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ATTACHMENT G 
 

[To be completed after additional discussions with LAFCO staff] 
 

SUBJECT AGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FORM 
 

NOTE: A copy of this form must be completed and signed by each local agency that will gain or lose territory as a 
result of the proposed jurisdictional boundary change. Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

 

  Brian J. Brady, P.E. ________________ 
Signature of agency representative                       Print name 

General Manager, Fallbrook Public Utility District _______________________________ 
Title 

(760) 728-1125 April 28, 2014 _______________________________ 
Telephone  Date  
 

A. JURISDICTIONAL INFORMATION:  
 Name of agency:  

Fallbrook Public Utility District 

 

1.  Is the proposal territory within the agency’s sphere of influence?  

2.  Upon consolidation, or reorganization (e.g., annexation and dissolution), will the 
proposal territory be included within an assessment district and be subject to 
assessment for new or extended services? 

 

3.  Does the agency have plans to establish any new assessment district that would 
include the proposal territory? 

 

4.  Will the proposal territory assume any existing bonded indebtedness? 

If yes, indicate any taxpayer cost: $_______________________________________ 

* 

5.  Will the proposal territory be subject to any special taxes, benefit charges, or fees? 

If yes, please provide details of all costs: Refer to the answer to Question No. 3 in the 
Fiscal and General Information section of the application.   _____________________ 

Yes   

6.  Is the agency requesting an exchange of property tax revenues as a result of this 
proposal? 

Yes   

7.  Is this proposed jurisdictional change subject to a master property tax agreement or 
master enterprise district resolution? 

 

8.  FOR CITY ANNEXATIONS: Does the proposal territory contain existing commercial 
development that generates retail sales of ten million dollars or more per year? 

 
N/A 

 
* The proposal territory has outstanding CA State Revolving Fund loans of $18.2 million. 

 
** Property tax revenues from the proposal territory will continue and go to FPUD for the benefit 

of the proposal territory ratepayers.   



 

DDIISSTTRRIICCTT  CCOONNSSOOLLIIDDAATTIIOONN  

SSTTUUDDYY  

 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for 
 

The Boards of Directors of 
Fallbrook Public Utility District  

and Rainbow Municipal Water District 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared by 
 

 Brian J. Brady Dave Seymour 
 General Manager General Manager 
 Fallbrook Public Utility District Rainbow Municipal Water District 
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  II    

IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN 
 
 
 The following report provides financial, operating, and other data to be 

considered in the possible consolidation of Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) with 

Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) or alternatively forming a Joint Powers 

Authority (JPA) to oversee both agencies.   

 

PPPuuurrrpppooossseee   ooofff   ttthhheee   RRReeepppooorrrttt   

 
 Several times over the operating histories of RMWD and FPUD, discussions 

have taken place at both staff and board director levels regarding the possible 

combination of the two districts’ operations into one consolidated district.  These 

discussions were prompted, in part, by the contiguous service areas and similar 

operating environments.  For various reasons, talks never resulted in a consolidation 

process moving forward.  Talks resumed in late 2010 with an emphasis on exploring 

shared savings opportunities while still maintaining two separate operations and 

governance structures.  Identified projects included joint communication system 

upgrades, customer billing efficiencies, and equipment sharing.   

 In the course of these new discussions, near-term retirements within RMWD 

senior management prompted another look at a full-scale consolidation or creation of a 
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joint management team through the use of a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) formed by 

the two districts.  Potential benefits of consolidating the districts include:   

 Optimizing operating assets 

 Improving emergency response 

 Capturing economies of scale (warehousing, purchasing, risk management) 

 Reducing administrative overhead 

 Expanding water reclamation 

 Consolidating operating management 

 Advancing technology 

 Strengthening financial capacity 

Issues which need to be addressed include: 
 

 Governance 

 Staffing issues 

 Operating assets condition 

 Rate-setting philosophies 

 Investment management 

 Divisional accounting 

 The following report presents information on the benefits and issues of district 

consolidation or JPA creation.   
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  IIII  

DDEESSCCRRIIPPTTIIOONN  OOFF  DDIISSTTRRIICCTTSS  
 
 

FFFaaallllllbbbrrrooooookkk   PPPuuubbbllliiiccc   UUUtttiiillliiitttyyy   DDDiiissstttrrriiicccttt   

 
Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) operates as a public agency under the 

Public Utility District Act of the State of California.  The District was incorporated as a 

political subdivision of the State of California in 1922. Significant expansions of the 

District service area took place in 1950 and in 1958.  In 1990, the voters in the De Luz 

Heights Municipal Water District, whose service area joins Fallbrook to the northwest, 

chose to dissolve their 17-year-old district and its entire service area was annexed to 

FPUD.  This added 11,789 acres to Fallbrook's service area.   

Then in 1994, FPUD’s scope of operations grew one more time when the 

Fallbrook Sanitary District was dissolved and FPUD took over sewer collection and 

treatment service responsibilities within a 4,200-acre area of downtown Fallbrook.  

Today, the District provides imported water and sewer service to 35,000 residents living 

on 28,000 acres (44 square miles) in Fallbrook.   Presently, the District operates under 

the provisions of the Public Utility District Act.   

The District was originally formed to provide water to the community of Fallbrook.  

At that time, the delivered water was drawn from wells in the San Luis Rey Valley.  

Eventually, the District abandoned those well fields and, alternatively, imports all of the 
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potable water to the community.  FPUD imports water from the Colorado River and the 

State Water Project.  The imported water is delivered by the San Diego County Water 

Authority, which is the largest single customer of the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California.   

Ninety-nine percent of the potable water distributed by Fallbrook Public Utility 

District is treated at the Lake Skinner filtration plant just east of Temecula.  One small 

well provides the only local water supply.  The treated water quality surpasses all 

federal, state, and local water quality standards and regulations.  The District has no 

regulatory authority over wells or septic tanks.  Current statistics (as of June 30, 2011) 

for the District are as follows:  

 44 square mile service area 

 Population: 35,000 

 9,100 water customers 

 5,000 sewer customers 

 25 reclaimed customers 

 68 employees budgeted 

 $21 million operating revenues 

 $91million in total assets 

 10,600 acre feet sold annually 

Additional information regarding FPUD’s operating assets is contained in Section 

VII of this report.  Appendix A is a map of FPUD’s service area.  
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RRRaaaiiinnnbbbooowww   MMMuuunnniiiccciiipppaaalll   WWWaaattteeerrr   DDDiiissstttrrriiicccttt   

 
The Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) was formed in 1953 under the 

Municipal Water District Act of 1911.  RMWD joined the San Diego County Water 

Authority (SDCWA) and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) in 

the same year in order to obtain the right to purchase and sell imported water.  RMWD 

is a retail agency that is 100% reliant on imported water supplies to serve over 7,200 

meters to portions of Fallbrook, Pala, Bonsall, Rainbow, and unincorporated Oceanside.   

Imported water supplies are blended and treated at MWD’s Robert A. Skinner 

Filtration Plant located south of Hemet in Riverside County.  The water is then available 

for purchase by the San Diego County Water Authority and is distributed to its member 

agencies, of which the Rainbow Municipal Water District is one.   

Current statistics (as of June 30, 2011) for the District are as follows: 

 78 square mile service area 

 Population: 18,000 

 7,200 water customers 

 1,900 sewer customers 

 No reclaimed customers 

 55 employees budgeted 

 $31 million op. revenues 

 $111 million in total assets 

 17,700 acre feet sold annually 

Additional information regarding RMWD’s operating assets is contained in 

Section VII of this report.  Appendix B is a map of RMWD’s service area.   
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  IIIIII      

GGOOVVEERRNNIINNGG  LLAAWW  
 
 

[Placeholder if needed.]
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  IIVV      

JJPPAA  OOPPPPOORRTTUUNNIITTYY  
 
 

BBBuuusssiiinnneeessssss   MMMooodddeeelll   

 
A Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is an entity permitted under the laws of California 

and other states whereby two or more public authorities (e.g., local governments or 

utility or transport districts) can operate collectively.  Joint Powers Authorities may be 

used where: 

 An activity naturally transcends the boundaries of existing public authorities.   

 By combining their commercial efforts, public authorities can achieve 

economies of scale or market power.   

Joint Powers Authorities are widely used in California (where they are permitted 

under Section 6500 of the state Govt. Code).   

A Joint Powers Authority is distinct from the member agencies and operates 

under the authority of a separate board of directors.  JPA boards can be given any of 

the powers inherent in all of the participating agencies.  The authorizing agreement 

states the powers the new authority will be allowed to exercise.  The term, membership, 

and standing orders of the board of the authority must also be specified.  The joint 

authority may employ staff and establish policies independently of the constituent 

authorities.  Joint Powers Authorities receive existing powers from the creating 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Local_government
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/California
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governments; thus, they are distinct from special districts, which receive new 

delegations of sovereign power from the state.  An example of the organization 

structure for Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) and Fallbrook Public Utility 

District (FPUD) operating under a JPA is shown in Figure 4.1.   

 

 Figure 4-1 – JPA Organization Structure 

 
 

EEEcccooonnnooommmiiieeesss   

 
The JPA provides for some cost reduction by potentially moving the general 

manager and some management staff into the JPA for oversight of both districts.  It is 

estimated that up to eight positions could be consolidated through a JPA primarily in the 

management and administrative staff.  The operations structure would need to remain 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Special_districts
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sovereign
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._state
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largely independent to maintain the separate FPUD and RMWD organizations under the 

JPA model.  It is estimated that the labor savings would be up to $850,000 per year by 

year three since the labor savings is generally in the higher paid management positions.  

The pro forma statements would be similar to the savings under the consolidation 

presented in Section XI, except the overall labor savings would be achieved in the first 

year with little subsequent labor savings.  The cost to establish a JPA and the alignment 

of the organizations is estimated to cost about $300,000 over a two-year period.  A 

summary of the advantages and disadvantages of a JPA are presented in the table 

below.   

JPA Advantages JPA Disadvantages 

Savings up to $850,000 per year by third 
year 

Existing labor contract remain 

Easier to undo Results in separate workforces 

No LAFCO approval required Cannot realize full savings under a 
consolidation 

Independent CWA vote Additional bureaucracy 
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The flow chart below depicts the potential reductions in staff by functional area 

under the JPA structure.   

 

Detailed Organization Charts can be found in Appendix C.  
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  VV      

LLAAFFCCOO  CCOONNSSOOLLIIDDAATTIIOONN  OOPPPPOORRTTUUNNIITTYY  
 
 

BBBuuusssiiinnneeessssss   MMMooodddeeelll   

 
Special district "consolidation" is defined by the Cortese/Knox/Hertzberg Local 

Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (California Govt. Code § 56000, et seq.) as the 

uniting or joining of two or more districts into a single new successor district.  A 

proposed consolidation is submitted to the Local Agency Formation Commission 

(LAFCO) by resolution of each of the independent special district’s board of directors.  

Because at least a majority of the members of each of the governing boards adopt 

substantially similar resolutions of application, state law requires LAFCO to approve, or 

conditionally approve, the proposal (Govt. Code § 56853).  An automatic election on the 

approved consolidation would not be held because both district boards have consented 

to the proposal.  Following LAFCO approval, an election would be required if sufficient 

protest is filed at the noticed, public protest hearing (Govt. Code § 57081).  The 

threshold for a sufficient protest would be submittal of written protest from either 25 

percent of the registered voters or 25 percent of the landowners who own at least 25 

percent of the assessed value of land within the proposed consolidation territory.  If 50 

percent of the registered voters or landowners file protests, the consolidation would be 

terminated (Govt. Code § 57078).  
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The board of directors for either district, as lead agency for compliance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), may determine that the proposed 

consolidation is exempt from CEQA because it involves consolidation of two or more 

districts having identical powers where the geographic area in which previously existing 

powers are exercised will not change as a result of the consolidation (Govt. Code § 

15320(b)) and because consolidation does not have potential for causing a significant 

effect on the environment (Calif. Admin. Code § 15061 (b) (3)).  An example of the 

organization structure for RMWD and FPUD operating as a consolidated district is 

shown in Figure 5-1.   

 
 Figure 5-1 – Consolidated District Organizational Structure 

 
 

EEEcccooonnnooommmiiieeesss   

 
The consolidation provides for additional cost reduction over the Joint Powers 

Authority (JPA) by integration of both districts’ management and staff.  It is estimated 

that over a three-year period, a reduction in staff of up to 20 full-time equivalents could 

be accomplished while maintaining the existing level of service.  This full consolidation 
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would provide an annual savings of up to $2.5 million per year.  The consolidation could 

also be accomplished over a longer time period or the staff reduction could be reduced 

in order to increase the level of service provided by the district, but full consolidation 

with optimized staffing levels would provide the greatest savings to ratepayers.  The pro 

forma statements detailing the savings under the consolidation are presented in Section 

XI.  A summary of the advantages and disadvantages of the consolidation are 

presented in the table below.   

Consolidation Advantages Consolidation Disadvantages 

Savings up to $2.5 million per year Time and expense of LAFCO 
review/approval 

Reduction in number of public agencies Difficult to undo 

Best-opportunity to create most cost-
effective organizational hierarchy 

Requires changes to governing boards 

Ability to economize and optimize all 
aspects of operation 

 

 
 There are additional savings beside labor savings that can be achieved by 

combining the organization and integrating equipment and operations.  These activities 

include: 

 Reduced property and liability insurance 

 Reduced vehicle fleet including heavy/specialty equipment 

 Reduced information technology costs 

 Reduced banking service fee and greater investment revenue 

 Expanded internal training opportunities 

 Reduced general counsel costs 

 Reduced director costs 

 Reduced audit costs
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 Reduction in operational costs of one office location with potential for rental 

income 

 Ability to optimize service areas and pressure zones at district boundaries 

 Potential to reduce more costly outsourcing and leverage future outsourcing 

needs 

It is estimated that these items could provide another $150,000 to $300,000 in 

annual savings, but these savings are more difficult to quantify at this time; so, to be 

conservative on potential savings, they are not included in the pro forma statements or 

estimates of annual savings.   

 The chart below depicts the potential reductions in staff by functional area under 

the consolidation structure.   

 

Detailed Organization Charts can be found in Appendix C.
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  VVII      

DDIIVVIISSIIOONNAALL  AACCCCOOUUNNTTIINNGG  
 
 
 With the potential consolidation of Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) and 

Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD), many stakeholders have focused on the 

fiscal fairness of combining the two entities: 

 How to ensure fiscal equity is achieved. 

 Ensuring that the cost of one district does not become the cost of the other. 

 Ensuring assets and liabilities of each district remain their assets and 

liabilities. 

 Ensuring that the rates are set to reflect each district’s cost of service. 

 Ensuring that revenues are applied to the appropriate segments of service. 
 

 The current status of the Fallbrook 

and Rainbow districts is that all existing 

assets, liabilities, revenues, and 

expenses of both Fallbrook and Rainbow 

are recorded within the accounting 

records of each entity.  FPUD and 

RMWD have separate service areas with 

separate rates and charges.  In fact, the nature of the operations for many public utilities 



FPUD/RMWD 16 October 22, 2012 
District Consolidation Study 

requires a detailed accounting system that separates revenues, expenses, and assets 

and liabilities for different segments of its business.  This is also true for FPUD and 

RMWD today as they already have separate accounting records for water and 

wastewater customers.   

 In considering the consolidation of FPUD and RMWD, a determination needs to 

be made as to the appropriate accounting methodology for the new entity.  The 

approach that best suits the needs of the new entity given both the stakeholder 

concerns and the consolidation goals would be to utilize a Divisional Accounting 

technique.  Divisional 

accounting is an 

accounting method 

utilized to keep discrete 

records for two or more 

divisions of the same 

district, but has the flexibility to be tailored to meet the uniqueness of a given situation.  

In this case, separate and distinct divisional accounting records would be kept for both 

FPUD and RMWD.  This means that the combining assets, liabilities, revenues, and 

expenses of Fallbrook and Rainbow would remain their financial components of the 

newly combined entity.  In other words, each division would maintain an accounting 

system that, at the point of consolidation, gives credit for the assets and liabilities of 

each district that existed before the merger.  While divisional accounting records would 

exist, the new entity would also be able to consolidate the financial position of each 

division and generate a consolidated financial report as well.  
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 Since each division would have its own accounting records, the ability to 

establish accurate divisional budgets and divisional rates and charges based solely on 

the cost to provide service within each division’s service area would also be achieved. 

 Divisional Accounting provides a framework that addresses the stakeholder 

concerns related to fairness and equity and concerns that obligations of one division do 

not become the responsibility of the other.  The following are some examples as it 

relates to assets & liabilities, revenues & expenses, and the overall financial position of 

the new entity.  

 

AAAsssssseeetttsss   aaannnddd   LLLiiiaaabbbiiillliiitttiiieeesss   

 
 The recording of new assets and liabilities would be recorded in a manner to 

reflect the benefiting or obligated division.  For example, a newly acquired asset 

purchased or constructed after the consolidation would be credited only to the 

benefitting division.  However, if a newly acquired asset were to benefit both divisions, 

such as, a pipeline moving water through both divisions, the asset cost would be divided 

between divisions based on the benefit each division receives.  

 If assets were acquired that are of joint benefit to both divisions, these could be 

recorded to a separate division called “Resource Division.”  For example, a vehicle 

purchased that would be used in both divisions could be recorded to the “Resource 

Division” but actual utilization of the asset would later be allocated to the Fallbrook or 

Rainbow division based on usage or direct labor hours or some other appropriate 

method.
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RRReeevvveeennnuuueeesss   aaannnddd   EEExxxpppeeennnssseeesss   

 
 The recording of revenues and expenses can also be recorded divisionally.  

Thus, the revenue for existing or new service accounts specific to Fallbrook or Rainbow 

would be recorded separately in the divisional accounting records.  This ensures the 

revenues of one division are not used to offset the expenses of the other division. 

 Generally, expenses incurred would also be directly allocated to the benefitting 

division at the point of when an expense is incurred.  However, there would be other 

expenses that would need to be accumulated and allocated to the divisions based on 

the nature of the expense.  For example, general and administrative expenses may be 

accumulated in the “Resource Division” and then allocated to the Fallbrook and 

Rainbow divisions based on an appropriate method, such as, labor. 

 These are important concepts as one of the areas of future cost-saving resulting 

from the consolidation would be from the many duplicate functions now performed by 

both Fallbrook and Rainbow.  Examples include: facility maintenance, system 

operations repairs, meter 

reading, customer service, and 

accounting.   

Under the consolidated 

operations, these functions 

would be performed by the joint 

staff.  Therefore, these costs 

would need to be allocated to the benefitting division.  Thus, a service worker who 

completes tasks in the morning in the Fallbrook Division and in the afternoon completes 

Customer Service Cost Allocation Example 

 Divisional 
Accounts 

Allocated Cost 

Fallbrook 9,100 (55.8%) $279,000 

Rainbow 7,200 (44.3%) $221,000 

Total 16,300 (100%) $500,000 

Method assumes total customer service cost of $500,000 and that these 
cost are allocated to the two divisions based on relative percentage of 

customer accounts. 
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work in the Rainbow Division would need to utilize divisional accounting procedures to 

track or record work time according to the benefitting division.  

 

FFFiiinnnaaannnccciiiaaalll  PPPooosssiiitttiiiooonnn 

 
 While the divisional records of Fallbrook and Rainbow would be intact, the new 

entity would realize a greater financial strength from the ability to report the consolidated 

financial statements.  This would result in benefits, such as, an improved cash position 

and the ability to pool funds for investment purposes which could result in lower 

investment fees and improved returns.  Or if there was a need to obtain long-term bond 

financing in the future to acquire equipment or to construct facilities, lower borrowing 

cost could result.  The consolidated new entity would have a stronger financial position 

than either FPUD or RMWD alone and the investment community would recognize that.  

And again with divisional accounting, the accounting records of the benefitting division 

would record the appropriate assets and long-term debt if issued ensuring stakeholder 

concerns are addressed.   
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SSSuuummmmmmaaarrryyy   

 
The use of Divisional Accounting provides the mechanism to achieve accurate 

financial reporting, establishing budgets, and setting rates and charges all on a 

divisional basis.  This is a viable approach to ensure satisfying stakeholder concerns 

related to fairness and equity to customers of the new entity.   

 At the same 

time, Divisional 

Accounting allows for 

reporting the 

consolidated financial 

results of the new 

entity which can lead 

to lower overall cost 

to all customers through such benefits as improved credit ratings and lower borrowing 

cost.  FPUD and RMWD both utilize the same accounting system (DataStream) and 

have functionality which could accommodate Divisional Accounting.  Therefore, given 

the benefits and flexibility, Divisional Accounting would be the preferred method of 

accounting for the new entity.  
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  VVIIII    

AASSSSEETT  CCOONNDDIITTIIOONN  AASSSSEESSSSMMEENNTT  
 
 

OOOvvveeerrraaallllll   RRRMMMWWWDDD   aaannnddd   FFFPPPUUUDDD   CCCaaapppiiitttaaalll   FFFaaaccciiillliiitttiiieeesss   AAAsssssseeessssssmmmeeennnttt   
 

The Capital Facilities Assessment for the Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) 

and Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) facilities was completed by the 

engineering and planning manager for FPUD and the assistant general manager/district 

engineer for RMWD.  A summary of the general services provided by each district is 

presented in Table 7-1.  As shown in Table 7-1, RMWD provides service to a larger 

service area with higher overall water demands, but fewer customers.  RMWD is a retail 

agency for both water and wastewater, while FPUD does provide treatment as well as 

conveyance, which requires additional capital investments.  In addition, FPUD produces 

and sells recycled water.  Both agencies buy almost all their water from the San Diego 

County Water Authority and have very limited local water supplies. 

 FPUD RMWD 

Service Area (acres) 28,000 (44 sq. miles) 51,000 (78 sq. miles) 

Services Provided Water distribution, water 
treatment, wastewater 

conveyance, wastewater 
treatment, recycled water 

Water distribution, 
wastewater conveyance 

Water Sales 2011 (AFY) 10,700 18,000 

Wastewater Production 
(AFY) 

2000 820 

Water Accounts 9134 7800 

Wastewater Accounts 4973 2300 

Table 7-1 – Overview of FPUD and RMWD Services
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CCCooommmpppaaarrriiisssooonnn   ooofff   FFFaaaccciiillliiitttiiieeesss   

 
Detailed capital facility information was compiled for key district assets such as 

tanks, pump stations and pipelines.  The compiled data sheets are provided in Appendix 

D for FPUD and Appendix E for RMWD.  A summary and comparison for the districts by 

asset type follows. 

 

Water Supply Facilities 

 
 Pump stations.  Both agencies have water delivery areas that require pumping.  

For FPUD, the majority of the district is fed by gravity and pumping is required primarily 

in the De Luz area.  Due to the topography of the RMWD service area, more substantial 

pumping is required.  A summary of the pumping facilities for each district is provided in 

Table 7-2.  RMWD has more pump stations of larger capacity.  Both districts’ pump 

stations are of similar age and require ongoing investments to maintain reliable service.  

Due to the age of the facilities, both districts will have growing capital needs for 

replacement of some of the older pumping facilities. 

 FPUD RMWD 

Number of Pump Stations 4 7 

Average Horsepower 160 406 

Average Age (years) 20 25 

Table 7-2 – Summary of FPUD and RMWD Pumping Facilities 
 
 Tanks and reservoirs.  Both districts have a combination of constructed 

steel/concrete water storage tanks and earthen reservoirs.  FPUD has one large 

uncovered earthen reservoir (Red Mountain Reservoir), while RMWD has four with 

varying sizes from 8 MG to 200 MG. Due to regulatory requirements, it was necessary 

to either cover, install treatment, or remove the reservoir from service.  FPUD elected to 



 

FPUD/RMWD 23 October 22, 2012 
District Consolidation Study 

install treatment at their one reservoir, while RMWD has complied by installing covers 

and taking one out of service (Beck).  Both districts have completed the projects or have 

projects underway to comply with the regulatory requirements.   

In addition to earthen reservoirs, both districts have a similar number of water 

storage tanks of similar capacity and age.  RMWD has recently recoated all their tanks 

while FPUD has a number of tanks that have not been recoated.  A summary of the 

tanks and reservoirs for both districts are provided in Table 7-3.   

 FPUD RMWD 

Number Covered 
Reservoirs 

0 3 

 Average Capacity (MG) N/A 61 

 Average Age (years) N/A 2* 

Number of Uncovered 
Reservoirs 

1 1** 

 Average Capacity (MG) 330 204 

 Average Age (years) 27 32 

Number of Tanks 20 25 

 Average Capacity (MG) 3.5 3.2 

 Average Age (years) 36 31 

*Average Age of the covers not the reservoirs 
**Will be removed from service in 2012 
Table 7-3 – Summary of FPUD and RMWD Reservoirs and Tanks 
 
 Pipelines.  Both districts have primarily cement mortar lined and coated steel 

water lines.  FPUD’s system is generally more of a gridded and looped system, while 

RMWD has more of a linear system due to density and topography. As shown in Table 

7-4, RMWD has slightly more miles of pipeline and a larger percentage that are getting 

close to the end of their predicted useful life.  
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 FPUD RMWD 

Pipelines (miles) 270 320 

Percentage of Pipelines 
 Greater Than 50 Years 
 Old 

4 17 

Average Age (years) 35 30 

Pipeline Feet Per Account 155 215 

Pipeline Feet Per Annual 
 Water Sales (FT/AFY) 

133 94 

Table 7- 4 – Summary of FPUD and RMWD Pipelines 
 

Overall, the average ages of the pipelines are similar.  Since RMWD has fewer 

accounts, there are substantially more miles of pipeline per account which requires 

more capital investment per account; but since RMWD water sales are higher on a 

volume basis, the capital obligation per annual water sales is less than FPUD. 

 

Water Supply and Treatment Facilities 

 
Both districts rely on imported water from the San Diego County Water Authority 

(SDCWA) for almost all their water needs.  FPUD owns and operates one small well 

that produces 100 AFY.  This small well has limited capital requirements.  In addition, 

FPUD installed UV disinfection for treatment of water from Red Mountain Reservoir to 

comply with EPA regulations.  This facility was completed in 2009 for approximately $7 

million and will require some equipment replacements in 10-15 years.  RMWD does not 

currently own or operate any wells or water treatment facilities. 

 

Wastewater / Recycled Facilities 

 
 Sewage lift stations.  A summary of sewage lift stations for both districts is 

provided in Table 7-5.  Both agencies have six lift stations of varying capacity.  The 

overall average capacity is similar.  The average age is also similar with FPUD’s 
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facilities being slightly older.  Both agencies will have growing capital needs as the age 

of their pump stations reach the end of the predicted useful life. 

 FPUD RMWD 

Number of Pump Stations 6 6 

Average Flow (GPD) 140,000 126,000 

Average Age (years) 38 30 

Table 7- 5 – Summary of FPUD and RMWD Sewage Lift Stations 
 
 

Sewer Lines 

 
FPUD has over twice as many wastewater accounts and annual wastewater 

production.  A summary of gravity force mains and sewer lines required to support each 

district is provided in Table 7-6.   

 FPUD RMWD 

Pipelines (miles) 78 55 

Percentage of Pipelines 
 Greater Than 50 Years 
 Old 

20 0 

Average Age (years) 40 30 

Pipeline Feet Per Account 83 126 

Pipeline Feet Per Annual 
 Wastewater Production 
 (FT/AFY) 

206 354 

Table 7-6 – Summary of FPUD and RMWD Sewage Lift Stations 
 

The age of FPUD sewer conveyance facilities is substantially older than RMWD 

facilities. A number of FPUD conveyance lines are reaching the end of their predicted 

useful life and will likely soon require replacement or rehabilitation.  FPUD has 

substantially less pipeline per account and per annual wastewater production so the 

capital requirement per account or per unit production is less for conveyance facilities.  

In addition to the facilities outlined in Table 7-5, FPUD owns 22.5 miles of recycled 

pipelines including their ocean outfall.  These facilities are used to convey recycled 
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water.  Unsold excess recycled water is disposed of through the ocean outfall.  The 

average age of these facilities is 30 years so replacement/rehabilitation needs will 

continue to increase. 

 

Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

 
FPUD treats all its 1.8 MGD of annual average wastewater production at its 

treatment plant.  The treatment plant has a capacity of 2.7 MGD average annual dry 

weather flow so additional unused capacity is available.  The facility was built in phases 

but the last major improvement project was in 1988 so all the major facilities are over 24 

years old so an extensive rehabilitation is underway.  RMWD is a retail agency of the 

City of Oceanside which provides wastewater treatment at their San Luis Rey 

Wastewater Treatment Plant (San Luis Rey WWTP). RMWD pays a percentage of any 

capital improvements at the City of Oceanside’s San Luis Rey WWTP based on their 

capacity ownership of the plant. 

 

Power Production Facilities 

 
FPUD also owns and operates two solar production facilities which generate 

approximately 40 percent of the district’s energy demands.  One small 60 KW facility is 

located at the district’s main yard and one large 1,000 KW facility is located at their 

Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).  The larger facility is under an O&M contract with 

warranties that cover any major capital costs so capital requirements are limited.  Some 

small electrical improvements are required at the office. 
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SSSuuummmmmmaaarrryyy   

 
Overall FPUD and RMWD are similar in terms of amount and type of 

infrastructure and age of facilities.  RMWD has slightly older water system 

infrastructure, while FPUD has an older wastewater system infrastructure.  FPUD has a 

large part of its water and sewer service area that is denser, which results in less capital 

infrastructure per customer account.  Both districts have completed substantial capital 

improvements required by the EPA for their uncovered finished water reservoirs by 

either covering or providing treatment.  FPUD has a substantial capital need at their 

WWTP to maintain reliability of this facility.  The majority of district assets are buried 

water and sewer pipelines that are reaching the end of their predicted useful life which 

will require increased capital rehabilitation and replacement funds.  
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  VVIIIIII  

HHUUMMAANN  RREESSOOUURRCCEESS  IISSSSUUEESS  
 
 
A preliminary review and analysis of Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) and 

Rainbow Municipal Water District’s (RMWD) Employee Association Memorandums of 

Understanding (MOU) was conducted to understand and document differences in key 

MOU provisions.  Overall, the conditions in the MOUs are similar with some conditions 

being equal, some more favorable for FPUD employees, and some slightly more 

favorable for RMWD employees.  Based on the analysis, it is considered achievable to 

develop a combined MOU, based on the two existing MOUs, that has workable changes 

in employee benefits outlined in the current MOUs.  A detailed assessment of each item 

in each MOU is included in Appendix F.   

 

MMMaaajjjooorrr   DDDiiiffffffeeerrreeennnccceeesss   iiinnn   MMMOOOUUUsss   

 
 

Bargaining Units 

 
Difference.  Rainbow has a separate unit for Supervisory and Confidential 

Employees (RASCE).   
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Paid Time Off (PTO) versus Vacation, Sick Leave, and Bereavement 

 
Difference.  Rainbow groups all three into PTO with maximum accruals.  FPUD 

uses unlimited sick leave accruals to defray retiree medical costs.   

 

Drug/Alcohol Random Testing 

 
Difference.  Rainbow only randomly tests commercial drivers.  FPUD randomly 

tests all employees categorized as water or wastewater workers by worker’s 

compensation definition.   
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  IIXX    

WWAATTEERR  SSUUPPPPLLYY  IISSSSUUEESS  
 
 

FFFPPPUUUDDD   WWWaaattteeerrr   SSSuuupppppplllyyy   PPPrrrooojjjeeeccctttsss   

 
The Fallbrook Public Utility District (District) currently relies on over 95% of water 

supplies from imported water.  Development of local potable supplies is currently a high 

priority for the District, with a focus on development of supplies from the Santa 

Margarita River.  The goal of these supplies is to help provide the District some 

autonomy over water supply decisions and to develop lower cost local supplies as 

imported water costs continue to escalate.  

The District holds three water right permits on the Santa Margarita River and has 

been able to utilize one of these water rights permits by transferring the permit to Lake 

Skinner, which allows for the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) 

to treat runoff into Lake Skinner and wheel the water to the District.  The District is also 

working with Camp Pendleton (CPEN) to resolve longstanding litigation over the other 

Santa Margarita River water rights in order to provide the District with water supplies 

from the river. The only other source of potable supply for the District is one 

groundwater well near Red Mountain Reservoir.   

In addition to potable supplies, the District has been producing and selling 

recycled water since 1991.  Currently, on average about 30 percent of wastewater 
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treated by the District each year is sold as recycled water.  After improvements are 

completed at the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to improve the reliability of the 

recycled water system, the District will continue to look at expanding the number of 

users.  A summary of District water supply projects and projected annual yield of each 

along with any impacts of a merger with Rainbow MWD are outlined in Table 9-1. 

Supply Project Water Supply Annual Yield Impacts of Merger 

Existing  

Capra Well Non 
Jurisdictional 
Groundwater 

100 AFY None 

Lake Skinner 
Runoff 

Santa 
Margarita 
Surface Water 
(Permit 11356) 

830 AFY* Positive Impact - Improves ability 
to utilize water during winter 
periods when water is available 

Recycled 
Water 

FPUD WWTP 500 AFY Positive Impact - Potential to 
Expand Customer Base and 
Usage 

Proposed 
Santa 
Margarita 
Conjunctive 
Use Project 

Santa 
Margarita 
Surface Water 
(Permits 8511, 
11357) 

3100 AFY Positive Impact - Improves ability 
to utilize water during winter 
periods when water is available 

*Estimated based on reported runoff from 1975-2011 
Table 9-1 FPUD Water Supply Projects 
 
 

RRRMMMWWWDDD   WWWaaattteeerrr   SSSuuupppppplllyyy   PPPrrrooojjjeeeccctttsss   

 
The Rainbow Municipal Water District (District) currently relies on 100 percent of 

water supplies from imported water.  Development of local supplies is a priority for the 

District, with a focus on development of supplies from the Rainbow Valley Basin or San 

Luis Rey River Basin.  Finding a recycled water source is also a priority. The goal of 

these supplies is to help provide the District some autonomy over water supply 

decisions and to develop lower cost local supplies as imported water costs continue to 
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escalate.  The District currently has a consulting contract with J.C. Heden and 

Associates to review options regarding alternative water supplies including water right 

permits.   

 

SSSuuummmmmmaaarrryyy   

 
Overall, the merger will have no negative impact on existing and planned water 

supply projects for either agency and it may improve the ability of the combined district 

to fully utilize local supplies available to FPUD that have higher availability in wetter 

months when demands are lower.  In addition, FPUD has excess recycled water and 

may be able to expand the recycled customer base into RMWD benefiting both 

agencies.   
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  XX  

CCOONNTTRRAACCTT  OOBBLLIIGGAATTIIOONNSS  
 
 

FFFPPPUUUDDD   KKKeeeyyy   CCCooonnntttrrraaaccctttsss   wwwiiittthhh   OOOttthhheeerrr   AAAgggeeennnccciiieeesss   

 
Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) has a number of contracts/agreements 

related to water and wastewater service with other agencies.  A summary of key 

agreements as well as any impact of the potential merger is listed in Table 10-1. 

Agency Agreement Type Summary Impact of Merger 

Naval Weapons 
Station 

Water Wheeling FPUD wheels water 
to NWS for a 
wheeling fee 

None 

Naval Weapons 
Station 

Sewer Service FPUD provides sewer 
service to NWS for a 
fee 

None 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 

Recycled Service FPUD provides 
recycled water along 
I-76 and at I-76 and I-
5 

None 

Oceanside Outfall Capacity FPUD owns capacity 
in the Oceanside 
outfall (2.4 MGD 
average annual) 

RMWD also has an 
agreement for 
capacity, but FPUD 
has a more favorable 
agreement; may 
provide potential for 
cost reductions for 
RMWD sewer 
customers 

Camp Pendleton (in 
Progress) 

Water Rights 
Settlement 

Settlement to long 
standing water rights 
litigation; provides 
local water to FPUD 

None. 

Table 10-1 FPUD Key Contracts with Other Agencies 
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RRRMMMWWWDDD   KKKeeeyyy   AAAgggrrreeeeeemmmeeennntttsss   wwwiiittthhh   OOOttthhheeerrr   AAAgggeeennnccciiieeesss   

 
Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) has one agreement related to 

wastewater service listed in Table 10-2.   

Agency Agreement Type Summary Impact of Merger 

City of Oceanside Wastewater 
Treatment and 
Outfall Capacity 

RMWD sends 100% 
of its collected 
wastewater to 
Oceanside’s San 
Luis Rey Treatment 
Plant; contractual 
max allowed is 1.5 
MGD average 
annual dry weather 
flow 

None 

Table 10-2 RMWD Key Contracts with Other Agencies 
 
 

SSSuuummmmmmaaarrryyy   

 
FPUD has a number of retail agreements to treat wastewater or sell 

water/recycled water to other agencies, while RMWD has only one agreement for 

Oceanside to treat their wastewater.  The merger would not affect any existing 

agreements or contracts and would have no negative effects on those currently in 

negotiation. 
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  XXII      

PPRROO  FFOORRMMAA  SSTTAATTEEMMEENNTTSS  
 
 

FFFiiinnnaaannnccciiiaaalll   BBBeeennneeefffiiitttsss   –––   PPPrrrooo   FFFooorrrmmmaaa   

 
 Fallbrook Public Utility District (FPUD) and Rainbow Municipal Water District 

(RMWD) are evaluating the potential benefits, both operational and financial, of 

consolidating their operations.  In order to quantify and evaluate the potential financial 

benefits, a consolidation three-year pro forma financial statement was prepared for the 

separate entity operations and the proposed consolidated entity.  The three-year pro 

forma is important in the consolidation evaluation process as it is expected that financial 

benefits will result from operational efficiencies.  The pro forma helps provide a tool to 

evaluate and quantify projected savings. 

 To prepare the three-year pro forma statement, meetings with the staff of both 

agencies were conducted to gather beginning financial records and define assumptions 

to be used in the development of the pro forma report.  In order to conservatively begin 

this effort, the most current audited financial statements for both agencies were utilized.  

These reports were for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2011.  Next, critical assumption 

data was developed to use in creating the three-year pro forma income statement.  This 

information was provided through a series of meetings.  The assumptions used were 

provided by and are the responsibility of the management of FPUD and RMWD; a 
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consultant evaluated these assumptions for reasonableness.  The assumptions used 

include the following: 

 Water Costs will increase in accordance with the San Diego County 

Water Authority increases.  The pro forma reflects an increase of 7.9 

percent in year one, 11.1 percent in year two, and 5.0 percent in year 

three. 

 Labor and other operating cost will increase 3 percent annually. 

 Labor reductions will occur due to operational efficiencies and the 

elimination of redundant duties.  In year one, a reduction of six 

positions is projected to occur; in year two, a reduction of another six 

positions is projected; 

and in year three, eight 

more reductions are 

projected.  Therefore, a 

total of 20 staff 

positions will be reduced over the three-year period. 

 There will be some cost to accomplish the consolidation.  These costs 

in year one will be $300,000 and in year two another $300,000.  There 

will be no additional consolidation costs in year three.  Therefore, a 

total of $600,000 over the three years would be incurred as a result of 

the consolidation.  This does not include any cost that may be incurred 

prior to the consolidation for legal, LAFCO application process, or 

financial analysis.  Numerous other potential benefits were identified 
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and discussed.  These benefits have varying amounts of savings.  

However, to be conservative with the three-year pro forma, no 

assignment of savings was made and none of these potential benefits 

were utilized in the report. 

 Water revenues were assumed to increase at the same rate as water 

cost increases stated in the first bullet above. 

 All other revenues were increased at 3 percent per year. 

 Water demand and number of customer accounts are held constant.   

The consultant utilized these assumptions to produce a three-year pro forma 

income statement.  The summary statements follow:  

3 Year Pro-Forma FY 2010-11 Audit Report FY 2010-11 Audit Report
Separate Entities Consolidated Operations Per A/F

FPUD RMWD Total FPUD RMWD Total Savings Benefit
Operating Revenues 21,255,448 28,068,091 49,323,539 21,255,448 28,068,091 49,323,539 
Operating and nonoperating expenses 24,175,989 31,715,356 55,891,345 24,175,989 31,715,356 55,891,345 
Non-operating revenues (expenses): 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 

Change in net assets (726,974) 155,103 (571,871) (726,974) 155,103 (571,871) - 0

Year 1 Year 1
Separate Entities Consolidated Operations

FPUD RMWD Total FPUD RMWD Total
Operating Revenues 22,417,906 29,782,343 52,200,249 22,417,906 29,782,343 52,200,249 
Operating and nonoperating expenses 25,339,889 33,441,049 58,780,938 25,087,062 33,018,876 58,105,938 
Non-operating revenues (expenses): 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 

Change in net assets (728,416) 143,662 (584,754) (475,589) 565,835 90,246 675,000 24 

Year 2 Year 2
Separate Entities Consolidated Operations

FPUD RMWD Total FPUD RMWD Total
Operating Revenues 24,025,253 32,229,468 56,254,721 24,025,253 32,229,468 56,254,721 
Operating and nonoperating expenses 26,950,388 35,880,790 62,831,178 26,447,357 35,040,822 61,488,178 
Non-operating revenues (expenses): 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 

Change in net assets (731,568) 151,046 (580,522) (228,536) 991,014 762,478 1,343,000 47 

Year 3 Year 3
Separate Entities Consolidated Operations

FPUD RMWD Total FPUD RMWD Total
Operating Revenues 25,003,147 33,623,712 58,626,859 25,003,147 33,623,712 58,626,859 
Operating and nonoperating expenses 27,928,773 37,299,110 65,227,883 26,979,268 35,713,615 62,692,883 
Non-operating revenues (expenses): 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 2,193,567 3,802,368 5,995,935 

Change in net assets (732,059) 126,970 (605,089) 217,446 1,712,465 1,929,911 2,535,000 90 
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 The results of this effort indicate that financial savings will occur from the 

consolidation.  The amount of savings will increase in each of the three years as more 

reductions in staffing levels are 

achieved and as the 

consolidation costs are finished.   

As can be seen in the 

table above, a total net savings 

of $4,553,000 is projected to 

result from the first three years of operations.  After year three, an annual savings of 

$2,535,000 is projected to result, which is about 4 percent of the total operating 

expenses of the 

consolidated operation.  

As seen in the adjacent 

chart, that while costs 

over the next three years 

are expected to increase 

regardless of 

consolidation, the 

consolidation results in 

rate increase of about 5 

percent less (12 percent compared to 17 percent) than would otherwise be needed 

during that period of time as a result of the consolidation efficiencies.  

 
 

Savings From 
Reduced 

Staffing Levels 
Consolidation 

Expenses 
Net 

Savings 

Year 1 $975,000 ($300,000) $675,000 

Year 2 $1,643,000 ($300,000) $1,343,000 

Year 3 $2,535,000  $2,535,000 

Total $5,155,000 ($600,000) $4,553,000 
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Another way to look at the annual savings in year three is to divide that amount 

by the total water demand; this produces an approximate savings per acre-foot of water.  

The savings in year three and beyond is approximately $90 per acre-foot ($2,535,000 / 

28,300 = $90 acre-foot).   

Since a key assumption that generates the savings is that workforce efficiencies 

would occur, the consultant attempted to validate that the new projected workforce level 

was reasonable and not overly aggressive.  To do this the consultant used a common 

industry metric that measures the water employees as a factor of the number of water 

accounts served by the agency.  Typically, larger agencies experience greater 

economies of scale which results in fewer employees needed to serve every 1,000 

water accounts.  The consultant compared the stand alone pre-merger factors to the 

proposed post-merger factors 

of the combined entity to four 

other local neighboring water 

districts.  The name of these 

districts has been omitted 

from the table so as to reduce 

any unintended focus on other 

specific districts.  The 

following adjacent table 

shows the results of that comparison with the conclusion that the projected reduction in 

workforce and resulting remaining employees is a reasonable assumption.

Employees per 1,000 Water Accounts

A #1 A #2 A #3 A#4 FPUD RMWD Combined

# of 
EE’s

6.6 4.9 4.0 3.2 5.5 6.8 5.0

Note:  This metric excludes wastewater employees

FPUD RMWD Total Combined

# of Water EE’s 50 49 99 82

# of Water 
Accounts

9,100 7,200 16,300 16,300

# off EE’s per 
1,000 Water 
Accounts

5.5 6.8 6.1 5.0
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This report demonstrates real potential savings could result from the 

consolidation should all the major assumptions be accurate.  There are additional 

benefits which can generate further savings from the consolidation.  These additional 

benefits were not included in 

the pro forma analysis in an 

attempt to be conservative in 

the projections.  However, an 

initial scan of the adjacent 

operating cost categories 

indicates a minimum annual 

saving range of $150,000 to 

$300,000.  

 

SSSuuummmmmmaaarrryyy   

 
One of key goals of the consolidation is for a more cost-efficient new entity that 

can meet the services objective with no decline in service, but do so in a manner that 

would result in lower overall costs.  The three-year pro forma was developed with the 

best estimates of the management from both FPUD and RMWD and the results 

demonstrate an annual operating cost savings starting at $625,000 in year one 

increasing to $2,535,000 by year three and thereafter.  This savings is conservative in 

that additional savings are expected but not figured into the pro forma for comparative 

purposes.  Therefore, the pro forma demonstrates that real value to the ratepayers of 

both FPUD and RMWD would result from the consolidation. 

OTHER POTENTIAL BENEFITS

 Cost Reduction Opportunities:

 Reduced property and liability insurance - JPIA

 Reduced vehicle fleet – heavy/specialty equipment

 Reduced information technology costs

 Banking service fee reduction

 Internal training opportunities

 One general counsel

 One Board of Directors

 Combined outsource billing savings

 Audit costs

 Eliminating one office location

 Optimize operations – pumping/storage facilities (capital & operating)

 Potential to reduce more costly outsourcing 

 Potential to outsource existing internal functions performed by staff

 Income Enhancement Opportunities:

 Rental RMWD office

 Investment management (lower fees & potential improved return)
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SSEECCTTIIOONN  XXIIII    

CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONNSS  &&  RREECCOOMMMMEENNDDAATTIIOONNSS  
  

 Based on the analysis included in this report, the greatest potential for immediate 

and long-term savings is through consolidation of FPUD and RMWD.  This approach 

gives the boards and general managers the greatest flexibility on the rate of staff 

reduction and the final level of reduction.  Due to the timing of management retirements, 

the consolidation could provide an immediate savings of over $600,000 dollars, with the 

potential to save an additional $2 million over the next several years primarily through 

retirement and attrition without a reduction in the level of service.   

 The consolidation also provides the ability to optimize service to the unified 

service area and leverage the combined organization to reduce operating costs. Both 

agencies have similar infrastructure, employee contracts, and water supplies and these 

items do not present any particular problems under consolidation.  The proposed 

Divisional Accounting will also ensure any benefits of water supplies or any 

infrastructure obligations stay within the boundaries of the parent district.   

 The general managers of FPUD and RMWD are of the opinion that consolidation 

of FPUD and RMWD either through LAFCO or by the formation of a joint-powers 

authority provides considerable cost-savings for ratepayers.  It is recommended that the 

boards of FPUD and RMWD move forward with the consolidation process.  
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  AA  

FFAALLLLBBRROOOOKK  PPUUBBLLIICC  UUTTIILLIITTYY  DDIISSTTRRIICCTT  

SSEERRVVIICCEE  AARREEAA  MMAAPP  
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  BB  

RRAAIINNBBOOWW  MMUUNNIICCIIPPAALL  WWAATTEERR  DDIISSTTRRIICCTT  

SSEERRVVIICCEE  AARREEAA  MMAAPP  
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  CC  

NNOORRTTHH  CCOOUUNNTTYY  AAGGEENNCCYY  DDEETTAAIILLEEDD  

OORRGGAANNIIZZAATTIIOONN  CCHHAARRTTSS  
 

 

 
The following organization charts were developed by the Human 

Resources staffs of RMWD and FPUD.  The charts, segregated by 

function, display staffing levels when the two districts initially 

combine as a result of a LAFCO consolidation process.  These charts 

should not be viewed as the forecasted or preferred organizational 

structure of a new agency.  The main purpose for these charts is to 

provide the reader with perspective as to how the two organizations’ 

staffing aligns and/or overlaps.   
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AAPPPPEENNDDIIXX  DD  

FFPPUUDD  CCAAPPIITTAALL  FFAACCIILLIITTIIEESS  
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