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H O W  T H I S  M S R  I S  O R G A N I Z E D SAN DIEGO LAFCO

PART I — TODAY

San Diego County
Water Authority

  Draft Presentation + Commission review

  If on track Ÿ 45-day public review

  Final version as early as Aug. 2026

PA RT I I  —  U P CO M I N G

Metropolitan
Water District of So. Cal.

Ÿ  Technical Review period ended May 1

Ÿ  60-day agency review begins ~May 8

Ÿ  Draft Presentation Ÿ ~Aug. 2026

Ÿ  Final Presentation as early as Oct. 2026



B A C K G R O U N D

What is an MSR and Why it Matters

LAFCO's Core Tool

Planning and 

oversight instrument 

under state law — 

independent 

assessment.

Independent Evaluation

Assesses an agency's 

ability to provide 

services now and into 

the future.

Informs Key Decisions

Sphere of influence 

updates, boundary 

decisions, and potential 

governance changes.



C O N T E X T

Why This MSR? Why Now?

First of Its Kind

First stand-alone wholesale water MSR in San Diego LAFCO history.

Insights Learned

Grew out of key insights from the Fallbrook Public Utility District & Rainbow 
Municipal Water District (member agency) detachments. 

Comprehensive Scope

Designed to assess overall performance, governance, and long-term sustainability 
of wholesale water service in San Diego.



P O L I C Y  F R A M E W O R K

Local Policy Context

Policy
L-106

60-day administrative review completed on March 23, 2026

·  Set scope and scale
·  Noticed today's public hearing 
·  Utilized social media accts. to inform

Incorporated Where AppropriateCWA Comments Were…

Considered Incorporated,

where appropriate

Included with 

Staff Responses as 

Attachments

Executive Officer:



Key Premises,
Assumptions &
Benchmarks

SAN DIEGO LAFCO  ·   CWA MSR Part  I

Foundational 

Document

Focused on 

Wholesale 

Water Service

Uses 15-Year 

Reporting Period 

(FY2009–FY2023)

Analysis: 

Systemwide & 

Trend-Based

Designed to 

Inform, Not 

Predetermine



A G E N C Y  O V E R V I E W

CWA at a Glance

1944
Year Formed

Special Legislation & 
Voter Confirmation

1946
Year CWA 

Joined MWD

22
Member Agencies

Served

1,300+
Square Miles
Nkª´sgk "ªk^

3.1M+
Residents

Served

~80%
of Region’s

Water Supply



T O D A Y ' S  P R E S E N T A T I O N  &  S P E A K E R S

Today’s Speakers
Dr. Michael Hanemann
Finance & Supply Analysis

W^®kª ^|i k|´sª~|{k|®^z kg~|~{s«®  ×  Jª~pk««~ªÏ "ªsº~|^ N®^®k Q|s´kª«s®·

Ph.D. Economics, Harvard University M.A. Public Finance & Decision Theory, Harvard

M.Sc. Development Economics, London School 
of Economics

B.A. Philosophy, Politics & Economics, Oxford

Patrick Bouteller
Governance & Institutional Analysis

J¯fzsg §~zsg· ^|i q~´kª|{k|® ^pp^sª« §ª~pk««s~|^z µs®r À¾ ·k^ª« ~p 
k¶§kªsk|gk ^® «®^®k ^|i z~g^z zk´kz« ~p q~´kª|{k|®Î 

SAN DIEGO LAFCO  ·  CWA MSR Part I  ·  May 4, 2026



D R .  M I C H A E L  H A N E M A N N

CWA Financial

Analysis &

Governance Review

San Diego County Water Authority

Municipal Service Review — Part I  |  May 4, 2026

35-year history

Business model shift

Financial consequences

Governance reforms



H I S T O R I C A L  C O N T E X T

The Story Goes Back 35 Years

1944

CWA Founded

Created to provide 

water for County's 

growing population 

& military 

installations.

1946

MWD Agreement

CWA joined 

Metropolitan Water 

District to access 

Colorado River 

water.

1946–
1990

Distributor Role

For 45 years, CWA 

functioned solely as 

a distributor of MWD 

water to retail 

agencies.

1987–
1992

California Drought

Peak drought forces 

MWD to cut 

deliveries — a pivotal 

stress test for CWA.



P I V O T A L  M O M E N T

The 1990–1991 Drought: A Wake-Up Call

95%
CWA's reliance on MWD

before the drought —

most vulnerable of all

MWD member agencies

First-ever delivery cut

MWD cut deliveries at short notice — 20% for urban use, 50% for agriculture — an 

overall cut of 31%.

Planned escalation

MWD subsequently planned to raise cuts to 50% urban and 90% agricultural. 

Only unexpected heavy rainfall averted this.

No special treatment

Despite being most reliant on MWD at 95%, CWA received no preferential 

treatment during the drought.



S T R A T E G I C  R E S P O N S E

CWA's Response: A Pivot in Its Business Model

1 IID Water Purchase

Contract to buy Colorado River water from Imperial 

Irrigation District (IID), whose rights are senior to 

MWD's — providing a higher-priority, more reliable 

supply.

2 Desalination Plant

Construction of an ocean water desalination facility 

at Carlsbad — an entirely independent, drought-

proof source of water supply.

Was CWA wrong to pursue independence from MWD?  

NO  — the strategic logic was sound.

Did it ultimately set up today's acute financial challenge?  

YES — the execution created structural risk.



I M P L E M E N T A T I O N

Implementing the New Strategy

1998

IID negotiations begin

2002

Carlsbad talks begin

2003

QSA purchase agreement 

signed

2012

Carlsbad agreement 

reached

2015

Carlsbad facility goes online

K E Y  S T R U C T U R A L  F E A T U R E :  T A K E - O R - P A Y  C O N T R A C T S

CWA must pay for IID (QSA) and Carlsbad water regardless of whether it can use it.

Quantities are contractually stipulated — CWA cannot reduce the commitment.

Unit prices are also stipulated and rise over time.

Carlsbad water pricing is partly linked to energy prices — vulnerable to energy inflation.



F I N A N C I A L  C O N S E Q U E N C E S

The Cost of Independence: Financial

Fixed Costs as Share of Operating Expenses

< 40%
2008

Ÿ> 80%
2023

" i~¯fzs|q ~p Ƒ¶ki g~«® f¯ªik| s| ¿Ã ·k^ª« æ 

iªs´k| f· ®^ykã~ªã§^· g~{{s®{k|®«Î

MWD Water

$942
per AF

Baseline import cost

QSA Water

$1,050
per AF

~$30.2M additional annual 

costs through 2048

Carlsbad Water

$3,110+
per AF

~$91.1M additional annual costs through 2042



T H E  C O R E  P R O B L E M

The Burden Would Have Been Manageable — But 
Deliveries Collapsed

If deliveries had held up… (manageable)

QSA water costs slightly more than MWD 

but provides a higher-priority Colorado 

River right — more reliable.

Desal is significantly more expensive than 

MWD — but is protected from supply 

decline in Colorado and Sacramento Rivers.

Desal is insurance against drought.

Carlsbad accounts for only ~12% of CWA's 

overall supply.

What actually happened…

CWA deliveries to member agencies 

collapsed.

Fell from 608,700 AF in 2008 to 333,792 AF 

in 2023 — a drop of 45%.

The combination of collapsed deliveries 

with fixed take-or-pay commitments created 

the current financial strain.

–45%
Delivery drop: 608,700 AF (2008) Ÿ 333,792 AF (2023)



D E L I V E R Y  D A T A

Collapse in CWA Delivery to Member Agencies

CWA Delivery  =  Population Served  ×  GPCD  ×  CWA Share of Water Use

Period
Population

Change
GPCD

Change
CWA Share of

Water Used

2008–2013 +4.4% –17%
2008: 88.1%

2013: 82.2%

2013–2018 +2.7% –13%
2013: 82.2%

2018: 75.8%

2018–2023 +0.3% –12%
2018: 75.8%

2023: 74.8%

2008–2023 +7.6% –36%
2008: 88.1%

2023: 74.8%

Population grew 7.6% but per-capita use fell 36% — the demand collapse was demand-driven, not population-driven.



A N A L Y S I S

Three Drivers of the Delivery Collapse

Population Growth

+7.6%
2008–2023

Population served grew only 

moderately — not the cause of the 

collapse.

Minor factor

Per-Capita Use (GPCD)

–36%
2008–2023

GPCD fell dramatically, especially 

2008–2013 following the drought 

and Great Recession.

Primary driver

CWA Share of Use

88% Ÿ 75%
by 2023

CWA's share of water used fell 

significantly. Could fall to ~60% by 

2030 as Pure Water ramps up.

Growing concern



F O R E S E E A B I L I T Y

Could the Collapse Have Been Anticipated?

Perhaps in a general way — but not the specifics.

ṉ Conservation efforts were known

MWD and CWA each invested significant resources promoting 

conservation over three decades — and long-standing water 

reuse efforts existed.

ṍ Not the timing of GPCD decline

GPCD had been roughly constant from 1995 through 2007. 

The post-2008 drop was sudden and unexpected.

ṍ Not the magnitude of the reduction

Other California urban water systems saw reductions since 

2008 — but none this large. The size was unprecedented.

ṍ Not the rise of potable water reuse

The coming drastic increase starting with San Diego's Pure 

Water program — now going online — was not foreseeable 

when contracts were signed.



C U R R E N T  C O N D I T I O N

A Severe Fiscal Imbalance

Positive Development

CWA's new leadership has demonstrated willingness to collaborate with MWD. The June 2025 

agreement opens the door for CWA to sell water to other agencies within and beyond MWD's 

service area — an extremely promising development.

FIXED COSTS

> 80%
of operating costs

FIXED REVENUES

< 30%
of total revenues

≠

N E T  R E V E N U E  R I S K

≈ –$1M

for every 1,000 AF less sold

(without structural revenue fix)



P U R E  W A T E R  /  P O T A B L E  R E U S E

Potable Reuse: Benefits, Context & Timing

  Strong public benefit

Pure Water has significant public benefits for regional 

water resilience.

  Economically justified — for wastewater

It is economically justified as a solution to San Diego's 

outdated and overloaded wastewater treatment 

system.

  Water supply is a co-benefit

Potable reuse would not necessarily be justified right 

now purely as a water supply solution — the primary 

driver is wastewater.

  Better than desalination today

From today's perspective, potable reuse is a better 

water supply solution than ocean desalination.

  Timing constraint

Indirect potable reuse did not become feasible in 

California until ~2016 — after CWA's contracts were 

already locked in.



G O V E R N A N C E

Two Critical
Governance Reforms

1

Member Agency Roll-Off & Departure Policy

CWA needs a policy to deal with member agency roll-off or departure.  ·  Roll-off may require take-or-

pay commitments by member agencies — via fixed charges or a dual rate structure (firm supply vs. 

variable supply).  ·  Departure should involve an exit fee tied to the departing agency's historic share of 

CWA's outstanding debt and payment obligations at that time.

2

Forward-Looking Voting Structure

Current board voting structure is backward-looking: voting power is based on who purchased water in 

the past.  ·  It must become forward-looking: aligned with who will be using CWA water in the future and 

thus paying for new CAPEX being authorized now.



S A N  D I E G O  L A F C O

CWA

Voting

Structure

Patrick Bouteller

CWA MSR — Part I  |  May 4, 2026

K E Y  F A C T S

22
Member agencies

represented on board

34
Voting members total

42%
Weighted vote held

by City of San Diego



B O A R D  S T R U C T U R E

How SDCWA Voting Works

22 Member Agencies

Every member agency has at 

least one director on the board, 

for a total of 34 voting members.

Weighted Voting

Votes are weighted based on 

each agency's cumulative 

financial contributions to SDCWA 

over time.

Block Voting

City of San Diego delegates vote 

as a block based on a majority of 

their 10 delegates.



V O T I N G  P O W E R

City of San Diego: Voting Influence

42%
of SDCWA's

weighted vote

held by

City of San Diego

10 delegates

10 delegates, voting as a bloc

City policies require all 10 delegates to vote as a single block, based on an internal 

majority decision.

6 of 10 can control all 42%

A simple majority of 6 city delegates is enough to lock in the full 42% block — 

regardless of the other 4.

Delegates not required to be affiliated with Public Utilities Department

No requirement that delegates are affiliated with the City's Public Utilities 

Department — occasionally members come from City Council or City Staff.



G O V E R N A N C E  C O N C E R N

An Accountability Misalignment

San Diego City Council

Directly accountable to constituents

The San Diego Public Utilities Department oversight 

board is the City Council — elected officials who 

must publicly justify rate increases and water policy 

decisions to voters.

SDCWA Delegates

Not directly accountable for downstream 

consequence

CWA delegates do not have to manage the fallout 

from their decisions. Councilmembers are expected 

to justify those policies to constituents — a different 

accountability chain.

Example: A recent SDCWA rate increase was 

opposed by the only City delegation member who 

also sits on the City Council.



Examples of Misalignment

Rate Cap Action

Recent City Council action to limit approval of rates and explore a cap on future payments to the San Diego 

County Water Authority.

2019 Proposed MWD Settlement

Metropolitan Water District Settlement proposal publicly supported by San Diego PUD and the Mayor's 

office — but declined by SDCWA.

Colorado River Pipeline Study

Study opposed by the majority of SDCWA board members — but moved forward because 6 of 10 City 

delegates voted Yes, overriding the broader board.

G O V E R N A N C E  C O N C E R N



AEO, Pr isc i l la  Mumpower

Takeaways + Recommendations

K e y  Ta k e a w a y s

9 Report Conclusions 

Ÿ 5 Central Takeaways

7  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

4 directed to CWA

1 directed to City of SD

2 directed to LAFCO



O V E R V I E W

Five Central Takeaways

1
Reliability Improved — Affordability Pressures Increased
The 1990s business model shift greatly improved water reliability, but at significant and 
growing cost to ratepayers.

2
Financially Strained
Fixed costs now exceed 80% of operating expenses; untreated rates rose 164%; days cash 
has fallen from 19 months to 5 months.

3
Governance is Strained
Weighted voting alignment is weakening — and the City of San Diego holds ~42% of voting 
power as member agency interests diverge.

4
CWA Is Approaching an Inflection Point
Pure Water demand reductions could trigger a 109–133% rate increase by 2035 under 
historical sensitivity ratios.

5
A Measured Pause Is Warranted
Change is needed — but immediate restructuring is not the recommendation today. 
Recent positive developments support a pause.



TAKEAWAY 1 OF 5

Reliability vs Affordability

R E L I A B I L I T Y

ŷ
Investments substantially 

reduced drought vulnerability.

A F F O R D A B I L I T Y  P R E S S U R E

ŷ
Rate increases outpacing 

demand growth.

vs



TA K E A W AY 2  O F  5

Structural Strain Is Emerging

  FINANCIAL STRAIN

Fixed expenses increased 30%

Untreated wholesale rates increased 164%

Days cash (liquidity marker): 19 months Ÿ 5 months

Debt service = $1.7B   (only ~30% to principal)

Significant risk if deliveries fall below 322,000 AF take-or-pay threshold

  GOVERNANCE STRAIN



TA K E A W AY 3  O F  5

Structural Strain Is Emerging

  GOVERNANCE STRAIN

Weighted voting depends on aligned member interests

Alignment appears to be weakening

City of San Diego holds ~42% voting power

Roll-offs & local supply diversification may widen governance tension



Tipping Point: How the Math Works
The 15-year reporting period ratio projects a 133% rate increase by 2035

1

Historical Sensitivity

162% ÷ 40%

rate increase ÷ volume decline

=  4-to-1
FY2009–FY2023 ratio

2

Projected Volume Loss

111,000 ÷ 333,000

potable reuse AF ÷ FY23 baseline AF

=  33.3%
expected demand decline

3

Projected Rate Increase

33.3% × 4

volume decline × sensitivity ratio

=  133%
≈ 11% avg. annual (2023–2035)

TAKEAWAY: Every 1% drop in CWA sales has historically required a 4% rate increase. 
This ratio projects forward under Pure Water demand loss.

TA K E A W AY  4  O F  5



Tipping Point: Adjusted for Water Transfers
Factoring 20k AF of annual transfers reduces projected rate increase to 109%

1

Historical Sensitivity

162% ÷ 40%

rate increase ÷ volume decline

=  4-to-1
FY2009–FY2023 ratio 

(unchanged)

2

Projected Volume Loss

91,000 ÷ 333,000
potable reuse AF, 

net of 20K transfers

=  27.3%
expected demand decline

3

Projected Rate Increase

27.3% × 4

volume decline × sensitivity ratio

=  109%
≈ 9% avg. annual (2023–2035)

ADJUSTMENT: 20,000 AF of annual transfers with Eastern and Western MWDs reduces 
projected volume loss from 111,000 to 91,000 AF.

TA K E A W AY  4  O F  5



TA K E A W AY  5  O F  5

Takeaway No. 5: A Measured Pause
Developments support a 24-month pause before k´^z¯^®s|q p¯|i^{k|®^z ªk«®ª¯g®¯ªs|q:

Leadership Changes Settlement with MWD Exchange Agreements

AZ / NV Opportunities 

Being Explored

Launch of CWA's Business 

Model Review Process

BOTTOM LINE:  The issues are significant — but the agency is not static.



TA K E A W AY  5  O F  5

Takeaway No. 5: A Measured Pause
24 Months Ÿ Addendum: 
Clear Decision Point on Whether to Evaluate Reorganization Options

ADDENDUM to MSR

Water Sales: demand stabilization vs. continued decline

Debt Levels: stabilizing vs. worsening

Liquidity: strength of reserves and financial flexibility

Informed by Focused Check-In (not a full-scale MSR)



TA K E A W AY  5  O F  5

Takeaway No. 5: A Measured Pause
 Following Addendum: Concepts for Evaluation, sp -sªkg®ki

Potential Restructuring Paths

Evolve to Subregions
Form multiple subregional wholesale agencies 
Align supply portfolios + rates to similar communities 

Reset to Regional Conveyance Role
Reconstitute limited regional infrastructure agency 
MWD assumes primary wholesale supply role 

Enhance CWA to Retail Model
Expand CWA to include retail operations 
Consolidate fragmented system under regional management

Evaluation Framework: Cost | Legal | Operational | Equity | Affordability



M S R  R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

7 Key Recommendations

1
Revisit weighted voting structure & 

alignment with member agencies

2
Explore supplemental fixed revenue 

source (i.e., special property tax)

3 Support Pure Water Phases I & II

4
Explore potable reuse partnership 

opportunities with MWD

5
Should review its CWA board 

appointment practices

6
Return in 24 months with an 

addendum & assess CWA progress

7
Proceed with affirming current SOI 

with no change

To: San Diego CWA

To: San Diego LAFCO

To: City of San Diego



C O M M I S S I O N  A C T I O N

Feedback Requested Today

O P T I O N  1

Authorize staff to proceed 

with 45-day public review and 

comment period, 

incorporating any refinements 

requested today.

O P T I O N  2

Direct staff to make revisions 

and return with a revised draft 

at the next commission 

meeting.
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S A N  D I E G O  C O U N T Y

L o c a l  A g e n c y  F o r m a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n

Proposed Final

Workplan & Budget

FISCAL YEAR 2026ð2027

Commission Meeting  |  May 4, 2026  |  Agenda Item 6c
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WORKPLAN STRUCTURE

HIGH PRIORITY

10
Projects

Ä ?NM«

¿ Jª~§~«^zãN§kgsɺg Ý>^ <~zz^Þ

¿ Bªq^|sº^®s~|^z ÝMkgª¯s®{k|®Þ

À J^§kª« Ý6~{kzk««Ï Mk«kª´~sª«Þ

MEDIUM PRIORITY

10
Projects

Â ?NM«

¿ J~zsg· Q§i^®k Ý>ã¿¾ÅÞ 

¿ N§kgs^z N®¯i· ÝBgk^|«sik N+6-Þ 

Â "i{s|s«®ª^®s´k Jª~xkg®«

  

LOW PRIORITY

10
Projects

Ä "i{s|s«®ª^®s´k Jª~xkg®«

Á >kqs«z^®s´k Jª~§~«^z«

¿ ?NM Ý6k^z®rg^ªk "iik|i¯{Þ

*Q>>J/@Ð  ÁÃû ^iis®s~|^z §ª~xkg®« ©¯k¯ki p~ª ®kzkqª^§rs|q §¯ª§~«k«Ò



HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS

Wr~zk«^zk W^®kª 
Nkª´sgk Jª~´sikª«  

6k^ªs|q«Ð
?^· ®rª¯ Bg® ÀÄ

#2 MSR

N- +~¯|®· 
6k^z®rg^ªk
-s«®ªsg®« 

6k^ªs|q«Ð 
Bg® ÀÄ ®rª~¯qr -kg ÀÄ

6k^ªs|q«Ð 
"¯q ®rª~¯qr @~´ ÀÄ

+^ªz«f^iã
/|gs|s®^« 77

Mk«¯{k« "¯q ÀÄ

#5 Prop

>^ <~zz^ +4"
 

4¯zz 4Y «§^|

#6 Paper

+~{§zk®k f· /BY

#7 MSR #8 MSR

Vs«®^ Mkqs~|
 

"§ªsz ®rª~¯qr <¯|k ÀÅ

#9 Paper

J¯fzsg Mkgªk^®s~|
Ĉ +s®· Mk«kª´~sª«

>^®k 4Y ÀÅ

#10 Org

Mkgª¯s® û 
B|f~^ªi @kµ 
"|^z·«®

N¯{{kªã4^zz ÀÄ

#1  MSR #3 MSR

N"@-"5 

#4 MSR

N^| ?^ªg~« Mkqs~|6~{kzk«« Nkª´sgk«

6k^ªs|q«Ð 
4kf ®rª~¯qr "§ªsz ÀÅ



DRAFT v. FINAL  ñ  TOP 10 PROJECTS

COMPARISON OF TOP PRIORITY LISTING 

MARCH 2 DRAFT MAY 4 FINAL

¿ÎWr~zk«^zk W^®kª Nkª´sgk Jª~´sikª«¿ÎWr~zk«^zk W^®kª Nkª´sgk Jª~´sikª«

ÀÎN- +~¯|®· 6k^z®rg^ªk -s«®ªsg®«ÀÎN- +~¯|®· 6k^z®rg^ªk -s«®ªsg®«

ÁÎN"@-"5 ÁÎN"@-"5

ÂÎ>^ <~zz^ +4" ÂÎ+^ªz«f^iã/|gs|s®^« Mkqs~| 77  M/NPBM/-

ÃÎMkgª¯s® û B|f~^ªi @kµ "|^z·«®ÃÎ>^ <~zz^ +4"

ÄÎN^| ?^ªg~« Mkqs~| ÄÎ6~{kzk«« Nkª´sgk«  M/NPBM/- 

ÅÎVs«®^ Mkqs~| ÅÎN^| ?^ªg~« Mkqs~|

ÆÎ>"4+B Wkf«s®k Mkpªk«r ?BV/- -BW@ ÆÎVs«®^ Mkqs~|

ÇÎN~z^|^ *k^gr û -kz ?^ª Mkqs~|  ?BV/- -BW@ ÇÎJ¯fzsg Mkgªk^®s~| Ĉ Mk«kª´~sª«  ?BV/- QJ 

¿¾ÎN- J~ª® -s«®ªsg®  ?BV/- -BW@ ¿¾ÎMkgª¯s® û B|f~^ªi @kµ "|^z·«®



BUDGET OVERVIEW

P~®^z Jª~§~«ki *¯iqk®

$2,904,049
ÝÆÎÀĆÞ ikgªk^«k pª~{ 4YÀ¾ÀÄ  æ  iªs´k| f· qª^|® µs|ii~µ|

BJ/M"P7@5 *Q-5/P

$2,804,049
+3.3%  |  +$90,379

-^·ã®~ãi^· ~§kª^®s~|« 

@B@ãBJ/M"P7@5 *Q-5/P

$100,000
($350,000)  |  Grant winddown

5ª^|® ^g®s´s®sk« ~|z· 

ÝBJ/* |~µ ~§kª^®s|qÞ



OPERATING EXPENSES

N">"M7/N ĉ */@/47PN

$1,719,566
+$130,899  |  +8.2%

N^z^ªsk« ĉ Jkª -sk{«ö¿Ï¿ÂÂÏÆÇÆû¿ÄÎ¿Ć

Mk®sªk{k|® ÝN-+/M"ÞöÁ¿ÄÏÂÃÂå¿ÅÎÅĆ

5ª~¯§ 7|«¯ª^|gk ö¿ÄÂÏÇÁ¿ûÀÀÎÅĆ

N/MV7+/N ĉ NQJJ>7/N

$1,084,482
($40,535)  |  –3.6%

JNÐ +~|«¯z®^|®« öÂ¿ÃÏ¾¾¾åÀÄÎÆĆ

JNÐ +~{{s««s~| +~¯|«kz Ý|kµÞöÆ¾Ï¾¾¾ |kµ

Bɸgk >k^«k ö¿ÄÄÏÇÃÇûÃÎÀĆ

?k{fkª«rs§« öÂÆÏÆÇÁûÂ¾ÎÃĆ

N¯f«®^|®s´k +r^|qk« N¯f«®^|®s´k +r^|qk«



REVENUES & APPORTIONMENTS

P~®^z "§§~ª®s~|{k|®« 

$2,589,049
û¿ÆÎÅĆ  Đ  ûöÂ¾ÅÏÃÄÄ ~´kª 4YÀ¾ÀÄ

W6Y ¿ÆÎÅĆÕ

B|z· ÁÎÁĆ ªkɻkg®« ~§kª^®s|q qª~µ®rÎ

Prk ªk{^s|s|q ¿ÃÎÁĆ ÝöÁ¿Å=Þ kzs{s|^®k«

¯|^««sq|ki ªk«kª´k« ¯«ki ^« ~ɷ«k®®s|q ªk´k|¯k s| 4YÀÄ 

"JJBMP7B@?/@P N6"M/N

+~¯|®· ~p N^| -skq~ öÅÁÇÏÄÇ¿ Đ ûöÆÂÏÅÆÇÏ ¿ÀÎÇĆ

+s®sk« Ýk¶gzÎ N^| -skq~Þ

+s®· ~p N^| -skq~

N§kgs^z -s«®ªsg®«

öÅÁÇÏÄÇ¿ Đ ûöÆÂÏÅÆÇÏ ¿ÀÎÇĆ

öÁÄÇÏÇÅÃ Đ ûöÂÀÏÂ¾ÇÏ ¿ÀÎÇĆ

öÅÁÇÏÄÇ¿ Đ ûö¿ÇÃÏÃÅÆÏ ÁÃÎÇĆ



RESERVE POLICY 

>"4+B J~zsg· 4ã¿¾¿Ð

4sª«® Jªs~ªs®· s« ®~ ?kk® Q|^««sq|ki Prªk«r~zi«Ð

ã ?^s|®^s| |~ zk«« ®r^| p~¯ª {~|®r« ÝÁÁÎÁĆÞ ^|i |~ {~ªk ®r^| «s¶ {~|®r« ÝÃ¾Î¾ĆÞ 
s| ¯|^««sq|ki {~|sk« s| ªk«kª´k« ªkz^®s´k ®~ f¯iqk®ki ~§kª^®s|q g~«®«  

Nkg~|i Jªs~ªs®· s« ®~ +~{{s®®ki -k«sq|^®s~|« ÝB§§~ª®¯|s®· ~ª N®^fszsº^®s~|ÞÐ

ã B§§~ª®¯|s®· ^§§zsk« ®~ z~|qã®kª{ kɸgsk|gsk« ^|i g~«®«ã«^´s|q«
ã N®^fszsº^®s~| ^§§z· ®~ ^f«~ªfs|q ¯|k¶§kg®ki g~«®« ~ª «r~ª®p^zz« 
ã Jª^g®sgk ~p ®rk +~{{s««s~| ®~ ik«sq|^®k |~ zk«« ®r^| öÄÃ¾y «s|gk §~zsg· ^i~§®s~|

7p "´^sz^fzkÏ "««sq|ki ?~|sk« ®~ /BÐ 

ã @~ {~ªk ®r^| ö¿ÀÃy ®~ g~´kª pkk µ^s´kª« ~ª «§kgs^z g~«®« p~ª rsqrã§ªs~ªs®· §ª~xkg®«



RESERVE POSITION

Pµ~ N®ª¯g®¯ª^z -·|^{sg« ^ªk +~|´kªqs|qÐ

1 Prk Mk«kª´k 4z~~ª =kk§« Ms«s|q

>"4+B ~§kª^®s|q f¯iqk® r^« s|gªk^«ki ~| ̂ ´kª^qk 
f· ÂÎÂĆ fk®µkk| À¾¿Æ û À¾ÀÄÏ ̂ |i s| i~s|q «~ 
ª^s«s|q ®rk Âã{~|®r {s| ªk«kª´k ®rªk«r~zi µs®r s®Ò 

4Y
B§kª^®s|q 
*¯iqk®

Âã?~|®r 
4z~~ª

À¾À¿ ö¿ÎÇ¿Ä{ öÄÁÆy
À¾ÀÀ ö¿ÎÇÂ¿{ öÄÂÄy
À¾ÀÁ öÀÎ¾ÂÃ{ öÄÆÀy

À¾ÀÃ öÀÎÂÀÆ{ öÆ¾Çy
À¾ÀÄ öÀÎÄÆ¿{ öÆÇÂy

À¾ÀÅ öÀÎÆ¾Â{ öÇÁÃy

2 Mk«kª´k« Q«ki ®~ Bɷ«k® +~«®«

>"4+B r^« f¯iqk®ki ̄ |^««sq|ki ªk«kª´k« k^gr ·k^ª 
fk®µkk| À¾À¾ û À¾ÀÄ ®~ zk««k| ̂ qk|g· g~|®ªsf¯®s~|«Ï 
^|i s| i~s|q «~ z~µkªs|q ªk«kª´k ®~®^z«ÎÎÎ 

4Y
P~®^z  

Mk«kª´k«

À¾ÀÀ

ö¿ÎÄÇ¿{

À¾ÀÁö¿ÎÃÂÆ{

À¾ÀÂö¿ÎÄÁÅ{

À¾ÀÃö¿ÎÅÁÀ{

À¾ÀÄö¿ÎÄÅÀ{

ÙÀ¾ÀÅö¿ÎÁÄÀ{

Q|^««sq|ki

öÄÂÀ{

öÅÄÀy
öÅÁÃy

öÅÄÀy

öÆÆÀy

öÇÀÂy

Ć ®~ B§ 
*¯iqk®

À¾ÀÂ öÀÎÀÄ¾{ öÅÃÁy

À¾À¿

ö¿ÎÄÁÅ{

öÇÀ¿y

ÃÁÎ¾Ć

ÁÇÎÁĆ

ÁÃÎÇĆ

ÁÁÎÅĆ

ÁÄÎÁĆ

ÁÂÎÂĆ

À¾¿Ç ö¿ÎÇ¾Ä{ öÄÁÂy
À¾À¾ ö¿ÎÇ¿Ä{ öÄÁÆy

À¾¿Æ ö¿ÎÇÆÄ{ öÄÄ¿y
À¾À¾ö¿ÎÁ¿Æ{

ö¿Î¾¿Ä{
ÁÁÎÃĆ

+~{{s®®ki
"««sq|ki

öÄÅÃy

öÆ¿Áy
öÆÅÃy

öÆÃ¾y

öÅÃ¾y

öÆÅÃy

öÄÅÃy

öÂÁÆy ÁÁÎÁĆ

ÙÙ "««¯{k ö¾ ̄«k ~p ªk«kª´k« s| 4YÀÅ ÙÙ



R E C O M M E N D A T I O N

"i~§® ®rk Mk«~z¯®s~|

1 "§§ª~´k ®rk §ª~§~«ki ɺ|^z µ~ªy§z^| Ý/¶rsfs® "Þ ^|i f¯iqk® Ý/¶rsfs® *Þ p~ª 4YÀÅ

2 7|g~ª§~ª^®k ^|· ik«sªki gr^|qk« pª~{ ®rk +~{{s««s~|

3 "¯®r~ªsºk /B ®~ s|´~sgk p¯|is|q ^qk|gsk« p~ª ®~®^z ^§§~ª®s~|{k|® ~p öÀÏÃÆÇÏ¾ÂÇ

4 "§§ª~´k §kª isk{ s|gªk^«k pª~{ öÁ¾Ã ®~ öÁÀ¾ kɷkg®s´k <¯z· ¿Ï À¾ÀÄ

?^ªgr À

-ª^p® "§§ª~´ki

?^ªgrå"§ªsz

Mk´skµki

?^· Â

4s|^z "i~§®s~|

<¯z· ¿

4YÀ¾ÀÅ *kqs|«
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Request to Provide OutȤofȤAgency Wastewater Services

SAN DIEGO LAFCO

5/4/2026

https://www.sdlafco.org/home/showpublisheddocument/9162/639015776072800000


The Request

Existing Arrangement

Affected territory is a 0.53-acre 
parcel developed w/SFR built in 
2016. 

BSD currently serves the property 
under a 1989 agreement between 
BSD and City of San Marcos. 

Creates direct service relationship 
between Buena SD and the 
landowner.

Proposed Extension

Request extends authorization to 
accommodate a planned ADU.

Timing is driven by the landowner 
needing a will-serve letter from 
BSD as part of the San Marcos ADU 
permitting process.



Legislative & Policy Framework

State Statute

Cities and special districts must obtain LAFCO approval before providing 
services outside their jurisdictional boundaries, subject to limited 
exemptions.

San Diego LAFCO Policy

The Executive Officer may administratively approve out-of-agency requests 
involving direct threats to public health and safety. All other requests require 
full Commission approval.



The Property & Its Setting



Need & Availability of Service

196
gal/day

Existing SFR Demand

333
gal/day

With ADU (Total)

0.033
%

Share of System Capacity

.ǳŜƴŀ {5 Ƙŀǎ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмсΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ŀ ƴŜƎƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ τ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ 
ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎΦ



Why Out-of-Agency Service, Not Annexation

Transitional Sphere

BSD holds a zero/transitional sphere (established 1984), anticipating its service area would 
eventually be absorbed by the City of Vista.

Cross-Jurisdictional Conflict

The affected parcel sits within the City of San Marcos — not Vista. A land swap between the 
two cities is improbable.

Annexation Is Not Actionable

Out-of-agency service is the appropriate and most orderly mechanism to meet the immediate 
need while remaining consistent with the Commission's long-term planning goals.



Recommended Conditions

Service Limit

Approval conditioned on limiting service to two residential units: the existing SFR and one ADU.

Standard Fee Requirements

Payment of any outstanding fees per the San Diego LAFCO fee schedule.

Future-Annexation Condition Waived
Staff recommends departing from the customary practice of conditioning approval on the 
landowner filing a future annexation proposal. Given the transitional sphere and cross-
jurisdictional constraints; does not reflect local conditions.



CEQA Finding

Project Determination

The request qualifies as a "project" 
under the CEQA.

Exemption — §15319(b)

The project is exempt from further 
environmental review under State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15319(b).

Basis: No more than four dwelling 
units are planned for development 
on the affected territory.



Staff Recommendation

  Alternative One — Conditional Approval (Recommended)

Authorize BSD to provide out-of-agency wastewater service to 3144 Roadrunner Road — 
redirecting the existing arrangement to a direct relationship with the landowner and 
extending capacity for a planned ADU. Adopt CEQA exemption finding under Guidelines 
§15319(b).

Alternative Two

Continue item to a future meeting.

Alternative Three

Disapprove the request.
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