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Marina Coast Water District 
FY 2014/2015 Budget Calendar 

(includes Marina & Ord Community) !
DATE RP MCWD WWOC FORA DESCRIPTION

01/14/2014 DAS/DH/
GM

DAS provides the draft 2014-2015 Budget Schedule to GM and 
Dept Heads.  Dept Heads turn in draft staffing needs to GM and 
DAS for discussion.

01/21/2014 DAS/DH DAS to issue 2013-2014 YTD Qtr 2 expenditure report to Dept 
Heads. This provides guidance for new year expenses. DAS 
provides format for the budget.

01/28/2014 DH Department Budgets due to DAS/GM for discussion

02/07/2014 DAS/DH/
GM

Dept Heads to meet with DGM and DAS to review their section 
of the budgets. (as necessary)

02/11/2014 DH Dept Heads turn in budgets to DAS with recommended changes 
from previous individual meetings.

02/18/2014 DAS/ 
GM

X DAS to present 2013-2014 Mid-Year Report to the Board. 
Budget Schedule presented to MCWD Board. PUBLIC 
MEETING

02/19/2014 DAS/ 
GM

X Draft Budget Schedule presented to WWOC. PUBLIC 
MEETING

03/03/2014 DAS/GM X Distribute Draft Budget to Board in preparation for Budget 
Workshop.

03/05/2014 DAS/ 
GM

X Distribute Draft Ord Community Budget to WWOC. PUBLIC 
MEETING

03/17/2014 DAS/ 
GM

X Budget Workshop Meeting (Dept Heads/Board). Board 
approves revised Prop 218 Notice (if necessary). PUBLIC 
MEETING

03/18/2014 DAS/ 
DGM

X Report to WWOC any changes to the Revised Draft Budget 
from the Budget Workshop meeting. PUBLIC MEETING

03/21/2014 DAS/ 
DGM

Revised Prop 218 Notice mailed to parcel owners (if 
necessary).

04/07/2014 DAS/GM X 1st  Reading of Rate Ordinance by Board. PUBLIC MEETING

Budget Calendar 2014-2015 02182014   Marina Coast Water District  
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 GM= General Manager; DAS= Director of Administrative Services; DH=Department Head

04/16/2014 DAS/ 
DGM

X Ord Community Revised Draft Budget presented to WWOC for 
recommendation to FORA Board. PUBLIC MEETING

04/21/2014 DAS/GM X 2nd  Reading of Rate Ordinance by Board. PUBLIC MEETING

05/05/2014 DGS/GM X Conduct Prop. 218 Public Hearing. PUBLIC MEETING

05/09/2014 DAS/GM X X MCWD & FORA Boards adopt Ord Community Budgets.  
JOINT PUBLIC MEETING

06/13/2014 DAS//GM X X MCWD & FORA Boards adopt Ord Community Budgets (if 
needed).  JOINT PUBLIC MEETING

06/16/2014 DAS//GM X MCWD Board adopts Central Marina Budget. PUBLIC 
MEETING

Budget Calendar 2014-2015 02182014   Marina Coast Water District  
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Marina Coast Water District 

FINANCIAL PLAN AND RATE AND FEE STUDY 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) engaged Carollo Engineers to develop an agency 
wide financial plan and conduct a water and sewer rate and fee study (study). This study 
includes the development of a five-year financial plan, cost-based water and wastewater 
user charges through a comprehensive cost of service and rate design analysis, as well as 
an update of the District’s water and sewer capacity fees.  

MCWD operates public water and sewer utilities that are responsible for providing service 
to the approximately 38,000 residents, as well as many public and commercial institutions. 
Customers of the water and sewer utilities are located in two service areas, Central Marina 
(Marina) and the Ord Community (Ord). The operations of the District are further split 
between water and sewer, resulting in four cost centers, Marina Water, Marina Sewer, Ord 
Water, and Ord Sewer. The cost centers are maintained as separate enterprises; having 
distinct budgets, user rates and fees, capacity fees, capital improvement plans, and 
operating, capital, and bond reserves.  

In order to develop updated user rates, an in-depth study of each cost center’s revenue 
needs, customer usage characteristics, capital improvement program (CIP), and additional 
future drivers of service costs and revenue was conducted. This report documents the 
methodology and assumptions used to develop the financial plan, the policy decisions 
reached, the proposed water and wastewater rates, and the customer bill impacts.  

1.1 Marina Coast Water District Background 

The Central Marina service area has a forecasted population of approximately 18,000 
residents. In FY2013, Marina Water’s current deliveries total approximately 765,000 
hundred cubic feet (hcf) per year to its 3,800 customer accounts. Marina Sewer currently 
serves approximately 3,700 accounts totaling 7,200 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs). 

In August 2005, the Central Marina and Ord Community water systems were connected; 
integrated operations allow water to flow between the two systems to meet peak demands 
and improve overall services. The amount of water exchanged between the systems is 
automatically monitored and recorded. In July 2007, the California Department of Public 
Health approved the consolidation of the water systems as Marina Coast Water District 
Water System. 

Supply wells in Central Marina consist of three deep groundwater wells located in the 900-
foot aquifer of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Water is treated at each well site for 
disinfection and to remove the naturally occurring hydrogen sulfide that can sometimes 
cause odor problems. 
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The Ord Community service area has a current population of approximately 20,500 
residents. In FY2013, Ord Water’s current deliveries total approximately 1,000,000 hundred 
cubic feet (hcf) per year to its 3,900 customer accounts. Ord Sewer currently serves 
approximately 3,100 accounts totaling 5,500 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs). 

Supply wells in the Ord Community are from three groundwater wells located in the lower 
180-foot and 400-foot aquifers of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Groundwater from 
these wells is also disinfected to provide the community with healthy and safe drinking 
water 

1.2 Current Rates and Fees 

The District last performed a cost of service water and sewer rate analysis in 2008. The 
2008 report proposed five years of sizeable increases to fund capital improvements for all 
cost centers. Since that time, the District has not implemented the full-recommended rates. 
Lesser annual rate increases have been implemented as across the board increases, 
applying each cost center’s revenue needs increase to the user rates.  

Capacity fees for both water and sewer were also last updated in 2008 and since that time 
have been adjusted only slightly to their current levels. Table 1-1 and 1-2 summarize the 
existing Marina and Ord Community water and wastewater rate and fee structure, 
respectively. The rates consist of two parts: a monthly service charge assessed on the size 
of the meter, and a tiered water commodity charges for all water delivered. In addition, 
newer residents in the Ord Community also pay a $20.00 monthly water capital surcharge 
and a $5.00 monthly sewer capital surcharge to help fund capital expansion.  
  



 

September 2013 4 

Table 1-1 below presents the existing rate schedule for Marina Water. 

Table 1-1: Marina – Existing Rate Schedule  
  Marina Water Consumption Rates (per hcf)   
  Tier 1 0 to 8 hcf  $2.29    
  Tier 2 9 to 16 hcf 2.79    
  Tier 3 17+ hcf 5.09    

  Marina Water Service Charges, by Meter Size   
  5/8" - 3/4"  $18.85     
  1" 47.09     
  1 1/2" 94.19     
  2" 150.68     
  3" 282.52     
  4" 470.87     
  6" 941.75     
  8" 1,883.49     

  Marina Sewer Service Charges   
  Sewer Charge (per EDU)  $9.15    
  Marina Capacity Fees     
  Water Capacity Fee (Per EDU) $5,450    
  Sewer Capacity Fee (Per EDU) $3,950    

Table 1-2: Ord – Existing Rate Schedule  
  Ord Water Consumption Rates (per hcf)   
  Tier 1 0 to 8 hcf $2.33   
  Tier 2 9 to 16 hcf 3.27   
  Tier 3 17+ hcf 4.22   
  Ord Water Service Charges, by Meter Size   
  5/8" - 3/4" $17.11    
  1" 42.76    
  1 1/2" 85.49    
  2" 136.78    
  3" 256.47    
  4" 427.45    
  6" 854.89    
  8" 1,709.79    
 Flat Rate $84.34   
  Ord Sewer Service Charges   
  Sewer Charge (per EDU) $25.26    

 Ord Capacity Fees    
  Water Capacity Fee (Per EDU) $5,750   
  Sewer Capacity Fee (Per EDU) $2,150   
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In addition to general water rates, both water cost centers maintain current fire service 
rates. The fire rate is a flat fee of $20.00 per month for each service. Residential users with 
upsized meters currently pay the monthly meter charge associated with the larger meter. 
Based on available records, Carollo’s detailed review of billing records found that of the 289 
fire service accounts, only 29 are currently being billed. Based on discussions with District 
staff, the additional unbilled accounts will have to be researched to determine the 
appropriate charge. 

The current water rate structure applies equal monthly service fees and usage charges per 
unit of water (748 gallons or one hcf) to all customer classes (excluding temporary 
accounts). Monthly charges for sewer service are calculated based on the number of 
equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) serviced by each account. EDUs are calculated based on 
each account’s wastewater demand factor; a table of these factors is shown in Appendix A 
for reference.  

1.3 Forward-Looking Statement 

The projections and forecasts of this analysis are based on reasonable expectation of 
future events. Additionally, Carollo did not audit nor verify the accuracy of the District’s 
customer billing or financial records used as the foundation of this analysis. Should cost 
escalation, operating expenditures, or capital needs vary from projected levels prior to 
Fiscal Year Ending (FY) 2018, the District may require an additional Proposition 218 
process to increase rates above currently projected levels. The District may similarly be 
required to begin a new Proposition 218 process should revenues not materialize as 
projected. 
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2.0 OVERVIEW OF RATE SETTING PROCESS 
Rate analyses are typically performed every few years so that revenues from rates are 
adequately funding utility operations, maintenance, and ongoing capital needs. Additionally, 
in California, water rates must adhere to the cost of service requirements imposed by 
Proposition 218 and the State Constitution. Proposition 218 requires that property related 
fees and charges, including water rates, do not exceed the reasonable and proportional 
cost of providing the service. Article X (2) of the State Constitution establishes the need to 
preserve the State’s water supplies and discourage the wasteful or unreasonable use of 
water by encouraging conservation.  

To achieve these requirements, a comprehensive rate study typically consists of following 
progression of three interconnected processes.  

 

Within the standard approach and legal requirements, there is significant flexibility in a cost-
of-service application to develop rates that appropriately and adequately reflect the distinct 
and unique characteristics of a utility and the values of the community. 

  

• Compares the existing revenues of the utility to its operating, 
capital, and policy driven costs in order to determine the adequacy 
of the existing rates to fully recover the utility’s costs. 

Revenue Requirement Analysis:  

• Identifies and apportions annual revenue requirements to 
functional rate components based on its application of the utility 
system. 

Cost of Service Analysis:  

• Considers both the level and structure of the rate design to collect 
the distributed revenue requirements from each class of service 

Rate Design:  
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2.1 Assumptions & Data 

2.1.1 Project Objectives 

Marina Coast Water District retained Carollo to perform a water rate and revenue study to 
achieve a variety of primary objectives:  

 Conduct a cost of service study to determine the appropriate rate and charge 
levels that are consistent with legal requirements 

 Create water and sewer rates that provide sufficient and predictable revenues to 
adequately fund expenditures and funding of reserves;  

 Within the principles of Proposition 218, design rates that promote efficient use 
of water to meet the State’s 20x2020 (SB 7x-7) mandate 

 Develop a capital financing plan to fund the District’s five year Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP) and provide a financial foundation for capital projects in 
future years 

2.1.2 Growth and Water Demand 

Water sales are the primary source of revenues; thus, it is critical to examine and validate 
potential shifts in short and long-term water demands. For the purposes of understanding 
potential usage reductions, Carollo prepared a water demand analysis consisting of the 
previous thirty-three months of billing data and over ten years of water production records. 
This data along with the growth projections of the 2010 Marina Coast Water District Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) was reviewed to examine historical patterns and 
potential developing trends.  

As described later within this report, the proposed reserve targets and rates are designed to 
mitigate some financial instability associated with the usage and revenue volatility. 

Upon analysis of historical consumption and billing data, it was found that the growth 
predictions of the District’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) might have been 
overly aggressive given the continued consequence of the economic downturn. In the 
practice of financial planning and rate setting for water and wastewater utilities, aggressive 
growth assumptions are often cause for concern. Rates and fees are developed based on 
the predicted number of accounts and on predicted levels of consumption, therefore, growth 
not materializing as expected leads to insufficient collection of revenues. These concerns 
were discussed with district staff, and it was agreed upon that the growth figures of the 
UWMP would be adjusted downward for the rate study in order to minimize financial risk.   

According to the UWMP, the population of the Central Marina service area will increase 
from approximately 16,800 in 2010 to approximately 24,000 in 2020, an annualized growth 
rate on 3.6 percent. However, this analysis assumes a more conservative annual customer 
account growth of just over 1.0 percent over that same time period. Based on discussion 
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with staff, Carollo reduced the growth rate in the UWMP by one-third. Equal annual account 
growth escalators were applied to both Marina Water and Marina Sewer.  

The population of the Ord Community service area is expected to increase from 
approximately 15,300 in 2010 to approximately 34,000 in 2020, an annualized growth rate 
of 7.6 percent. Given the realized growth rate since 2010 is considerably lower, Carollo has 
adjusted the analysis with a forecasted annual customer account growth of 4.3 percent. 
Based on discussion with staff, Carollo discounted the UWMP’s forecasted rate by 75 
percent. Again, equal annual account growth escalators were applied to both Ord Water 
and Ord Sewer. 

In FY2012, Marina Water sold approximately 743,000 units of water. Over the course of the 
study, through FY2018, demand is forecasted to rise to 815,000 hcf. This increase 
constitutes nearly a 10% increase in overall consumption as compared to FY2012. This 
forecast is based on historical trends and reflects the reductions to the UWMP predictions.  

In FY2012, Ord Water sold approximately 940,000 units of water. Demand is forecasted to 
rise to 1.3 million hcf by FY2018. This increase constitutes nearly a 38% increase in overall 
consumption as compared to FY2012. This forecast is based on historical trends and 
reflects the reductions from the UWMP. Should demands or other major assumptions, 
significantly vary from forecasted levels, the District may need to update its financial plan 
and rates to adequately fund operations.   
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3.0 REVENUE REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS 

3.1 Introduction 

The adequacy of the existing rate structure can be measured by comparing revenue 
requirement projections against revenue projections under existing rates. If revenue 
projections under existing rates do not meet forecasted requirements, rates need to be 
adjusted.  

The FY2013 budget for each cost center was used as the base year for O&M costs. The 
foundation of the analysis is based on relevant financial information provided by the District 
including: existing debt service and future payments, current reserve ending fund balances, 
other future expenses, other future revenues, and other miscellaneous financial information. 

The first step in a rate analysis is to prepare the revenue requirements for both water and 
sewer cost centers. This analysis has two main purposes – it serves as a means of 
evaluating each cost center’s fiscal health and adequacy of current rate levels, and it sets 
the basis for near- and long-term rate planning. 

The revenue requirement is derived of five components: Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M), Annual Debt Service; Policy Requirements & Coverage; Capital Expenditures; and, 
Offsetting Revenues.  

There are two tests utilized to define the annual revenues necessary to provide both 
sufficient (1) cash flow and (2) debt coverage. These sufficiency tests are commonly used 
to determine the amount of annual revenue that must be generated from an agency’s rates. 

• Cash Flow Sufficiency Test – The cash flow test defines the amount of annual 
revenues that must be generated in order to meet annual expenditure obligations of 
the utility.  

• Bond Coverage Sufficiency Test – Bond coverage refers to the collection in 
revenues to meet all operating expenses and debt service obligations plus an 
additional multiple of that debt service. MCWD has a legally required minimum bond 
coverage ratio of 1.25x on senior debt (2006 series bonds) and 1.10x on junior debt 
(2010 series bonds); however, for the purpose of prudent financial planning the 
bond coverage test was set to meet a 1.35x coverage ratio senior debt service and 
a 1.20x coverage ratio for junior debt service.   

Revenues must be sufficient to satisfy both tests. If revenues are found to be deficient 
through one or both of the tests, then the greater deficiency (shortfall) drives the rate 
increase. 

The cash flow test identifies projected cash requirements in each given year. Cash 
requirements include O&M expenses, debt service payments, policy-driven additions to 
working capital, miscellaneous capital outlays, replacement funding, and rate-funded capital 
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expenditures. These expenses are compared to the total annual projected revenues. 
Shortfalls are then used to estimate needed rate increases. 

The bond-coverage test measures the ability of a utility to meet legal and policy-driven 
revenue obligations. Given the District’s existing debt obligations, it is required to collect 
sufficient funds through rates to meet all ongoing O&M expenses, as well as 1.25 times 
(1.35x as tested) the total senior debt-service requirements, and additionally 1.10 times 
(1.20x as tested) the total junior debt-service requirements due in a year.  

Currently, the District meets its debt service coverage requirements through a combined 
coverage test in which total debt service (allocated amongst all four cost centers) is tested 
against the total revenues generated by all cost centers. It is the recommendation of this 
study that for increased equity between cost centers that each cost center be responsible 
for generating its own proportionate share of the coverage-required revenues. While the 
District would continue to utilize a combined coverage test for its legal obligations, each 
cost center’s revenue requirements will be set to individually recover its apportioned debt 
service and coverage obligations. Simply, if debt is incurred by a cost center, the same cost 
center is burdened with the repayment of the debt and debt coverage obligations. 

3.1.1 Existing Financial Position 

Marina Water is currently financially stable. Proposed revenue adjustments for Marina 
Water are driven by the desire to continue that state of well being, as well as to smooth rate 
increases ahead of increased capital expenditures in future years. Marina Water maintains 
sufficient operating reserves in excess of the six-month (180 day) minimum operating 
target. It is has capital reserves in excess of the minimum $1.0 million target for each cost 
center. 

The Marina Sewer cost center requires revenues increases to meet its financial obligations; 
both coverage and cash flow needs drive proposed revenue increases in the near term. 
Currently, Marina Sewer is not meeting its desired minimum operating reserve levels as 
recent expenditure levels have exceeded available revenues. Immediate increases are 
required to fund the existing 25 percent reserve deficiency. In subsequent years, debt 
coverage will become the main driver of Marina Sewer rate increases as the issuance of 
future debt is assumed to fund much of the proposed Marina Sewer CIP. 

Ord Water is projected to end the current fiscal year with 17 percent of its desired minimum 
operating fund balance. In addition, Ord Water has a significant capital program to repair or 
replace existing infrastructure. As such, necessary increases are required to generate a 
positive cash flow and return the Ord Water cost center to a self-sustaining enterprise. 
Following a return to positive cash flow, debt coverage will become the main driver of future 
rate increases as the issuance of future debt is assumed to fund much of the proposed CIP. 

Ord Sewer is projected to end the current fiscal year with fully funded operating and capital 
reserves. Although sizeable increases are not recommended at this time, the District has 
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identified significant capital needs in the near term (next five years). To minimize the overall 
ratepayer impact, based on discussions with District staff, these capital projects will be 
undertaken over a longer ten-year time horizon. Similar to the other cost centers, the use of 
debt is assumed to mitigate the upfront cash outlay of projects and to align payments of the 
asset with its useful life. 

3.2 Existing Operating Expenditures 

For sound financial operations of the District’s water and sewer systems, the revenues 
generated by each cost center must be sufficient to meet the expenditures or cash 
obligations of each cost center. The revenue needs are defined as the amount of revenues 
that must be recovered through water or sewer rates in order to cover annual expenditures, 
less any offsetting revenues. Offsetting revenues can include interest earnings and other 
non-operating revenues.  

3.2.1 Operating Needs 

Operating needs are expenditures that each cost center incurs in the day-to-day operations 
of its systems – e.g., employee salaries and benefits, system maintenance, fuel, and 
chemicals  

The District’s FY2013 operating budget served as the basis for forecasting future operating 
expenses for each of the utilities. The budget was compared to prior year actual financial 
information to identify any anomalies or one-time expenditures not appropriate for 
forecasting in future years. District staff also reviewed the budget to identify costs that may 
need to be adjusted due to future operational changes. Unless manually calculated, future 
years were forecasted using escalation factors provided by District staff. These factors were 
assigned on a line-item basis using one of the following factors:  

Table 3-1: Cost Escalation Factors  

Cost Escalator Description 

Labor Cost 
Inflation 

Labor rates are assumed to increase at 3%. 

Construction 
Cost Inflation 

Although capital cost inflation is commonly linked to the Engineering 
News Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index (CCI), the inflation rate 
assumes a long-term average of 3.5%. 

General Cost 
Inflation 

This rate applies to most expenses in the operating expense forecast, 
and the District’s expected long-term inflation rate (3%). 
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3.2.2 Debt Service 

The District’s existing debt service payments are established in the debt repayment 
schedules. As part of the development of the budget, each debt obligation is allocated to 
each cost center, based on use of funds within each series, to reflect the benefit received. 
Marina Water’s FY2013 annual payment for existing debt service is nearly $890,000 and 
roughly $260,000 for Marina Sewer. Ord Water and Sewer’s existing annual debt service is 
$1.7 million and $250,000, respectively. For each cost center, existing debt service is 
comprised of three outstanding debt issues: the 2006 series bonds, the 2010 series bonds, 
and a small amount from a Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) promissory note. Typically, 
debt is a preferred funding mechanism for large capital programs as the payments 
represent a capital investment to be paid over the life of the asset.  

Tables 3-2 through 3-5 summarize the existing debt repayment schedule obligations for 
each of the four cost centers.  

Table 3-2: Marina Water Debt Service Schedule 
Fiscal 
Year 

2006 Series 
Bond 

2010 
Refunding 

FORA Prom. 
Note Total Debt 

FY2013 $594,759 $283,757 $8,489 $887,005  
FY2014 601,607 282,657 6,367 890,631 
FY2015 614,835 281,257 - 896,092 
FY2016 584,648 280,956 - 865,604 
FY2017 597,961 280,296 - 878,258 
FY2018 611,103 280,676 - 891,779 
FY2019 624,074 276,776 - 900,850 
FY2020 831,327 511,826 - 1,343,153 
FY2021 650,933 - - 650,933 

Table 3-3: Marina Sewer Debt Service Schedule 
Fiscal 
Year 

2006 Series 
Bond 

2010 
Refunding 

FORA Prom. 
Note Total Debt 

FY2013 $174,502 $82,429 $1,981 $258,912  
FY2014 173,083 81,999 1,486 256,568 
FY2015 172,323 81,479 - 253,802 
FY2016 166,584 81,268 - 247,853 
FY2017 165,881 80,950 - 246,831 
FY2018 165,064 80,924 - 245,988 
FY2019 164,133 79,634 - 243,767 
FY2020 184,886 146,608 - 331,495 
FY2021 160,492 - - 160,492 
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Table 3-2: Ord Water Debt Service Schedule 
Fiscal 
Year 

2006 Series 
Bond 

2010 
Refunding 

FORA Prom. 
Note 

Total Debt 

FY2013 $1,197,606 $495,425 $14,431 $1,707,462  
FY2014 1,187,688 494,425 10,824 1,692,937 
FY2015 1,182,226 492,925 - 1,675,151 
FY2016 1,143,005 493,425 - 1,636,430 
FY2017 1,137,935 493,325 - 1,631,260 
FY2018 1,132,080 495,125 - 1,627,205 
FY2019 1,125,440 489,625 - 1,615,065 
FY2020 1,265,748 910,875 - 2,176,623 
FY2021 1,099,842 - - 1,099,842 

Table 3-3: Ord Sewer Debt Service Schedule 
Fiscal 
Year 

2006 Series 
Bond 

2010 
Refunding 

FORA Prom. 
Note Total Debt 

FY2013 $529,501 $129,239 $3,396 $662,136  
FY2014 527,018 129,769 2,547 659,334 
FY2015 527,178 130,190 - 657,368 
FY2016 508,107 131,200 - 639,308 
FY2017 508,423 132,079 - 640,502 
FY2018 508,428 133,525 - 641,953 
FY2019 508,120 133,216 - 641,335 
FY2020 592,379 252,441 - 844,821 
FY2021 503,195 - - 503,195 

Eight years of debt service is shown as the debt service associated with the 2010 Series 
Bonds expires in FY2021. As such, approximately $290,000 in debt service cost is removed 
from Marina Water, and approximately $80,000 in debt service cost removed from Marina 
Sewer. As the Ord cost centers have a greater amount of debt, the will realize expenditure 
savings of $910,000 and 250,000, respectively between water and sewer. This helps 
mitigate the need for additional revenue adjustments and helps provide increased capital 
funding capacity in the form of both cash and the ability to issue new debt.  

3.2.3 Debt Service Coverage 

The District must meet debt service coverage requirement on its outstanding bond issues. 
As noted above, for the purposes of this rate analysis, the required debt coverage is 1.35x 
on the 2006 Series Bonds (Senior Debt) and 1.20x on the 2010 Series Bonds (Junior Debt), 
which means that the District’s adjusted net revenues shall amount to at least 135 percent 
of the annual debt service. Once coverage of senior debt is established, the net revenues 
available for coverage of the junior debt must amount to at least 120 percent of the annual 
debt service. Annual debt service includes the annual principal and interest payments on 
outstanding debt. Under the proposed revenue adjustments, the District is forecasted to 
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meet and exceed the coverage requirements during each year of the study’s planning 
period.  

3.2.4 Capital Projects 

The CIP includes a variety of capital projects that involve repairing (or replacing) existing 
assets and/or expanding system capacity to accommodate growth. Although all projects 
were identified, only projects related to the supporting the existing infrastructure are 
included in the rate analysis and proposed rates. Carollo worked with the District to identify 
and prioritize projects over the course of the study. Even so, the identified prioritized 
improvements would significantly increase rates. District staff assessed future capital needs 
and identified critical and non-critical capital projects over an extended time horizon. The 
identified CIP for each cost center is included for reference in Appendix B. 

The prioritization of the capital program is based solely on staff direction and is not based 
upon an independent risk assessment. It is recommended the District update its Water and 
Sewer Master Plans, as well as, implement an asset management program to better 
identify and prioritize the needs of the each system.  

Given the inability to increase rates to adequately fund the proposed CIP, revenue 
increases were capped based on direction from District staff. As such, rather than detail the 
specific projects to be funded, Carollo identified the forecasted funding potential of each 
cost center, available to pay for the proposed capital program. Without modifying the 
proposed revenue increases, Carollo evaluated various funding scenarios by modifying 
existing reserve levels and the utilization of debt. Although the District could potentially fund 
additional projects by utilizing reserves (lowering from existing levels), the Board believed it 
was best to maintain strong reserves in light of existing unknowns.  

For illustrative purposes, Figure 3-1 identifies the capital funding potential for Marina Water 
given the proposed revenue adjustments. Under both scenarios, Marina Water is able to 
fund the proposed capital needs of the system over the next five years.  

In addition, for reference, Carollo identified the cost center’s estimated system depreciation 
over the same 5-year time horizon. This amount can be used as a benchmark for the 
reasonableness of the existing capital improvement program for an existing system. 
Furthermore, a funding level below the depreciation point would signify an under investment 
of capital and loss in system equity on paid off assets. Marina Water is the District’s only 
cost center to generate sufficient cash flow to fully reinvest depreciation.   
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Figure 3-1 defines Marina Water’s capital funding potential, relative to planned capital 
improvements and system depreciation. 

 

Figure 3-1: Marina Water – Five-Year Capital Funding Potential 

Unlike Marina Water, even with the proposed revenue adjustments Marina Sewer is unable 
to fund the proposed capital improvement program. Under the cash option, the cost center 
also fails to fund the depreciation level. Although debt options were explored, Carollo 
explored this from a feasibility level. The District would have to seek funding to define the 
appropriate terms and conditions. General debt assumptions were applied as a tool for 
discussion purposes only. 

 

Figure 3-2: Marina Sewer - Five-Year Capital Funding Potential 
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Ord Water has the largest asset value of the four cost centers. As shown below, the 
proposed CIP is actually less than the calculated depreciation. Given the need to increase 
rates to generate sufficient cash flow and the significant improvement program, Ord Water 
is forecasted to be able to leverage proposed increases to fund capital projects with debt. 
The funding capacity assumptions for debt are highly sensitive to timing. Furthermore, the 
analysis did not analyze the District’s ability to borrow, but simply included the costs and 
coverage requirements associated with a possible debt issuance.  

 

Figure 3-3: Ord Water - Five-Year Capital Funding Potential 

Over the next five years, the District has identified a significant CIP program for Ord Sewer. 
However, looking to years 6-10, there are no proposed CIP expenditures. As such, the 
identified CIP is assumed to be spread over a 10-year horizon to smooth expenditures and 
minimize costs.  

 

Figure 3-4: Ord Sewer - Five-Year Capital Funding Potential 
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As the District does not have an asset management program or a policy in place to define 
risk, this analysis assumes all projects can be deferred as presented within this report. 
Additionally, the analysis does not account for possible increases to operational 
expenditures associated with these future projects or possible increased capital costs due 
to emergency repairs. It is recommended the District establish a formal Repair and 
Replacement (R&R) program to help manage its assets from installation through disposal in 
a cost-effective manner. R&R programs provide the tools to better predict and maintain 
infrastructure to provide increased reliability, performance, and safety. 

3.2.5 Policy Driven Needs 

In addition to the operating and capital expenses, discussed above, there are also 
expenses resulting from policy decisions. Under current policy, the District has established 
both operating and capital reserves for each cost center. The revenue requirements 
analysis targets a total minimum operating fund balance equivalent to 180 days of operating 
expenses for each cost center as dictated by District policy. The minimum capital reserve 
target is $1 million for each cost center, again as dictated by District policy. As existing 
Marina Sewer and Ord Water are currently under the minimum operating reserve target, it 
is recommended that the District continue to closely monitor revenues and reserve levels.  

The analysis explored and presented to the board multiple financial scenarios exploring the 
effects of lowered reserve targets on revenue needs and capital funding potential. Upon 
review, the board indicated that although the lowered reserve targets offered the benefit of 
increased capital funding potential, those benefits were out weighed by the financial 
security provided by the current reserve targets. Nevertheless, the reserve targets could be 
adjusted in the future as policy dictates to minimize rates or to smooth future rate increases. 

3.3 Existing Revenues 

Marina Water and Sewer currently generate total revenues of approximately $3.9 million 
and $800,000 per year, respectively. Ord Sewer currently generates total revenues of 
approximately $1.8 million per year. The vast majority (over 95 percent) of their revenue 
comes from user rates. The remaining revenue is generated from a variety of sources 
including administrative fees, capacity fees and surcharges, and interest income. 
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Ord Water currently generates total revenues of approximately $5.4 million per year. Table 
3-5 shows revenues, by source, for the Ord Cost Center (FY2013 budgeted amounts).  

Table 3-5: Ord Water Revenue by Source 
Source Revenue Percent 

Metered User Rates $3,021,466 56% 
Flat Rate Accounts 1,177,545 22% 
Other Water Sales 915,000 17% 
All Other Revenue 302,620 6% 
Total 5,416,631 100% 

The percentage of revenues generated by each source is expected to shift in the near term. 
The District is in the process of switching flat rate accounts to metered, shifting revenue 
generation to the Metered User Charges Source. The analysis assumes that this change 
will be revenue neutral. Another change expected to take place relates to the Other Water 
Sales. Revenues from this source are currently shown as cash, however, in reality they are 
payment for water usage by the Bayonet & Black Horse Golf Club in the form of land 
assets. It is expected that after the next two fiscal years, this land for water deal will expire 
as the total contract amount of 5,000-acre feet of water will have been delivered. The 
analysis assumes that at this time, revenue from Other Water Sales will be collected as 
cash, and will be available to fund operating and CIP expenditures. 

3.3.1 User Rates 

User rate revenues are the primary revenue source of each utility. As detailed in Tables 1-1 
and 1-2, user charges are comprised of a fixed and variable component. In FY2012, both 
water utilities generated over 30 percent of total rate revenue from fixed charges – with 
Marina Water at roughly 31 percent and Ord Water generating a slightly higher 34 percent. 
This fixed revenue versus variable revenue split is in line with the California Urban Water 
Conservation Council (CUWCC) BMP 1.4 advised target of collecting 30 percent of revenue 
from fixed charges.  

All sewer service charges are fixed monthly charges based on the number of EDU’s served 
by each account. Unlike Water, this rate structure provides a very predictable and steady 
source of funds for Marina and Ord Sewer.   

In recent years, the Marina Sewer, Ord Water, and Ord Sewer cost centers have required 
inter-fund loans from other cost centers, primarily to assist in the funding of capital projects. 
The prepared revenue requirements analysis is designed to move away from this practice, 
and push these cost centers toward a state of self-sustainability.  

3.3.2 Other Revenues 

As mentioned earlier in this section, other revenues make up a very small portion of annual 
revenue for each cost center. Consequently, changes in other revenue have a minimal 
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impact on the revenue requirement analysis. In most cases, other revenues were escalated 
from the FY2013 budget based on general inflation and/or customer growth. 

3.4 Recommended Revenue Requirements 

Throughout the development of the proposed revenue requirements, multiple rate revenue 
forecasts were developed to explore the feasibility of funding future capital needs and 
options to mitigate ratepayer impacts. The extent of the proposed revenue adjustments is 
largely contingent on the funding and timing of capital projects. Two sets of financial 
scenarios were developed for each cost center. The first assumed that all capital projects 
would be cash funded; the second assumed that capital would be funded with a 
combination of cash and the issuance of additional debt.  

Due to its strong financial health, revenue generation, existing reserves, and proposed CIP, 
Marina Water will be able to cash fund its CIP with minimal rate increases. Given the high 
amount of capital expenditures planned for Marina Sewer relative to its operating revenue, 
funding of Marina Sewer’s CIP will require the issuance of new debt along with delaying 
some projects to later years until increased funding capacity is available.  

Proposed rate revenue increases are shown for Marina Water and Marina Sewer in Tables 
3-5 and 3-6, respectively. The results of the revenue requirement analysis for Marina Water 
and Marina Sewer are summarized in Appendix C, Tables C-1 and C-2 respectively. 

Table 3-5: Marina Water Revenue Adjustments Schedule 
 

Fiscal Year Revenue Revenues From 
Adjustments Rate Increase 

FY2014 3.00% $58,721  
FY2015 3.00% $60,859  
FY2016 3.00% $63,744  
FY2017 3.00% $66,765  
FY2018 3.00% $69,930  

 

Table 3-6: Marina Sewer Revenue Adjustments Schedule 

Fiscal Year Revenue Revenues From 
Adjustments Rate Increase 

FY2014 10.00% $40,099  
FY2015 10.00% $44,384  
FY2016 10.00% $49,647  
FY2017 10.00% $55,534  
FY2018 10.00% $62,119  

Given the high amount of capital expenditures planned for both Ord Water and Ord Sewer 
relative to the operating revenue generated by each cost center CIP funding will require the 
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issuance of new debt along with delaying some projects until increased funding capacity is 
available.  

Proposed rate revenue increases are shown for Ord Water and Ord Sewer in Tables 3-7 
and 3-8 respectively. The results of the revenue requirement analysis for Marina Water and 
Marina Sewer are summarized in Appendix C, Tables C-3 and C-4 respectively. 

 As shown below, for both Ord Water and Ord Sewer have proposed revenue adjustments 
in the fifth year. Following previous increases, the revenue requirement in the fifth year is 
maintained by a 4.0 percent increase, rather than an additional 10 percent adjustment. On 
the other hand, Ord Sewer’s revenue need increases in the fifth yeah (FY2018) in order to 
ramp up funding for forecasted needs beyond the 5-year rate outlook.  
 

Table 3-7: Ord Water Revenue Adjustments Schedule 

Fiscal Year Revenue Revenues From 
Adjustments Rate Increase 

FY2014 10.00% $272,078  
FY2015 10.00% $318,234  
FY2016 10.00% $364,281  
FY2017 10.00% $417,109  
FY2018 4.00% $191,093  

 

Table 3-8: Ord Sewer Revenue Adjustments Schedule 
Fiscal Year Revenue Revenues From 

Adjustments Rate Increase 
FY2014 4.00% $36,449  
FY2015 4.00% $40,792  
FY2016 4.00% $44,471  
FY2017 4.00% $48,482  
FY2018 8.00% $105,710  

 
For each of the Cost Center’s, the proposed revenue adjustments are defined to meet the 
District’s outlined objectives. While rates were increased to meet the District operating and 
capital reserve requirements, the capital program was limited to mitigate additional 
increases. 
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4.0 COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 
The purpose of a cost-of-service analysis is to provide a rational basis for distributing the 
full costs of Marina and Ord Water service to each customer in proportion to the demands 
they place on the system. Detailed cost allocations help determine the degree of equity that 
can be achieved in the design of the resulting unit rates. This analysis yields an appropriate 
method for allocating costs, which could be sustained unless substantial changes in cost 
drivers or customer consumption patterns occur. 

4.1 Water Cost of Service 

The cost of service allocation completed in this study is established on the base‐extra 
capacity method as defined by the American Water Works Association (AWWA). Under the 
base‐extra capacity method, revenue requirements are allocated based on the demand 
placed on the water system.  

4.1.1 Water Functional Cost Components 

The functional allocation assigns the annual revenue requirement for a select base year by 
major function. The water utility’s primary functions are related to base flow, peak flow, 
customer costs (customer and services). These functional cost pools include the rate paid 
for water supplied by outside agencies, the system's existing operations and maintenance 
(O&M) expenditures, debt service, and rate-funded capital costs. 

The District’s budget was analyzed line-item by line-item and expenditures were distributed 
between the available functions: 

Base: costs are those operating and capital costs incurred by the water system to 
provide a basic level of service to each customer.  

Peak: costs represent those operating costs incurred to meet peak demands for water 
in excess of basic demand (base). This cost also includes capital costs related 
providing the required system over-sizing to meet excess demand. This allocation also 
includes basic water supply and distribution costs. 

Customer: Fixed expenditures that relate to operational support activities including 
accounting, billing, customer service, and administrative and technical support. These 
expenditures are essentially common-to-all customers and are reasonable uniform 
across the different customer classes.  

Service: Meter and capacity related costs, such as meter maintenance and peaking 
charges, that are included based on the meters hydraulic capacity (measured in gallons 
per minute). Additionally, as the system’s facilities are designed to meeting peaking 
requirements, a portion of the capacity related costs, including debt service, are 
allocated to Service.  
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Fire Service: Capacity related costs that are incurred based on the excess capacity 
that must be designed into the system in order to provide fire service. 

4.1.2 Allocation to Functional Components 

The result of Marina Water’s functional allocation is presented in Figure 4-1. The Service, 
Customer, and Fire Service components collectively represent 28 percent of Marina 
Water’s costs and will generate the fixed charge. The remaining 72 percent of costs are 
allocated to the Base and Peak components, and are the basis for the variable rates.   

 

Figure 4-1: Marina Water - Functional Cost Allocation 

As Ord Water is an entirely separate system, the resulting functional allocation results in a 
slightly different spread. Presented in Figure 4-2 are the results of the functional allocation. 
The fixed components comprised of the Service, Customer, and Fire Service components 
collectively represent 34 percent of Ord Water’s costs. The remaining 66 percent of costs 
are allocated to the Base and Peak components, and are the basis for the variable rates.   

 

Figure 4-2: Ord Water - Functional Cost Allocation 
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The breakdown between functional categories is important and used to better understand 
how costs are incurred and whether they fluctuate with changes in water sales. For 
example, debt service or personnel costs are considered fixed costs and could be 
recovered through a fixed charge. Alternatively, purchased water is solely related to how 
much water is sold and therefore could be attributed and recovered via the variable rates.  

There is significant debate over the proper allocation ratio. The general consensus falls to 
the California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) target of a 70%/30% split 
(variable/fixed) as defined in Best Management Practice 1.4. This split is thought to provide 
sufficient revenue stability (in the form of fixed charges) while still providing adequate 
conservation incentives. However, many retail agencies have moved to a higher fixed to 
variable ratio due to revenue fluctuations and need for greater fiscal sustainability. 

Based on the results of the functional allocation, the proposed functional allocation is 
aligned with the CUWCC recommendation. As shown earlier, both Marina and Ord’s 
existing water revenues were examined to derive a current fixed/variable ratio near the 
recommended levels. 

4.1.3 Unit Cost Calculations 

The unit costs of service are developed by dividing the total annual costs allocated to each 
parameter by the total annual service units of the respective component. The Base 
component is allocated based on the total sales volume. The Peaking component cost is 
based on the system’s peak ratio developed from the ratio between annualized winter 
consumption and annual consumption. For the fixed components, the Customer component 
unit cost is based on the number of accounts and the Service component is based on 
equivalent meters. 

Table 4-1 shows the units of service and the associated unit costs for each component 
derived for Marina Water.  

Table 4-1: Development of Unit Costs – Marina Water 

 
Customer Base Peak Service Fire Service 

            
Amount Allocable to Constituent $537,246 $1,626,200 $1,246,196 $537,246 $85,286 
            
Total Units 45,768 770,313 770,313 66,108 57,296 
  Annual 

Accounts 

Annual 
Usage 
(hcf) 

Annual 
Usage 
(hcf) 

Annual 
EDUs 

Annual 
Equivalents   

Per Unit Costs $11.74 $2.11 $1.62 $8.13 $1.49 
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Table 4-2 provides Ord Water’s calculated units of service and the corresponding 
component unit costs.  

Table 4-2: Development of Unit Costs – Ord Water 

 
Customer Base Peak Service Fire Service 

            
Amount Allocable to Constituent $944,683 $1,980,149 $1,980,149 $944,683 $136,051 
            
Total Units 52,058 1,085,466 1,085,466 87,348 80,645 
  Annual 

Accounts 

annual 
Usage 
(hcf) 

annual 
Usage 
(hcf) 

Annual 
EDUs 

Annual 
Equivalents   

Per Unit Costs $18.15 $1.82 $1.82 $10.82 $1.69 

4.1.4 Functional Allocation Impact 

Although fairly consistent in methodology with the previous rate study, there is one notable 
difference. Carollo recommends the consideration and inclusion of an account-based 
component (Customer component). The previous rate study and existing rate structure do 
not recognize costs that are associated with customer/account only. In effect, there is 
currently no required revenue allocated to the Customer component or developed unit cost.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, costs such as customer billing and administration do not vary 
or incur a greater benefit (cost) based on meter size. Accordingly, costs that are allocated 
to the Customer component are spread equally to all accounts, rather than meter size or 
EDUs. 

4.1.5 Customer Class Allocation 

The unit costs of each component shown in Table 4-1 are then applied to each customer 
classes’ projected use, accounts, and meter equivalents to derive customer class 
allocations. Costs are allocated to each customer class based on their respective peaking 
factors to reflect its use of the overall system.   

The District does not differentiate user rates based on customer class. Given the limitations 
of the consumption and billing data provided, and the reasonableness of the current rate 
structure, customer class specific rates were not developed.  

As detailed in the following tables, both Water cost center’s have more accounts than its 
respective sewer cost center. This may be reflective of water customers on septic systems 
and irrigation only customers. 
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Table 4-3 shows Marina Water’s customer class characteristics that were obtained through 
billing data analysis.  
 

Table 4-3: Customer Class Characteristics – Marina Water 
Customer Statistics Single 

Family 
Multi-
Family Commercial Irrigation Temp Fire Total (FY 2012) 

Number of Accounts 3,370  173  241  29  1  -    3,814 
 Number of EDUs  3,709  857  877  62  2  -    5,509 (Meter Equivalents) 
Water Usage 374,760  238,176  124,696  5,130  189  -    742,951 (Annual hcf) 
Winter Water Usage 334,615  233,275  108,919  3,941  324  -    681,074 (Annualized hcf)  
Summer Water Usage 430,963  245,038  146,784  6,794  -    -    829,579 (Annualized hcf) 
Summer Usage 40,145  4,901  15,777  1,189  N/A -    61,877 (Incremental hcf) 
Fire Service  

-    -    -    -    -    4,775  4,775 
(Equivalent Connections) 

Table 4-4 shows cost allocation for each customer based on the forecasted revenue 
requirement based on the data in Table 4-3.  

Table 4-4: Customer Class Costs – Marina Water 

Functional 
Component 

Single 
Family 

Multi-
Family Commercial Irrigation Temp  Fire 

Service Total 

Customer $474,703 $24,369 $33,948 $4,085 $141 - $537,246 
Base 820,289 521,329 272,940 11,229 414 - 1,626,200 
Peak 805,002 98,279 316,368 23,839 2,707 - 1,246,196 
Service 361,744 83,605 85,559 6,094 244 - 537,246 
Fire 

Service - - - - - 85,286 85,286 

Total  $2,461,739 $727,583 $708,814 $45,247 $3,505 $85,286 $4,032,174 
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Table 4-5 identifies Ord Water’s customer class characteristics that were obtained through 
billing data analysis. 

Table 4-5: Customer Class Characteristics – Ord Water 
Customer Statistics Single 

Family 
Multi-
Family Com. Irrigation Public 

Agency Fire Total (FY 2012)  
Number of Accounts 3,523 22 196 69 57 - 3,867 
 Number of MEUs  2,710 490 1,280 385 492 - 5,357 (Meter Equivalents) 
Water Usage 625,295 58,431 148,023 74,786 32,505 - 939,040 (Annual hcf) 
Winter Water Usage 550,777 30,402 118,323 49,983 30,789 - 780,274 (Annualized hcf)  
Summer Water Usage 774,332 114,489 207,423 124,392 35,937 - 1,256,573 (Annualized hcf) 
Summer Usage 74,518 28,029 29,700 24,803 1,716 - 158,766 (Incremental hcf) 
Fire Service 

- - - - - 6,720 6,720 
(Equivalent Connections) 

Table 4-6 shows cost allocation for each customer based on the forecasted revenue 
requirement based on the characteristics identified in Table 4-5.  

Table 4-6: Customer Class Costs – Ord Water 

Functional 
Component  

Single 
Family 

Multi-
Family Com. Irrigation Public 

Agency 
Fire 

Service Total 

Customer $860,646 $5,374 $47,882 $16,856 $13,925 - $944,683 
Base 1,318,556 123,213 312,135 157,701 68,543 - 1,980,149 
Peak 929,400 349,580 370,421 309,345 21,402 - 1,980,149 
Service 477,838 86,399 225,658 67,961 86,825 - 944,683 
Fire Service - - - - - 136,051 136,051 

Total  $3,586,440 $564,567 $956,096 $551,864 $190,695 $136,051 $5,985,714 

4.2 Sewer Cost of Service 

The cost of service process for development of sewer rates follows an approach similar to 
that used for water service. However, as the Marina and Ord Sewer operations are 
responsible solely for the collection and conveyance of wastewater and not treatment, a 
much simpler method of rate design can be used.  

4.2.1 Sewer Functional Cost Components 

The functional allocation assigns the annual revenue requirement for a select base year by 
major function. Sewer rates are developed based on the total system costs to be collected 
through user rates, and the total number of EDUs served. A unit cost per EDU is developed 
and customers are charged based on the associated number of EDUs. 
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Table 4-7 shows a summary of the Marina Sewer customer characteristics.  

Table 4-7: Marina Sewer Customer Characteristics 

Customer Class Accounts Average EDUs 
per Account Total EDUs 

 Residential    3,371  1.2  4,064  
 Multi Family Residential 139  14.9  2,064  
 Business    165  5.5  911  
 Restaurants    8  5.0  40  
 Schools      6  23.1  139  
 Church      14  1.3  18  
 Total      3,703  2.0  7,235  

Table 4-8 shows a summary of the Ord Cost Center’s Sewer customer characteristics. 

Table 4-8: Ord Sewer Customer Characteristics 

Customer Class Accounts Average EDUs 
per Account Total EDUs  

 Residential    2,918  1.6  4,560  
 Multi Family Residential 0  0.0  0  
 Business      137  4.1  565  
 Public Agency    2 1.7  3  
 Schools      9 28.4  256  
 Church      1  0.7  1  
 CSUMB      39  4.0  157  
 Total      3,067 1.8  5,384  

4.2.2 Unit Cost Calculations 

For Sewer the unit costs of service are developed by dividing the total annual costs by the 
total annual service units (EDUs). EDUs are defined based on assumed wastewater 
demand factors (detailed in Appendix A).  

Table 4-9 provides Marina Water’s calculated component unit costs.  

Table 4-9: Development of Unit Costs - Marina Sewer 
Fiscal 
Year 

Rate Revenue 
Required 

Projected 
EDU's 

Annual cost 
Per EDU 

Monthly Rate 
per EDU 

Existing $794,437 7,235   $109.80  $9.15  
FY2014  882,187  7,280  121.17  10.10  

FY2015 976,447  7,326  133.29  11.11  
FY2016 1,092,235  7,449  146.62  12.22  
FY2017 1,221,752  7,575  161.28  13.44  
FY2018 1,366,628  7,703  177.41  14.78  

 



 

September 2013 28 

Table 4-10 provides Marina Water’s calculated component unit costs.  

Table 4-10: Development of Unit Costs - Ord Sewer 
Fiscal 
Year 

Rate Revenue 
Required 

Projected 
EDU's 

Annual cost 
Per EDU 

Monthly Rate 
per EDU 

Existing $1,679,652  5,541   $303.12  $25.26  
FY2014  1,895,353  5,963   317.86  26.49  
FY2015 2,121,192  6,417   330.57  27.55  
FY2016 2,312,510  6,726   343.79  28.65  
FY2017 2,521,085  7,051   357.54  29.80  
FY2018 2,854,182  7,391   386.15  32.18  
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5.0 RATE DESIGN ANALYSIS 
The water rate design analysis determines how the costs, identified in Tables 4-4 and 4-6, 
are recovered by each customer through specified water rates. The focus of this process is 
to achieve full cost recovery and substantiate that customers are paying their fair and 
proportionate share of system costs. 

5.1 Selecting Rate Structures 

Once costs have been equitably allocated to each functional component, the District has 
some flexibility in designing the rate structure in order to meet its policy objectives. In 
determining the appropriate rate level and structure, Carollo analyzed various rate design 
alternatives and the corresponding customer and utility implications. Beyond the identified 
study objectives, Carollo identified additional criteria for considerations and discussed them 
at length with District staff. Listed below is a partial list of the additional rate design 
elements: 

 

Given the numerous and at times competing elements, selection of an appropriate rate 
structure is complex. There is no single structure that meets all objectives equally, nor are 
all objectives or elements valued the same by the utility or customers. Each criteria or 
element has merit and plays an important role in the rates implementation and overall 
effectiveness. These elements and competing objectives were discussed and evaluated at 
length throughout the financial and rate study process. 

5.2 Recommended Water Rates 

Based on discussion with District staff and careful review of the cost of service analysis, 
Carollo recommends that the District consider the following rate design recommendations  

 Implement the proposed Cost of Service allocations: The cost-of-service analysis 
includes a Customer component. As such, costs are allocated distributed evenly to 
each account. This reflects the equal benefit each account receives from customer 
component related costs. As a result, fewer costs are now allocated to the Service 
component which increases based on the size of the meter. 

Clear and 
understandable Easily administered Follows cost of 

service principles 

Provides revenue 
stability Affordibility 

Complies with legal 
and regulatory 
requirements 
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 Retain the current rate structure. Through consumption and billing data analysis, the 
study found the current rate structure to be reasonable. Average winter month 
consumption per account falls well within the allotment of tiers one and two, 
providing that the tier three rate is continuing to drive conservation.  

 Implement Proposed Increase on January 1st of each year. Rate increases during 
low consumption months better enables ratepayers to adapt to potential increases. 
While increases that coincide with the start of the fiscal year are ideal for budget 
purposes, it would also coincide with summer and the District’s peak water demand. 

 Removal of Capital Surcharge for New Users. As Carollo has developed an updated 
Ord Water Capacity Charge that fully recognizes the value of the existing system 
(buy-in component), it is no longer necessary or appropriate to capture a Capital 
Surcharge.  

5.2.1 Fixed Charge 

A monthly fixed charge is a cost recovery mechanism that is generally included in the rate 
structure to recover the utility’s fixed expenditures, including meter and customer related 
costs. As discussed previously, this cost also includes a portion of the capacity related cost 
to provide a stable source of revenue independent of monthly water demand.  

While an increased fixed charge provides a stable source of revenues for the utility, 
increasing the fixed charge reduces the commodity rates and incentive for conservation. 
The proposed revenue adjustments as a percentage do not equal or necessarily correlate 
to an equivalent percentage increase to rates or monthly bills. The results of the cost of 
service analysis and rate redesign will affect users differently based on their meter size and 
water consumed. 

The proposed fixed charge is a combination of the Customer and Service functional 
components. To determine this charge, the meter unit cost is multiplied by the meter 
capacity ratios previously developed by the District to calculate the meter capacity cost. 
These ratios mirror the ratios identified in the AWWA M22 Manual Sizing Water Service 
Lines and Meters. The ratios reflect a reasonable cost and benefit factor associated with 
greater hydraulic flow capacity. 
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The meter capacity cost is then added to the Customer Service cost to calculate the cost 
based service charges shown in Table 5-1.  

Table 5-1: Components to Proposed Fixed Charge – Marina Water 
Meter 
Size 

Meter  
Capacity Ratio 

Service Unit 
Cost 

Customer 
Unit Cost* Total 

5/8" 1.0 $8.13 $11.74 $19.87 
3/4" 1.0 8.13 11.74 19.87 
1" 2.5 20.31 11.74 32.05 

1-1/2" 5.0 40.63 11.74 52.36 
2" 8.0 65.00 11.74 76.73 
3" 15.0 121.90 11.74 133.64 
4" 25.0 203.11 11.74 214.85 
6" 50.0 406.22 11.74 417.96 
8" 100.0 812.67 11.74 824.41 
10" 115.0 934.30 11.74 946.04 

* Based on the previous rate study, the existing rate was entirely allocated to the 
Service component. The Customer Unit Cost recognizes the equal benefit received to 
each account for expenditures, such as customer billing  

Table 5.2 identifies the proposed monthly fixed charges for Marina Water analyzed for the 
5-year rate period. 

Table 5-2: Proposed Fixed Charges – Marina Water 

Meter Size  Existing FY 
2013/14 

FY 
2014/15 

FY 
2015/16 

FY 
2016/17 

FY 
2017/18 

5/8"  $18.85 $19.87 $20.46 $21.07 $21.71 $22.36 
3/4"  18.85 19.87 20.46 21.07 21.71 22.36 
1"  47.09 32.05 33.01 34.00 35.02 36.07 

1-1/2"  94.19 52.36 53.94 55.55 57.22 58.94 
2"  150.68 76.73 79.04 81.41 83.85 86.36 
3"  282.52 133.64 137.65 141.78 146.03 150.41 
4"  470.87 214.85 221.30 227.93 234.77 241.82 
6"  941.75 417.96 430.50 443.41 456.71 470.42 
8"  1,883.49 824.41 849.14 874.62 900.86 927.88 
10"  946.04 974.42 1003.66 1033.77 1064.78 
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Table 5.3 provides the components utilized to develop the proposed fixed charge for Ord 
Water. 

Table 5-3: Components to Proposed Fixed Charge – Ord Water 

Meter Size Meter Capacity 
Ratio 

Service Unit 
Cost 

Customer 
Unit Cost* Total 

5/8" 1.0 $10.82  $18.15  $28.96  
3/4" 1.0 10.82 18.15 28.96 
1" 2.5 27.03 18.15 45.18 

1-1/2" 5.0 54.07 18.15 72.21 
2" 8.0 86.50 18.15 104.64 
3" 15.0 162.23 18.15 180.37 
4" 25.0 270.30 18.15 288.45 
6" 50.0 540.60 18.15 558.75 
8" 100.0 1081.51 18.15 1099.66 

* Based on the previous rate study, the existing rate was entirely allocated to the 
Service component. The Customer Unit Cost recognizes the equal benefit received to 
each account for expenditures, such as customer billing 

Table 5.4 identifies the proposed monthly fixed charges for Ord Water analyzed over the 
5-year rate period. 

Table 5-4: Proposed Fixed Charges – Ord Water 

Meter Size  Current  FY 
2013/14  

 FY 
2014/15  

 FY 
2015/16  

 FY 
2016/17  

 FY 
2017/18  

5/8"  $17.11 $28.96 $31.48 $34.37 $37.55 $38.79 
3/4" 17.11 28.96 31.48 34.37 37.55 38.79 
1" 42.76 45.18 49.11 53.62 58.57 60.51 

1-1/2" 85.49 72.21 78.49 85.71 93.62 96.71 
2" 136.78 104.64 113.74 124.20 135.66 140.14 
3" 256.47 180.37 196.05 214.09 233.85 241.57 
4" 427.45 288.45 313.52 342.36 373.96 386.31 
6" 854.89 558.75 607.31 663.18 724.39 748.31 
8" 1,709.79 1099.66 1195.24 1305.19 1425.66 1472.72 

       

Flat Rate $84.34  $98.36   $112.65   $127.29   $143.94   $153.99  

5.2.2 Commodity Rates 

The District’s existing rate structure is comprised of three inclining block tiers. Although 
Marina and Ord have different rates, they share the same tier structure. Through a 
comprehensive evaluation of consumption and billing data, the analysis confirmed the 
reasonableness of the current rate structure and individual tier allocations. For both Marina 
and Ord Water, average winter month consumption per account falls well within the 
allotment of tiers one and two, providing that the tier three rate is continuing to drive 
conservation due to price signaling. As such, Carollo recommends the District maintain its 
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existing commodity structure and update costs associated with the generated cost of 
service allocations.   

Based on the District’s peaking factors, Customer related commodity costs are calculated 
based on the District’s average annually water usage and its incremental summer 
consumption. The water commodity rate for each customer class is calculated based on the 
allocated cost to each customer class (required revenues) and the forecasted annual water 
demands. In this case, all classes share equal commodity rates. Marina Water’s proposed 
monthly tiers and corresponding commodity based rates are shown in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-5: Proposed Commodity Rates – Marina Water 

  Current FY 
2013/14 

FY 
2014/15 

FY 
2015/16 

FY 
2016/17 

FY 
2017/18 

All Customer 
Classes 

 
Rate (per hcf) 

0 - 8 (hcf) $2.29 $2.47 $2.55 $2.62 $2.70 $2.78 

9 - 16 2.79 2.83 2.92 3.01 3.10 3.19 

17 - + 5.09 5.00 5.15 5.31 5.47 5.63 

* Rate adjustments to be effective January 1st of each year 

Ord Water’s proposed monthly tiers and corresponding commodity based rates are shown 
in Table 5-6. 

Table 5-6: Proposed Commodity Rates – Ord Water 

  Current FY 
2013/14 

FY 
2014/15 

FY 
2015/16 

FY 
2016/17 

FY 
2017/18 

All Customer 
Classes 

 
Rate (per hcf) 

0 - 8 (hcf) $2.33 $2.22 $2.60 $2.97 $3.40 $3.68 

9 - 16 3.27 3.40 3.98 4.56 5.22 5.65 

17 - + 4.22 4.59 5.37 6.14 7.03 7.62 

* Rate increase to be effective January 1st of each year 
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5.3 Sewer Rate Recommendations 

Based on discussion with District staff and careful review of the cost of service analysis, 
Carollo recommends that the District implement the following rate design recommendations  

 Retain the current rate structure. Through customer and billing data analysis, the 
study has found that the current rate structure is reasonable and appropriate. It 
provides customer equity by assigning EDU’s to each customer based on 
wastewater demand factors, and provides a consistent and predictable source of 
revenue. 

 Implement Rates on January 1st of each year. Although water consumption does not 
affect the monthly sewer charge, implementing during the low water use months is 
advantageous as the customers overall cost for water and sewer is lower than in the 
peak months. Additionally, implementing water and sewer rate increases in the 
same month simplifies procedures required by Proposition 218.  

 Removal of Capital Surcharge for New Users. As Carollo has developed an updated 
Ord Sewer Capacity Charge that fully recognizes the value of the existing system 
(buy-in component), it is no longer necessary or appropriate to capture a Capital 
Surcharge.  

5.3.1 Sewer Rates per EDU  

Table 5-7 shows the proposed Marina Sewer rates per EDU for the five-year rate study 
period through FY 2017/18. 

Table 5-7: Marina Sewer - Proposed Sewer Rates 
  
  FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 

Rate per EDU $10.10 $11.11 $12.22 $13.44 $14.78 

Table 5-8 shows the proposed Ord Sewer rates per EDU for the five-year rate study period 
through FY 2017/18. 

Table 5-8: Ord Sewer - Proposed Sewer Rates 

   FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 

Rate per EDU $26.49 $27.55 $28.65 $29.80 $32.18 
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5.4 Fire Meter Service Charges 

As part of the suite of services provided by the District, numerous accounts have a water 
line connection to the District’s water system that is specifically for fire protection or has 
been upsized based on building codes. Fire Service Charges are assessed to private 
protection meters. Currently, the District charges a uniform rate of $20 for commercial fire 
meters. Residential customers that have been upsized to a 1” meter (from a 5/8” or 3/4” 
meter) pay the existing 1” meter service charge.  

The proposed methodology is designed to reflect the design and operation of the water 
system that is specifically available for fire protection. The recommended charge is based 
on the diameter of the line that connects their fire protection system to the District’s water 
system. Based on the preliminary cost of service analysis and allocation assumptions, the 
table below provides the proposed monthly charges. Under this methodology, upsized 
residential meters would pay the proposed 1” fire meter charge and the proposed 3/4” 
meter service charge.  

Table 5-9: Proposed Monthly Fire Meter Service Charges 
 Meter Size Existing Proposed 

Marina Water 
Proposed 
Ord Water 

 1" $20.00 $1.49 $1.69 
 1 1/2" 20.00 4.32 4.90 
 2" 20.00 9.21 10.44 
 2 1/2" 20.00 16.57 18.78 
 3" 20.00 26.77 30.34 
 4" 20.00 57.04 64.65 
 6" 20.00 165.69 187.79 
 8" 20.00 353.09 400.18 

5.5 Customer Impacts 

Before implementing any rate structure recommendations, Carollo worked closely with 
District staff to evaluate the impact of the proposed rate structure’s impact to water and 
wastewater customers. Proposed revenue increases and the capital funding levels were 
balanced to mitigate overall impacts to ratepayers.  

The following figure (Figure 5-1) demonstrates the impact of the proposed Marina Water 
and Sewer rates for a single-family resident with a 5/8” or 3/4" meter across various usage 
levels. The blue portion of the bar represents the customers fixed water charge, while the 
red represents the commodity or variable portion of the overall water bill. The relative 
increase in the fixed charge is a direct result of recognizing utility’s significant fixed costs 
and a desire to increase revenue predictability. In addition, as users typically view their 
utility bill as a single unit, the green bar represents the rate associated with sewer charges. 
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Figure 5-1 illustrates the relative impact of the proposed Marina Water and Sewer rates for 
various single-family customers. 

 

Figure 5-1: Single-Family Residential Customer Impacts – Marina Water & Sewer 

Figure 5-2 illustrates the relative impact of the proposed Ord Water and Sewer rates for 
various single-family customers. The effect of allocating a portion of the revenue 
requirement to the Customer component is clearly seen this comparison. Water’s fixed 
charge, represented by the blue bars, makes up a significant portion of the proposed 
impact. 

 

Figure 5-2: Single-Family Residential Customer Impacts – Ord Water & Sewer 
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5.5.1 Water Rate Comparison 

Carollo conducted a water rate survey of nearby utilities. Although utilities are not equal, it 
is common to examine comparisons between similar or neighboring utilities. Figure 5-3 
compares a typical single-family residential user with the current rate structure and the 
proposed rates against three nearby utilities. In addition to the local comparisons, Carollo 
details the District’s existing rates.  

Care should be taken in drawing conclusions from such comparisons as factors including 
locations, source of supply, customer profiles, age of the system, and various operational 
and capital related needs vary from agency to agency. A simple example of this is the 
difference between Marina and Ord rates.   

 Figure 5-3: Local Rate Comparison Survey 

As illustrated, despite the proposed increase to customers, water rates are in line with the 
average of nearby agencies.  
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6.0 CAPACITY FEE UPDATE 
Capacity fees are one-time charges that are assessed when new connections are added to 
the water or wastewater system, or existing connections are increased in size. The purpose 
of capacity fees is to ensure that each customer is paying for the amount of system 
capacity required to service their connection.   

Marina Coast Water District currently uses a combined buy-in and future cost approach to 
calculate capacity fees for each of the four cost centers. In this approach, asset values are 
calculated based on the current replacement value of the existing system plus the value of 
planned CIP projects and all other current assets held by each cost center. Net assets are 
calculated by subtracting all liabilities from the total asset value. The value of net assets is 
then divided by the total number of EDUs that the system is expected to be able to serve at 
the end of the CIP period, to determine the system equity per EDU, or capacity charge.   

There are two basic components to the District’s capacity charge – the “buy-in component” 
(or existing cost basis); and the “future component” (or future cost basis). For the purposes 
of this analysis, the term “buy-in component” shall refer to the value of existing system 
assets (i.e. facilities already in service) that may be recovered through the capacity charge. 
The term “future component” shall refer to future facilities (i.e., facilities in the CIP) that may 
be recovered through the capacity charge. 

The buy-in component of the capacity charge is based on replacement cost new less 
depreciation (RCNLD). Outstanding debt principal and monetary reserves are also 
accounted for in this cost basis. The future component incorporates the present value of the 
District’s CIP. Costs are fairly and reasonably spread over both existing and future users by 
dividing the total system value by the total number of equivalent meters that are projected 
to receive water service through 2030.  

The methodology for calculating each cost centers capacity charges is illustrated below in 
Figure 6-1. 
 

 

 

Adjusted 
RCNLD* of 

Existing System  

Present Value of 
Future CIP 

Capacity  
Charge 

Existing + Future Customers  
= 

+ 

Figure 6-1: Overview of Capacity Charge Calculation 
*Replacement Cost New Less Depreciation 
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Capacity charges were developed based on financial information and other data provided 
by the District. Staff also provided direct guidance on the allocation of assets among each 
of the four cost centers. Summaries of the capacity fee calculations and the resulting 
proposed capacity fees for each cost center are shown in tables 6-1 through 6-4. Detailed 
Capacity charge calculations can be found in Appendix D. 

Table 6-1: Marina Water Capacity Fee Calculation 

Water System Capacity Charges Marina Water 

 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service  $13,374,123 
 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets   3,197,842 
 Sub-Total of Adjustments   3,382,972 

 Total Value of Capital Assets  19,954,937 

Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments  -10,038,849 

 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities  9,916,088 

Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs  27,514,092 

 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets   $37,430,180 

 Total Number of Meter Equivalents  8,269  

Calculated System Capacity Charge $4,526 

 

Table 6-2: Marina Water Capacity Fee Calculation 

Sewer System Capacity Charges Marina Sewer 

 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service  $13,124,445 

 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets  326,498 
 Sub-Total of Adjustments   1,004,812 

 Total Value of Capital Assets  14,455,755 

Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments  -805,081 

 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities  13,650,674 

Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs  11,423,891 

 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets  $25,074,564 

 Total Number of Meter Equivalents   10,748  

Calculated System Capacity Charge  $2,333 
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Table 6-3: Ord Water Capacity Fee Calculation 

Water System Capacity Charges Ord Water 

 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service   $57,099,474 
 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets  2,206,873 
 Sub-Total of Adjustments  83,375,806 

 Total Value of Capital Assets  142,682,153 

Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments  -7,952,134 

 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities   134,730,020 

Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs 90,693,766 

 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets  $225,423,786 

 Total Number of Meter Equivalents  14,387  

Calculated System Capacity Charge $15,669 

Table 6-4: Ord Sewer Capacity Fee Calculation 

Sewer System Capacity Charges Ord Sewer 

 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service  $29,691,490 
 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets  774,317 
 Sub-Total of Adjustments  28,159,438 

 Total Value of Capital Assets  58,625,245 

Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments  -4,161,888 

 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities  54,463,357 

Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs  35,130,846 

 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets   $89,594,203 

 Total Number of Meter Equivalents  11,734  

Calculated System Capacity Charge $7,636 

Table 6.5 presents the system capacity charges over the next five years. To maintain equity 
and to account for inflation in future years, the capacity charges are escalated in future 
years based on the long-term Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index of 3.5 
percent. 

Table 6-5: System Capacity Charge Summary 

Description  Existing  
FY 2013/  

2014  
FY 2014/  

2015  
FY 2015/  

2016  
FY 2016/  

2017  
FY 2017/  

2018  

Marina Water  $5,450 $4,526  $4,686  $4,851  $5,022  $5,199  

Marina Sewer  3,950  2,333  2,415  2,500  2,588  2,680  

Ord Water  5,750  15,669  16,221  16,793  17,385  17,998  

Ord Sewer  2,150  7,636  7,906  8,183  8,472  8,771  
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MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT – Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study 
APPENDIX A – WASTEWATER DEMAND FACTORS 
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Table A-1 Waste Water Demand Factors     
  

 
Marina Coast Water District  

 
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study     

  
 User Classification   Wastewater Demand 

Factor   Unit 
  

   Single-family residence   1.00 
 

  
   Apartment unit with washer   1.00 

 
  

   Apartment unit without washer   0.80 
 

  
   Apartment central laundry facility   0.60 Machine   
   Mobile home with washer   1.00 

 
  

   Mobile home without washer   0.80 
 

  
   Mobile home park central laundry   0.60 Machine   
   Hotels, motels and rooming houses   0.25 Room   
   Campground with central facilities   0.20 Space   
   RV park with individual hookups   0.30 Space   
   Barber and beauty shops   0.30 Station   
   Service station with restrooms   2.00 

 
  

   Service station without restrooms   0.80 
 

  
   Recreational vehicle dump station   2.00 Station   
   Auto or truck repair shop   1.00 

 
  

   Mortuary   0.40 Employee   
   Bakeries, catering service   0.30 Employee   
   Restaurants   0.07 Seat   
   Restaurants, twenty-four-hour, fast food   0.09 Seat   
   Bars, cardrooms, casinos, taverns   0.10 Seat   
   Bowling alley   0.10 Alley   
   Theater (maximum capacity)   0.02 Seat   
   Laundry or laundromat   0.60 Machine   
   Dry cleaner employees PLUS 0.10 Employee   
   Dry cleaner machines 1.00 Machine   
   Fire station   0.20 Employee   
   Offices (attorney; accountant; realtor; etc.)   0.10 Employee   
   Dentist   0.50 Operatory   
   Doctor office or clinic   1.00 Office or MD   
   Dry goods retail store   0.10 Employee   
   Commercial swimming pool   2.50 Pool   
   Car wash   3.00 Stall   
   Food markets   0.10 Employee   
   Public buildings   0.10 Employee   
   School   0.07 Enrollment   
   Meeting hall; Church   0.01 Seat   
   Fairgrounds complex   4.00 

 
  

   Restroom buildings   1.00 Toilet   
   Hospital   0.80 Bed   
   Convalescent or nursing home   0.50 Bed   
   Industrial waste   45.00 

 
  

   Minimum demand for all classifications   0.80 Account   
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MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT – Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study 
APPENDIX B – PROPOSED CIP 
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Table B-1 Marina Water Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
      Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT       

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   MW-0204   Edna Court Water Main Replacement  $20,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000  ε    
   MW-0200   Wharf Hydrant Replacement  30,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,000  ε    
   MW-0203   Well 11 Pump Replacement  155,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 155,000  ε    
   MW-0111   Beach Road Pipeline  0 0 74,679 100,000 0 0 340,000 514,679  ε    
   MW-0163   Repair & Recoat Reservoir 2  0 0 0 0 450,000 0 0 450,000  ε    
   MW-0109   Lake Court Waterline Extension  0 0 0 0 0 0 435,468 435,468  δ δ    
   MW-0201   Salinas Ave Pipeline Extension  0 0 0 0 0 0 395,665 395,665  ε    
   MW-0202   Reservoir 2 Demolition  0 0 0 0 0 0 703,644 703,644  ε    
  

           
  

   SPLIT OF GENERAL WATER (GW) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO MARINA WATER (MW) = 37%  
       

  
  

  
Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 

  
  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   GW-0212   Potable Water Tank Compliance Project  $0 $39,140 $0 $0 $0 $41,132 $0 $80,272  ε    
   GW-0112    A1 & A2 Zone Tanks & B/C Booster Station  48,470 116,814 1,335,870 1,219,565 0 0 1,349,182 4,069,901  δ δ , ε    
   GW-0300   Marina & Ord Water Master Plan  0 92,500 0 0 0 0 0 92,500  ε    
   GW-0123   "B2" Zone Tank @ CSUMB  0 0 0 0 0 0 952,702 952,702  δ δ    
   GW-0210   Reservoir A3 (1.6 MG)  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,283,619 1,283,619  δ δ    
   GW-0231   Install Well 37 - Retire well 12  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,313,061 2,313,061  ε    
   GW-0232   Install Well 38 - Retire well 10  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,313,061 2,313,061  ε    
   GW-0233   A-BPS at ASP Bldg + Forebay Tank  0 0 0 0 0 0 616,248 616,248  ε    
   GW-0234   Install Well 39 - Retire Well 30  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,313,061 2,313,061  ε    
   GW-0235   B-BPS Expansion and Transmission to A1/A2 Tanks  0 0 0 0 0 0 4,841,096 4,841,096  ε    
   GW-0236   Install Well 40 - Retire Well 11  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,313,061 2,313,061  ε    
   GW-0237   Install Well 41 - Retire Well 31  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,313,061 2,313,061  ε    
  

           
  

   SPLIT OF WATER DISTRICT (WD) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO MARINA WATER (MW) = 30%  
       

  
  

  
Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 

  
  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   WD-0203   MCWD Fort Ord Office Landscape Project  $0 $6,355 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,355  ε    
   WD-0115   SCADA System Improvements - Phase I  296,016 41,850 42,687 43,541 44,412 0 0 468,505  ε    
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Table B-1 Marina Water Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
      Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT       

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   WD-0300   Long-Term Facilities Planning  0 45,000 0 0 0 0 0 45,000  ε    
   WD-0202   IOP Building E (BLM)  23,800 242,200 630,000 0 0 0 0 896,000  δ    
   WD-0106   Corp Yard Demolition & Rehab  0 0 0 36,000 135,000 0 0 171,000  ε    
   WD-0110   Asset Management Program - Phase II  0 0 0 75,000 0 0 0 75,000  ε    
   WD-0110A   Asset Management Program -- Phase III  0 0 0 0 75,000 0 0 75,000  ε    
   WD-0115A   SCADA System Improvements (Security + RD integration)  0 0 0 0 90,000 0 0 90,000  ε    
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Table B-2 Marina Sewer Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
      Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT       

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   MS-0133   Replace Lift Station No. 5   $17,150 $487,477 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $504,627  ε    

   MS-0206   Reservation Road Siphon  177,510 602,000 0 0 0 0 0 779,510  ε    

   MS-0143   Lift Station No. 6 Replacement  0 0 0 0 401,576 0 0 401,576  ε    

   MS-0138   Hillcrest Ave/Sunset Ave Sewer Main Imp. Project  0 0 0 0 50,889 299,905 0 350,794  ε    

   MS-0141   Reservation Rd from Nicklas Lane to Crescent Ave.  0 0 0 0 75,017 442,101 0 517,118  ε    

   MS-0172   Reservation Rd from Crescent to Seacrest  0 0 0 0 82,121 483,965 0 566,086  ε    

   MS-0202   Carmel Ave Sewer Main Imp Project   0 0 0 0 55,748 328,543 0 384,291  ε    

   MS-0203   Abdy Way & Paul Davis Dr Sewer Main Imps Project  0 0 0 0 0 465,477 0 465,477  δ    

   MS-0205   Del Monte/Reservation Road Sewer Main Imp. Project I  0 0 0 0 0 201,762 0 201,762  δ δ    

   MS-0137   Del Monte/Reservation Road Sewer Main Imp. Project II  0 0 0 0 0 351,399 0 351,399  δ δ    

   MS-0201   Armstrong Ranch Sewer Improvements   0 0 0 0 0 0 5,428,589 5,428,589  δ δ , ε     

   MS-0207   Marina WWTP Demolition  0 0 0 0 0 0 883,265 883,265  ε    

   SPLIT OF GENERAL SEWER (GS) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO MARINA SEWER (MS) = 40%  
       

  

  
  

Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 
  

  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   GS-0300   Marina & Ord Wastewater Master Plan  $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000  ε    

   GS-0200   Odor Control Project   0 0 0 60,000 0 0 0 60,000  ε    

   GS-0201   Del Monte/Reservation Road Sewer Main Improvements  0 0 0 0 134,984 0 0 134,984  ε    

   SPLIT OF WATER DISTRICT (WD) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO MARINA SEWER (MS) = 9%  
       

  

  
  

Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 
  

  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    

   WD-0203   MCWD Fort Ord Office Landscape Project  $0 $1,435 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,435  ε    

   WD-0115   SCADA System Improvements - Phase I  66,842 9,450 9,639 9,832 10,028 0 0 105,791  ε    

   WD-0300   Long-Term Facilities Planning  0 13,500 0 0 0 0 0 13,500  ε    

   WD-0202   IOP Building E (BLM)  6,800 69,200 180,000 0 0 0 0 256,000  δ    

   WD-0106   Corp Yard Demolition & Rehab  0 0 0 10,800 40,500 0 0 51,300  ε    

   WD-0110   Asset Management Program - Phase II  0 0 0 22,500 0 0 0 22,500  ε    

   WD-0110A   Asset Management Program -- Phase III  0 0 0 0 22,500 0 0 22,500  ε    

   WD-0115A   SCADA System Improvements (Security + RD integration)  0 0 0 0 27,000 0 0 27,000  ε    
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Table B-3 Ord Water Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
      Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT       
   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   OW-0169   Intergarrison Road PRV  $197,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $197,000 

 
  

   OW-0170   Well 34 (deep aquifer at Well 32 site)  1,772,320 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,772,320 
 

  
   OW-0116   Eastern Distribution System - Watkins Gate Well/Distribution Pipe  4,870,019 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,870,019 

 
  

   OW-0119   Demolish D-zone Reservoir  0 0 17,340 156,060 0 0 0 173,400  ε    
   OW-0223   Well 30 Pump Replacement  0 210,000 0 0 0 0 0 210,000  ε    
   OW-0201   Gigling Transmission from D Booster to JM Blvd  0 1,800 439,200 0 0 0 0 441,000  ε    
   OW-0206   Inter-Garrison Road Pipeline Up-Sizing  0 0 165,485 526,639 0 0 0 692,124  ε    
   OW-0128   Lightfighter "B" Zone Pipeline Extension   0 0 314,586 0 0 78,647 0 393,233  δ δ    
   OW-0211   Eastside Parkway (D-Zone pipeline)  0 0 415,632 2,498,444 0 0 0 2,914,076  δ δ    
   OW-0202   South Boundary Road Pipeline   0 0 412,218 1,261,387 0 0 0 1,673,605  δ δ    
   OW-0230   Wellfield Main 2B - Well 31 to Well 34  0 0 161,194 493,253 0 0 0 654,447  ε    
   OW-0129   Rehabilitate Well 31  0 0 0 1,707,438 0 0 0 1,707,438  ε    
   OW-0127   CSUMB Pipeline Up-Sizing - Commercial Fireflow  0 0 0 38,311 117,231 0 0 155,542  ε    
   OW-0203   7th Avenue and Gigling Rd  0 0 0 61,990 189,689 0 0 251,679  ε    
   OW-0122   Replace D & E Reservoir Off-Site Piping  0 0 0 0 0 996,467 0 996,467  ε    
   OW-0167   2nd Ave extension to Gigling Rd  0 0 0 0 0 267,053 0 267,053  ε    
   OW-0118   "B4" Zone Tank @ East Garrison   0 0 0 0 0 0 3,116,949 3,116,949  δ    
   OW-0212   Reservoir "D2" + D-BPS Up-Size  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,997,826 3,997,826  δ δ , ε    
   OW-0208   Pipeline Up-Sizing - to Stockade  0 0 0 0 0 0 709,391 709,391  δ    
   OW-0209   Pipeline Up-Sizing - between Dunes & MainGate  0 0 0 0 0 0 220,050 220,050  δ δ    
   OW-0210   Sand Tank Demolition  0 0 0 0 0 0 542,078 542,078  ε    
   OW-0204   2nd Ave Connection, Reindollar to Imjin Pkwy  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,214,489 1,214,489  ε    
   OW-0164   Imjin Parkway Pipeline, Reservation Rd to Abrams Drive  0 0 0 0 0 0 513,619 513,619  ε    
   OW-0214   Imjin Road, 8th St. to Imjin Pkwy  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,104,081 1,104,081  ε    
   OW-0121   "C2" to "B4" Pipeline and PRV Station   0 0 0 0 0 0 1,409,403 1,409,403  δ    
   OW-0171   Eucalyptus Rd Pipeline  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,351,264 2,351,264  δ δ    
   OW-0213   Reservoir B4/B5 to East Garrison Pipeline  0 0 0 0 0 0 257,487 257,487  δ    
   OW-0216   UCMBEST Pipeline  0 0 0 0 0 0 402,493 402,493  δ    
   OW-0217   Reservation Road, Imjin to MBEST Drive  0 0 0 0 0 0 539,368 539,368  δ δ    
   OW-0218   Golf Boulevard Transmission Line  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,104,081 1,104,081  δ δ    
   OW-0219   "B5" Zone Tank @ East Garrison  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,116,949 3,116,949  δ    
   OW-0231   Wellfield Main 3A - Intergarrison to ASP Bldg  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,541,126 3,541,126  ε    
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Table B-3 Ord Water Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
      Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT       
   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   OW-0232A   Install Well 36 - Retire Well 29  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,515,243 2,515,243  ε    
   OW-0232B   Wellfield Main 1B - between Wells 36 and 35  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,169,802 3,169,802  ε    
   OW-0233   Wellfield Main 1C (Parallel) - between Wells 36 and ASP Bldg  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,736,274 3,736,274  δ δ    
   OW-0234   B-BPS at ASP Bldg  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,355,195 1,355,195  δ δ    
   OW-0235   Ord Well-head Disinfection  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,710,391 2,710,391  δ δ    
   SPLIT OF GENERAL WATER (GW) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO ORD WATER (OW) = 63%  

       
  

  
  

Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 
  

  
   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Proposed Year   Planned   Planned   Planned   Planned   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   GW-0212   Potable Water Tank Compliance Project  $0 $63,860 $0 $0 $0 $67,111 $0 $130,971  ε    
   GW-0112    A1 & A2 Zone Tanks & B/C Booster Station  82,530 198,900 2,274,589 2,076,557 0 0 2,297,256 6,929,832  δ δ , ε    
   GW-0300   Marina & Ord Water Master Plan  0 157,500 0 0 0 0 0 157,500  ε    
   GW-0123   "B2" Zone Tank @ CSUMB  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,622,169 1,622,169  δ δ    
   GW-0210   Reservoir A3 (1.6 MG)  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,185,621 2,185,621  δ δ    
   GW-0231   Install Well 37 - Retire well 12  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,938,455 3,938,455  ε    
   GW-0232   Install Well 38 - Retire well 10  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,938,455 3,938,455  ε    
   GW-0233   A-BPS at ASP Bldg + Forebay Tank  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,049,287 1,049,287  ε    
   GW-0234   Install Well 39 - Retire Well 30  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,938,455 3,938,455  ε    
   GW-0235   B-BPS Expansion and Transmission to A1/A2 Tanks  0 0 0 0 0 0 8,242,947 8,242,947  ε    
   GW-0236   Install Well 40 - Retire Well 11  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,938,455 3,938,455  ε    
   GW-0237   Install Well 41 - Retire Well 31  0 0 0 0 0 0 3,938,455 3,938,455  ε    
   SPLIT OF WATER DISTRICT (WD) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO ORD WATER (OW) = 50%  

       
  

  
  

Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 
  

  
   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   WD-0203   MCWD Fort Ord Office Landscape Project  $0 $10,455 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,455  ε    
   WD-0115   SCADA System Improvements - Phase I  486,994 68,850 70,227 71,632 73,064 0 0 770,767  ε    
   WD-0300   Long-Term Facilities Planning  0 75,000 0 0 0 0 0 75,000  ε    
   WD-0202   IOP Building E (BLM)  42,500 432,500 1,125,000 0 0 0 0 1,600,000  δ    
   WD-0106   Corp Yard Demolition & Rehab  0 0 0 60,000 225,000 0 0 285,000  ε    
   WD-0110   Asset Management Program - Phase II  0 0 0 125,000 0 0 0 125,000  ε    
   WD-0110A   Asset Management Program -- Phase III  0 0 0 0 125,000 0 0 125,000  ε    
   WD-0115A   SCADA System Improvements (Security + RD integration)  0 0 0 0 150,000 0 0 150,000  ε    
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Table B-4 Ord Sewer Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
    Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 

  
  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   OS-0200   Clark Lift Station Improvement  $14,610 $403,975 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $418,585  ε    
   OS-0150   East Garrison Lift Station Improvements  588,620 0 0 0 0 259,135 0 847,755  ε    
   OS-0205   Imjin LS & Force Main Improvements - Phase I  0 28,000 530,000 0 0 0 558,000  δ δ  

 
  

   OS-0154   Del Rey Oaks - Collection System Planning  0 0 61,200 0 0 0 0 61,200  δ    
   OS-0208   Parker Flats Collection System  0 0 25,500 78,030 0 0 0 103,530  δ δ    
   OS-0214   Intergarrison/8th Ave SS (for Eastside Pkwy developments)  0 0 255,000 780,300 0 0 0 1,035,300  δ δ    
   OS-0153   Misc. Lift Station Improvements  0 0 561,000 936,360 0 0 0 1,497,360  ε    
   OS-0152   Booker, Hatten, Neeson LS Improvements Project  0 0 102,000 624,240 0 0 0 726,240  ε    
   OS-0202   SCSD Sewer Improvements - DRO  0 0 0 502,454 1,537,510 0 0 2,039,964  δ    
   OS-0203   Gigling LS and FM Improvements  0 0 0 497,803 1,523,276 0 0 2,021,079  ε    
   OS-0147   Ord Village Sewer Pipeline & Lift Station Impr Project  0 0 0 0 562,651 0 0 562,651  ε    
   OS-0209   Imjin LS & Force Main Improvements -- Phase II  0 0 0 0 55,612 677,811 0 733,423  ε    
   OS-0204   CSUMB Developments   0 0 0 0 0 608,899 0 608,899  δ    
   OS-0207   Seaside Resort Sewer Imps. Project  0 0 0 0 0 326,146 0 326,146  δ    
   OS-0148   Marina Heights Sewer Pipeline Improvements Project   0 0 0 0 0 825,863 0 825,863  δ δ    
   OS-0149   Dunes Sewer Pipeline Replacement Projects  0 0 0 0 0 461,923 0 461,923  δ δ    
   OS-0151   Cypress Knolls Sewer Pipeline Improvements Project  0 0 0 0 0 97,424 0 97,424  δ    
   OS-0215   Demolish Ord Main Garrison WWTP  0 0 0 0 0 1,623,648 0 1,623,648  ε    
   OS-0206   Fitch Park Sewer Improvements  0 0 0 0 0 0 127,071 127,071  δ    
   OS-0210   1st Ave Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project  0 0 0 0 0 0 408,340 408,340  δ δ    
   OS-0211   Gen'l Jim Moore Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project   0 0 0 0 0 0 49,972 49,972  δ δ    
   OS-0212   Gen'l Jim Moore Sewer Pipeline Replacement Project III  0 0 0 0 0 0 187,037 187,037  δ δ    
   OS-0213   MRWPCA Buy-In  0 0 0 0 0 0 11,040,808 11,040,808  δ δ    
   OS-0216   SCSD Sewer Improvements - Seaside East  0 0 0 0 0 0 6,480,709 6,480,709  δ    
   OS-0217   SCSD Sewer Improvements - City of Monterey  0 0 0 0 0 0 1,444,854 1,444,854  δ    
   SPLIT OF GENERAL SEWER (GS) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO ORD SEWER (OS) = 60%  

       
  

  
  

Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 
  

  
   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   GS-0300   Marina & Ord Wastewater Master Plan  $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000  ε    
   GS-0200   Odor Control Project   0 0 0 60,000 0 0 0 60,000  ε    
   GS-0201   Del Monte/Reservation Road Sewer Main Improvements  0 0 0 0 134,984 0 0 134,984  ε    
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Table B-4 Ord Sewer Proposed CIP               
   Marina Coast Water District     

   
  

    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study               
    Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 

  
  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
  

           
  

   SPLIT OF WATER DISTRICT (WD) COST CENTER PROJECTS - SHARE ASSIGNED TO ORD SEWER (OS) = 11%  
       

  
  

  
Previous FYE 2014 FYE 2015 FYE 2016 FYE 2017 FYE 2018 OUT 

  
  

   CIP No.   PROJECT DESCRIPTION   YEARS   Current Year   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   Proposed   YEARS   TOTAL   CATEGORY    
   WD-0203   MCWD Fort Ord Office Landscape Project  $0 $2,255 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,255  ε    
   WD-0115   SCADA System Improvements - Phase I  105,038 14,850 15,147 15,450 15,759 0 0 166,244  ε    
   WD-0300   Long-Term Facilities Planning  0 16,500 0 0 0 0 0 16,500  ε    
   WD-0202   IOP Building E (BLM)  11,900 121,100 315,000 0 0 0 0 448,000  δ    
   WD-0106   Corp Yard Demolition & Rehab  0 0 0 13,200 49,500 0 0 62,700  ε    
   WD-0110   Asset Management Program - Phase II  0 0 0 27,500 0 0 0 27,500  ε    
   WD-0110A   Asset Management Program -- Phase III  0 0 0 0 27,500 0 0 27,500  ε    
   WD-0115A   SCADA System Improvements (Security + RD integration)  0 0 0 0 33,000 0 0 33,000  ε    
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MARINA COAST WATER DISTRICT – Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study 
APPENDIX C – RESULTS OF REVENUE REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS 
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Table C-1 Marina Water: Revenue Requirements Summary   
   Marina Coast Water District    
    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study   

Ref Description  FY 2013/ FY 2014/ FY 2015/ FY 2016/ FY 2017/   
      2014 2015 2016 2017 2018   

Revenues(1)        
  

1 Proposed Revenue Increase 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%   
2 User Charges $3,973,453 $4,118,137 $4,313,328 $4,517,771 $4,731,905   
3 Licenses and Permits 3,090 3,183 3,278 3,377 3,478   
4 Other Revenues 53,732 54,067 54,980 55,909 56,853   
5 Capacity Related 20,125 20,250 20,592 20,940 21,293   
6 Income from Prop & Investments 0 0 0 0 0   
7 Defd Revenue 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450 3,450   
8 Other Revenue Sources 9,270 9,548 9,835 10,130 10,433   

9 Total Revenues $4,063,120 $4,208,634 $4,405,463 $4,611,576 $4,827,413   
Requirements 

     
  

10 Admin $716,437 $737,930 $760,068 $782,870 $806,356   
11 Operating and Maintenance 1,065,496 1,100,032 1,140,261 1,182,037 1,225,420   
12 Laboratory 115,313 119,082 123,525 128,143 132,942   
13 Conservation 132,083 136,046 140,127 144,331 148,661   
14 Engineering 302,796 312,456 323,449 334,848 346,669   
15 Debt Service 890,631 896,092 865,604 878,258 891,779   
16 Rate Funded Capital (PAYGO) 0 0 0 0 0   
17 Senior Debt Coverage (2) 210,563 215,192 204,627 209,286 213,886   
18 Junior Debt Coverage (2) 56,531 56,251 56,191 56,059 56,135   

19 Total Requirements $3,489,850 $3,573,081 $3,613,854 $3,715,832 $3,821,849   

20 Revenues - Requirements $573,270 $635,554 $791,609 $895,744 $1,005,564   
          

21 Senior Debt Coverage Factor 2.91 x 2.97 x 3.32 x 3.45 x 3.58 x   
22 Junior Debt Coverage Factor 3.32 x 3.53 x 4.09 x 4.47 x 4.86 x   

Accumulated Funds 
     

  
23 Operating Fund Ending Balance  $1,589,304 $1,628,205 $1,653,552 $1,701,610 $1,751,586   
24 Days of Operating Expenditures 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days   
   

     
  

25 Capital Expenditures (3) $604,294 $2,231,614 $1,634,368 $911,606 $593,843   
26 Capital Fund Ending Balance (4) 6,178,698 4,876,968 4,318,450 4,563,060 5,240,456   

27 Consolidated Funds $7,768,003 $6,505,172 $5,972,002 $6,264,669 $6,992,042   
           

Notes: 
(1) All user rate based revenues are post rate increase. 
(2) Note that debt coverage is calculated assuming policy based coverage factor requirements on 1.35 x (senior debt) and 1.2 x (junior debt). 
(3) Capital Expenditures Based on Proposed CIP 
(4) Note that bonds which are each issued to cover CIP costs are shown as being deposited into the Capital Fund. 
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Table C-2 Marina Sewer: Revenue Requirements Summary   
   Marina Coast Water District    
    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study   

Ref Description  FY 2013/ FY 2014/ FY 2015/ FY 2016/ FY 2017/   
      2014 2015 2016 2017 2018   

Revenues(1)        
  

1 Proposed Revenue Increase 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%   
2 User Charges $842,087 $932,063 $1,042,588 $1,166,218 $1,304,509   
3 Licenses and Permits 2,591 2,684 2,810 2,942 3,080   
4 Other Revenues 0 0 0 0 0   
5 Capacity Related 10,062 10,125 10,296 10,470 10,647   
6 Income from Prop & Investments 0 0 0 0 0   
7 Defd Revenue 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900   
8 Other Revenue Sources 515 530 546 563 580   

9 Total Revenues $857,155 $947,303 $1,058,140 $1,182,093 $1,320,715   
Requirements 

     
  

10 Admin $227,187 $234,003 $241,023 $248,253 $255,701   
11 Operating and Maintenance 325,882 336,088 347,379 359,066 371,163   
12 Laboratory 0 0 0 0 0   
13 Conservation 0 0 0 0 0   
14 Engineering 67,919 69,963 72,082 74,264 76,514   
15 Debt Service 256,568 253,802 247,853 340,046 426,415   
16 Rate Funded Capital (PAYGO) 38,607 38,607 36,763 0 0   
17 Senior Debt Coverage (2) 60,579 60,313 58,304 90,684 120,922   
18 Junior Debt Coverage (2) 16,400 16,296 16,254 16,190 16,185   

19 Total Requirements $993,141 $1,009,072 $1,019,658 $1,128,504 $1,266,900   

20 Revenues - Requirements -$135,986 -$61,769 $38,483 $53,589 $53,815   
          

21 Senior Debt Coverage Factor 1.42 x 1.84 x 2.45 x 1.97 x 1.82 x   
22 Junior Debt Coverage Factor 0.15 x 1.04 x 2.25 x 1.99 x 2.00 x   

Accumulated Funds 
     

  
23 Operating Fund Ending Balance  $320,066 $334,906 $447,947 $503,818 $557,158   
24 Days of Operating Expenditures 133 Days 137 Days 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days   
   

     
  

25 Capital Expenditures (3) $0 $0 $1,844 $1,650,580 $1,650,580   
26 Capital Fund Ending Balance (4) 982,104 991,925 1,000,000 1,104,591 1,137,581   

27 Consolidated Funds $1,302,170 $1,326,831 $1,447,947 $1,608,409 $1,694,739   
           

Notes: 
(1) All user rate based revenues are post rate increase. 
(2) Note that debt coverage is calculated assuming policy based coverage factor requirements on 1.35 x (senior debt) and 1.2 x (junior debt). 
(3) Conservative estimate of the maximum amount of capital funding available based on funding with both debt and available cash. 
(4) Note that bonds which are each issued to cover CIP costs are shown as being deposited into the Capital Fund. 
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Table  C-3 Ord Water: Revenue Requirements Summary   
   Marina Coast Water District    
    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study   

Ref Description  FY 2013/ FY 2014/ FY 2015/ FY 2016/ FY 2017/   
      2014 2015 2016 2017 2018   

Revenues(1)        
  

1 Proposed Revenue Increase 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 4.0%   
2 User Charges $5,713,636 $6,682,913 $7,649,893 $8,759,296 $9,745,728   
3 Licenses and Permits 5,150 5,305 5,464 5,628 5,796   
4 Other Revenues 58,676 63,141 66,189 69,383 72,732   
5 Capacity Related 139,894 150,541 157,807 165,423 173,407   
6 Income from Prop & Investments 0 0 0 0 0   
7 Defd Revenue 19,880 19,880 19,880 19,880 19,880   
8 Other Revenue Sources 515 530 546 563 580   

9 Total Revenues $5,937,751 $6,922,311 $7,899,779 $9,020,174 $10,018,123   
Requirements 

     
  

10 Admin $1,542,384 $1,624,611 $1,698,570 $1,776,721 $1,859,344   
11 Operating and Maintenance 1,723,877 1,844,318 1,947,853 2,058,266 2,176,060   
12 Laboratory 207,983 221,610 233,441 246,032 259,438   
13 Conservation 143,973 148,293 152,741 157,324 162,043   
14 Engineering 419,493 437,550 454,515 472,289 490,920   
15 Debt Service 1,741,631 1,849,263 1,952,635 2,707,352 3,463,182   
16 Rate Funded Capital (PAYGO) 915,000 1,006,500 0 0 0   
17 Senior Debt Coverage (2) 48,694 174,112 316,205 1,076,091 1,835,977   
18 Junior Debt Coverage (2) 144,425 130,425 115,925 100,825 85,125   

19 Total Requirements $6,887,461 $7,436,682 $6,871,885 $8,594,899 $10,332,090   

20 Revenues - Requirements -$949,710 -$514,371 $1,027,894 $425,275 -$313,967   
          

21 Senior Debt Coverage Factor 1.65 x 2.06 x 2.45 x 2.02 x 1.77 x   
22 Junior Debt Coverage Factor 0.75 x 1.96 x 3.24 x 3.01 x 2.50 x   

Accumulated Funds 
     

  
23 Operating Fund Ending Balance  $488,397 $278,563 $1,738,586 $3,340,777 $4,147,884   
24 Days of Operating Expenditures 31 Days 17 Days 99 Days 164 Days 180 Days   
   

     
  

25 Capital Expenditures (3) $2,217,359 $2,217,359 $2,217,359 $12,628,080 $12,628,080   
26 Capital Fund Ending Balance (4) 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,800,029   

27 Consolidated Funds $1,488,397 $1,278,563 $2,738,586 $4,340,777 $5,947,913   
           

Notes: 
(1) All user rate based revenues are post rate increase. 
(2) Note that debt coverage is calculated assuming policy based coverage factor requirements on 1.35 x (senior debt) and 1.2 x (junior debt). 
(3) Conservative estimate of the maximum amount of capital funding available based on funding with both debt and available cash. 
(4) Note that bonds which are each issued to cover CIP costs are shown as being deposited into the Capital Fund. 
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Table C-4 Ord Sewer: Revenue Requirements Summary   
   Marina Coast Water District    
    Financial Plan and Rate and Fee Study   

Ref Description  FY 2013/ FY 2014/ FY 2015/ FY 2016/ FY 2017/   
      2014 2015 2016 2017 2018   

Revenues(1)        
  

1 Proposed Revenue Increase 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 8.0%   
2 User Charges $1,858,904 $2,080,399 $2,268,039 $2,472,603 $2,748,472   
3 Licenses and Permits 5,531 6,117 6,596 7,112 7,669   
4 Other Revenues 0 0 0 0 0   
5 Capacity Related 23,674 25,476 26,706 27,995 29,346   
6 Income from Prop & Investments 0 0 0 0 0   
7 Defd Revenue 7,800 7,800 7,800 7,800 7,800   
8 Other Revenue Sources 773 796 820 844 869   

9 Total Revenues $1,896,681 $2,120,589 $2,309,961 $2,516,354 $2,794,156   
Requirements 

     
  

10 Admin $266,146 $274,130 $282,354 $290,825 $299,549   
11 Operating and Maintenance 430,568 458,414 482,638 508,408 535,835   
12 Laboratory 0 0 0 0 0   
13 Conservation 0 0 0 0 0   
14 Engineering 99,287 103,792 107,976 112,369 116,984   
15 Debt Service 801,765 938,535 1,098,799 1,233,901 1,363,584   
16 Rate Funded Capital (PAYGO) 0 0 0 0 0   
17 Senior Debt Coverage (2) 234,307 282,921 338,660 385,638 430,521   
18 Junior Debt Coverage (2) 25,954 26,038 26,240 26,416 26,705   

19 Total Requirements $1,858,026 $2,083,830 $2,336,666 $2,557,557 $2,773,178   

20 Revenues - Requirements $38,655 $36,759 -$26,706 -$41,203 $20,979   
          

21 Senior Debt Coverage Factor 1.68 x 1.62 x 1.51 x 1.48 x 1.52 x   
22 Junior Debt Coverage Factor 1.70 x 1.68 x 1.20 x 1.10 x 1.58 x   

Accumulated Funds 
     

  
23 Operating Fund Ending Balance  $787,939 $875,279 $972,378 $1,058,056 $1,142,113   
24 Days of Operating Expenditures 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days 180 Days   
   

     
  

25 Capital Expenditures (3) $2,551,025 $2,551,025 $2,551,025 $1,774,095 $1,774,095   
26 Capital Fund Ending Balance (4) 1,098,274 1,258,378 1,241,095 1,285,173 1,394,147   

27 Consolidated Funds $1,886,213 $2,133,657 $2,213,473 $2,343,229 $2,536,260   
           

Notes: 
(1) All user rate based revenues are post rate increase. 
(2) Note that debt coverage is calculated assuming policy based coverage factor requirements on 1.35 x (senior debt) and 1.2 x (junior debt). 
(3) Conservative estimate of the maximum amount of capital funding available based on funding with both debt and available cash. 
(4) Note that bonds which are each issued to cover CIP costs are shown as being deposited into the Capital Fund. 
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MCWD - Capacity Charge Calculations
2013

Marina Water Ord Water
System Capacity Charge

Existing Cost Basis 
Value of Water Infrastructure in Service

1 Total Replacement Cost of Existing System Infrastructure 28,018,200$                             119,943,500$                        
2 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Existing Infrastructure Assets (14,644,077)                             (62,844,026)                           
3 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service (sum of 1 to 2) 13,374,123$                            57,099,474$                          

Value of Other Depreciable Assets
4 Total Value of Water/Sewer Rights Assets 2,379,410$                               -$                                        
5 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Water/Sewer Rights Assets (308,062)                                   -                                          
6 Total Value of Building and Improvements Assets 1,303,118                                 1,985,062                              
7 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Building and Improvements Assets (369,265)                                   (184,589)                                
8 Total Value of Equipment Assets 1,271,176                                 945,542                                  
9 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Equipment Assets (1,078,535)                                (539,142)                                

10 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets (sum of 4 to 9) 3,197,842$                              2,206,873$                            

Value of Non-depreciable Assets
11 Land 3,163,765$                               4,344,818$                            
12 Property Easement -                                             14,100,000                            
13 Water/Sewer Rights -                                             57,450,000                            
14 Construction in Progress 219,207                                    7,480,988                              
15 Sub-Total of Adjustments (sum of 11 to 14) 3,382,972$                              83,375,806$                          

16 Total Value of Capital Assets (3+10+15) 19,954,937$                            142,682,153$                        

Liability and Asset Related Adjustments
17 Outstanding Debt for Infrastructure (2006 and 2010 Bonds) (18,825,395)$                           (16,398,665)$                         
18 Other Long-term Debt (14,856)                                     (38,459)                                  
19 Capital Fund 1,972,600                                 3,522,500                              
20 Operating Fund 5,175,741                                 1,181,088                              
21 Debt Service Reserve Fund 1,653,060                                 3,781,403                              
22 Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments (sum of 17 to 21) (10,038,849)$                           (7,952,134)$                           

23 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities (16+22) 9,916,088$                              134,730,020$                        

Future Cost Basis
Future CIP

24 Cost Center Specific Projects 2,499,456$                               48,157,623$                          
25 General Water Project Costs Assigned to Cost Center 23,451,061                               39,930,184                            
26 Water District Pojects Assigned to Cost Center 1,563,575                                 2,605,959                              
27 Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs (24+26) 27,514,092$                            90,693,766$                          

28 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets (23+27) 37,430,180$                            225,423,786$                        

Existing and Future Customer Base
Meters Equivalents

29 Total Existing Meter Equivalents 5,520                                         6,689                                      
30 Number of Future Meter Equivalents 2,750                                         7,697                                      
31 Total Number of Meter Equivalents (29+30) 8,269                                        14,387                                    

System Capacity Charge Results
32 Estimated CY System Capacity Charge (28/31) 4,526$                                      15,669$                                 

33 Current CY 2012 Capacity Charge (System) 5,450$                                      5,750$                                    
34 Difference (32-33) (924)$                                        9,919$                                    

CCI Adjusted Charge (Based on 2003 Charge) 7,563$                                      7,980$                                    
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MCWD - Capacity Charge Calculations
March 2013

Marina Sewer Ord Sewer
System Capacity Charge

Existing Cost Basis 
Value of Water Infrastructure in Service

1 Total Replacement Cost of Existing System Infrastructure 27,684,650$                      62,336,100$                      
2 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Existing Infrastructure Assets (14,560,205)                       (32,644,610)                       
3 RCNLD of Water Infrastructure in Service (sum of 1 to 2) 13,124,445$                      29,691,490$                      

Value of Other Depreciable Assets
4 Total Value of Water/Sewer Rights Assets -$                                    -$                                    
5 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Water/Sewer Rights Assets -                                      -                                      
6 Total Value of Building and Improvements Assets 319,215                              501,880                              
7 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Building and Improvements Assets (108,434)                            (76,519)                               
8 Total Value of Equipment Assets 432,429                              572,448                              
9 Less Accumulated Depreciation on Equipment Assets (316,711)                            (223,493)                            

10 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets (sum of 4 to 9) 326,498$                           774,317$                           

Value of Non-depreciable Assets
11 Land 857,002$                            1,216,549$                        
12 Property Easement -                                      10,800,000                        
13 Water/Sewer Rights -                                      15,300,000                        
14 Construction in Progress 147,810                              842,889                              
15 Sub-Total of Adjustments (sum of 11 to 14) 1,004,812$                        28,159,438$                      

16 Total Value of Capital Assets (3+10+15) 14,455,755$                      58,625,245$                      

Liability and Asset Related Adjustments
17 Outstanding Debt for Infrastructure (2006 and 2010 Bonds) (2,463,925)$                       (8,360,980)$                       
18 Other Long-term Debt (16,670)                               (5,942)                                 
19 Capital Fund 563,600                              986,300                              
20 Operating Fund 663,971                              2,071,647                          
21 Debt Service Reserve Fund 447,943                              1,147,087                          
22 Total Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments (sum of 17 to 21) (805,081)$                          (4,161,888)$                       

23 Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities (16+22) 13,650,674$                      54,463,357$                      

Future Cost Basis
Future CIP

24 Cost Center Specific Projects 10,639,834$                      34,242,551$                      
25 General Sewer Project Costs Assigned to Cost Center 314,984                              314,984                              
26 Water District Pojects Assigned to Cost Center 469,073                              573,311                              
27 Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs (24+26) 11,423,891$                      35,130,846$                      

28 Total Value of Existing and Future Assets (23+27) 25,074,564$                      89,594,203$                      

Existing and Future Customer Base
Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs)

29 Total Existing (EDUs) 7,235                                  5,541                                  
30 Number of Future EDUs 3,513                                  6,193                                  
31 Total Number of Meter Equivalents (29+30) 10,748                                11,734                                

System Capacity Charge Results
32 Estimated CY System Capacity Charge (28/31) 2,333$                                7,636$                                

33 Current CY 2012 Capacity Charge (System) 3,950$                                2,150$                                
34 Difference (32-33) (1,617)$                               5,486$                                

CCI Adjusted Charge (Based on 2003 Charge) 5,482$                                2,984$                                
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Table E-1 Marina Water Proposed Fire Service Rates     
   Marina Coast Water District      
    Comprehensive Rate Study and Financial Plan     

  
Fire Service 

Size FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18   
  1.0''  $1.49 $1.53 $1.58 $1.63 $1.68   
  1.5''  4.32 4.45 4.59 4.72 4.87   
  2.0''  9.21 9.49 9.78 10.07 10.37   
  2.5''  16.57 17.07 17.58 18.11 18.65   
  3.0''  26.77 27.57 28.40 29.25 30.13   
  4.0''  57.04 58.75 60.51 62.33 64.20   
  6.0''  165.69 170.66 175.78 181.05 186.49   
  8.0''  353.09 363.68 374.59 385.83 397.40   
                

 
Table E-2 Ord Community Water Proposed Fire Service Rates     
   Marina Coast Water District      
    Comprehensive Rate Study and Financial Plan     

  
Fire Service 

Size FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18   

  1.0''  $1.69 $1.83 $2.00 $2.19 $2.26   
  1.5''  4.90 5.33 5.82 6.35 6.56   
  2.0''  10.44 11.35 12.40 13.54 13.99   
  2.5''  18.78 20.41 22.29 24.35 25.15   
  3.0''  30.34 32.97 36.01 39.33 40.63   
  4.0''  64.65 70.26 76.73 83.81 86.58   
  6.0''  187.79 204.11 222.88 243.46 251.49   
  8.0''  400.18 434.96 474.97 518.81 535.94   
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Marina Coast Water District 
Financial Plan and Rate Study 

 
Revisions to Capacity Fee Update 

 
Capacity fees are one-time charges that are assessed when new connections are added to the water or 
wastewater system, or existing connections are increased in size. The purpose of capacity fees is to 
ensure that each customer is appropriately reimbursing the agency for the cost of system capacity 
required to service their connection. 
 
Marina Coast Water District currently uses a combined buy-in and future cost approach to calculate 
capacity fees. In this approach, existing system assets that will benefit a new user plus an additional 
capital costs necessary to provide service are appropriate to be recovered by the service provider.  

To calculate the current value of the existing assets, the replacement values of the existing system are 
calculated. And, as the system is not new, cumulative depreciation of the existing system is subtracted 
out.  

During the public process, a number of questions were raised regarding the replacement value of 
existing assets. The questions largely stem from the District’s Fiscal Year 2002 acquisition of the Ford 
Ord’s water and sewer system. As these assets were conveyed to the District at zero cost, no 
reimbursement of these pre-2002 Ord assets should be included in the buy-in component. Carollo 
worked with District staff to research available records to more specifically address these questions. 
Based on this research and discussions with District staff, it is necessary to adjust the Value of Non-
Depreciable Assets as well as the Replacement Cost New Less Depreciation. 

Value of Non-Depreciable Assets 

In FY 2002, the District recorded Journal Entries of roughly $100M as “Donations from Other Agencies.” 
This value recognized the value of the assets being conveyed to the District. Of these assets, the 
District’s depreciable assets (General Plant) increased my $1.60M on the water system and $1.28M on 
the sewer system. The remaining values were recorded as non-depreciable assets comprised of water 
and sewer rights and property easements. Table 1 provides a record of these assets. As these entries 
pre-date existing staff, it is unknown how these values were determined. 
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Table 1: Conveyed Asset Journal Entry 

2002 Value Existing Value 

Journal Entry Water Sewer Water Sewer 
General Plant $1,600,000 $1,278,000 Depreciated Depreciated 
Water Rights $57,200,000 - $57,200,000 - 
Sewer Rights - $15,300,000 - $15,300,000 
Property Easement $14,100,000 $10,800,000 $14,100,000 $10,800,000 

Total $72,900,000 $27,378,000 $71,300,000 $26,100,000 

 

Based on a review of available asset records, the value of the conveyed General Plant asset has since 
then fully depreciated. The Water and Sewer Rights and Property Easements assets are non-depreciable 
and therefore still have a value. The current value of the conveyed assets is shown in Table 1. This 
existing value should not be included for purposes of calculated the water or sewer buy-in component.  

Replacement Cost New Less Depreciation 

Given the nature of how the Ord’s system was recorded, and although the General Plant cost is fully 
depreciated, the calculated Replacement Cost New Less Depreciation (RCNLD) needs to be adjusted to 
account for accumulated depreciation that occurred off the District’s financials – prior to the system 
being conveyed. 

Originally, the Replacement Cost New portion of the RCNLD was calculated in a separate Capital 
Replacement Funding Memo developed by Schaaf & Wheeler earlier in 2013. The memo outlined the 
replacement cost of each system’s assets by function or service, including conveyed assets. The 
calculated replacement cost for Ord water was calculated at roughly $120M and $63M for the sewer 
system. However, as the District’s CAFR does not account for depreciation of the Ord assets prior to 
conveyance, the RCNLD had to be recalculated separately to define the appropriate amount of 
depreciation. 

As such, Carollo worked with the District to compile and analyze the District’s Asset Records in order to 
define each asset's (or Journal entry's) original cost, depreciation, and existing book values. Adjusted 
values were also calculated to reflect the original cost, depreciation, and book values at today’s costs. 
Although this follows the original methodology, the originally calculated Replacement Cost New defined 
the full replacement cost of the Ord Water and Sewer Systems and didn’t recognize the full deprecation 
of the conveyed system.  
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Based on the generated Asset Records and removal of the Conveyed assets, Table 2 provides the revised 
capacity fee calculations and proposed capacity system charges. 

 

Table 2: Calculation of Water System Capacity Charges 

    Water  Sewer 

 RCNLD of Infrastructure in Service    $20,418,305  
 

 $5,951,445  
 RCNLD of Other Depreciable Assets   -    

 
-    

 Sub-Total of Adjustments    12,075,482  
 

2,059,347  
     Total Value of Capital Assets     $32,493,787     $8,010,792  
        Liability and Asset-Related Adjustments   $7,952,134  

 
 $4,161,888  

     Total Value of Existing Assets Net of Liabilities   $24,541,654     $3,848,904  
        Infrastructure Related Future CIP Costs    $90,693,766  

 
 $35,130,846  

     Total Value of Existing and Future Assets   $115,235,420     $38,979,750  
        Total Number of Meter Equivalents   14,387  

 
11,734  

     System Capacity Charge  
(Per Meter Equivalent)  

 $8,010     $3,322  

 





















































 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
   
BIA Questions from the October 11

!
District Responses

1.Why did you exclude FORA funding contributions?  When the 
FORA funding is collected, how will the over-payment of fees 
be reimbursed or credited? 

The District excluded the FORA Water Voluntary Contribution (in the 
FORA CIP) as there is currently no mechanism for receipt of these 
funds.  Upon completion of a formal means to collect the contributions 
from FORA, MCWD will apply the contribution as a credit to the 
calculated capacity charge to new customers who will then pay the net 
capacity charge.

2.Why are the Ord Community water and sewer capital 
surcharges being eliminated and being passed through to 
capacity charges? Why the significant change from the 2008 
approach?

They are being eliminated for new users to reflect that a new user is fully 
bought into the system, rather than paying a surcharge (over time).

3.Since new development is a more water efficient than existing 
housing stock, how is this recognized in the proposed rate 
and capacity fee updates?

Consistent with industry standards, Meter equivalents were utilized as a 
basis.  Although a usage assumptions could be developed, the fee 
reflect the possible demand of the meter, rather than actual usage.

4.What is the basis for the land assumptions in Appendix D? No land assumptions were made. Rather CIP would provide sufficient 
capacity to the system to 2030 (based on UWMP growth assumptions).

5.What is the basis for allocating the outstanding bond debt?  
Why is the debt coverage paid by rate payers higher than 
required by debt covenants? What is the use of the excess 
revenue generated due to these higher debt coverage(s)? 

Debt is allocated to each cost center, based on funding of capital (use of 
debt). The Debt Coverage is higher to provide/enable easier funding of 
future projects and to reduce the risk of falling below coverage 
requirements. Revenues are largely variable (consumption dependant) 
and need a buffer in case of wet/cool weather or increased 
conservation.

6.Can you provide an example differentiating between 
circumstances in which capital improvements are deemed 
operating costs vs. capital costs?

No.

7.Why did Ord water capacity fees increase by $9,919 / meter 
equivalent while Marina water capacity fees decreased by 
$924 / meter equivalent?

MCWD provided an updated asset valuation study which increased the 
value of the Ord systems. Marina decreased as the system depreciated 
faster than capital was reinvested and/or reduced capital funding needs.

8.Why did Ord sewer capacity fees increase by $5,486 / EDU 
while Marina sewer capacity fees decreased by $1,617 / 
EDU?

Same as above.

9.Under the “buy-in” methodology, how is “bought” capacity being 
quantified?  Where is the engineering information that went 
into the “buy-in” calculations?  In other words, have all of the 
improvements been assigned an existing share and a future 
share?  Is that result the amounts identified in appendix D?

Units are quantified based on a Meter Equivalent. A connection is paying 
its share of existing and future capital costs. 
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study

!!

10.How are the existing deficiencies (from prior year under 
collections) funded in Marina and Ord?

Existing deficiencies are funded with reserves / delay of capital. 
Proposed increases for Ord are greater than would otherwise be 
necessary if previously proposed increases were fully adopted.

!
CSUMB Questions from the October 16

!
District Responses

1. page 38 In setting of Capacity Charges Buy in Component: 
How were replacement cost values established for assets 
received through no cost conveyances? 

2. Have these assets been depreciated in the methodology? 
3. What is the $ contribution to the buy in component of assets 

received through no cost conveyances (ie replacement cost - 
depreciation)?

1. This seems to be a repeated question. To confirm, the asset 
values provided to us (in the 2013 Replacement Analysis) DO 
NOT include conveyed assets. 

2. Yes, assets from the 2013 replacement cost analysis include 
depreciation. The value of the system is replacement cost new 
less depreciation. 

3. My understanding is this is the number shown.  We do not 
include costs associated with Free assets.  Replaced or 
repaired assets would/should show up. Assets conveyed and 
untouched, should not be included.

4. In future cost component (CIP): What amount of the CIP cost is 
related to replacing or extending the life of assets received 
through no cost conveyances?

During the 2013 budget process staff split CIP projects into three cate-
gories; supports existing infrastructure, supports a single development, 
and supports future infrastructure. This CIP list was provided to the 
WWOC late summer 2013. The projects supporting existing in-
frastructure totaled $48M, about half the recognized CIP. Of that $48M 
about $35M is scheduled after the next 5 years.

5. For each asset received through no cost conveyance can you 
show a listing of: Replacement cost, accumulated depreciation, 
Associated CIP cost.

The District has developed a high-level cost analysis of facilities on Ord 
that values the entire water system at $120M and the sewer system at 
$62.3M. An individual breakdown of specific facilities for the entire sys-
tem is not available.

6. What would the Capacity Charge be if assets that were 
received at no cost were excluded from buy in component?

Assuming the System had NO EXISTING VALUE  (no Conveyed assets 
or recognition of improvements) the fee would be $7415 for water and 
$3425 for sewer.

7. Please explain the methods that the District uses to estimate 
the volume of water required by proposed development in 
calculating capacity charges and how the actual usage is 
ultimately reconciled.

For the Fee development a meter equivalent is determined based on a 
¾” meter capacity. The purchased capacity in the system and the actual 
usage isn’t reconciled as a user may under utilize the full demand ca-
pacity of the meter. 
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
8. Why do FORA and the District not reach agreement on 

offseting Capacity Charges BEFORE the rates are enacted?
The District contracted Carollo to calculate the capacity fee to connect to 
the system(s) because the FORA contribution is a finite amount.  Once 
the contribution is exhausted, the District needs to know what the true 
charge should be to connect.  

9. Will the District lower Capacity Charges if an agreement is 
reached with FORA?

No. The Capacity Charge does not change.  When an agreement is 
reached on how the District will receive the contribution from FORA, the 
contribution will be a credit to the capacity charge and the Developer will 
pay the net charge.

10. page 5 Fire Service Charges: if only 29 of 289 accounts have 
been billed it would seem that this charge is not in place and 
arbitrarily applied.  Perhaps a refund to these 29 accounts is 
due?

No. there is a current existing fee in place.

11. page 18 Water for Land:  It seems overly optimistic that this 
revenue stream will be converted to cash.  Will the District ask 
for equivalent offsetting revenue from rate payers  if this cash 
flow does not materialize?

No. 

12. Page 30: Rate Structure:  There is no analysis supporting the 
assertion that the current rate structure is appropriate.  The rate 
structure appears to be solely geared for residential.  Please 
provide some justification for retaining this structure and 
explain how it is equitable for institutional/multifamily housing.

Although the District maintains various account types, the existing and 
proposed rate structure does not differentiate between users or billing 
classes– other than metered and non-metered accounts. The tiered rate 
structure is designed to recover the agency’s variable costs. A larger 
user of water pays more as they take more – the district incurs greater 
costs to serve greater quantities of water. A smaller user will subse-
quently pay less, as they use a smaller amount of water.  This rate struc-
ture encourages efficient use of water and should help the District 
achieve its conservation objectives. 

!
City of Seaside Questions from the October 16

!
District Responses

1. City believes that it would be beneficial to complete the review 
of the CIP finalizing the Fee and budget discussions.

The existing CIP is District staff’s best estimate of necessary projects to 
serve new development as well as continued repair and replacement 
needs. While a “complete review” or update master plans may provide 
additional detail, it is reasonable and within industry norms to utilize 
staff’s professional judgment. 

2.It is unclear how the expenses for the defunct regional water 
project being reimbursed.  Please clarify.

The District is pursuing legal avenues for reimbursement of the regional 
project expenses.
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
3.Please clarify the following statement in Section 1.2, on Page 5, 

“Residential users with upsized meters currently pay the month-
ly meter charged associated with the larger meter.”

Upsized meters refer to meters that are only “upsized” to meet fire regu-
lations and are not due to the daily demands of the meter. The updated 
methodology recommends upsized meters only pay for the “daily de-
mand” portion of the meter and implement a separate charge (fire ser-
vice charge) for the portion of the meter that is “upsized”.

4.In Section 2.1.1, the Study states that one of the objectives is to 
“Conduct a cost of service study…” However, is Section 1.3, the 
Fee Study states “Additionally, Carollo did not audit nor verify 
the accuracy of the District’s customer billing or financial 
records used as the foundation of this analysis.” In order to per-
form a valid cost of service study, Carollo should have either 
performed an audit or reviewed audited financial statements to 
verify accuracy of billing and financial records.  Please verify 
that either of these activities were performed by Carollo.

The District’s audited financials were utilized as a basis of the study 
(CAFR, Budget, financial records). Carollo did not independently vali-
date the figures; however, based on the consistency of revenues and 
customer records between the years reviewed, the figures appear rea-
sonable.  

5.In Section 2.1.2, the Fee Study states that “The population of 
the Ord Community service area is expected to increase from 
approximately 15,300 in 2010 to approximately 34,000 in 2020, 
an annualized growth rate of 7.6 percent. Given the realized 
growth rate since 2010 is considerably lower, Carollo has ad-
justed the analysis with a forecasted annual customer growth of 
4.3 percent.” However, the Fee Study states in Section 1.1 that 
the “Ord Community service area has a current (2013) popula-
tion of approximately 20,500 residents.” If these numbers in the 
Fee Study are correct, the annualized growth rate would be ap-
proximately 10 percent over the three years from 2010 to 2013.  
Since 10 percent is greater than 7.6 percent, the reduction to 
4.3 percent in the Fee Study and corresponding analysis do not 
make sense.  Please either provide further justification for re-
ducing growth rate to 4.3 percent or use the FORA estimate of 
7.6 percent.

Over the 30-year period, the annualized growth rate of7.6% is correct. 
As the Ord experienced over 10% annualized growth from FY10-FY13, 
the remaining future growth rate must collectively fall below 7.6%. How-
ever, the population growth did not correlate with the realized customer 
account growth (which was almost flat over the same period). In order to 
minimize a potential under collection of rate revenue (due to optimistic 
growth forecasting), the Customer Account growth rate was reduced. 

6.In Section 3.2.1, the Fee Study states “The budget was compared 
with prior year actual [emphasis added] financial information to iden-
tify any anomalies or one-time expenditures not appropriate for fore-
casting in future years.” Audited financial statements for at least the 
prior three years should be used to determine actual financial infor-
mation and potential anomalies.  Please confirm that at least three 
years of audited financial statements were evaluated. 

Carollo reviewed multiple years of data and held numerous conversa-
tions with District staff to confirm existing and future budget adjustments.
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
7.In Table 3-1, the Construction Cost Inflation is 3.5 percent.  The 

FORA CIP uses 2.8 percent based upon ENR data.  Please 
submit compelling reason for using 3.5 percent or change to an 
acceptable industry standard, such as ENR, which is estimate 
to be 2.8 percent.

While the 2.8% CIP projection used by FORA is one reasonable figure, 
the use of a long-term ENR-CCI average of 3.5% is also reasonable. 
Both ENR amounts are based on a historical basis and not a predictor of 
future cost inflation. Also, typically lulls in the CPI (as we are in currently) 
are followed by greater than average inflation.   

8. In Section 3.2.2, the Fee Study states “each debt obligation 
is allocated to each cost center, based on use of funds within 
each series, to reflect the benefit received.”  Please clarify 
the nexus between use of funds and the benefits received. 

a. What are the O&M costs for each cost center?  Are 
there audited financial statements for each of these 
cost centers? 

b. What activities and projects are covered by the 
current debt service? 

c. What are the associated amounts for these activities 
and projects under the current debt service?

a. O&M Cost are identified in draft budget. The District has pre-
pared yearly audited financial statements. 

b. District is preparing a spreadsheet to show activity related to 
current debt service 

c. District is preparing a spreadsheet to show activity related to 
current debt service

9.  In Section 3.2.3, the Fee Study states “District’s adjusted net 
revenues shall amount to at least 135 percent of the annual 
debt service.”  Based upon other statements in the Fee 
Study, the net revenues should be adjusted to either 135 or 
120 percent according to the debt obligation and District Pol-
icy of increasing the actual obligation by 10 percent.  The 
adjustment should be calculated according to the require-
ments of the debt service and District policy and not to an 
arbitrary amount of 135 percent.

Carollo analyzed the rates to generate a 1.35x coverage ratio to provide 
additional financial flexibility. This is particularly important as the District 
is considering issuing new debt, a higher coverage ratio would allow for 
additional debt to be issued.  Additionally, as much of the District’s rev-
enues are variable (consumption based) a higher target will provide an 
allowance for meeting ratios during moderate drought conditions.
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
10. In Section 3.2.4, the Fee Study states “…only projects 

related to supporting the existing infrastructure are included 
in the rate analysis and proposed rates.”  Please submit 
additional information to support this statement since this is 
not clear from the information given to date.  Also, recent 
California Superior Court decisions would indicate that costs 
associate with projects undertaken for the benefit of specific 
users need to be allocated to those users and not spread 
across the entire cost center.  Please submit additional 
specific information to indicate who benefits from projects 
listed in Appendix B to the Fee Study.  That is, the CIP 
should be vetted for development-specific versus existing 
infrastructure benefits.  Please clarify the calculations which 
incorporate the CIP projects for each of the user rates and 
capacity fees.

Question is unclear

11. The third paragraph in Section 3.2.4 indicates that there are 
difficulties in developing a rate model to adequately support 
specific projects and that several alternatives were 
evaluated.  Please clarify what these alternatives are.  This 
paragraph may indicate that the Fee Study does not meet 
the Prop 218 requirements to determine “… the basis upon 
which the amount of the proposed fee or charge was 
calculated …{California Constitution, Article XIII D, 
Section 6}.”  Please specify projects that would be supported 
by the proposed user rates and projects that would be 
supported by the proposed capacity fees.

!
Projects solely related to future expansion (need) are not funded 
through monthly rates and charges.  The proposed CIP related to 
R&R far exceeds the revenues or funding capacity without significant 
rate increases (above and beyond those proposed). The timing and 
funding of these projects are within the District’s discretion. The pro-
posed rates will generate additional revenues to fund some, not all, of 
the outlined R&R needs. This is consistent with Proposition 218 as 
the basis of the analysis is the proposed R&R and does not exceed 
the reasonable cost of service. 

12. In Section 3.2.4, the Fee Study states “Over the next five 
years, the District has identified a significant CIP program for 
Ord Sewer.  However, looking to years 6-10, there are no 
proposed CIP expenditures.  As such, the identified CIP is 
assumed to be spread over a 10-year horizon to smooth 
expenditures and minimize costs.”  Could this CIP be spread 
over more years to help keep the costs down?  For example, 
why does $1.5 million need to be spent in FY 2015 and 2016 
on “Misc. Lift Station Improvements?”  Please submit more 
information on how the CIP program was developed and who 
the beneficiaries are of each project.

   
The Proposed CIP has already been scaled down and prioritized by Dis-
trict staff. It is unlikely that the projects could be further delayed without 
possible degradation or risk in water deliveries. As recommended in the 
study and discussed by Staff at recent Board meetings, an asset man-
agement plan would better define the possible risk and criticality of sys-
tem assets. The CIP was developed by District staff based on their ex-
pertise and understanding of the system.
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
13. In Section 3.2.5, the Fee Study states “The minimum capital 

reserve target is $1 million for each cost center, again as 
dictated by District policy.”  What are the amounts of capital 
reserves recommended by Carollo?  Can theses amount be 
revisited by the MCWD Board?

See #14

14. In Section 3.2.5, the Fee Study states “The analysis explored 
and presented to the board multiple financial scenarios 
exploring the effects of lowered reserve targets on revenue 
needs and capital funding potential.”  Please provide these 
analyses.

As part of the financial review, Carollo analyzed the potential use/lower-
ing of capital funding levels (minimums). These scenarios were present-
ed to the District’s Board to enable greater funding of capital, through a 
reduction of reserve levels. These scenarios did not reduce the pro-
posed revenues or rates; simply they enabled a greater and immediate 
funding of the underfunded capital program.
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study
15. In Section 6.0, the Fee Study states that “there are two basic 

components to the District’s capacity charge – the “buy-in 
component” (or existing cost basis); and the “future 
component” (or future cost basis).” The Fee Study also 
states “The term “future component” shall refer to future 
facilities (i.e., facilities in the CIP) that may be recovered 
through the capacity charge.” and “The future component 
incorporates the present value of the District’s CIP.”  This 
leads to questions about both of these components to the 
calculation.   

a. For the buy-in component, why do future users need 
to buy in to the existing infrastructure that was 
received at no cost to the District as a public benefit 
conveyance (PBC)?  That is, Appendix D shows 
several assets that may have been received at no 
cost to the District.  For example, how was the “Total 
Replacement Cost of Existing System Infrastructure” 
established?  And is it appropriate that the District 
receive compensation for assets accrued through a 
PBC? 

b. In Appendix D, what is the “Total Value of Water/
Sewer Rights Assets” and how was it established?  If 
these rights were accrued through a PBC, how is it 
that the District would seek compensation for these? 

c. In Appendix D, what are the components to “Land” 
assets and what are their values?  If these assets 
were accrued through a PBC, how is it that the District 
would seek compensation for these? 

a. What does ‘Adjusted’ RCNLD mean?  How was 
RCNLD adjusted? 

b. For the future component, what are the future facilities 
that may be recovered through the CIP?  Are any of 
these facilities also accounted for in any other District 
fees?  If so, please explain how this is not double 
counting.  Also, if any of these facilities directly 
attributable to planned development, then the cost of 
these facilities should be removed from the calculation 
and charged directly to the users benefiting from these 
improvements.

15. 
a. Carollo utilized the District’s 2013 Capital Replacement 

Funding study to determine the replacement value of 
the system.  

b. Carollo utilized the District’s CAFR to determine the 
amounts.  

c. Carollo utilized the District’s CAFR to determine the 
amounts.  

d. RCNLD is replacement cost new less depreciation, the 
“adjustment” in Figure 6.1 refers updating the amounts 
to current (today’s) values. 

e. The Future component refers to the proposed CIP. This 
amount is divided by existing and future users. New 
users will fund their portion of the future system with a 
capacity charge and then subsequently pay for their 
portion of continued R&R through the monthly service 
charges.  
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 MCWD Responses to WWOC Questions on 2013 Rate Study

!
 !

16. In Section 6.0, the Fee Study states that “Staff also provided 
direct guidance on the allocation of assets among each of 
the four cost centers.”  Please provide additional information 
regarding the guidance and identify possible independent 
studies or analyses that would support the allocations made.

16. The District provided debt allocations between the cost centers. 
Also, allocations utilized to distribute General Water or General 
Sewer projects were provided by the District.
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Marina Coast Water District 
Agenda Transmittal !!

Agenda Item: 3-A        Meeting Date: July 13, 2005 
  
Submitted By: Suresh Prasad       Presented By:  Suresh Prasad !
Agenda Title:  Consider Adoption of Resolution Nos. 2005-37 (Ord Community Compensation 

Plan), 2005-38 (Capital Elements of Ord Community Plan), and 2005-39 (District 
Budget) to Approve the District Budget and Ord Community Compensation Plan 
for FY 2005-2006 !

Detailed Description: Each year, the District follows a budget development process that results 
in Board approval of the District’s annual budget by June 30.  The District budget process is 
somewhat complex as a result of dealing with five separate cost centers in two distinct service 
areas (Marina and Ord Community).  The Draft FY 2005-2006 Budget includes operating and 
capital budgets in support of the District’s two service areas and five cost centers, and apportions 
District overhead according to a pre-determined formula (based on revenue generation 
percentages).  This Draft Budget includes several key assumptions, which are contained in the 
Budget Summary Note. !
This year, staff initiated the budget preparation process in January 2005 for the Marina cost 
centers, and for the Ord Community cost centers with the FORA Water/Wastewater Oversight 
Committee in a series of meetings that focused largely on the issue of financing for the District’s 
capital program.  In 2004, the District reached the conclusion that the large Ord Community 
CIP’s could not be reasonably funded by a continuation of the rate-based capital component 
charge.  The District engaged Bartle Wells Associates (BWA) to evaluate capacity charges for the 
Ord Community service area.  BWA concluded that capacity charges were needed in FY 
2005-2006 to fund the Ord Community CIP Program.  The District informed FORA and the Land 
Use Jurisdictions (LUJ’s) that capacity charges would need to be considered in FY 2005-2006. !
The series of FORA meetings included the participation of numerous people.  All the LUJ’s and 
their major developers were represented.  And, they in turn provided independent financial 
consultants.  By March, it was apparent that the District would benefit from additional financial 
consulting expertise to augment the Bartle Wells Associates effort.  On April 13, 2005, the Board 
authorized staff to engage the services of Citigroup Global Markets, Inc., to assist in developing 
and evaluating financing options for the Ord Community CIP’s.  Citigroup began immediately, 
attended several meetings, produced and evaluated financing options, and presented same to 
District and FORA staff, and eventually with the LUJ’s and developers.  The options included a 
complete capacity charge, the continuation of rate-based surcharges for water and wastewater 
collection, and combinations of capacity charges and surcharges on future Ord customers.  On 
May 25, 2005, Citigroup presented the results of their work to the Board and LUJ representatives 



and developers present voiced support for an option that would create a water capacity charge of 
$2,800 per EDU, with a $20 monthly surcharge; and, a wastewater collection capacity charge of 
$1,000 per EDU, with a $5 monthly surcharge. !
At that meeting, the Board asked Citigroup to develop another option that would cap the 
combined (water and wastewater collection) surcharges at $20.  Citigroup did so with an option 
that included $18 and $2 monthly surcharges for water and wastewater collection, respectively.  
As a result of lowering the monthly surcharges over a projected 30-year period, the combined 
capacity charges were increased by $1,350; going from $3,800 to $5,150.  This information was 
shared with the Board, LUJ’s and developers.  On June 1, 2005, the FORA Administrative 
Committee recommended that the FORA Board support the combined $3,800 capacity charges, 
with the accompanying $20 and $5 monthly surcharges, stating that the $1,350 increase created 
too high a combined capacity charge, and that the monthly combined surcharge of $25 for future 
customers was acceptable. !
The MCWD and FORA Boards met in a joint session on June 10, 2005, to review the Draft FY 
2005-2006 Ord Community Compensation Plan (Budget and the accompanying rates, fees and 
charges).  At that meeting, the FORA Board took action, by resolution, to approve the Draft 
Budget, including the new capacity charges and capital surcharges.  The MCWD Board 
participated in the discussion leading up to the FORA Board action, and will incorporate FORA’s 
action in the District’s consideration of the complete (Marina and Ord Community) FY 
2005-2006 Budget on June 22, 2005. !
Bartle Wells Associates representative, Tom Gaffney, and Citigroup Global Markets, Inc. 
representative, Dave Houston, will be present at the July 13, 2005 meeting to review the entire 
process that let to the recommendations and to answer any questions. !
The MCWD Board held a Budget workshop on March 2, 2005 to review the complete Draft 
Budget.  On May 25, 2005, the Board again reviewed the complete Draft Budget.  And, on June 
8, 2005 and June 22, 2005, the Board again reviewed the complete Draft Budget.  At the July 13, 
2005 meeting, the Board will consider taking final action on the complete District Budget.  !
Board Goals: Financial Aspects Related to the District. !
Prior Committee or Board Action: The Board reviewed the Draft Budget on March 2, 2005 
during a Budget workshop, on May 25, 2005, on June 8, 2005, on June 22, 2005, and on June 10, 
2005 during a joint session between MCWD and FORA Board.    !
Financial Impact:       X      Yes             No !
Funding Source/Recap: All Accounts !



Material Included for Information/Consideration: Resolution Nos. 2005-37, 2005-38, 2005-39; 
FY 2005/2006 Budget Calendar; and, FY 2005-2006 Draft Budget Document with Budget 
Document Backup Information. !
Recommendation: Consider adoption of Resolution Nos. 2005-37 (Ord Community 
Compensation Plan), 2005-38 (Capital Elements of Ord Community Plan), and 2005-39 (District 
Budget) to approve the District Budget and Ord Community Compensation Plan for FY 
2005-2006. !
Action Required:      X       Resolution              Motion  Review 
(Roll call vote is required.) !
              !

Board Action !
 Resolution No              Motion By                    Seconded By               !
Ayes       Abstained      !
Noes       Absent                                                   !
Reagendized    Date   No Action Taken    !!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!



!!!!!!!!!



!
Resolution No. 2005-37 

Resolution of the Board of Directors 
Marina Coast Water District 

Adopting the Budget and the Ord Community Compensation Plan for FY 2005-2006 
 (Not including Capacity Charges and Capital Surcharges) !

July 13, 2005 !
 RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of the Marina Coast Water District 
(“District”)], at a regular meeting duly called and held on July 13, 2005 at the business office of  
the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows: !
 WHEREAS, Staff prepared and presented the draft FY 2005-2006 Budget which includes 
projected revenues, expenditures and capital improvement projects for five cost centers for the 
Marina and Ord Community Water and Wastewater systems, including the area within the 
jurisdiction of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) and the area remaining within the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army; and, !
 WHEREAS, FORA is authorized by the FORA Act, particularly Government Code 
67679(a)(1), to arrange for the provision of water and wastewater services to the Ord 
Community; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District and FORA, entered into a “Water/Wastewater Facilities 
Agreement” (“the Agreement”) on March 13, 1998, and have subsequently duly amended the 
Agreement; and, !
 WHEREAS, the Agreement provides a procedure for establishing budgets and 
compensation plans to provide for sufficient revenues to pay the direct and indirect, short-term 
and long-term costs, including capital costs, to furnish the water and wastewater facilities; and, !
 WHEREAS, the Agreement, as amended, provides that FORA and the District will each 
adopt the annual Budget and Compensation Plan by resolution; and, !
 WHEREAS, the proposed Budget and Compensation Plan for FY 2005-2006 provides for 
funds necessary to meet operating expenses, including employee wages and fringe benefits, 
purchasing or leasing supplies, equipment and materials, meeting financial reserve needs and 
requirements and capital expenses for sound operation and provision of the water and wastewater 
facilities and to enable the District to provide continued water and sewer services within the 
existing service areas on the former Fort Ord.  The rates, fees and charges adopted by FORA 
apply only to the area within FORA’s jurisdictional boundaries; and, 
  



 WHEREAS, the Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee of FORA and the District’s full 
Board have reviewed the proposed Budget and Compensation Plan; and, !
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Agreement, FORA and the District have adopted and 
implemented and acted in reliance on budgets and compensation plans for prior fiscal years; and, 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Agreement, FORA and the District have cooperated in the 
conveyance to the District of easements, facilities and ancillary rights for the water and 
wastewater systems on the area of the former Fort Ord within FORA’s jurisdiction; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District has provided water and wastewater services on the former Fort 
Ord by contract since 1997, and currently provides water and wastewater services to the area of 
the former Fort Ord within FORA’s jurisdiction under the authority of the Agreement, and 
provides such services to the portion of the former Fort Ord still under the Army’s jurisdiction by 
contract with the Army; and,  !
 WHEREAS, FORA and the District have agreed that water conservation is a high 
priority, and have implemented a water conservation program in the Ord Community service area 
that includes public education, various incentives to use low-flow fixtures, and water-conserving 
landscaping.  The rates, fees and charges adopted by this Resolution 2005-37 are intended to 
support the water conservation program and encourage water conservation, pursuant to sections 
375 and 375.5 of the California Water Code.  This conservation program and these rates, fees and 
charges are in the public interest, serve a public purpose, and will promote the health, welfare, 
and safety of Ord Community, and will enhance the economy and quality of life of the Monterey 
Bay community; and,  !
 WHEREAS, monthly service fees or charges are imposed as a condition of service to 
customers, and monthly water quantity and sewer rates are imposed on the basis of the amount of 
water used or consumed by the customer.  The rates, fees and charges are not imposed upon real 
property or upon persons as an incident of real property ownership; and, !
 WHEREAS, estimated revenues from the rates, fees and charges will not exceed the 
estimated reasonable costs of providing the services for which the rates, fees or charges are 
imposed; and, !
 WHEREAS, the rates, fees and charges have not been calculated nor developed on the 
basis of any parcel map, including any assessor’s parcel map; and, !
 WHEREAS, the rates, fees and charges are adopted under the authority of Government 
Code Section 67679(a)(1), Water Code Sections 30000 and following and Government Code 
Sections 54340 and following; and, !
  



 WHEREAS, after a public meeting and based upon staff’s recommendations, the District 
Board has determined that the Budget and Compensation Plan, including the rates, fees and 
charges therein, should be adopted as set forth on Exhibit A to this Resolution; and, !
 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 54999.3 requires that before imposing certain 
capital facilities fees on certain educational and state entities, any public agency providing public 
utility service must negotiate with the entities receiving the service; and, !



!
 WHEREAS, capacity charges and capital surcharges for FY 2005-2006 are  not included 
in this Resolution and will be adopted by separate Resolutions; and, !
 WHEREAS, Section 6.08.070 of the District Code provides that twenty-five percent of  
all monthly charges collected by the District shall be used for long-term water supply projects, 
but that this requirement may be waived by the Board on an annual basis; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District’s Board finds that, based on projected funding mechanisms and 
requirements, it is in the district’s interest to waive the requirements of Section 6.08.070 of the 
District Code for FY 2005-2006; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District is acting to provide continued water and sewer service within 
existing service areas on the Ord Community, and that such action is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(8) and Section 15273 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines codified at 14 CCR §15273. !

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: !
1. The Board of Directors of the Marina Coast Water District does hereby approve and adopt 

the FY 2005-2006 Budget and Compensation Plan for water and wastewater services to the 
Ord Community, not including capacity charges and capital surcharges. !

2. The District is authorized to charge and collect rates for provision of water and wastewater 
services within the boundaries of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority in accordance with the rates, 
fees and charges set forth in Exhibit A, not including capacity charges and capital 
surcharges.  The District is further authorized to use the same rates, fees and charges in 
providing services to the area of Ord Community within the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army. !

3. The rates, fees and charges authorized by this Resolution shall not exceed the estimated 
reasonable costs of providing the services for which the rates, fees or charges are imposed. !

4. The requirements of Section 6.08.070 of the District Code are waived for FY 2005-2006. !
 PASSED AND ADOPTED on July 13, 2005, by the Board of Directors of the Marina 
Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:  !

Ayes:  Directors                                                     !
 Noes:  Directors          !
 Absent: Directors          



!
 Abstained: Directors          !! !



____________________________ 
 Thomas P. Moore, President !!!!

ATTEST: !!
____________________________ 
Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !!

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY !
 The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby 
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-37 adopted 
July 13, 2005. !

______________________________ 
          Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !



!
Resolution No. 2005-38 

Resolution of the Board of Directors 
Marina Coast Water District 

Adopting the Capacity Charge and Capital Surcharge elements of the Budget and the Ord 
Community Compensation Plan for FY 2005-2006 !

July 13, 2005 !
 RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of the Marina Coast Water District 
(“District”), at a regular meeting duly called and held on July 13, 2005 at the business office of 
the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows: !
 WHEREAS, Staff prepared and presented the draft FY 2005-2006 Budget which includes 
projected revenues, expenditures and capital improvement projects for five cost centers for the 
Marina and Ord Community Water and Wastewater systems, including the area within the 
jurisdiction of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) and the area remaining within the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army; and, !
 WHEREAS, FORA is authorized by the FORA Act, particularly Government Code 
67679(a)(1), to arrange for the provision of water and wastewater services to the Ord 
Community; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District and FORA, entered into a “Water/Wastewater Facilities 
Agreement” (“the Agreement”) on March 13, 1998, and have subsequently duly amended the 
Agreement; and, !
 WHEREAS, the Agreement provides a procedure for establishing budgets and 
compensation plans to provide for sufficient revenues to pay the direct and indirect, short-term 
and long-term costs, including capital costs, to furnish the water and wastewater facilities; and, !
 WHEREAS, the Agreement, as amended, provides that FORA and the District will each 
adopt the annual Budget and Compensation Plan by resolution; and, !
 WHEREAS, the proposed Budget and Compensation Plan for 2005-2006 provides for 
funds necessary to meet operating expenses, including employee wages and fringe benefits, 
purchasing or leasing supplies, equipment and materials, meeting financial reserve needs and 
requirements and capital expenses for sound operation and provision of the water and wastewater 
facilities and to enable the District to provide continued water and sewer services within the 
existing service areas on the former Fort Ord.  The rates, fees and charges adopted by FORA 
apply only to the area within FORA’s jurisdictional boundaries; and, !



 WHEREAS, a financing study prepared by Citigroup Global Markets Inc. for the District 
recommends the adoption of capacity charges and capital surcharges as an element of financing 
capital facilities for water and wastewater service to the Ord Community; and, 
  !



!
 WHEREAS, the Water/Wastewater Oversight Committee of FORA and the District’s full 
Board have reviewed the proposed Budget and Compensation Plan; and, !
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Agreement, FORA and the District have adopted and 
implemented and acted in reliance on budgets and compensation plans for prior fiscal years; and, !
 WHEREAS, pursuant to the Agreement, have FORA and the District cooperated in the 
conveyance to MCWD of easements, facilities and ancillary rights for the water and wastewater 
systems on the area of the former Fort Ord within FORA’s jurisdiction; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District has provided water and wastewater services on the former Fort 
Ord by contract since 1997, and currently provides water and wastewater services to the area of 
the former Fort Ord within FORA’s jurisdiction under the authority of the Agreement, and 
provides such services to the portion of the former Fort Ord still under the Army’s jurisdiction by 
contract with the Army; and,  !
 WHEREAS, capacity charges and capital surcharges are imposed as a condition of 
service to customers.  The charges are not imposed upon real property or upon persons as an 
incident of real property ownership; and, !
 WHEREAS, estimated revenues from the capacity charges and capital surcharges will not 
exceed the estimated reasonable costs of providing the facilities and services for which the 
charges are imposed; and, !
 WHEREAS, the capacity charges and capital surcharges have not been calculated nor 
developed on the basis of any parcel map, including any assessor’s parcel map; and, !
 WHEREAS, the capacity charges and capital surcharges  the rates, fees and charges are 
adopted under the authority of Government Code Section 67679(a)(1), Water Code Sections 
30000 and following; Government Code Sections 54340 and following and Government Code 
Section 66013; and, !
 WHEREAS, after a public meeting and based upon staff’s recommendations, the District 
Board has determined that the Budget and Compensation Plan, including the capacity charges 
and capital surcharges therein, should be adopted as set forth on Exhibit A to this Resolution; 
and, !
 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 54999.3 requires that before imposing certain 
capital facilities fees on certain educational and state entities, any public agency providing public 
utility service must negotiate with the entities receiving the service; and, !



 WHEREAS,  the District is acting to provide continued water and sewer service within 
existing service areas on the Ord Community, and that such action is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(8) and Section 15273 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines codified at 14 CCR §15273. !



!
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: !

1. The Board of Directors of the Marina Coast Water District does hereby approve and adopt 
the capital elements of the FY 2005-2006 Budget for water and wastewater services to the 
Ord Community. !

2. The capital elements of the compensation plan for the area of Ord Community within 
FORA’s jurisdiction, including capacity charges and capital surcharges, set forth on Exhibit 
A attached to this Resolution are hereby approved and adopted.  The District is authorized to 
charge and collect capacity charges and capital surcharges for provision of water and 
wastewater services within the boundaries of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority in accordance 
with the schedule set forth in Exhibit A.  The District is further authorized to use the same 
charges in providing services to the area of Ord Community within the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. Army. !

3. “Capacity Charge” as used in this Resolution shall have the same meaning as provided by 
Chapter 6.08 of the Marina Coast Water District Code, as amended from time to time, for 
capacity charges for new or modified accounts for potable and recycled water service, and 
by Chapter 6.12 of the Marina Coast Water District Code, as amended from time to time, for 
sewer capacity charges.  Capacity charges shall be paid upon issuance of building permits. !

4. “Capital Surcharge” as used in this Resolution shall mean a monthly charge for capital 
expenses and facilities.  The capital surcharge shall be paid monthly by the customer 
receiving service, starting at the time a service meter is installed.  !

5. The charges authorized by this Resolution shall not exceed the estimated reasonable costs of 
providing the services for which the charges are imposed. !

6. The District will comply with the requirements of Government Code section 54999.3 before 
imposing a capital facilities fee (as defined in Government Code section 54999.1) on any 
school district, county office of education, community college district, the California State 
University, the University of California or state agency. !

7. The charges authorized by this Resolution shall become effective on the 61st day following 
adoption of this Resolution. !

 PASSED AND ADOPTED on July 13, 2005, by the Board of Directors of the Marina 
Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:  !

Ayes:  Directors Scholl, Brown, Moore          !



 Noes:  Directors Gustafson, Nishi       !
 Absent: Directors None         !
 Abstained: Directors None         ! !

______________________________ 
   Thomas P. Moore, President !!!

ATTEST: !
____________________________ 
Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !!!!!

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY !
 The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby 
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-38 adopted 
July 13, 2005. !

______________________________ 
           Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !



!
Resolution No. 2005-39 

Resolution of the Board of Directors 
Marina Coast Water District 

Adopting the District Budget for FY 2005-2006 !
July 13, 2005 !

 RESOLVED by the Board of Directors (“Directors”) of the Marina Coast Water District 
(“District”), at a regular meeting duly called and held on July 13, 2005 at the business office of 
the District, 11 Reservation Road, Marina, California as follows: !
 WHEREAS, Staff prepared and presented the draft FY 2005-2006 Budget which includes 
projected revenues, expenditures and capital improvement projects for five cost centers for the 
Marina and Ord Community Water and Wastewater systems, including the area within the 
jurisdiction of the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (“FORA”) and the area remaining within the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Army; and, !
 WHEREAS, the MCWD Board reviewed the proposed FY 2005-2006 Budget on March 
2, 2005 and June 8, 2005; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District approved the Ord Community water and wastewater systems 
budget on July 13, 2005 by separate resolutions,  Resolution No. 2005-37 and by Resolution No. 
2005-38; and, !
 WHEREAS, monthly service fees or charges are imposed as a condition of service to 
customers, and monthly water quantity and sewer rates are imposed on the basis of the amount of 
water used or consumed by the customer.  The rates, fees and charges are not imposed upon real 
property or upon persons as an incident of real property ownership; and, !
 WHEREAS, estimated revenues from the rates, fees and charges will not exceed the 
estimated reasonable costs of providing the services for which the rates, fees or charges are 
imposed; and, !
 WHEREAS, the rates, fees and charges have not been calculated nor developed on the 
basis of any parcel map, including any assessor’s parcel map; and, !
 WHEREAS, the District followed the procedure outlined in Article XIII D of the 
California Constitution in adopting the District’s current rates, fees and charges and the rates, 
fees and charges proposed for FY 2005-2006 are within the range adopted in that procedure; and 
  



WHEREAS, Section 6.08.070 of the District Code provides that twenty-five percent of  
all monthly charges collected by the District shall be used for long-term water supply projects, 
but that this requirement may be waived by the Board on an annual basis; and, !



!
 WHEREAS, the Board finds, based on projected funding mechanisms and requirements, 
that it is in the District’s interest to waive the requirements of Section 6.08.070 of the District’s 
Code for FY 2005-2006. !

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: !
1. The Board of Directors of the Marina Coast Water District does hereby approve and adopt 

the FY 2005-2006 Budget. !
2. “Capacity Charge” as used in this Resolution shall have the same meaning as provided by 

Chapter 6.08 of the Marina Coast Water District Code, as amended from time to time, for 
capacity charges for new or modified accounts for potable and recycled water service, and 
by Chapter 6.12 of the Marina Coast Water District Code, as amended from time to time, for 
sewer capacity charges.  Capacity charges shall be paid upon issuance of building permits. !

3. The rates, fees and charges authorized by this Resolution shall not exceed the estimated 
reasonable costs of providing the services for which the rates, fees or charges are imposed. !

4. The requirements of Section 6.08.070 of the MCWD Code are waived for FY 2005-2006. !!
 PASSED AND ADOPTED on July 13, 2005, by the Board of Directors of the Marina 
Coast Water District by the following roll call vote:  !

Ayes:  Directors          !
 Noes:  Directors          !
 Absent: Directors          
  
 Abstained: Directors          !

  _____________________________ 
  Thomas P. Moore, President !!

ATTEST: !
____________________________ 
Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !



!
CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY 

!
 The undersigned Secretary of the Board of the Marina Coast Water District hereby 
certifies that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2005-39 adopted 
July 13, 2005. !

______________________________ 
                Michael D. Armstrong, Secretary !



























































































































































































































































 

 

Schaaf & Wheeler 
CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS 

3 Quail Run Circle, Suite 101
Salinas, CA 93907-2348

831-883-4848
FAX 831-758-6328

asterbenz@swsv.com
 
 

 MEMORANDUM      
 
 
TO: Brian Lee, PE, MCWD 

Brian True, PE, & Patrick Breen 
DATE: May 2, 2013 

 
FROM: Andrew Sterbenz, PE JOB #: MCWD.44.12 
 
SUBJECT: Capital Replacement Funding 
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the methodology and assumptions used to 
develop the Capital Replacement Funding component of the Annual CIP. 
 
The Marina Coast Water District water and sewer systems are over 40 years old, with some 
pipeline components over 70 years old.  This existing infrastructure will need to be replaced as 
the pipelines and related components reach the end of their useful life.  The service life of 
underground pipelines varies depending upon the material and the soil conditions.  Fifty years is 
used as a typical planning factor, but pipelines (particularly non-ferrous pipes) can last from 75 
to 100 years.  However, the lifespan of the cast iron valves and fittings for water mains, and 
gaskets for water and sewer mains, limit the useful life of non-ferrous pipes. 
 
The District’s water system includes water mains from 4-inch through 30-inch, and sewer mains 
from 4-inch through 72-inch.  The system includes approximately 200 miles of water mains, 
3,500 valves, 1,500 hydrants, 6,400 water meters, 140 miles of sewer mains and 2,400 manholes.  
The MCWD Design Guidelines require a minimum water main diameter of 8-inch, and a 
minimum sewer main diameter of 6-inch (for dead ends) and 8-inch (for manhole to manhole 
pipes).  Therefore, in this cost model assumed that 4- and 6-inch water mains will be replaced 
with 8-inch mains, and that 4-inch sewers will be replaced with 6-inch sewers.  Water valves 
occur (on average) once per every 300-LF of water main, and manholes occur (on average) once 
per every 300-LF of sewer main. 
 
To estimate the cost of pipeline replacements, quantities of pipeline by size were required.  The 
District’s asset management system is not fully populated with existing pipeline diameters, so an 
automated report could not be produced.  Water pipeline quantities by size were taken from the 
2006-07 consolidated water system permit application, which included separate inventories for 
the Marina and Ord systems.  To these quantities, we added the pipelines constructed during 
subsequent CIP projects.  Sewer pipeline quantities for Fort Ord were taken from the 2005 Ord 
Wastewater Master Plan report, and similarly updated.  The 2005 Marina Wastewater Collection 
System Master Plan did not include a full listing of pipelines by size, but it did include a listing 
of the pipelines modeled, and a statement that all pipelines 8-inch and above were included in the 
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model.  The total length of those pipelines was calculated, and then the length of 6-inch sewer 
mains was increased to match the Marina sewer system total of 40-miles of pipe.  Pipeline cost 
estimates are based on the R.S. Means 2013 Heavy Construction Cost Data Manual, with the 
costs adjusted to Santa Cruz, CA (the nearest listed city).  The unit rates for water mains include 
the pipe, trench, bedding, backfill and paving, and assume one valve every 300 feet.  Water 
meter costs were obtained from the District’s supplier and assume that staff will install them.  
The unit rates for sewer mains include the pipe, trench, bedding, backfill and paving, and assume 
one manhole every 300 feet.  The resulting pipeline values are in the attached Tables 1 to 4. 
 
Capital costs for major items are listed in the attached Table 5.  Information on the existing 
system facilities was obtained from system drawings, master plans, assessment reports and other 
documents, and summarized in the EOC Equipment Charts (provided separately).  Costs for the 
existing major infrastructure items were estimated as follows: 

• Water wells were valued at $1,200,000, based on the recent cost to construct Well 34.  
The two smaller wells associated with the pilot desalination plant were scaled estimates. 

• Water storage tank values were estimated at $1.50 per gallon for steel tanks, and $2.00 
per gallon for concrete tanks. 

• Booster pump station values were estimated based on the sum of the installed pump 
horsepower, estimated at $6,000 per HP.  This cost is sufficient to include the building, 
mechanical equipment, electrical equipment, controls and yard piping.  The recently 
constructed E-Zone BPS was used to verify the cost factor. 

• Pressure reducing valve values were estimated based on the size of the valve (tabulated 
below).  The cost includes the concrete vault, traffic lid and isolation valves.  For stations 
with a second, smaller PRV, a flat $10,000 was added. The recently constructed East 
Garrison PRV was used to verify the cost factor. 

PRV Size Cost 
6" $35,000
8" $40,000
10" $60,000
12" $80,000
16" $100,000

• Emergency generator values are from the R.S. Means 2013 Heavy Construction Cost 
Data Manual, with the costs adjusted to Santa Cruz, CA.  Sizing is based upon KW.  
Some existing units are diesel direct-drive engines for well or booster pumps.  For these 
units, an equivalent generator KW capacity was calculated. 

• Sewer lift stations were estimated using the formula $275,000 + $7,500 x HP, which was 
derived from recent MCWD lift station projects (San Pablo, Landrum and Schoonover).  
The $275,000 fixed cost covers the site work, wet well, emergency generator and 
SCADA panel.  The per-horsepower cost covers the submersible pumps and the motor 
control center. 

• Marina Pilot Desalination Plant: This project was constructed in 1996-97.  The cost was 
approximately $2,900,000 at the time.  Scaling that cost using the ENR 20-city factors for 
1996 (5622) and for 2013 (9437), the current replacement value is estimated at 
$4,870,000. 
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For the capital replacement cost analysis, we assumed a 50-year service life for water mains, 
valves, fittings and hydrants, a 20-year service life for water meters, and a 50-year service life 
for gravity sewers, manholes and force mains.  The costs for pipeline systems are tabulated 
below, and detailed in Tables 1 to 4, attached.   
 

Pipeline System 
Replacement 

Cost 
Replacement 

Cost/Year 
Marina Water $21,255,000 $497,000
Ord Water $87,792,000 $1,920,000
Marina Sewer $25,954,000 $519,000
Ord Sewer $53,610,000 $1,072,000

 
The simplest cost model for life-cycle replacements (used in the table above) is to calculate the 
capital cost of the system components ($X), and divide by the component service life (Y-years) 
to get the required annual sinking fund contribution (=X/Y $/yr).  This provides a required 
annual income rate of 2% of the total cost for pipelines, valves, fittings, hydrants and manholes, 
and 5% per year for water meters.  The current Capital Improvement Program addresses the 
majority of the existing major infrastructure items, so we did not create a similar formulaic table 
for those items.  Table 5, attached, indicates which items will be replaced per the current Water 
and Sewer Master Plans.  Those preparing the rate study may use this to evaluate which items 
from Table 5 are not included in the current CIP. 
 
Finally, summary Tables 6 and 7 are included, providing the total infrastructure values for the 
Central Marina and the Ord Community Systems. 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Table 1: Marina Water System (Pipelines) 
Table 2: Ord Water System (Pipelines) 
Table 3: Marina Sewer System (Pipelines) 
Table 4: Ord Sewer System (Pipelines) 
Table 5: MCWD Existing Infrastructure Cost Basis (Major Items) 
Table 6: Central Marina Replacement Costs (Summary) 
Table 7: Ord Community Replacement Costs (Summary) 



MCWD Capital Replacement Cost Estimate
Existing Pipelines

Table 1: Marina Water System

Description Size
Replacement

Size Unit Quantity
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement
Frequency

Replacement 
Cost/Year

(in) (in) ($/Unit) ($) (Years) ($/Yr)
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 4 8 LF ‐               $91.00 $0 50 $0
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 6 8 LF 52,287         $91.00 $4,758,117 50 $95,162
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 8 8 LF 79,193         $91.00 $7,206,563 50 $144,131
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 10 10 LF 3,141           $113.00 $354,933 50 $7,099
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 12 12 LF 18,313         $125.00 $2,289,125 50 $45,783
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 14 14 LF ‐               $181.00 $0 50 $0
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 16 16 LF ‐               $192.00 $0 50 $0
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 16.72 16 LF ‐               $192.00 $0 50 $0
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 18 18 LF 1,750           $226.00 $395,500 50 $7,910
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 20 20 LF 4,790           $260.00 $1,245,400 50 $24,908
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 24 24 LF ‐               $283.00 $0 50 $0
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 24.94 24 LF ‐               $283.00 $0 50 $0
Fire Hydrant w/Bury EA 465 $5,600.00 $2,604,000 50 $52,080
Water Meter 0.75 0.75 EA 3,305           $350.00 $1,156,750 20 $57,838
Water Meter 1 1 EA 189               $400.00 $75,600 20 $3,780
Water Meter 1.5 1.5 EA 73                 $450.00 $32,850 20 $1,643
Water Meter 2 2 EA 80                 $700.00 $56,000 20 $2,800
Water Meter 3 3 EA 80                 $2,900.00 $232,000 20 $11,600
Water Meter 4 4 EA 80                 $4,100.00 $328,000 20 $16,400
Water Meter 6 6 EA 80                 $6,500.00 $520,000 20 $26,000
Water Meter 8 8 EA ‐               $10,000.00 $0 20 $0

Total Cost (rounded to thousands): $21,255,000 $497,000

Water Notes:
GV = Gate Valve, standard for 12" and smaller
BV = Butterfly Valve, standard for 14" and larger
Assume 3.5‐ft of cover for 12‐inch and smaller
Assume 4.5‐ft of cover for 14‐inch and larger

Pipe_Replacements_5‐2‐2013/Memo Table 1 5/2/2013



MCWD Capital Replacement Cost Estimate
Existing Pipelines

Table 2: Ord Water System

Description Size
Replacement

Size Unit Quantity
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement
Frequency

Replacement 
Cost/Year

(in) (in) ($/Unit) ($) (Years) ($/Yr)
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 4 8 LF 1,643           $91.00 $149,513 50 $2,990
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 6 8 LF 139,949       $91.00 $12,735,359 50 $254,707
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 8 8 LF 209,305       $91.00 $19,046,755 50 $380,935
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 10 10 LF 19,925         $113.00 $2,251,525 50 $45,031
C900 PVC Water Main, Class 350, GV every 300 LF 12 12 LF 100,011       $125.00 $12,501,375 50 $250,028
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 14 14 LF 4,431           $181.00 $802,011 50 $16,040
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 16 16 LF 30,527         $192.00 $5,861,184 50 $117,224
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 16.72 16 LF 6,665           $192.00 $1,279,680 50 $25,594
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 18 18 LF 18,574         $226.00 $4,197,724 50 $83,954
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 20 20 LF 15,750         $260.00 $4,095,000 50 $81,900
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 24 24 LF 28,307         $283.00 $8,010,881 50 $160,218
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 24.94 24 LF 10,593         $283.00 $2,997,819 50 $59,956
C151 DIP Water Main, Class 350, BV every 300 LF 30 30 LF 7,400           $362.00 $2,678,800 51 $52,525
Fire Hydrant w/Bury EA 1,011           $5,600.00 $5,661,600 50 $113,232
Water Meter 0.75 0.75 EA 2,212           $350.00 $774,200 20 $38,710
Water Meter 1 1 EA 140               $400.00 $56,000 20 $2,800
Water Meter 1.5 1.5 EA 284               $450.00 $127,800 20 $6,390
Water Meter 2 2 EA 318               $700.00 $222,600 20 $11,130
Water Meter 3 3 EA 321               $2,900.00 $930,900 20 $46,545
Water Meter 4 4 EA 318               $4,100.00 $1,303,800 20 $65,190
Water Meter 6 6 EA 318               $6,500.00 $2,067,000 20 $103,350
Water Meter 8 8 EA 4                    $10,000.00 $40,000 20 $2,000

Total Cost (rounded to thousands): $87,792,000 $1,920,000

Water Notes:
GV = Gate Valve, standard for 12" and smaller
BV = Butterfly Valve, standard for 14" and larger
Assume 3.5‐ft of cover for 12‐inch and smaller
Assume 4.5‐ft of cover for 14‐inch and larger

Pipe_Replacements_5‐2‐2013/Memo Table 2 5/2/2013



MCWD Capital Replacement Cost Estimate
Existing Pipelines

Table 3: Marina Sewer System

Description Size
Replacement

Size Unit Quantity
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement
Frequency

Replacement 
Cost/Year

(in) (in) ($/Unit) ($) (Years) ($/Yr)
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 4 6 LF $105.00 $0 50 $0
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 6 6 LF 105,000       $105.00 $11,025,000 50 $220,500
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 8 8 LF 75,000         $115.00 $8,625,000 50 $172,500
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 10 10 LF 12,300         $134.00 $1,648,200 50 $32,964
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 12 12 LF 3,000           $159.00 $477,000 50 $9,540
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 15 15 LF 6,000           $195.00 $1,170,000 50 $23,400
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 18 18 LF 2,100           $266.00 $558,600 50 $11,172
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 24 24 LF 1,200           $503.00 $603,600 50 $12,072
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 27 27 LF 1,200           $531.00 $637,200 50 $12,744
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 30 30 LF ‐               $656.00 $0 50 $0
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 36 36 LF ‐               $951.00 $0 50 $0
72‐in RCP Sewer Equalization Storage 72 72 LF 440               $703.00 $309,320 50 $6,186
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 4 4 LF 50                 $93.00 $4,650 50 $93
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 6 6 LF 1,200           $107.00 $128,400 50 $2,568
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 8 8 LF 4,400           $124.00 $545,600 50 $10,912
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 10 10 LF ‐               $143.00 $0 50 $0
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 12 12 LF ‐               $156.00 $0 50 $0
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 14 14 LF 0 $169.00 $0 50 $0
PVC Clean‐Out 4 4 EA 3,210           $44.00 $141,240 50 $2,825
PVC Clean‐Out 6 6 EA 144               $144.00 $20,736 50 $415
PVC Clean‐Out 8 8 EA 72                 $164.00 $11,808 50 $236
PVC Clean‐Out 10 10 EA 72                 $224.00 $16,128 50 $323
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 4 4 EA 357               $66.00 $23,562 50 $471
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 6 6 EA 16                 $216.00 $3,456 50 $69
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 8 8 EA 8                    $246.00 $1,968 50 $39
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 10 10 EA 8                    $336.00 $2,688 50 $54

Total Cost (rounded to thousands): $25,954,000 $519,000

Sewer Notes:
Assume # cleanouts = # water services
Assume 10% of cleanouts are combo CO‐BWP
Assume 6‐ft cover for all gravity mains
Assume 5‐ft of cover for all force mains

Pipe_Replacements_5‐2‐2013/Memo Table 3 5/2/2013



MCWD Capital Replacement Cost Estimate
Existing Pipelines

Table 4: Ord Sewer System

Description Size
Replacement

Size Unit Quantity
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement 

Cost
Replacement
Frequency

Replacement 
Cost/Year

(in) (in) ($/Unit) ($) (Years) ($/Yr)
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 4 6 LF 1,328           $105.00 $139,440 50 $2,789
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 6 6 LF 137,134       $105.00 $14,399,070 50 $287,981
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 8 8 LF 156,601       $115.00 $18,009,115 50 $360,182
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 10 10 LF 16,122         $134.00 $2,160,348 50 $43,207
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 12 12 LF 28,625         $159.00 $4,551,375 50 $91,028
SDR‐35 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 15 15 LF 14,424         $195.00 $2,812,680 50 $56,254
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 18 18 LF 14,606         $266.00 $3,885,196 50 $77,704
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 24 24 LF 1,328           $503.00 $667,984 50 $13,360
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 27 27 LF 667               $531.00 $354,177 50 $7,084
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 30 30 LF 2,805           $656.00 $1,840,080 50 $36,802
DR‐26 PVC Sewer Main, SSMH every 300 LF 36 36 LF 100               $951.00 $95,100 50 $1,902
72‐in RCP Sewer Equalization Storage 72 72 LF ‐               $0 50 $0
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 4 4 LF 2,500           $93.00 $232,500 50 $4,650
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 6 6 LF 3,300           $107.00 $353,100 50 $7,062
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 8 8 LF 8,300           $124.00 $1,029,200 50 $20,584
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 10 10 LF 19,100         $143.00 $2,731,300 50 $54,626
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 12 12 LF ‐               $156.00 $0 50 $0
C900 PVC Force Main, Class 350 14 14 LF ‐               $169.00 $0 50 $0
PVC Clean‐Out 4 4 EA 2,372           $44.00 $104,368 50 $2,087
PVC Clean‐Out 6 6 EA 575               $144.00 $82,800 50 $1,656
PVC Clean‐Out 8 8 EA 286               $164.00 $46,904 50 $938
PVC Clean‐Out 10 10 EA 286               $224.00 $64,064 50 $1,281
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 4 4 EA 286               $66.00 $18,876 50 $378
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 6 6 EA 64                 $216.00 $13,824 50 $276
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 8 8 EA 32                 $246.00 $7,872 50 $157
Combination Clean‐Out and Backwater Preventer 10 10 EA 32                 $336.00 $10,752 50 $215

Total Cost (rounded to thousands): $53,610,000 $1,072,000

Sewer Notes:
Assume # cleanouts = # water services
Assume 10% of cleanouts are combo CO‐BWP
Assume 6‐ft cover for all gravity mains
Assume 5‐ft of cover for all force mains

Pipe_Replacements_5‐2‐2013/Memo Table 4 5/2/2013



Table 5: MCWD Existing Infrastructure Cost Basis

Replace
System Category Description Size Unit Cost/Unit Cost per M.P. Cost to Replace

Marina Wells Well 10 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Marina Wells Well 11 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Marina Wells Well 12 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Marina Wells Desal Intake 1 EA $100,000 $100,000 No
Marina Wells Brine Injection 1 EA $75,000 $75,000 No
Ord Wells Well 29 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Ord Wells Well 30 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Ord Wells Well 31 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Ord Wells Well 34 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000
Ord Wells Well 35 1 EA $1,200,000 $1,200,000 Yes $1,200,000

Marina Tanks Reservoir 2 (steel) 2,000,000       gal $1.50 $3,000,000 No
Ord Tanks Intermediate (steel) 169,000           gal $1.50 $253,500 No
Ord Tanks Sand Tank (conc) 1,000,000       gal $2.00 $2,000,000 No
Ord Tanks B1 (conc) 2,000,000       gal $2.00 $4,000,000 Yes $4,000,000
Ord Tanks C1 (conc) 2,000,000       gal $2.00 $4,000,000 Yes $4,000,000
Ord Tanks C2 (conc) 2,000,000       gal $2.00 $4,000,000 Yes $4,000,000
Ord Tanks D1 (steel) 2,000,000       gal $1.50 $3,000,000 Yes $3,000,000
Ord Tanks Huffman (steel) 60,000             gal $1.50 $90,000 Yes $90,000
Ord Tanks Travel Camp (steel) 60,000             gal $1.50 $90,000 No
Ord Tanks D (old)(conc) 2,000,000       gal $2.00 $4,000,000 No

Marina BPS A‐Booster 300 HP $6,000.00 $1,800,000 No
Ord BPS B‐Booster 250 HP $6,000.00 $1,500,000 Yes $1,500,000
Ord BPS C‐Booster 625 HP $6,000.00 $3,750,000 Yes $3,750,000
Ord BPS D‐Booster 150 HP $6,000.00 $900,000 Yes $900,000
Ord BPS E‐Booster 280 HP $6,000.00 $1,680,000 Yes $1,680,000
Ord BPS F‐Booster 300 HP $6,000.00 $1,800,000 Yes $1,800,000
Ord BPS ASP‐Booster 300 HP $6,000.00 $1,800,000 No
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Table 5: MCWD Existing Infrastructure Cost Basis

Replace
System Category Description Size Unit Cost/Unit Cost per M.P. Cost to Replace
Marina Desal Pilot Desal Plant 300 AFY N/A $4,870,000.00 No

Marina PRV PRV‐02 LG 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Marina PRV PRV‐02 SM 3 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV Bermad Valve 16 IN N/A $100,000 No
Ord PRV PRV‐EG LG 12 IN N/A $80,000 Yes $80,000
Ord PRV PRV‐EG SM 4 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐10 LG 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐10 SM 3 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐11 LG 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐11 SM 3 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐12 6 IN N/A $35,000 Yes $35,000
Ord PRV PRV‐13 LG 12 IN N/A $80,000 Yes $80,000
Ord PRV PRV‐13 SM 3 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐17 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐18 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐20 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐22 LG 6 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐22 SM 2 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐24 10 IN N/A $60,000 Yes $60,000
Ord PRV PRV‐25 LG 10 IN N/A $60,000 Yes $60,000
Ord PRV PRV‐25 SM 4 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐26 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐27 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐28 LG 6 IN N/A $35,000 Yes $35,000
Ord PRV PRV‐28 SM 2 IN N/A $10,000 Yes $10,000
Ord PRV PRV‐419 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐50 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
Ord PRV PRV‐SUNBAY 8 IN N/A $40,000 Yes $40,000
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Table 5: MCWD Existing Infrastructure Cost Basis

Replace
System Category Description Size Unit Cost/Unit Cost per M.P. Cost to Replace

Marina Genset Portable 60 KW N/A $33,100 Yes $33,100
Marina Genset Well 11 300 KW N/A $79,600 Yes $79,600
Ord Genset Well 30 300 KW N/A $79,600 Yes $79,600
Ord Genset Well 31 300 KW N/A $79,600 Yes $79,600
Ord Genset Well 35 400 KW N/A $108,900 Yes $108,900
Ord Genset B/C Booster 500 KW N/A $135,500 Yes $135,500
Ord Genset D‐Booster 100 KW N/A $47,200 Yes $47,200
Ord Genset E‐Booster 200 KW N/A $63,800 Yes $63,800
Ord Genset F‐Booster 150 KW N/A $57,000 Yes $57,000
Ord Genset ASP‐Booster 200 KW N/A $63,800 No

Marina Subtotal, Marina Water $13,607,700 $3,762,700
Ord Subtotal, Ord Water $40,458,900 $32,151,600

Subtotal, Water $54,066,600 $35,914,300
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Table 5: MCWD Existing Infrastructure Cost Basis

Replace
System Category Description Size Unit Cost/Unit Cost per M.P. Cost to Replace

Marina SS_LS LS2 ‐ Dunes Dr 40 HP $7,500 $575,000 Yes $575,000
Marina SS_LS LS3 ‐ San Pablo Ct 10 HP $7,500 $350,000 Yes $350,000
Marina SS_LS LS5 ‐ Cosky Ct 30 HP $7,500 $500,000 Yes $500,000
Marina SS_LS LS6 ‐ Crescent Ave 4 HP $7,500 $305,000 Yes $305,000
Ord SS_LS Booker 50 HP $7,500 $650,000 Yes $650,000
Ord SS_LS Carmel 6 HP $7,500 $320,000 Yes $320,000
Ord SS_LS Clark 30 HP $7,500 $500,000 Yes $500,000
Ord SS_LS East Garrison 50 HP $7,500 $650,000 Yes $650,000
Ord SS_LS Fritzche Field 30 HP $7,500 $500,000 Yes $500,000
Ord SS_LS Giggling 90 HP $7,500 $950,000 Yes $950,000
Ord SS_LS Hatten 4 HP $7,500 $305,000 Yes $305,000
Ord SS_LS Hodges 10 HP $7,500 $350,000 Yes $350,000
Ord SS_LS Imjin 40 HP $7,500 $575,000 Yes $575,000
Ord SS_LS Landrum 20 HP $7,500 $425,000 Yes $425,000
Ord SS_LS Neeson 2 HP $7,500 $290,000 No
Ord SS_LS Ord Village 180 HP $7,500 $1,625,000 Yes $1,625,000
Ord SS_LS Reservation 100 HP $7,500 $1,025,000 Yes $1,025,000
Ord SS_LS Schoonover 30 HP $7,500 $500,000 Yes $500,000
Ord SS_LS Wittemeyer 10 HP $7,500 $350,000 Yes $350,000
Ord SS_LS DEH 6 HP $7,500 $320,000 No
Ord SS_LS TAC 10 HP $7,500 $350,000 Yes $350,000

Note: Cost formula = $275,000 + ($7,500*__HP)

Marina Subtotal, Marina Sewer $1,730,000 $1,730,000
Ord Subtotal, Ord Sewer $9,015,000 $8,725,000

Subtotal, Sewer $10,745,000 $10,455,000
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Replacement
Component Qty Unit Cost Remarks

Water Pipelines 159,474         LF $16,250,000 Approx 30 miles, 4‐ thru 20‐inch
Hydrants 465                EA $2,604,000
Meters 3,887              EA $2,401,200
Wells 5                     EA $3,600,000 3 potable, 1 seawater, 1 disposal
Water Storage Tanks 2,000,000      GAL $3,000,000 replace with new A‐Zone tank
Booster Pump Stations 1                     Station $0 not needed after new A‐tank
Pilot Desal Plant 1                     Station $0 replace with larger facility
Pressure Reducing Valves 2                     EA $50,000
Generators 2                     EA $113,000

Sub‐Total, Water System $28,018,200

Sewer Gravity Pipelines 206,240         LF $25,276,000 Approx 40 miles, 6‐ thru 72‐inch
Force Mains 5,650              LF $678,650
Lift Stations 4 Station $1,730,000

Sub‐Total, Sewer System $27,684,650

Total $55,702,850

MCWD Capital Infrastructure
Table 6: Central Marina Replacement Costs



Replacement
Component Qty Unit Cost Remarks

Water Pipelines 593,080         LF $76,608,000 Approx 112 miles, 6‐ thru 30‐inch
Hydrants 1,011              EA $5,661,600
Meters 2,814              EA $5,522,300 1,100 accounts still unmetered
Wells 5                     EA $6,000,000
Water Storage Tanks 11,289,000    GAL $15,090,000 2 tanks won't be replaced
Booster Pump Stations 6                     Station $9,630,000
Pressure Reducing Valves 25                  EA $860,000
Generators 8                     EA $571,600

Sub‐Total, Water System $119,943,500

Sewer Gravity Pipelines 373,740         LF $49,265,000 Approx 71 miles, 6‐ thru 36‐inch
Force Mains 33,200            LF $4,346,100
Lift Stations 17 Station $8,725,000

Sub‐Total, Sewer System $62,336,100

Total $182,279,600

Table 7: Ord Community Replacement Costs
MCWD Capital Infrastructure
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