Planning Award from the San Diego APA in 
1999 for the Audubon Golf Course. Other awards include ones from the Association of 
Environmental Professionals in 2000 for Central Area Mitigation Report and an Orchid, a 
President’s Award and a Certificate of Design Excellence from several organizations for the 
District’s Water Conservation Garden. 
Padre Dam MWD has received numerous awards including:  Excellence in Operational 
Budgeting for 4 consecutive years (1999-2000 through 2002-2003), Meritorious in Capital 
Budgeting, and Excellence in Public Communications awards from the California Society of 
Municipal Finance Officers for 2002-2003; Collection System of the Year (small system), 
Engineering Achievement, Supervisor of the Year (Marty Holmes), and Plant Safety Awards 
from the California Water Environment Association – San Diego Section for 2002; 2002 
Workplace Excellence award from the San Diego Society for Human Resource Management; 
APWA Top Ten Public Works Leaders of the Year Award (General Manager Augie Caires) in 
May 2002;  Honorable Mention for the Competitive Challenge and the Integrated Facilities Plan 
from the California Special Districts Innovative Program, and Honorable Mention for the 
Exceptional Public Outreach awards in 2002.  Excellence in Capital Budgeting (only special 
district in California to receive the award) in 2001-2002, and Merit in Public Communication 
Budgeting Awards for 2001-2002 and 2000-2001 from the California Society of Municipal 
Finance Officers; Collection System of the Year, Supervisor of the Year (Walter Payne), and 
Small Plants of the Year Awards for San Diego County from the California Water Environment 
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Association – San Diego Section in 2002; APEX Award for Publication Excellence for four 
consecutive years, 1999-2002; Communicator Award and Distinction for the 2001 Education 
Spillway; ACWA Clair Hill Innovations Award for the District’s Competitive Challenge in 2001-
2002;  In 1998,-99 received the Theodore Roosevelt Environmental Award for the Santee Lakes 
Wood Duck Program and the Environmental Project of the Year for the Expansion of the Water 
Recycling Facility; In 1997-98 received the excellence in Innovation, Excellence in Operational 
Budgeting, and Merit in Public Communication Budgeting awards from the California Society of 
Municipal Finance Officer, the 1997 Steel Tank of the Year Award from Steel Plate Fabricators 
Association, and the ACWA Clair Hill Award for the District’s Workforce Partnership.  
 
Spring Valley SD received First Place Award from the California Water Environmental 
Association in 1992 and 1994 for productivity and efficiency in a medium sized collection 
system. 
Sweetwater Authority has received numerous awards including: American Consulting 
Engineers Council Honor Award in 2000 for the Sweetwater River Groundwater Facilities; 
Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California Honor Award for the Reynolds 
Groundwater Demineralization Facility; Telly Award for the video Water from Water; a Global 
Award from Environmental Systems Research for Special Achievement in GIS; and an Award of 
Excellence from United Way. 
 

2. List number of employees by category: executive, management, professional, 
operational, etc.  

 
Agency employees by category 

Agency Management Professional Operational Support Parks 

City of Chula Vista (sewer) * 3 8 42   
Helix WD * 15 39 87   
Lemon Grove SD * 0.7 3.75 4.6 0.15  
Otay WD * 7 49 103   
Padre Dam MWD * 5 13 93 33 7 
Spring Valley SD ^^ 5 10 25   
Sweetwater Authority * 2 38 97   

 *  Employee classification manipulated by LAFCO staff to mirror similar categories 
^^ Number of employees for all County Sanitation Districts 
 

3. Describe internal reorganizations within the past three years; list job titles or 
positions that have been eliminated; provide pre- and post-reorganization charts. 

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) None 
Helix WD had two positions (Public Information Administrator and GIS Administrator) retire and 
both positions were eliminated with the work functions reassigned to other employees. 
Lemon Grove SD None 
Otay WD reported that it had completed two reorganizations within the last three years. The first 
reorganization of staff in 1999 added five positions, deleted three positions, and reclassified five 
positions—all within the engineering, operations and management departments. The second 
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reorganization of staff in 2001 deleted four department head positions, added two Chief 
positions, and created four Assistant Chief positions.  
Padre Dam MWD reorganized parks operations in 1999 and eliminated five positions. In 2000, 
two positions were eliminated and staff supervision in three operational departments changed. 
In 2001, the Administrative Services Department was eliminated and staff reassigned to other 
departments; one public affairs position was added; and three positions were eliminated (one 
through retirement).  The Operations department reorganized by assigning two field crews of 
three workers to one supervisor, adding one crew each to the eastern service area and the 
western service area for capital projects. 
In 1998, the Finance Department restructured the department by replacing two senior 
accountants with just one senior accountant and an entry level accounting specialist position 
permanently saving $93,000 per year in direct salary reduction. 
Spring Valley SD eliminated one administrative position in 2002. There have been no other 
reorganizations. 
Sweetwater Authority reorganized two separate groups of employees (one group of five and 
another group of two) within the past three years. 
 

4. List number of annual terminations, resignations, and retirements, which have 
occurred in each category, for the preceding three years.  

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted one retirement in FY 2000. 
Helix WD noted 13 terminations, resignations, and retirements in 1999, nine in 2000, nine in 
2001, and two in 2002. 
Lemon Grove SD None 
Otay WD provided additional information, which stated in part  “…in 1997, 30% of the Otay WD 
workforce was within 5 years of retirement. Currently 22% is within five years of retirement… the 
current employment trend is for newer employees to stay with an employer for 3-5 years as 
opposed to staying until retirement… The District’s Classification and Compensation Study 
conducted in 1999 reviewed every position in the District. The District reviews staffing 
requirements every year as part of the budget process. The next Classification and 
Compensation Study is scheduled for 2004…” 
Otay WD 1999 2000 2001 

Terminations 1 0 2 

Resignations 5 13 15 

Retirements 4 3 6 

Layoffs 0 0 5 

    

Padre Dam MWD FY 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 

Terminations 0 1 0 

Resignations 5 6 2 

Retirements 5 5 3 
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Spring Valley SD noted six resignations (two managerial, three professional and one 
operational) in the last three years and three retirements (one managerial and two operational).  
Sweetwater Authority had seven retirements, 15 resignations and no terminations within the 
past three years. 

 
5. Describe positions that have remained vacant during the past three years. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) None 
Padre Dam MWD has had five positions that have remained vacant since 1998 for varying 
lengths of time and for varying reasons including disability, resignation and reorganizations. 
Helix WD None 
Lemon Grove SD None  
Otay WD None 
Spring Valley SD None 
Sweetwater Authority None 
 

6. Describe agency policies, rules, and procedures that regulate communication 
between elected officials and employees. 

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has an adopted charter (Section 305) that prohibits the 
involvement of elected officials in administrative matters of the City.  
Helix WD does not have any formal rules or policies limiting communications between 
employees and Board members but reports no problems. 
Lemon Grove SD is a subsidiary district of the City of Lemon Grove. The City Council sits as 
the Board of the Sanitation District and communication policies duplicate normal city operations. 
Otay WD adopted a Code of Ordinances in 1984 that requires the Board to work through the 
General Manager to obtain information. Individual Board members are prohibited from acting 
independently to direct staff.  
Padre Dam MWD has an adopted Board policy that prohibits Board members from directing the 
staff in the performance of their duties and reasonable requests for information or staff 
assistance are directed to the General Manager. The same policy requires that any information 
provided to one Board member be made available to all other Board members. 
Spring Valley SD is a dependent District governed by the San Diego County Board of 
Supervisors. The County Charter has a provision that prohibits a member of the Board of 
Supervisors or a member of their staff from interfering with any employee under the purview of 
the Chief Administrative Officer. The policy does not prevent requests for information. 
Sweetwater Authority did not refer to adopted policies limiting communication between 
employees and Board members. However, the Authority listed multiple practices where Board 
members must make decisions at formal, noticed meetings and communication between the 
Board and employees is directed through certain channels. 
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7. Describe level that elected officials can be involved in administrative, management 
and personnel matters; provide details of changes in involvement, which have 
occurred during the past three years. 

  

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has adopted charter (Section 305), which prohibits 
involvement of elected officials in administrative matters of the City.  
Helix WD noted the Board limits their involvement to hiring the General Manager, General 
Counsel and Board Secretary and acts as the final officer in the Skelly Hearings. 
Lemon Grove SD is administered by the City Manager acting as the District General Manager. 
The District Board (City of Lemon Grove City Council) gives direction to the General Manager 
(City Manager). 
Otay WD See answer to Question No. B-6. 
Padre Dam MWD Board members sit on a Personnel Committee that confers with management 
staff regarding negotiations with the employee bargaining unit. On two occasions during the last 
nine years, Board members were asked to sit on hiring review boards for management level 
positions with Board members having one vote on the panel. Board committees are formed to 
study specific areas (Public Information, Appeals, Finance etc.), and make recommendations to 
the full Board.  
Spring Valley SD is governed by the Board of Supervisors, who does not interfere in the 
operations of the District. 
Sweetwater Authority has a seven-member board (five elected and two appointed by the City 
of National City) that operates under a committee system with three Board members on each 
committee (operations, finance and personnel, recreations, communications and security). All 
Board meetings are conducted in accordance with the Brown Act and other applicable laws. No 
changes have occurred in this structure for the past three years. 
 
8. Describe administrative/management/operational functions that are provided to the 

agency by private organizations or other public agencies; explain management 
efficiencies and/or cost avoidance opportunities gained by these arrangements. 

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) noted the use of outside consultants where determined 
appropriate through costs savings including project management, audits and special studies. 
Helix WD participates in the Interagency Shared Services Program with five other agencies and 
in the Water Agencies Standards Committee with four other agencies. The District also 
contracts with a single vendor for landscaping, janitorial services, paving contracts, billing, some 
employee services and vehicle maintenance in order to realize costs savings. 
Lemon Grove SD None, except as allowed under existing State Law for the bidding of specific 
contracts.  
Otay WD uses outside consulting services for engineering design work, public communications, 
legal services, information services, printing, newspaper clipping, audits, landscaping, and 
janitorial services. 
Padre Dam MWD has no administrative/management functions provided by private 
organizations or other public agencies. Some operational contracts (landscaping, maintenance, 
janitorial etc.) are awarded to private companies after a cost/benefit analysis. 
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In supplemental information, the District noted that it also uses a private firm for its audits. 
Spring Valley SD notes that the County of San Diego has outsourced its information 
technology services and its human resource system for increased efficiency and cost savings.  
Sweetwater Authority uses private contractors for bulk printing and mailing, video and 
voice-over productions, Internet services, security, gardening, janitorial services, legal services, 
auditing, customer billing and laboratory work. Private contractors are used for these services 
for efficiency and cost savings.  
 

9. Describe cooperative arrangements with other agencies that produce 
administrative, management, and/or operational efficiencies. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) See Answer No. A.13. The City is a participant in the City of 
San Diego’s sewage treatment system and has billing agreements with the Otay WD, the 
Sweetwater Authority and Cal-American Water Company. 
Helix WD participates in the Water Conservation Garden JPA with three other public agencies, 
in the Harry Griffen Park JPA with five other agencies (Helix WD’s Grossmont Reservoir lies 
beneath the Park), in the Joint Powers Insurance Authority, in the California Urban Water 
Conservation Council, the SDCWA and the Joint Agencies Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan which allows water agencies to self-permit, fix mitigation ratios and rely on pre-approved 
mitigation ratios for water agency project impacts. 
Lemon Grove SD  The District added in supplemental information: The District has agreements 
with the City of La Mesa authorizing city connection to Lemon Grove SD lines; an agreement 
with the Spring Valley Sanitation District for transport of wastewater; and is a signatory to the 
Regional Wastewater Agreement with the City of San Diego. 
Otay WD provided a list of agreements with other agencies. They include agreements with the 
City of Chula Vista for the provision of water and for joint use of easements, with the City of San 
Diego for collection of sewer fees, for provision of water, for use of easements and for capacity 
in the METRO system, with the Spring Valley Sanitation District for interim use of the District’s 
facilities and other agreements for inter-ties with surrounding systems and for best practices 
groups.  
In supplemental information dated 9/30/02, the Otay WD provided additional information 
regarding the District’s billing arrangement with the City of Chula Vista. It noted that the rate 
increase approved by the City has been occasionally attributable to the Otay WD Board. 
Padre Dam MWD participates in a Shared Resources Agreement with four other 
water/wastewater agencies to routinely share resources beyond emergency mutual aid. The 
agencies also participate in sharing material lists, design specifications etc. for more collective 
influence on suppliers and contractors. The District also provides sewer transportation service 
for a small flow from a residential area within the City of San Diego new Grossmont College. 
Spring Valley SD is a participating agency in the METRO system and is a signatory with five 
other agencies for sewer services.  
Sweetwater Authority notes multiple regional State and national organizations. District staff 
attends meetings, conferences and seminars. Regional associations include the Water Utilities 
Human Resources Committee (for human resource staff of participating agencies), the Shared 
Service program, the Interagency Task Force (City of Chula Vista, Otay WD and Sweetwater 
Authority), CWA Manger’s meetings, CWA General Manager’s meetings and meetings of 
operating heads and/or chief engineers from various agencies. 
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10. Describe policies for employee and contractor performance incentives. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) uses incentives for efficient completion of contracts but noted 
none for employee. 
Helix WD offers monetary and non-monetary employee incentives including certification bonus 
programs, interest free computer loans, tuition reimbursement programs and other programs. 
Lemon Grove SD None noted. 
Otay WD has established various methods for rewarding employee performance in numerous 
categories including public recognition, gift certificates, cash bonuses, merit increases, and 
lunch/dinner certificates. The District has adopted an Employee Recognition Guide. 
Padre Dam MWD provides annual performance evaluations, a skills enhancement program that 
gives employees a one-time bonus for job enhancement achievements and annual employee 
recognition’s event. The District also uses performance incentives in some construction 
contracts. 
Spring Valley SD provides pay for performance program for an employee’s contribution toward 
meeting departmental goals. The District also follows contractor incentive procedures as 
outlined by State Law and County policies.  
Sweetwater Authority has no performance incentive program for contractors. The Authority 
also has merit increase for employees who have reached a certain time of service. 
 

11. Explain policies and procedures for competitive bidding and sole source 
procurement. Describe services provided during the past three years on a sole 
source procurement basis; identify the cost of each contract. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has adopted an ordinance governing the competitive bidding 
process. The City Manager may hire contractors using a sole source method that must be 
ratified by the City Council. 
Helix WD has purchasing policies that specify the manner and amounts of purchases. Adopted 
procedures require sealed bids for bond and assessment fund use. The District has sole-source 
contracts to realize cost savings in landscaping services, janitorial services, paving contracts, 
billing, some employee services, and vehicle maintenance. 
Lemon Grove SD None except that prescribed under existing State Law. 
Otay WD uses an informal competitive bidding process for contracts between $1,000 and 
$35,000. For purchases exceeding $35,000, the District uses a formal, written competitive 
bidding process. Sole-source contracts include: legal services (including legal defense and 
expert testimony), temporary help, purchases less than $1,000, public agency services, 
emergency public works and services where only one vendor has been identified. The District 
has adopted a purchasing manual. 
Padre Dam MWD has adopted purchasing policy and procedures that are consistent with 
existing State Laws. The policy segregates contract amounts and prescribes a process and the 
level of approval needed for each amount. The District uses a less competitive process for 
construction jobs under $35,000 that includes requesting bids from three firms, which the 
District staff deems qualified. Professional service contracts, other than construction, are 
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accomplished through a formal RFP/RFQ process or invited RFP process. Some contracts are 
on an On-Call basis for two years and are awarded after a formal, competitive bidding process.  
Spring Valley SD uses the County of San Diego’s Department of Purchasing and Contracting 
for competitive bidding contracts. The District has one sole-source contract with the Keese 
Company to prepare a sewer connection/capacity financial study.  
Sweetwater Authority follows the legal requirements for bidding procedures as outlined in 
irrigation district law and has adopted polices and procedures for purchasing goods and 
services. The Authority has approved two sole source contracts (Sim J. Harris Paving and Cass 
Construction, for $63,000 and $125,000, respectively) during the past three years. 
 
Section C: FISCAL 
 

12. Describe all revenue sources (i.e., property taxes, special taxes, service charges, 
fees, assessments, grants, etc.). 

 
Projected Operating Revenues-FY 2001-02 

 
City of Chula Vista (Sewer fund)   Padre Dam MWD  
Sewer Service Charges 19,738,231  Water Billings 15,035,213 
Investment Earnings 1,825,420  Sewer Service Charges 9,473,959 
Sale of Real Property 10,733  Infrastructure Access Charge 387,332 
Sale of Personal Property 110,398  Standby Credits 709,292 
Storm Drain Fees 516,404  Energy Billings 1,929,207 
Industrial Waste Fees 11,000  CWA/Metro Water Purchase Credits 198,275 
Pump Station Fees 112,318  Sewer Processing Fee 1,147,466 
Gas Tax Reimbursements 8,313  System Charges 2,770,131 
CIP Reimbursements 2,000  Park Fees 1,417,517 
Assessments 227  Property Taxes Subvention 1,657,399 
Collection Charges 208,000  Other Revenues 448,656 
Transfers In 1,340,000  TOTAL 35,174,447 

TOTAL 23,883,044    
   Spring Valley SD  

Helix WD   Sewer Service Charges 8,400,000 
Water Billings 38,831,780  Interest 1,066,047 
Water Treatment Charge 379,488  Service Connection/Capacity 200,000 
Other Collections 7,133,521  Proceeds Long Term Debt 450,000 
Lake Jennings Recreation 135,400  Replacement Reserve Decrease 2,844,000 

TOTAL 46,480,189  Expansion Reserve Decrease 110,000 
   Fund Balance -1,112,806 

Lemon Grove SD   TOTAL 11,957,241 
Sewer Service Charges 3,117,000    
Waste Water Discharge Permits 10,000  Sweetwater Authority  
Interest 12,100  Water Billings 29,093,000 
Transfer from Encanto Trunk Upgrade Reserve 590,000  Interest 1,023,400 

TOTAL 3,729,100  Water Service & Miscellaneous 858,600 
   TOTAL 30,975,000 
Otay WD     
Water Billings 30,235,600   
Sewer Service Charges 1,603,100  
Reclaimed Water Sales 1,775,400  
Standby Charges (MWD) 880,600   
Meter Fees 313,000   
Non-Operating Income 1,041,300   

TOTAL 35,849,000   
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13. Explain constraints associated with agency’s ability to generate revenue. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) holds public hearings for sewer fund increases, but noted that 
it is not constrained by Proposition 218.  
Helix WD adjusts water rates each year based on five-year projections, with a target of a 10% 
cash balance as a reserve in the fifth year. The District has approved a 2% rate increase for 
July 2002, with projected rate increases of 1.5% each year for the next four years. The 
constraints associated with the District’s ability to generate revenue are its size, built-out 
condition, ratepayer demographics and Board policies related to rate stability and rate structure. 
The District receives no property tax. 
Otay WD noted that as a public agency it collects funds only as necessary. It notes as a 
constraint the requirement to provide a nexus or connection between fees and uses of funds, as 
well as other existing legal, statutory and political constraints. 
Lemon Grove SD noted that the District has a relatively static customer base that represents a 
funding constraint. 
Padre Dam MWD sets rates through a computerized rate model which passes-through external 
costs and provides for infrastructure replacement. Beyond the restraints existing in current 
federal, state and local laws, as well District policies, goals and objectives, the District did not 
note other restraints. 
In subsequent discussions, the District has adopted information Board financial policies that 
provide direction in all financial matters and also constrain the ability of the District Board to 
generate policies addressing rates.   These can be viewed in the fiscal year budget 2002/03 
budget, Section D. 
Spring Valley SD noted that the provisions of Proposition 218, political considerations, and 
types of users within the District are financing constraints. 
Sweetwater Authority has no taxing authority. Revenues and income are received through the 
members of the Authority (South Bay Irrigation District and the City of National City). 
 

14. Describe policies and procedures for limiting expenditures, which staff may make 
without board/council approval. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) The City Council sets the departmental budgets and the 
director of each department is authorized to make all expenditures consistent with the adopted 
budget. The departmental director may allocate charges up to $50,000. 
Otay WD has a policy, revised in 2001, which states that the Board must approve purchases 
greater then $50,000. The General Manager can approve purchases between $35,000 and 
$50,000. The remaining levels of expenditures are established according to amounts and 
signatory. The Otay WD provided the following additional information: 
Otay WD Board of Directors has adopted purchasing polices and procedures. These policies 
and procedures satisfy internal control requirements and are compliant with the State of 
California Contracting and Government statutes. The Board of Directors has set the General 
Manager’s expenditure level at $20,000. The Board of Directors reviews the expenditure level 
annually. The General Manager is authorized to make all expenditures consistent with the 
adopted budget, provided expenditures are at, or below, his/her authorized level. The Board of 
Directors must approve purchases above the General Manager’s authorized expenditure level 
during a regularly scheduled board meeting. The General Manager is authorized by the Board 



San Diego LAFCO – Draft Data Summary (Revised 10/06/03)                                               Page 23 of 45 

of Directors to delegate purchasing authorization. Purchasing authority is described in the 
following table: 

Otay WD Purchasing Authority 

Authorized Purchaser Amount Authorized Purchasing Criteria 

Board of Directors Any amount Any item 

General Manager Up to $20,000 (Set by Board) Consistent with Budget 

Chief Up to $20,000 (Delegated by GM) Consistent with Budget 

Assistant Chief Up to $15,000 (Delegated by GM) Consistent with Budget 

Manager  Up to $10,000 (Delegated by GM) Consistent with Budget 

Supervisor Up to $5,000 (Delegated by GM) Consistent with Budget 

Board/Executive Secretary Up to $2,000 (Delegated by GM) Consistent with Budget 

General Manager Actual Amount Utility, telephone, loan, lease and 
similar payments 

 

Helix WD submits all capital asset items exceeding $7,500 to the Board of Directors for 
approval. While the District’s rules for separate classes of items (capital, inventory and 
construction, etc.) have specific requirements, generally items over $25,000 must be approved 
by the Board of Directors. The General Manager and staff with certain controls can approve 
items under $25,000. 
Lemon Grove SD follows existing City policies.  
Padre Dam MWD has established a policy for all purchasing. Purchases must be documented 
in ways prescribed by the policy to satisfy internal control procedures. The purchasing authority 
and amounts are described in the following table: 

Padre Dam MWD Purchasing Authority 

Authorized Purchaser Amount Authorized Purchasing Criteria 

Board Any Amount Any Item 
General Manager $50,000 Must be included in budget 
Department Directors $35,000 Must be included in budget 
Cost Center Managers $15,000 Must be included in budget 
Purchasing Agent $2,500 Must be included in budget 

Finance and Operations Director Actual Amount Water, sewer or power bills; loan 
payments etc. 

Director of Engineering Actual Amount Refunds of unused developer fees or 
deposits 

General Manager and Managers  May submit payment requests for lower 
than threshold amount 

 

Spring Valley SD purchases over $2,500 are handled by the County of San Diego’s 
Department of Purchasing and Contracting through the competitive bidding process. For 
purchases under $2,500, the staff must have prior management approval. 
Sweetwater Authority has established policies and procedures for all purchasing. The 
purchasing authority and amounts are described in the following table: 
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Sweetwater Authority Purchasing Authority 

Authorized Purchaser Amount Authorized Procedure 

Department Head or designee less than $10,000 Formal or informal bidding 

Department Head  less than $75,000 Formal or informal bidding procedures 

Department heads or Management 
designee  more than $75,000 Formal bidding procedure 

 

15. Provide a summary of annual legal expenditures for the past three years; segregate 
expenditures associated with settling claims by employees or other parties and 
describe the justification for each settlement. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) had $14,839 in claims paid due to sewage line 
backup/overflows, with legal costs of $1,030. There were no claims originating from employees 
of the department. City Attorney costs were not included. 
Helix WD spent $142,122 in FY 99-00, $192,901 in FY 00-01 and $125,889 in FY 01-02 on 
legal expenses. 
Lemon Grove SD spent $275.00 in FY 2000; $3,300.00 in FY 2001; and $1,775.00 in FY 2002. 
The District noted that it also paid the following amounts for back-up damages/restoration: 
FY 2000 $2,430.00; FY 2001 $3,556.00; and FY 2002 $6, 556.60. 
Otay WD in 2001 stopped using in-house legal services and hired two outside legal firms — 
Burke, Williamson & Sorenson and Leal, Olivas & Juaregui. The District did not provide a 
three-year accounting of legal fees but did note that in FY 2000, the District’s legal fees were 
$954,514 ($168,202 was in-house legal services, and $786,312 was for an unspecified outside 
legal firm). For the first six months of FY 2001, total legal fees were $1,161,142  (approximately 
$455,300 to Burke Williamson and Sorenson); no further breakdown of costs per legal firm or 
time period for expenditures were provided.  
In supplemental information, Otay WD provided a summary of the legal expenditures for the 
past three years, and also provided a breakdown of litigation matters and settlements for the 
last three years. 
Otay WD also provided a report, prepared by its General Counsel, of Otay WD’s legal fees 
outlining reasons for the recent “spikes” in legal activity at the Otay WD. The report included a 
cost benefit analysis of in-house counsel versus external general counsel and a breakdown of 
the fees by matter of all work performed by Burke, Williams and Sorenson, LLP. 
The District stated that LAFCO’s allegation that Otay did not provide further breakdown of costs 
per legal firm or time period for expenditures in the RFI is unfounded. LAFCO did not request a 
breakdown of expenditure by firm. Moreover, the Data Summary’s restatement of the total legal 
fees for Otay WD for the three years in question is misleading because it does not adequately 
reflect the complexity of legal services provided to a fast growing district. “The Data Summary 
fails to communicate the nature of the legal issues faced by Otay WD, the recoveries obtained 
from third parties, the change in legal structure of the unique legal fees associated with fast 
growing districts.” The supplemental information included the following overview of a few 
additional issues not taken into consideration:  
� In 2000, Otay WD hired the law firm of Daley & Heft to handle a complex construction 

litigation matter, a dispute with Trepte Construction Company, which resulted in a 
settlement in excess of $3.4 million dollars for the Otay WD. Between 2000 and the 
present, Daley & Heft accumulated in excess of $1 million dollars handling the Trepte 
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issue ($485,873.68 in 2000; $596,440.68 in 2001; and $614.00 through April 2002). The 
amount of the settlement covered the Otay WD’s attorney fees. Although identified in the 
Otay WD’s original response to LAFCO, this information was not reflected in LAFCO’s 
Data Summary. The net to Otay WD was in excess of $2 million dollars. 

� Related to the first issue and also a source of independent legal fees is the Otay WD’s 
rapid growth. Other utility districts and agencies that are not experiencing rapid growth 
will not have the large construction programs that require additional legal services—
including, but not limited to, construction legal advice, contract review, worker injuries, 
damage to property and construction litigation… Ignoring the large capital improvements 
project when evaluating the legal fees results in a misleading snapshot of the legal 
expenditures of the District. Otay WD simply cannot be compared to a district that is not 
rapidly experiencing or embarking on such a large capital improvement project. 

� Otay WD recently converted from an in-house general counsel model to an external 
counsel model. As with any restructuring, there are costs associated with the change. 
Otay WD entered into a retainer agreement with the law firm of Burke, Williams and 
Sorenson LLP to provide general counsel services at a flat rate of $155,000.00 per year. 
The in-house counsel’s salary in 2000 was $168,202.00, excluding benefits or other 
costs of employment plus an additional $75,000.00 for secretarial and other related 
in-house legal costs. Litigation was not included in the duties of the former general 
counsel nor is it included in the retainer agreement. 

� Otay WD experienced two “spikes” in legal fees between April 2001 and May 2002 as a 
result of governance issues. These governance issues were an aberration and, with the 
assistance of counsel, have been internally resolved by the Otay WD. In the material 
provided to LAFCO, Otay WD described the “spike” in legal fees. Two board members, 
Inocentes and Cardenas, were engaging in board member misconduct. The increased 
fees are related to the efforts of counsel to remedy a serious violation of the Brown Act 
instigated by these board members. The violation was ultimately reversed by an order of 
the San Diego County Superior Court at great expense to Otay WD. Additional fees 
were incurred when it was discovered that a member of the governing board (Cardenas) 
did not live within the geographic boundaries of the Otay WD. The matter was resolved 
in the summer of 2001, when the position was declared vacant and shortly thereafter a 
new member was appointed by the Board. 

� The second “spike” occurred in March of 2002. Board member Inocentes began 
harassing other members of the Board and Otay WD staff. The matter was quickly 
resolved in May 2002 through preventive litigation, again at great cost to Otay WD. 
Fortunately, Inocentes is not seeking re-election this year. Barring unforeseen 
circumstances, Otay WD does not anticipate any additional legal expenditures of this 
nature in the future. The attached chart, “Exhibit  B” illustrates the two spikes in legal 
fees and costs over the two and a half year period of December 2000 to July 2002. The 
first three months of the 2002-2003 fiscal year are more characteristic of the typical fees 
of Otay WD under $40,000.00 per month. 

The District reiterated that in relation to the Otay WD’s size and its ambitious growth and 
construction program, the legal budget is appropriate. 

Padre Dam MWD spent $212,354 in FY 1998-99 on legal expenses ($142,329 on general legal 
expenses/capital projects and $70,025 on litigation/potential litigation); $139,594 in FY 1999-00 
($91,878 on general legal expenses/capital projects and $47,716 on litigation/potential 
litigation); and $152,625 in FY 2000-01 on legal expenses ($92,753 on general legal 
expenses/capital projects and $59,872 on litigation/potential litigation). The District provided a 
complete explanation of all litigation/potential litigation expenses. 
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In supplemental information provided by the District, it was noted that the Padre Dam MWD’s 
legal fees for FY00-01 were $92,753 (not $82,753) and that the final FY 01-02 legal fees were 
$115,178. 
Spring Valley SD spent $150.00 on legal costs in FY 99-00, $75.00 in FY 00-01 and $38.00 in 
FY 01-02. There were no expenditures associated with employee claims. 
Sweetwater Authority spent $139,912 in FY 98-99, $602,529 in FY 99-00 and $186,295 in 
FY 00-01.  
The Sweetwater Authority provided the following supplemental information concerning legal 
fees for 1999-00: “To the casual observer, and without clarification, it would appear that 
Sweetwater Authority’s legal fees for 1999-00 are somewhat high in comparison to other years. 
But in fact, the legal fees represent costs incurred to win a lawsuit brought against the Authority 
by a general contractor. To protect the Sweetwater Authority from urban and first-flush storm 
runoff, the Authority contracted to construct a series of ponds, pumps and diversion barriers 
around the northwest portion of the lakes in 1999. The contractor attempted to elicit change 
orders in the amount of $1.7 million, to which the Authority offered $300,000. The contractor 
refused the settlement amount and the case went to arbitration. The case settled in the 
Authority’s favor for only $87,000. In conclusion, the total legal fees for 1999-00 of $602,000, 
approximately $450,000 was for legal fees for only one case…” 

16. Explain the agency’s bond rating; discuss reason for rating. 
Bond Ratings 

Moody’s S&P Fitch DCR Definition 

Aaa AAA AAA AAA Prime, maximum safety 
Aa1 
Aa2 
Aa3 

AA+ 
AA 
AA- 

AA+ 
AA 
AA- 

AA+ 
AA 
AA- 

High grade, high quality 

A1 
A2 
A3 

A+ 
A 
A- 

A+ 
A 
A- 

A+ 
A 
A- 

Upper medium grade 

Baa1 
Baa2 
Baa3 

BBB+ 
BBB 
BBB- 

BBB+ 
BBB 
BBB- 

BBB+ 
BBB 
BBB- 

Lower medium grade 

 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has a general obligation bond rating of A from Standard and 
Poor’s. 
Helix WD is rated as AA by Fitch IBCA and Standard and Poor based on the District’s financial 
performance, pay-go financing of capital improvements, revenue base and existing water 
supply. 
Lemon Grove SD has no bonded indebtedness and therefore no bond rating.  
Otay WD has a bond rating of AAA/A-1+ rating from Standard and Poor’s (with a BBB rating for 
Improvement District 27) and an Aaa from Moody’s. 
In supplemental information, the Otay WD stated: “There are two types of bond ratings, a 
“purchased rating” and an “underlying rating”. LAFCO’s presentation of Otay WD’s bond ratings 
appears to reflect some purchasing ratings with some underlying ratings without any 
clarification. This can be very confusing. In addition to mixing purchasing ratings and underlying 
ratings, LAFCO has also presented a rating for Otay WD Improvement District 27’s issued debt. 
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Improvement District 27 is only a small portion of the whole district. This data may also be 
confusing.” 
Padre Dam MWD has a rating from Standard and Poor’s of AAA and Aaa from Moody’s and 
notes that its rating is due to financial status and management of the agency. 
Spring Valley SD is a dependent District of San Diego County that has a Standard and Poor’s 
rating of AAA (Treasurer's Pooled Money Fund). 
Sweetwater Authority has a Standard and Poor’s rating of AAA and a Moody’s rating of Aaa. 

Agency Standard and Poor’s Moody’s 

City of Chula Vista A N/A 

Helix MWD AA N/A 
Otay Water District AAA/A-1 Aaa 
Padre Dam MWD AAA Aaa 
Lemon Grove SD None-No Debt  None-No Debt 
Spring Valley SD AAA  
Sweetwater Authority AAA Aaa 
 

17. Describe polices and procedures for investment practices. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has an adopted investment policy that is reviewed annually 
by the City Council with goals prioritized in the order of safety, liquidity and yield.  
Helix WD has an adopted investment policy that is reviewed by the Board annually. The goals 
of the policy are safety, liquidity and yield, in order of importance. Investments are permitted in 
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF), government securities and other investment vehicles 
outlined in the District’s policy. The Board must approve any investment with more than a three-
year maturity and for any investment not specified in the District’s adopted policy. 
Lemon Grove SD invests in the LAIF. 
Otay WD has an adopted policy (No. 27) in its Code of Ordinances, which provides guidance for 
the investment of the District’s cash management system. The District uses the prudent investor 
standard (California Government Code Section 53600.3) and the order of priority is safety, 
liquidity and yield. A laddered portfolio enables the District to hold securities until their maturity, 
with investments maturing each month. The District has an investment portfolio for various 
reserve accounts in excess of $97 million ($72 million in capital reserves, $17 million in 
operating fund reserves, $3.5 million in the Rate Stabilization Fund, and $4.5 million in other 
reserve funds). 
Padre Dam MWD has an investment policy with five objectives: (1) to protect principal; (2) to 
ensure that funds are available to pay Districts obligations without needing to liquidate 
investments or risk penalties; (3) to maximize the yield from deposits; (4) to ensure that all 
investments are properly authorized; and (5) to ensure compliance with all existing federal, 
state, and local laws. Objectives, which all investments must meet, include: safety, liquidity, 
yields, market average rate of return, diversification, prudence, and public trust. The investment 
authority is delegated by the Board to the Board’s Finance Committee, which is required to 
review the portfolio each quarter. The Finance Committee is comprised of the Board Treasurer, 
Board member, General Manager and Director of Finance. The Director of Finance is required 
to submit monthly investment reports to the Board. The policy includes a list of authorized 
investment instruments with a cap for the amount authorized to be invested in each.  
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Spring Valley SD’s investment practices follow the 2002 San Diego County Treasurer’s Pooled 
Money Fund Investment Policy, which addresses goals, maturity requirements, prohibited 
securities, minimum credit ratings, internal controls, and lists permissible investments.  
Sweetwater Authority has an adopted investment policy with objectives of safety, liquidity, 
return on investment, market average rate of return, diversification, prudence maximum maturity 
and public trust. The policy designates authorized investment instruments and establishes 
internal controls and portfolio limitations. The investment authority is delegated to the County 
Treasurer, who is required to report to the Board bimonthly.  
 

7. Describe policies and procedures for establishing and maintaining 
reserves/retained earnings. What is the dollar limit of reserves/retained earnings? 
What is the ratio of undesignated, contingency, and emergency reserves to annual 
gross revenue?  

 
Reserve Balances: FY 2001-2002 

 

Agency 
Unallocated 

General 
Reserves 

Operating / Rate 
Stabilization 

Reserves 

Capital 
Reserves 

Other 
Reserves 

Total 
Reserves 

Chula Vista $24,024,201 $0 $805,924 $15,939,485 $40,949,410 
      
Helix WD $18,579,876 $3,800,362 $8,100,000 $2,598,843 $33,079,081 
      
Lemon Grove SD n/a $1,133,450 $0 $1,830,150 $2,963,600 
      
Otay WD $13,317,486 $0 $83,518,222 $4,523,964 $101,359,672 
      

Padre Dam MWD n/a $16,756,558 
*$19,424,554 

$2,766,776 $2,236,611 $41,184,499 
      
Spring Valley SD $812,096 $12,441,684 $13,829,047 n/a $27,082,827 
      
Sweetwater Authority  $365,000 $1,116,300 $1,000,000 $6,718,707 $9,200,007 

 
 *   Capacity Expansion Funds 
 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has no formal policy regarding reserve levels for special 
funds. Informally the City tries to maintain a reserve level equal to several months of operating 
revenue, which also can be used as a rate stabilization fund. The City also maintains separate 
reserve funds for infrastructure replacement. 
Helix WD targets 10% of annual gross revenues as an operating reserve.  Currently, total 
reserves are approximately $33 million.  This includes special reserves to fund capital projects,  
rate stabilization, restricted debt, and a scholarship fund. 
In supplemental information, the District indicated that the District policy for establishing and 
maintaining reserves is to target a ten percent “minimum” reserve, the District sets no formal 
maximum reserve amount. The ten percent minimum reserve is set each year on a rolling five-
year basis. The practice has been to set water rates that result in a cash balance in Year 5 
equal to approximately 10% of water billings. The targeted minimum reserve in FY 01-02 was 
$4,235,353. This amount was part of the unallocated funds for that year of $18,579,876. 
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Gross annual revenues for FY01-02 were $46,480,189. This amount covered the year’s 
operation and maintenance costs, pay-as-you-go funds for the District’s ongoing capital costs, 
special purpose funds, and annual debt service. 
The ratio of the unallocated general funds ($18,579,876) to annual gross revenue ($46,480,189) 
was 40%. 
In addition to unallocated general funds, the District had three special purpose funds at the end 
of FY 01-02: (1) Capital Reserves $8,100,000; (2) Rate Stabilization Fund $3,800,362; and (3) 
Other, which included a $20,843 scholarship fund and a restricted debt reserve fund (see 
below). 
The Capital Reserve ($8,100,000) for 01-02 included pay-as-you-go funds of $5,162,200 and 
unspent prior year pay-as-you-go funds. Each year’s base pay-as-you-go funds are increased 
by an inflation factor of 4%. 
The Rate Stabilization Fund of $3,800,362 is a fund to cover emergencies and other unforeseen 
expenditures and is maintained in order to keep rates smooth and low. A decision is made 
annually as part of the preliminary budget preparation process as to the level of rate stabilization 
fund needed. The ratio of these special purpose funds to annual gross revenue was 31%. 
Finally, to meet bond requirements, the District maintains a restricted debt reserve fund, which 
at the end of FY01-02 was $2,578,000. This fund is required to be maintained at a level 
adequate to produce net revenues equal to 120% of installments payments and parity debt.  
This fund is included as a part of “Other Reserves”, along with the scholarship fund. 
The total of unallocated general funds of $18,579,876, special purpose funds of $11,921,205 
and restricted debt reserve of $2,578,000 was $33,079,081 for FY01-02. The ratio of this total to 
gross annual revenues was 71%. 

Lemon Grove SD prepared a Wastewater Financial Plan that recommended establishment of a 
Rate Stabilization Reserve equal to 20% of Operating and Maintenance; an Operating Reserve 
of 12.5% of Operating and Maintenance expenditures; and a System Reserve Fund equal to the 
average replacement. The three reserve accounts total approximately $2.9 million. The FY 01-
02 budget included $1,133,450 for an Operations and Rate Stabilization Reserve. 
Otay WD sets annual contributions to replacement reserves for water at 1% of the cost of 
related assets. Sewer equipment and facilities replacement reserves are set at 1.5% of the cost 
of related assets. Operating fund reserves are set at 33.9% of annual gross revenues, or 
approximately 3 - 4 months of operation. The District maintains a Medical Reserve Fund for 
retired employees. The District maintains a Rate Stabilization Fund, which may be used to 
mitigate future rate increases according to District Policy No. 25. The Board’s stated goal is to 
maintain rolling five-year funds that will be depleted at the end of each five-year period. The 
current five-year fund was scheduled reach zero in 2004; however, it was depleted in June 
2001.  
The Otay WD provided the following supplemental information, updated to June 30, 2002, for 
reserve balances: 
Operating Reserves: .................................... $13,317,486 

Rate Stabilization: .........................................................$0 

Insurance Reserve (other) ..............................$4,523,964 

Capital Reserve............................................ $83,518,223 

Total Reserves ............................................$101,359,673 



San Diego LAFCO – Draft Data Summary (Revised 10/06/03)                                               Page 30 of 45 

The District also noted that, “LAFCO states that the operating fund reserves are ‘set’ at 33.9% 
of annual gross revenues. The reserve level is not ‘set’ at any particular level. As of June 30, 
2002, the ratio is 34.1%. 
It should be noted that the rate stabilization fund was not depleted in June 2001, rather, the 
funds were rebated to the customers by Board action taken in June 2001. It should be noted 
that both the rate stabilization reserve and the operating reserve supplement the operating 
budget.” 
Otay WD has five major reserve allocation funds: Replacement Reserves, Capital Reserves, 
Rate Stabilization Funds, Insurance Reserves, and General Funds. FY 2001-02 Replacement 
Reserves of $28,570,931 and Capital Reserves of $54,947,291 are grouped together under 
Capital Reserves in the above chart. The Rate Stabilization Fund is intended to mitigate 
possible future rate increases due to increased service costs.  Board action taken in June 2001 
rebated monies in the Rate Stabilization Fund to District customers. Insurance Reserves are 
designated to fund the medical expense of retirees; because this fund is not common to all 
agencies, it is categorized as Other Reserves in the above chart. Finally. The District’s General 
Fund, which is designated for the general use of the District, is placed under Unallocated 
General Reserves in the above summary chart. 
 
Padre Dam MWD noted that the term reserves/retained earnings was eliminated per GASB 34 
recommendations and replaced with the term net assets. Net assets include investments in 
capital assets, restricted assets, and unrestricted assets. 
 
The Board reviews and adopts budget assumptions each year to establish target fund levels for 
reserves including minimum and maximum ranges for each category.  
Designated Balances 

� The Rate Stabilization Fund was established to avoid unforeseen spikes in rates. Transfers 
to the Capital Replacement Fund are equal to depreciation of assets. The District is 
projecting this amount to be $16.6 million by June 2002, slightly over the maximum target of 
$15.8 million. 

� The Capital Replacement Fund was established for construction of major capital projects 
and capital equipment purchases not related to capacity expansion. The District is projecting 
this amount to be $2.8 million by June 2002, well below the maximum target of $15.8 million. 

� The Capacity Expansion Funds are fees received from developers for capital expansion to 
serve their projects. These funds are governed by State Law and cannot be used for 
operating expenses or for capital replace projects. The district is projecting this amount to be 
$19.4 million by June 2002. 

� Trust Funds and other funds are accrued to meet future obligations per established 
agreements. The District is projecting this amount to be $2.2 million by June 2002. 

In supplemental discussion, the District stated, “When combined, the Rate Stabilization and 
Capital Replacement funds total $19.5 million short of the Board adopted minimum target of 
$20.1 million and way lower than the maximum of $31.6 million. The District also questioned the 
confusion that might result from comparing projected fund balances with fund targets set by 
agency policies. The District added that it would be useful to compare Board policies for setting 
target reserves with the actual reserve amount because a ‘policy without consequences is just 
an empty set of words.’”  
Padre Dam MWD has $107,303,951 (74%) of net assets in capital assets. Capital assets 
represent investment in capital assets such as pipes in the ground, pumping stations, and water 
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or sewer treatment plants—less outstanding debt and net of accumulated depreciation. Other 
net assets include $18,339,732 of restricted net assets (developer capacity fees), which can 
only be spent on new capital assets, replacement of existing infrastructure, and expansion 
projects. The district also has $19,130,732 of unrestricted net assets, which include cash 
balances, receivables, inventory, and prepaid expenses. 
In supplemental information, the District indicated, “Padre Dam MWD adopted a set of financial 
policy statements in February of 2002, which was a requirement of their strategic plan. The 
polices address the District’s accounting systems, budget, capital replacement and 
improvements, growth issues, rates, operational criteria and staffing.” 
The District also suggested that since there is little difference between an operating reserve and 
rate stabilization reserve that the two categories be combined into one category. The District 
also corrected the actual reserve amount held by Padre Dam MWD and suggested that LAFCO 
reconcile reserve policies of all the agencies with actual budget balances reported in audited 
financial statements.   
Spring Valley SD has four types of reserves — General (undesignated), Replacement 
(emergency), Expansion (contingency), and Fund Balance Reserves. The reserve fund 
increases for FY 01-02 were General Reserve 0.4%, Expansion Reserve 5.2% and the 
Replacement Reserve 4.3%.  Unallocated General Reserves totaled $812,096 for the FY ’01 – 
’02 adopted budget.  Replacement and Expansion Reserves are combined in the summary 
chart above as Capital Reserves, and totaled $13,829,047 for the FY ’01 – ’02 adopted budget.  
Finally, the Fund Balance reserves are categorized as Operating / Rate Stabilization Reserves 
in the summary chart above, and totaled $12,441,684 for the FY ’01 – ’02 adopted budget.   
Sweetwater Authority has a number of reserve funds that are established by Board action or 
bond requirement: The District’s funds are categorized in the above summary chart as follows: 

Sweetwater Fund Name Balance Summary Chart Fund Name 

Uncollected Accounts $365,000 Unallocated General Reserves 
Repair and Replacement $1,000,000 Capital Reserves 
Vista Del Lago Subdivision $145,800 Other Reserves 
Admin./Ops. Center Office * $2,329,200 Other Reserves 
Rate Stabilization $840,300 Operating/Rate Stabilization 

Reserves 
Title XVI Grant ** $3,633, 300 Other Reserves 
Demineralization Replacement  $345,000 Other Reserves 
Power Rate Stabilization $276,000 Operating/Rates Stabilization 

Reserves 
Future Capital Projects $265,407 Other Reserves 
* 15 year sinking fund for new office facilities 
**For future groundwater demineralization projects 
 

8. Explain any variances in rates, fees, taxes, etc., which are charged to agency 
customers. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has variations in rates according to the type of land use 
(single family, multi-family etc.) and the volume of water used.  
Helix WD has uniform rates for classes of users across the District and does not charge 
developer connection fees or pumping charges. 
Lemon Grove SD In supplemental information submitted 9/26/02, the District indicated that it 
uses various in rates according to type of land use. 
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Otay WD has variations in rates according to the type of meter/customer and improvement 
district. 
Padre Dam MWD has a lower water rate available for agricultural customers, passes-through 
energy costs for pumping to customers living in higher elevations, credits property tax 
subventions for customers living in the Alpine area and adds the costs of debt repayment for 
customers of the Crest Utility District (a condition of annexation) to their bi-monthly bill.  
Most agencies charge a graduated water rate based upon water usage. Padre Dam has three 
(3) rates based upon usage with the highest rate applying to the higher last consumption. This 
ensures conservation while allowing a base living usage at the lowest water rate.” 
Spring Valley SD has uniform rates across the District. 
Sweetwater Authority has uniform rates for classes of users across the Authority. 
 

9. Explain policies and procedures for fee rebates, tax credits, or other relief given to 
agency customers. Provide details of any rebates, etc., issued during the past 
three years. 

City of Chula Vista (sewer only) None 
Helix WD None 
Lemon Grove SD None 

Otay WD Amount of Rebate Source of Funds 

 August 1997 $1,550,000 Rate Stabilization Fund* 

 August 1998 $1,530,000 Rate Stabilization Fund 

 August 2000 $1,400,000 Rate Stabilization Fund 

 March 2001 $5,000,000 General Fund 

 June 2001 $3,505,630 Rate Stabilization Fund/General Fund 

TOTAL $12,985,630  

* Scheduled to be depleted by 2004; reported by agency to be depleted in 2001 

The Otay WD added in supplemental information: “A more accurate representation of the rate 
stabilization fund for Otay WD would reflect that the funds were “rebated” as opposed to 
“depleted”.” 
 
Padre Dam WD Rec’d From Amount Reason 

 June 8, 2000 CWA $266,164 METRO credit 

 August 8, 2000 MWD $292,088 Retained in Wholesale Water Fund 

 November 27, 2001 CWA $323, 961 Refunded to 3 agencies 

 April 23, 2002 MWD $284,870 Retained in Wholesale Water Fund 

 

Spring Valley SD None. Refunds may be given for errors in billing or if the EDU evaluation was 
successfully appealed according to the Uniform Sewage Ordinance. 
Sweetwater Authority offers rebates and/or refunds in two cases: for lower water consumption 
over a specified period and for a leak or unexplained water loss. During the last three years the 
Authority has rebated $51,103 in adjustments for leaks or water losses. 
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10. Discuss increases or decreases in rates, fees, taxes, or other charges that have 
been implemented during the past three years. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) in 1999 approved a three-year rate increase and has retained 
a consultant to prepare a rate study that is expected to be completed by the end of 2002.  
Helix WD uses an inclining block rate for users and sets rates each year based on five-year 
budget projections. Rates were increased 2.5% in 1999, 1.5% in 2000, and 2% in 2001, with 
projected increases of 1.5% each year for the next four years. 
Lemon Grove SD approved a sewer rate increase in FY 1999-00 from $204.90 to $248.79; in 
FY 2000-01, an increase from $248.79 to $291.86; and in FY 2001-02 an increase from $291.86 
to $314.11).  

Otay WD 
In March of 2001, the District approved discontinuing the energy fee for recycled water, which 
resulted in an approximate 10% reduction in recycled water rates. In July 2000, the Board 
approved a reduction in the energy rate from.040 to.032 for each 100 feet of lift and a reduction 
in a special charge for multiple unit buildings from 3.26 to 3.21 per space. Reductions in ID No. 
27 ad valorem rates were approved as follows: 

� July 1999 — .10 per $100 of assessed value  
� July 2000 — .06 per $100 of assessed value  
� July 2001 — .02 per $100of assessed value  
In February 1999, the Board approved rate increases of .02 per unit to pass through increased 
SDCWA charges and approved a flat charge based on meter size to offset a new SDCWA 
Infrastructure Access Charge. 

Padre Dam MWD  

� Retail water rates, which are based on usage and determined by a computerized model, 
have increased over the last three years in response to the increased cost of imported 
water, power, inflation, and new regulatory requirements. Rates increased on average 2.5% 
each year in the western service area and approximately 3% in the eastern service area. 

� Wholesale water rates increased $10.00 per acre-foot in 2000, $5.00 in 2001, and $5.00 in 
2002.  

� Recycled water rates are set at 85% of the retail rate and increase with retail water rate 
increases.  

� While Padre Dam’s operating rates* for sewer service did not increase in 2002, rates have 
generally been increasing and are expected to continue due to an increasing sewer 
processing costs imposed by the City of San Diego. All costs are passed through to member 
agencies by the City of San Diego are monitored for accuracy by member agencies. 

Sewer operating costs did increase but are being subsidized by the Sewer Rate Stabilization 
Fund. The Sewer Rate Stabilization Fund was increased in 2001 as a result of the sale of 
excess sewer capacity to the City of Poway.” 
Spring Valley SD has had no increase in the last three years. 
Sweetwater Authority increased rates 2.8% in 1999; 0.4% in 2000; 0.4% in January 2001, and 
6.9% in September 2001. Rates were raised to reflect inflation, increased CWA charges, 
increasing costs for electricity, water quality, and environmental compliance issues, and to 
establish a Power Rate Stabilization Reserve Fund. 
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11. Discuss opportunities for rate restructuring. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) is currently preparing a rate study.  
Helix WD sets rates based on a formula that is periodically reviewed by the Board. The formula 
allocates expenses into fixed or variable categories. Fixed costs are covered by base charges 
and variable costs are recovered by commodity or unit charges. The current allocation between 
base rate and commodity revenue is 25% base and 75% commodity. 
Lemon Grove SD adjusts rates when costs rise above income. 
Otay WD has adopted an Accelerated Block Rate Structure to encourage residential water 
conservation, although non-residential customers pay a flat rate. The District also has a 
fixed-rate monthly charge to ensure a stable source of revenue.  
In supplemental information, the Otay WD stated, “It should be noted that the Board of Directors 
approved a strategic plan, which identifies the complete review of the rate structure as a key 
strategic item. This is planned to occur within the current fiscal year.” 
Padre Dam MWD restructured its rate system several years ago and now uses a computerized 
model to calculate water and sewer rates. The computer model sets the rate based on the net 
costs to provide service; staff makes recommendations for rate changes annually. 
Spring Valley SD is currently preparing a 2002 master facility plan and a financial plan. Rates 
may be adjusted in accordance with the results of those studies. 
Sweetwater Authority adjusts rates annually as determined by the Board. 

 
12. Describe policies and practices for depreciation and replacement of 

infrastructure. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) has a line replacement fund that is funded through a monthly 
assessment of $0.70 per EDU.  
Helix WD capitalizes assets over $7,500 and uses the straight-line method of depreciation. 
Infrastructure is funded through a pay-go capital program that is increased annually by 4%. 
Unspent pay-go funds can be earmarked as capital reserve funds and used in subsequent 
years based on annual capital improvement project lists and the 10-year capital projects plan. 
Lemon Grove SD notes that it follows standard accounting practices for depreciation and 
selects lines for replacement/rehabilitation by relying on emergency call data and video surveys 
of existing lines. 
Otay WD uses the straight-line method of depreciation and the estimated service life for assets 
as recommended by the IRS and the American Water Works Association. Funding for 
replacement of infrastructure comes from the Replacement Reserve, which is funded by water 
rates, annexation fees, and the first $10.00 of availability fees and interest. According District 
Policy No. 25, current contributions to the Replacement Reserve are based on asset costs that, 
at the end of the useful life of the facilities, represent 30% of full replacement value. If a project 
has more than 5 years of useful life remaining, funding is incremental; if the facility has less than 
five years, the funding is contributed on a pro-rata basis.  
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Padre Dam MWD incorporates the annual costs for the Capital Replacement, Rate 
Stabilization, and Debt-Principal Funds as items in the computerized rate model and uses a 
combination of pay-go and debt service to fund capital replacement and minimizes rate impacts. 
Spring Valley SD implements GASB 34 as required by law. 
Sweetwater Authority uses the straight-line method of depreciation and the estimated service 
life for assets as recommended by the IRS and the American Water Works Association. The 
Authority notes that it has been replacing metallic mains since 1980 with approximately 178,000 
feet remaining; replacement will be completed by 2020. In addition the Authority’s Master 
Planned Improvements program requires approximately $4,000,000 in infrastructure repair and 
replacement. 
 
SECTION D: GOVERNANCE 

 
1. Explain the composition of agency’s governing body and indicate if elections or 

appointments are at large or by district. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) is a charter city with four council members and a mayor, all 
elected at-large.  
Helix WD has a five-member board elected by divisions in staggered elections. Directors 
elected from a division must be a resident of that division. 
Lemon Grove SD is governed by the City Council of Lemon Grove acting as the Board of 
Directors for the District. 
Otay WD has five directors elected by divisions.  
Padre Dam MWD has five directors elected for staggered terms in general elections. Directors 
are elected by voter divisions. 
Spring Valley SD is a dependent district governed by the five-member San Diego County 
Board of Supervisors. 
Sweetwater Authority is governed by a seven-member board; five members are Directors of 
the South Bay Irrigation District and two members are appointed by the City of National City. 
The South Bay Irrigation District Board of Directors is elected by divisions for staggered terms.  
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2. Provide a three-year history of agency election and appointment results; identify 
candidates and winner/appointee for each position. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only)  
 

 March 2000 November 2000 March 2002 

Mayor   M. Salas and S. Padilla run-
off in November 2002 
election; opposed by 
P. Barajas 

Council Seat 1   P. Davis elected with 66.8% 
of vote; opposed by V. Pina 
and L. Monge 

Council Seat 2   J. McCann elected with 56.4% 
of the vote; opposed by 
A. Moreno and B. Griego 

Council Seat 3 J. Rindone and M. Diaz run-
off; opposed by J. McCann, S. 
Castenada, M. Cortes, 
V. Pina, J. Chantengo, 
G. Alabado and K. Kurtz 

J. Rindone elected in run-off 
election; opposed by M. Diaz 

 

Council Seat 4 M. Salas elected; opposed 
R. Gonzales 

  

 
Helix WD  

 1998 1999 2000 

Division 1  J. Linden appointed to 
complete term of L. Childs 

J. Scalzitti elected with 43.36% 
of vote; opposed by J. Linden, 
D. Burke and A. Zajak 

Division 2 H. Ball unopposed    
Division 3   H. W. Buckner (unopposed) 
Division 4 J. Lewanski elected with 

69.93% of vote; opposed by 
T. Orlando 

  

Division 5   B. Barber elected with 59.11% 
of vote; opposed by F. 
Sarmiento 

 

Lemon Grove SD Board does not have elections; the City of Lemon Grove City Council sits as 
the Board of Directors. 

Otay WD  
 November 2000 November 2001 (Special Election) 

Division 1   
Division 2 J. Bonilla*; opposed by T.Doughtery, S. Price 

and J. White.  

Division 3 

 

District Recruitment: G. Babcock, G. Croucher* 
I. Schwartz and E. Suhay; 
Board of Supervisors recruitment: G. Babcock, 
D. Ballestros, G. Croucher*, L. Green, 
N. Hardman and I. Schwartz. 
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 November 2000 November 2001 (Special Election) 

G. Croucher appointed 
Division 4 J. Lopez*; opposed by F. Poveda, 

R. Rodriguez and D. Turgeon  

Division 5 F. Cardenas*; opposed by D. Lauder, 
D. Sauter and R. Wright. 

District recruitment; 

P. Lewis*, M. May, L. Harpe, D. Lauder and 
T. Stanton 

P. Lewis appointed by District 

* Winner/appointee 

Padre Dam MWD  
 November 1996 August 1997 November 1998 November 2000 

Division 1  J. Dixon appt to fill 
vacancy 

J. Dixon elected 
(unopposed) 

 

Division 2 M. Robak*; opposed by 
R. M. Magee, P. Nickoli, 
A. Scalizitti, C. Standard 

  A. Scalizitti*; 
opposed by 
P. Panuco, B. Ward 
and V. Collinsworth 

Division 3   A. Menshek*; 
opposed by 
D. Ferrell, P. Panuco 

 

Division 4 L. Boswell*; opposed by 
R. Burner, P. Culkin, D. 
Hickle, M. St. Pete, 
R. Watson and A. Zajak 

  L. Boswell* 

(Unopposed) 

Division 5   D. McMillan* 
(Unopposed) 

 

* Winner/appointee 

Spring Valley SD is governed by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors; there have been 
no changes in the past three years. 
Sweetwater Authority City of National City Mayor, G. Waters, was re-appointed in January 
2000, for a term ending in December 2002; S. Jarrett was re-appointed for a term ending in 
December 2004. Election history for the South Bay Irrigation District follows: 
 1998 November 2000 2002 

Division 1 W.D. Pockington won by 67% of 
vote; opposed by G. Scott  

 Election scheduled 

Division 2  J. Doud, unopposed  
Division 3  C. Wright, unopposed  
Division 4 J. S. Wolniewicz elected with 

61.44% of vote; opposed by 
R. Gonzales 

 Election scheduled 

Division 5  M. Welsh elected with 63% of 
the vote; opposed by 
C. Andrews 
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3. Explain compensation and benefits provided to the governing board. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) sets mayoral salary at approximately $51,423 per year, with 
approximately an additional $25,000 in other benefits (car allowances, expense, benefits etc.). 
Council members receive 40% of the mayor’s salary, which totals approximately $20,500 per 
year and approximately $10,000 a year in benefits.  
Helix WD sets a rate of $150 per meeting for Board members and existing State Law 
establishes a 10-meeting limit per month. Board members and dependents receive benefits 
including health, dental, vision and life insurance. If the Board member took office before 1994, 
the District pays for benefits and they are eligible for PERS membership. 
Lemon Grove SD the City Council does not receive compensation for acting as the District 
Board of Directors. 
Otay WD pays the Board $145 per meeting; service not to exceed 10 meetings per month.  The 
Board is reimbursed for travel, mileage, meals, lodging, and incidental expenses. The Board is 
also entitled to benefits as provided for employees at the cost of the District. 
Padre Dam MWD set a rate of $130 per meeting for Board members in 1988. State Law 
establishes a 10-meeting per month limit. Board members also receive options for benefits 
including health, dental and/or life insurance for themselves and eligible dependents. 
Spring Valley SD is governed by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors who receive 
$108, 979 per year, with a benefit package averaging 26% of their salary. 
Sweetwater Authority board members receive $150 per meeting, with a maximum of ten 
meetings per month, as well as dental, eye, and life insurance. 
 
4. How frequently does the governing body meet? Provide a monthly record of 

meetings for the past three years. 
 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) City Council meets regularly on the first four Tuesdays of 
each month at 4:00 or 6:00 P.M.  
Otay WD  Board meets on the first and third Wednesday of each month.  
Helix WD Board meets the first, third and fourth Wednesday of each month. 
Lemon Grove SD If there are items on the District agenda, the City Council meets as the 
District Board of Directors on the first and third Tuesday of each month after the adjournment of 
the regular City of Lemon Grove City Council meeting.  
Padre Dam MWD Board meetings are scheduled on the second and fourth Tuesday of each 
month. Board members attend from four to 12 meetings per month. 
Spring Valley SD is governed by the San Diego County Board of Supervisors, which meet in 
regular sessions at 9:00 a.m. on Tuesday and Wednesday of each week. District business, if 
any, will be scheduled for these meetings. Exceptions to the location or start time of the meeting 
will be shown on the Board of Supervisors' Agenda. 
Sweetwater Authority Board meets on the second and fourth Wednesday of each month. The 
South Bay Irrigation District Board meets on the third Monday of each month. The combined 
Board has averaged a total of seven meetings per month over the last three years. 
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5. Describe rules, procedures, and programs for public notification of agency 
operations, meetings, programs, etc. How is public participation encouraged? Are 
meetings accessible to the public, i.e., evening meetings, adequate meeting space, 
etc.?  

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) City Council meetings are held at established times; agendas 
are posted 72 hours in advance for regularly schedule meetings and 24 hours in advance for 
special meetings. Agendas are mailed to local newspapers, other public agencies, and 
individuals on the mailing list. Each agenda has a public comment period as prescribed by State 
Law where members of the public can address the Council.  
Helix WD posts agenda on the District website and in other methods as prescribed by State 
Law. Board meetings start at 2:00 p.m. The District makes efforts to encourage public 
participation. 
Lemon Grove SD meets during the regularly scheduled time of City Council meetings. Notices 
of meetings are provided in the manner prescribed by law for City Council meetings. 
Otay WD are held at established times; agendas are posted 72 hours in advance for regularly 
schedule meetings and 24 hours in advance for special meetings. Agendas are mailed to local 
newspapers, other public agencies, and individuals on the mailing list. Each agenda has a 
public comment period as prescribed by State Law, where members of the public can address 
the Board. The District also maintains a website, distributes newsletters to customers through 
the mail and electronically, and uses bill inserts to communicate with customers. 
Padre Dam MWD Board meetings are held at established times; agendas are posted 72 hours 
in advance for regularly schedule meetings and 24 hours in advance for special meetings. 
Agendas are mailed to local newspapers, other public agencies, and individuals on the mailing 
list. Each agenda has a public comment period as prescribed by State Law where members of 
the public can address the Board. Board meetings start at 3:30 p.m.; however, issues 
concerning rates are scheduled for 6:00 p.m. to accommodate customers who work during 
business hours. Other means of encouraging public participation include direct mail, flyers and 
postcards; school announcements; messages on bills; website information; customer 
newsletters; new customer kits for general information; door hangers; literature available in the 
lobby of the administrative offices, and tours of facilities. 
Spring Valley SD the governing board, the San Diego County Board of Supervisors, follows 
their Rules of Procedure, which encourages public participation. Each department has 
numerous means of soliciting and encouraging public participation. 
Sweetwater Authority Board meetings are held at established times and agendas are posted 
72 hours in advance for regularly schedule meetings, and 24 hours in advance for special 
meetings. Agendas are mailed to local newspapers, other public agencies, individuals and those 
on the mailing list. Each agenda has a public comment period as prescribed by State Law 
where members of the public can address the Board. Sweetwater Authority Board meetings 
start at 6:00 p.m., and meetings of the South Bay irrigation District start at 3:30 p.m. 
 
6. Describe violations or investigations within the past three years related to the 

Ralph M. Brown Act and the Political Reform Act. Describe Grand Jury or law 
enforcement agency investigations. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) None 
Helix WD None 
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Lemon Grove SD None 
Otay WD noted two violations of the Brown Act during the previous three years. The first 
occurred for closed meeting violations on November 15, and December 6, 2000, when the 
Board approved department head and legal counsel contracts. On January 24, 2001, the Board 
voted to rescind these actions.  
The second violation occurred on April 18, 2001, when the Board unanimously added items to 
the agenda. Director Bonilla filed a petition with the Superior Court, who issued a permanent 
Injunction on July 31, 2001, declaring the actions of the Board invalid and in violation of the 
Brown Act. Items added to July 31, 2001 are summarized below: 

� Reorganization of the Board (appointed Director Innocentes as President, replacing Director 
Bonilla; Director Lopez as Vice-President, replacing Director Cardenas and Director 
Cardenas as Treasurer, replacing Director Innocentes); 

� Personnel Matters Regarding the Special Counsel (terminated special legal counsel of 
Boniface Bonny Garcia and the firm of Burke, Williams and Sorenson, LLP); 

� Personnel Matters Regarding the Acting General Manger (dismissed Acting General Manger 
Mateo Camarillo); and 

� Personnel Matters Regarding the Appointment of an Interim General Manger (appointed 
James Gunstinson as Interim Acting General Manager). 

Padre Dam MWD None 
Spring Valley SD None 
Sweetwater Authority None 
 

7. Describe agency’s prior involvement in reorganization (i.e., consolidation, merger, 
etc.) if applicable. Explain opportunities and obstacles for future reorganizations. 
Provide copies of any relevant studies on reorganization that agency has conducted 
and summarize outcomes. 

 
City of Chula Vista (sewer only) The City of Chula Vista City Council began investigating the 
possibility of reorganizing the Otay Water District in 1995. Subsequent litigation resulted in an 
agreement between the City and the District that precludes the City from initiating a 
reorganization, which would result in the City providing water service in its service area. 
In supplemental information provided by the City of Chula Vista on October 25, 2002, the City 
included a copy of a August 1993 report prepared by John Powell & Associates entitled, 
FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION OF WATER SUPPLY. As described in the report, the 1993 
study was, “. . . an overview investigation focused on identifying and comparing alternatives for 
water supply to the unincorporated areas east of the City and existing areas within Otay Water 
District (OWD). 
The report concluded  that “The City of Chula Vista may desire to pursue a more reliable system 
by further studying a water supply alternative.” No reorganization was recommended. 
Helix WD has not been involved in reorganizations during the past three years except for 
routine annexations. 
Lemon Grove SD was reorganized in 1982 to align the District boundary with that of the City of 
Lemon Grove. 
Otay WD None 
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The Otay WD noted, in supplemental information that the response from the City of Chula Vista 
stating, “Subsequent litigation resulted in an agreement between the City and the District that 
precludes the City from initiating a reorganization, which would result in the City providing water 
service in its service area” is inaccurate and should be corrected. The District added, “There has 
been no litigation between the City of Chula Vista and Otay WD. We suggest the wording be 
changed from litigation to discussions.” 
Padre Dam MWD was formed in 1976 by a merger of the Rio San Diego and Santee County 
Water Districts. The district subsequently acquired two private water companies — Fletcher and 
Alpine Highlands — and merged with the Crest Public Utility District. The District notes that it 
has overlapping boundaries with the Lakeside and Riverview Water Districts for water service 
and with the County of San Diego for sewer service. Obstacles to any reorganization are also 
noted as being primarily political. 
Spring Valley SD was identified in a 1999 LAFCO study as a potential candidate for 
reorganization with the Otay Water District. Due to a lack of interest by the Otay Water District 
and opposition from the Valle de Oro Community Planning Group, the reorganization was not 
pursued. 
Sweetwater Authority is a joint powers agency (JPA) formed in 1968 when the City of National 
City and the South Bay Irrigation District filed suit to condemn the facilities of the Sweetwater 
District of the California-American Water Company. In 1977, ownership of the system was 
transferred to the South Bay Irrigation District, who sold bonds for purchase of the system. The 
JPA was then formed to operate the water system. In 1990 when the Sweetwater Authority sold 
bonds to refinance the existing bonds, the South Bay Irrigation District deeded the system to the 
Sweetwater Authority as a requirement of the bond sale. 
 
Section E: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 

1. Please provide any additional information that LAFCO should evaluate as part of the 
Southern San Diego County Sewer and Water Agencies Municipal Service Review. 

 
City of Chula Vista None 
In supplemental information dated 10/25/02, the City of Chula Vista noted: “. . . the City of Chula 
Vista has not utilized remedies outlined in Paragraph 14, Dispute Resolution, contained in the 
Agreement Between the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Water District for the Provision of 
Water Service in a portion of the City of Chula Vista.” 
Helix WD None 
Lemon Grove SD None 
Otay WD noted its low rate of customer complaints, its new automated meter reading program 
(approved by the Board on 1/23/02), which is expected to save $4.3 million over the next 35 
years, its GIS system and its Water Conservation Garden. 
In supplemental information received on 10/24/02 and again on 12/05/02, the Otay WD 
submitted a 2002 Evaluation Report of Otay Water District’s Management Operations, and 
Financial Practices prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. at the request of the Otay WD. The 2002 
Evaluation Report summarizes a 2000 Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. Review of Otay WD’s, Water, 
Sewer, and Reclaimed Water Operations. The City of Chula Vista and the Otay WD jointly 
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contracted with Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. to perform the 2000 Review. Summary conclusions from 
the joint city/district 2000 Review, which are presented in the 2002 Evaluation Report follow: 
 
• The District is charging fair and reasonable rates; 
• The District is providing water services in a cost effective and reliable manner; 
• The District’s water and wastewater operations and maintenance practices are consistent 

with industry standards; 
• The District’s reclaimed water infrastructure is appropriate for its intended use; 
• The Interconnection Pipeline serves a critical and useful purpose to connect the Central and 

Otay Mesa service areas; 
• The Interconnection Pipeline significantly reduces the need for costly above ground 

reservoir capacity; 
• The District is achieving San Diego County Water Authority 10-day outage recommendation 

in a cost-effective manner; 
• The District’s infrastructure planning is forward looking to met future growth demands; and 
• The District maintains an appropriate level of unrestricted reserves.  
 
According to the Malcolm Pirnie Evaluation, “The City did not provide Malcolm Pirnie with 
comments or contrary information” regarding the Report’s conclusions. 
 
Padre Dam MWD None 
Spring Valley SD None 
Sweetwater Authority provided information about the history, accomplishments and unique 
purposes of the Sweetwater Authority. The Authority also noted that the LAFCO RFI is in error 
when it states that the South Bay Irrigation District provides water service. The District notes 
that the South Bay Irrigation District does NOT provide water service and only has two 
employees. The District suggested that the service review clarify the relationship between the 
Sweetwater Authority and the South Bay Irrigation District. 
 

2. Indicate any information relevant to the Southern San Diego County Sewer and 
Water Agencies Municipal Service Review, which LAFCO should obtain from other 
agencies. 

 
City of Chula Vista included a list of 14 additional areas that the City would like addressed in 
the municipal service review. The City’s questions are attached (Attachment C). 
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3. Please specify the amount of staff time and associated costs, which were expended 
in providing responses to the RFI. 

 
DISTRICT HOURS COST 

City of Chula Vista  134  No estimate provided 
Helix WD 52  No estimate provided 
Lemon Grove SD   37   $1,096 
Otay Water District  No estimate provided  No estimate provided 
Padre Dam MWD 169 $7,659 
Spring Valley SD 95 $6,400 
Sweetwater Authority  No estimate provided $8,455 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
 

Comments received during initial meetings with agencies providing services within the 
“Southern San Diego Sewer and Water Agencies” study area indicated that the City of San 
Diego, as a purveyor of limited services in the region, should be included in the service review. 
Accordingly, LAFCO prepared a City of San Diego-specific Request for Information (RFI) that 
took into account the City’s limited role. According to State Law, a comprehensive municipal 
service review for the City of San Diego is required; however, that service review will be 
prepared at a later date as determined by San Diego LAFCO. City of San Diego responses to 
the current LAFCO RFI follow: 
 

1. Does the City of San Diego’s water service extend beyond City boundaries to 
affected agencies? 

The City of San Diego serves 36 accounts within the boundaries of the Sweetwater Authority 
and eight accounts within the Otay Water District. The City also sells treated water to the Cal 
American Water Company, a private water company providing service to territory within the 
service review area. In addition, pursuant to formal agreements, the City also provides 
water-related services to some of the affected agencies. 
 

2. What decision factors determine whether water service is extended beyond the City 
of San Diego boundaries? 

The City of San Diego Council policy (No. 400-1) prohibits the extension of water service to 
areas outside the boundaries of the City, unless obligated by law or negotiated contract, where 
the water is provided to public agencies, for temporary service/bulk sales where the City derives 
benefits. 
 

3. What is the contract sewer capacity of agencies within the study area? 
AGENCY MGD 
Otay WD 1.231 
Padre Dam MWD 5.882 
Lemon Grove SD 2.873 
Spring Valley SD 9.808 
City of Chula Vista 19.843 
Lakeside/Alpine SD 4.586 
City of San Diego 156.381 

 

4. How is the allocation (sewer capacity) to a particular agency determined? 
The City of San Diego allows participating agencies to buy capacity. Costs are allocated by flow, 
suspended solids, capacity, and annual expense. The Otay Water District purchased capacity 
from the Spring Valley Sanitation District when Otay WD became a member on May 15, 2000.  
 

5. How is capacity (sewer) to an individual agency expanded? 
The City of San Diego reviews and approves contract capacity for each agency. As City facilities 
are re-rated, agencies are eligible for a proportional share of the re-rated capacity. 
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6. How is capacity (sewer) exchanged between agencies? 
 
The City of San Diego reviews and approves changes in the contract capacity for each agency. 
 

7. Does the City and contract agencies jointly plan for future growth? 
 
The City of San Diego prepares a 10-year Capital Improvement Plan for METRO sewer system 
using the 10-year projection of flows prepared by participating agencies. For the water system, 
the City coordinates plans with the SDCWA. 
 

8. Do the City and contract agencies jointly plan for funding infrastructure upgrades 
and repairs? 

 
The City of San Diego is responsible for funding for water and sewer system upgrades and 
improvements.  
On September 30,2002, the City of San Diego Water Department indicated that it had no further 
comments to submit regarding the City’s information; however, the City wished to clarify certain 
information related to the City of Chula Vista’s questions. 
The City wrote: “Specifically, Section E, Question Number 10 of the City of Chula Vista, implied 
that the Otay Water District (OWD) had entered into an agreement regarding the storage of 
water in the City of San Diego’s Lower Otay Reservoir. Please be advised that the City of San 
Diego has not provided OWD with contractual rights to such water storage. However, pursuant 
to an agreement with OWD in 1999, Otay was granted the ability to purchase surplus treated 
water from the City of San Diego’s Otay Water Treatment Plan provided certain terms and 
conditions were met, including that OWD provide for the expansion of the Treatment Plant at its 
expense. As of this date, OWD has not furthered this relationship with the City of San Diego.” 
On October 15, 2002, the City of San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department submitted the 
following: 

1. Regional Wastewater Disposal Agreement Between the City of San Diego and the 
Participating Agencies in the Metropolitan Sewerage System Dated May 18, 1998 

2. First Amendment to the Agreement 
3. Notice No. 1 concerning the Agreement 
4. Notice No. 2 concerning the Agreement 
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