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The following pages contain responses to all comments received through July 12, 
2021 for the Murrieta Focused Municipal Service Review (FMSR) report dated 
December 10, 2020. Responses are for comments from members of the public, 
LAFCO, and affected public agencies that submitted comments. 
 
A separate “Errata Document” will be published notating any corrections or 
clarification to the FMSR report deemed appropriate. 
 
Additional comments to the FMSR report, the Response to Comments and the 
Errata Document (when published) will continue to be accepted for the public 
record and addressed.  
 
 
  



Murrieta FMSR Comments - Response to Comments

Comment Submittal #1- Recv'd- 01/19/2021- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

Pages 2 and 13 of the study state that the Study Area is "the portion of the City of Murrieta 
currently receiving water service from WMWD."  That implies that undeveloped properties and 
those served by wells aren't actually in the Study Area.

All parcels within the boundaries as depicted on the study area map (Figure 1-1) are included in the analysis. The report on pages 2 and 13 will be 
clarified in the Errata Document.

Maps, esp Figure 2-1, show that the Study Area includes areas served by WMWD, EMWD, RCWD, 
and unserved areas (I assume that is what is shown in white, but please confirm) 

Figure 2-1 has been revised and is posted on the LAFCO website for review. The revised map will be included in the Errata Document.

Please clarify, in text, the extent of the study area so there is no confusion for residents. See previous response to comments regarding clarification of the the Study Area.
Figure 3-1- At least two light blue parcels have already been developed and are receiving service - 
Santa Rosa HIghlands on Jefferson and the Solera condos on Washington.  Has the City had the 
opportunity to confirm that the maps are correct?

The City of Murrieta has received the report and all maps and has not provided comments. Note that the analysis includes all relevant data 
concerning the status of each parcel based on County Assessor data as noted for the base year. Any development that has occurred since that data 
date has been included in the growth projections utilized in the analysis.

Figure 3-1- Why do some portions have no color? The satellite view shows that part of the 
uncolored area is already developed and part is not.  How is/will water service to this area be 
provided?  Is any water demand for this portion of the study area included in the demand analyses?

Several large parcels in the study area have small portions that have been developed while the majority of the parcel is undeveloped.  It was a 
judgement call as to how to treat these parcels. In general, because the existing demand is small compared to future potential, demand was  
included in future projections, but not existing.

Comment Submittal #2- Recv'd- 01/21-2021- MB Chapman (email) Response to Comment

Based on the report Rancho has the highest total cost of water for single family residents. Its cost is 
higher because Rancho will either assess an ad valorem tax on our property tax bill or add a water 
rate surcharge (equal to the ad valorem tax) to our monthly bill. The report says the decision to 
charge the ad valorem or the water rate surcharge will not be made until Rancho assumes 
ownership of the area. Either of these two options will cost homeowners more money for the same 
water.   

Comment Noted. The decision to implement the Ad Valorem tax or rate surcharge would be a policy decision for RCWD. 

The report also says that Rancho has the lowest cost for commercial development because Rancho 
has pipelines in the vicinity of the vacant parcels in west Murrieta. The developers will pay lower 
connection fees  with Rancho.  If Rancho becomes our water provider, and we are charged the ad 
valorem or a water rate surcharge, we will be subsidizing the developers.

Comment Noted. The decision to implement the Ad Valorem tax or rate surcharge and the applicability to new development would be a policy 
decision for RCWD

Our city council needs to work with the water districts to find an equitable solution that does not 
financially damage homeowners while supporting growth in the west Murrieta area.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #3- Recv'd- 01/22/2-021- Christine Rios (email) Response to Comment

The report says Rancho has the highest cost.  Why should residents pay more for the same service 
we currently get from Western?

The purpose of the analysis in part is to provide the information for each ratepayer to make their own assessment on how it will directly impact 
their own situation.

Does the entire study area have to change water systems or can the vacant parcels in the south be 
transferred to Rancho and the homes in the north be transferred to Eastern or stay with Western?  

The analysis assumes all parcels within the study area would be subject to the same service provider. However, if any change were initiated by any 
of the service providers, it would be up to those service providers to make a policy decision regarding actual boundaries which may or may not be 
different than the study area. Any boundary change would have to go through the LAFCO application and adjudication process.

Are you going to send out this information to ALL the residents in Murrieta affected by this possible 
maneuver?

The report is located on the Riverside LAFCO website for viewing by the public. Additionally, each agency participating has been requested to place 
the report on their respective websites. A mailed notice to all property owners within the study area will be sent out several weeks prior to the 
public presentation once it is scheduled.
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Comment Submittal #4- Recv'd- 01/23/2021- H Daniels (email) Response to Comment

Why does RCWD have a 30” water line in the middle of Western’s service area? The Murrieta area has a complicated history of water service. RCWD as it exists today was formed from two agencies, one north and one south of 
the historical Murrieta County Water District. These two agencies were connected along the most direct route through the Murrieta County Water 
District.  When the Murrieta County Water District was integrated into the Western Service area, the result was RCWD transmission lines in the 
Western Service Area.

With the report complete in April, 2020 why was the release delayed until December, 2020?  I 
thought this was all resolved and we would stay with WMWD.

The April 30, 2020 report was a first draft for internal review by LAFCO and the agencies involved. Additional analysis was requested by all three 
water districts, and other corrections/modifications to the draft report were made during the next several months based on agency and LAFCO 
review prior to the release of the December 10, 2020 report to the public. No decision has been made on any change in service provider, and any 
change would have to be initiated by one of the public agencies. LAFCO has no authority to initiate a boundary change of this nature.

I am confused... What is the difference to residents if RCWD were to assume this area as financially 
BLENDED and not financially DISTINCT?  How is that decided? Who decides if they do the ad 
valorum or surcharge?  When? Why don't they have a plan?

Maintaing the area distinct, or blending it with the Santa Rosa Division would be a policy decision for RCWD. RCWD has indicated that if they were 
to acquire the area to serve it, they would start as a distinct area, then perform a study to determine the economic feasibility of blending with the 
Santa Rosa Division. See P. 9, Table ES-1, Note (b), and P. 65 in the report. Application of the Ad Valorem tax or surcharge would also be a policy 
decision for RCWD. The "surcharge" scenario was developed to reflect an alternative to the Ad Velorum tax. See P. 9, Table ES-1, Note (c) in the 
report.

Is the City still pushing RCWD and they assume they will get us so they don't have to develop a plan 
since the back door negotiations have already happened?  

This is a question that should be directed to the City of Murrieta and RCWD. The consultant team and LAFCO are unaware of any "negotiations" 
taking place between the City and RCWD, thus there is nothing in the analysis that would reflect any unknown negotiations. 

EMWD has a plan and it looks good to me.  If we have to change lets go with EMWD. Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #5- Recv'd- 01/28/2021- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

How were the different assumptions for daily indoor water usage (the amount that gets the least 
expensive water rates) taken into consideration?  The text and appendix notes only refer to 
WMWD’s 60 gallons/person/day but the other water district websites show only 55 
gallons/person/day for RCWD and EMWD.

The WMWD gpdc was established using existing customer consumption data for current conditions. The 55 gpcd goal by other agencies is separate 
from actual current conditions. During the execution of the study, all of the agencies agreed to use consistent assumptions for water use so that 
differing assumptions would not impact results.

It appears that RCWD was assumed to use the 60 gallon budget figure that WMWD uses, a change 
which is significant for large families.  Did RCWD provide information on how long this change (an 
8% increase in the lower priced Tier 1 allotment) would remain in effect?  Would it only be if the 
Study Area remains a distinct district, since the Santa Rosa district has the lower budget?  What 
other policies would change if the Study Area were no longer a distinct district within RCWD? 
Would the higher “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rates be applied to us?

The analysis is based on comparison using current demands not a prediction of future behavior and consumption. RCWD did not provide 
information as to how long a 60 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) budget for indoor tier water use would remain in effect. RCWD indicated the study 
area would remain financially distinct.  RCWD provided no information on any alternatyive rate structure based on the Santa rosa distirct, and this 
FMSR did not evaluate that alternative policy decision which is the responsibility of RCWD. The "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates do not apply to the 
Murrieta study area.  

Why was no increase in rates assumed for 3 years (FY 27/28 – FY 29/30) for EMWD and both 
RCWD scenarios (but only for the last 2 years for WMWD)? Why weren’t consistent increases 
assumed for all 10 years?  I see that EMWD does assume an increase in the fixed charges, (Table B-
5, lines 227-235) and the commodity charges, (Table B-5, lines 268-273) for current EMWD 
customers but not for the Study Area.

The size and timing of rate increases were determined so that the utility would collect sufficient revenues to pay expenses and build reserves to 
meet reserve criteria.  If there was no rate increase projected in any given year, it is because a rate increase wasn't necessary to pay expenses and 
meet reserve criteria.

Although most of the study area isn’t subject to the Zone 8 pumping charge under WMWD, would 
customers subject to that charge also be subject to RCWDs energy charge?  ($0.06 in addition to 
the $0.234 WMWD charges per HCF)

Under the RCWD Ownership Alternative, customers would not be subject to RCWD's energy charge, per RCWD's policy instruction.

Based on what I read in Appendix B, it appears there will be a dramatic (more than 30%) decrease 
in water bill costs with EMWD once the Acquisition Balance is paid off in 12 years. Is this correct?

Yes that is correct.  Under the EMWD Ownership Scenario, projected water bills for residential customers would decrease after the Acquisition 
Balance is paid off.  The amount of the projected decrease in water bills would depend on the water use of the individual customer. 

Comment Submittal #6- Recv'd- 01/29/2021- Denae Rios (email) Response to Comment

The study uses $80,000 land value for a single- family residence in the study area and $200,000 for 
commercial property. How were these figures determined? Please include your assumptions and 
the source of your information.

For this FSMR, land values were obtained from the City, for the 2,364 single-family residential water connections in the Study Area.  An 
approximated average was used to develop an $80,000 land value for use in the study.  Land values only were used in the FMSR and building values 
were not used.  These values are used only for the study. There was no available data to define the average land value for a commercial customer 
with a 2" water meter.  The value of $200,000 was proposed to the agencies and the City. After review of draft results of the FMSR with the 
agencies and the City, the conclusion reached by the Consultant Team was that this was a reasonable value for the purposes of this calculation.
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Comment Submittal #7- Recv'd- 01/30/2021- Daphne Grigsby (email) Response to Comment

The following questions reference Table B-4g RCWD Scenario: Projected Total Water Cost 
Calculation which is a sample monthly water bill for a single-family residence. The exhibit lists the 
Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates as $1.31and $2.30 respectively for FY 20/21.

Comment Noted. Answers to related questions follow.

Several pages in the report reference using the Santa Rosa Division water billing rates for the study. 
Rancho’s “Customer Guide and Rate Charges Effective July 1, 2020,” shows both a “Standard” and 
“Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rate for Tiers 1 and 2 for Rancho’s Santa Rosa Division.  The “Pre & Post 
2003 Annex” Tier 1 rate is double the “Standard” rate. The Tier 2 rate is also higher than the 
“Standard” rate.

Comment Noted. Answers to related questions follow.

The rates mentioned above and shown in Table B-4g for Tiers 1 and 2 appear to be the “Standard” 
rate. Table B-4g does not show the cost for “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rates for Tiers 1 and 2.

Comment Noted. Answers to related questions follow.

What is meant by the term “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rates? The Murrieta study area is not subject to the "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates.

What is the purpose of the “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” billing rates? The Murrieta study area is not subject to the "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates.
What properties do these rates apply to?   The Murrieta study area is not subject to the "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates.
Will the “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rates be applied to properties in the study area if the  area 
operates as a distinct financial district? 

The Murrieta study area is not subject to the "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates.

Will the “Pre & Post 2003 Annex” rates apply if the study area is integrated into the Santa Rosa 
Division?

The Murrieta study area is not subject to the "Pre and Post 2003 Annex" rates.

Why doesn’t the sample monthly water bill include both the “Standard” and the “Pre & Post 2003 
Annex” rates so that the study area residents have a complete picture of their potential total water 
cost?

The Murrieta study area is not subject to the Pre and Post 2003 Annex rates.  Therefore, a comparison is not applicable.

Will the ratepayers in Western’s higher-pressure zone, that currently pay Western’s pumping 
charge, pay additional Rancho energy charges?

No.  Under the RCWD Ownership Scenario, ratepayers in Western's higher-pressure zone would not pay additional Rancho energy charges.

Comment Submittal #8- Recv'd- 01/30/2021- Louise B (email) Response to Comment

The report states that Rancho uses the ad valorem to help finance capital expenses including paying 
debt service.  The report also acknowledges that Rancho’s connection fees for new development 
are lower because the ad valorem taxes are used to pay for water system infrastructure.

Comment Noted. This is the current practice for RCWD. Application to the study area would be a policy decision for RCWD.

The report  “…identifies potential system improvements for existing and future customers 
separately to ensure that ‘growth pays for growth,’ which ensures neither customer types 
[residential and commercial] subsidize the other.”

Comment Noted.

If an ad valorem tax is assessed on the west Murrieta study area, it would appear that the property 
owners and private well owners would help underwrite new development.  This seems in conflict to 
the “growth pays for growth” statement in the study.   

Comment Noted.

Please explain why residents should bear this burden through an ad valorem tax? The analysis makes no recommendation nor conclusion concerning rate setting or implementation of an Ad Valorem tax by any of the utilities.

Comment Submittal #9- Recv'd- 02/1/2021- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

I had some questions about the surcharge that RCWD proposes charging if they cannot charge the 
ad valorem to the Study Area.

Comment Noted. Questions addressed below.

What rate of property value increase was assumed for future calculation of ad valorem revenue for 
the area as a whole?  I assume that it exceeds both the Proposition 13 2% limit and the 2.5% 
inflation value used elsewhere since land and home prices have gone up significantly.  

A 2.5% annual increase in land values was used in calculations of future  ad valorem revenue. Note that only land values are used, not buildings and 
land.
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My understanding of Section 8.3.2.3 “Water Rate Surcharge” is that as the overall land value 
increases, the revenue due to the $0.50/$100 land value ad valorem increases.  This means that the 
revenue raised from a surcharge would need to increase as well.  Is that correct? To achieve this 
revenue increase the % of the water bill that would be added as a surcharge would increase up 
from the original 51.26% as well.  Is this understanding correct?

Correct, the revenue generated from the surcharge would increase.  The surcharge percentage could change from year to year, depending on the 
overall amount of ad valorem tax that would have been collected.

In Table B-4, row 417, the RCWD rate surcharge % for 2019/20 is estimated to be 51.26%.  Row 418 
refers to a $ Rate Surcharge (55.42% of FY 19/20 Monthly Bill, increased for inflation in Subsequent 
Yrs).  Please explain this note and that different %.

The 55.42% is a typo.  The correct value should be 51.26%.  This will be clarified in the Errata Document

The ad valorem is mentioned as a key parameter/part of the key assumptions on pages 70 and 71.  
Why isn't the surcharge mentioned there as well?  Is there something different about it?

The base assumption for the analysis is that RCWD would apply the Ad Valorem tax since it is an existing revenue source. However because RCWD 
did not provide a policy decision for applying it, the surcharge scenario was developed to reflect the revenue requirements to offset the Ad Valorem 
tax. Although not specifically a "key parameter" it will be added in the Errata Document referencing pages 70 and 71 to ensure clarity.  

Comment Submittal #10- Recv'd- 2/07/2021- Daphne Grigsby (email) Response to Comment

The study states that if Rancho assumes ownership of the study area, they will either assess an ad 
valorem tax on all property owners or add a water rate surcharge to the monthly bill.  The report 
describes the water rate surcharge as revenue neutral to Rancho – meaning it will “recover the 
same amount of revenue as the ad valorem tax would have collected.”  

Comment Noted.

How is the water rate surcharge revenue neutral to Rancho? The ad valorem tax will change based 
on the County Assessor’s assessment of land value or the Rancho Board decides to change the 
$0.50 per year per $100 assessed value of land.  Will the water rate surcharge be adjusted each 
year?

The surcharge is revenue neutral.  It is calculated to generate the same amount of revenue as the ad valorem tax would have generated.  The water 
rate surcharge will be adjusted every year.

Our monthly water bill is variable based on water usage. Is there a minimum surcharge amount to 
be added to the bill, regardless of the amount of the monthly water bill?

No, there is not a  minimum surcharge added to customer bills.  The surcharge is added as a percentage of the entire water bill. 

If the surcharge results in collecting more than the revenue neutral amount for the year will the 
customer be refunded or credited the overage?

The analysis does not assume any refunds. Refunds would be a policy decision for RCWD under this scenario. 

There are two percentages referred to for the surcharge. Line 417 on Table B-4g “RCWD Scenario: 
Projected Total Water Cost Calculation” and the text of the study says that the surcharge would 
start at 51.26%, but line 418 states “$ Rate Surcharge (55.42% of FY 19/20 Monthly Bill, Increased 
for Inflation in Subsequent Years.)”  What is the meaning of the 55.42%?

The 55.42% is a typo.  The correct value should be 51.26%.  This will be clarified in the Errata Document

Table 8-9 FY “19/20 RCWD Santa Rosa Division Rate Schedule” and Line 199 on Table B-4a “RCWD 
Scenario: Projected Operating Statement: Sources of Funds” both state that RCWD’s energy 
charges are not expected to be applicable for the majority of the study area.  What part of the 
study area is subject to them?  Will residents currently paying Western’s pumping charge be subject 
to Rancho’s energy charge?

RCWD's energy charge would not be applicable to the Study Area under the RCWD Ownership Scenario.  This will be addressed in the Errata 
Document to ensure clarity.

If the water rate surcharge is only applied on retail customers’ bills won’t retail customers  be 
paying more than our fair share since the amount to be collected will be spread among a smaller 
number of properties?

Theoretically actual retail customers would be paying for parcels not receiving retail water service under the analysis model.  However, actual 
surcharge rate structure, and how it is applied, would be a policy decision for RCWD. 

Comment Submittal #11- Recv'd- 2/18/21- Annette Bell (email) Response to Comment

If we are annexed by Rancho, they will add an ad valorem tax on our property taxes or a surcharge 
on our monthly water bill, and they can’t tell us which one it will be until after they take ownership.  
Personally, I don’t like either of these options as it will cost my family more money for the same 
water we are receiving from Western without either of these extra costs.

Comment Noted. 

A second thing that bothers me about Rancho is that they will not decide if we will be a separate 
service area, as we are with Western, or if we will be blended with their Santa Rosa District. Again, 
Rancho says it will not make this decision until after they take ownership.

Comment Noted.
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The fact that Rancho cannot definitively state how it will treat us, after participating in a nearly 2-
year study, raises a lot of questions in my mind about their ability to operate the area in a manner 
that is beneficial to the residents.

Comment Noted.

A third issue that I do not like is that regardless of whether we remain separate or we are blended 
into Rancho’s Santa Rosa District, under Rancho ownership, we will not have a Director from this 
area on Rancho’s Board.  Rancho’s Board members are elected at-large and currently none of the 
seven Board members reside in west Murrieta or in Rancho’s nearby Santa Rosa District.

Comment Noted.

With Western we have a local representative.  I believe Eastern operates similarly to Western in this 
regard.  I do not want to give up local representation.

Comment Noted.

Can Rancho explain how we will receive the appropriate level of attention and representation 
under their ownership?

Comment Noted. Question should be addressed directly to RCWD.

Comment Submittal #12- Recv'd- 2/22/21- Polly Filanc (email) Response to Comment

I, Polly Jane Filanc, being a member of the district vote to stay with Western Municipal WD.  Their 
service has been superior for the last umpteen years.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #13- Recv'd- 2/23/21- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

I wanted to let you know that some of the maps in the study are still causing confusion.  I know I 
brought this up with the RFP etc. but the Study Area/Service Area Maps aren't clear.  Perhaps the 
City of Murrieta and the Water Districts can help clarify who serves what area from a retail 
customer (not wholesaler and not sewer) perspective so we can avoid the confusion.  

Maps have been revised to clarify the retail service areas of each water district and are posted on the LAFCO website, and will be included in the 
Errata Document.

Also, as I mentioned in a prior comment, the "blank" area in the south part of the study area (West 
of Jefferson) is causing questions.  What is going on with this area?  Aren't there some businesses 
there getting water?  Who are they getting it from? Having an area without any color seems odd.

The scope was to evaluate detachment of the WMWD service are only, not detachment of RCWD service areas.

In reviewing the Study I found a few places where I think there are typos that are more than just 
grammatical.  I have listed the ones that I recorded here:

Comment Noted. Comments are addressed below.

Pages 57 & 61- WMWD and EMWD show $5m investments needed for fire flow improvements but 
RCWD does not. Why not? Their total $ for legacy improvements reflects the $5m.

Correction noted. RCWD fire flow was included in the financial analysis for total CIP. An appropriate table for RCWD Fire Flow will be added in the 
Errata Document

Page 93- The footnote numbers in Table 8-15 aren't shown above. This will be clarified in the Errata Document
Page 102- I assume the footnote in Table 8-19 is EMWD, not RCWD Correct, the footnote should read EMWD instead RCWD.  This will be clarified in the Errata Document
Page 103- Why does Figure 8-11 only show interest and standby charge income? The revenue total 
is similar to other ownership scenarios...

Figure 8-11 is missing some details and will be corrected in the Errata Document.

Page 106- The second sentence references the Acquisition Balance shown in Table 8-22. But 8-22 
shows the project share of EMWD water system cost.  Should the reference be 8-24?

The reference should be to Table 8-23.  This will be clarified in the Errata Document.

App B, Pg 40, Row 541- This is Note 6 but no reference in the table above references Note 6. Row 
528, legacy pipe improvements, references Note 5 but Note 5 refers to a reservoir, not legacy 
pipes. I therefore assume that Note 6 refers to Row 528. Row 527 has no note shown so perhaps 
Note 6 belongs there.

Table Notes 5 and 6 should be deleted.  In the Projected Schedule Column of Table B-5f, references to Notes 3 and 5 should be deleted.  This will be 
clarified in the Errata Document.

Comment Submittal #14- Recv'd- 2/23/21- R. Adams (email) Response to Comment

I am a longtime resident in Murrieta.  I am concerned about our wells and having a safe water 
system.  I have some question for you.

Comment Noted. Answers to questions follow below.

Can someone explain what is meant by the legacy historic downtown improvements and the fire 
flow upgrades shown throughout the area - what does the $5m include?  

The replacement and upsizing of older/undersized pipeline, as well as system looping to meet current fire flow standards.

What is up with this 3rd well?  It is referred to but it’s inconsistent.  $5m in note for WMWD buried 
in an appendix a few times but not shown in the doc.   What is the significance of the 3rd well?

The 3rd well was a stated desire by WMWD, but would need further evaluation. The cost of a 3rd well was similar to other/offsetting supplies.
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How do the different districts approach on groundwater compare?  It matters to well ownders. Groundwater approach is covered in the policy decisions portion of the report, Section 3 on Page 25. Future water supplies in the area are subject 
to change and can't be predicted with certainty.  Therefore, simplifying assumptions had to be made for this study.  As explained in Section 3.1, 
1,452 AF/year of local groundwater was agreed upon as a historically sustainable value.  For the purposes of this study, all supply above this amount 
was assumed to be imported water.  It should be noted that all agencies expressed the intent to use the maximum amount of local groundwater 
possible for future supplies in the study area.  However because there is some dispute about the maximum value, the assumption descibed above 
was utilized and agreed upon.

Do the various ways of funding the pipes in undeveloped area impact current residents? No, the new water distribution pipes in undeveloped areas will be paid for by the developer, Assessment Districts, or Community Facilities Districts.

I’ve heard that the AV is used to pay down RCWD debt for pipes they built years ago.   Do they have 
more debt than the other 2 agencies?  How does their debt compares between the 3?

The scope of the FMSR did not include comparing the amount of debt held by the three water utilities.

Both WMWD and RCWD assume they have to borrow the $5m for legacy improvements. (30 yrs at 
4% interest plus fees!) But I don’t see EMWD assuming any debt service.  Why not?

EMWD has proposed a financially integrated approach.  The Murrieta Study Area would not be financially distinct, it would be financially blended 
with the rest of EMWD's service area.  Because of EMWD's financially integrated approach, it was not necessary to know whether EMWD would 
issue debt to cover the cost of the legacy improvements.  EMWD would use the rate revenue generated by the EMWD's rates to pay for all 
operating expenses and the cost of the legacy improvements, regardless of whether debt is issued.

Comment Submittal #15- Recv'd- 2/25/21- Rancho California Water District (letter) Response to Comment

 Please see the attached comment letter from Rancho regarding the Final Report approved by our 
Board today in order to meet your requested March 1, 2021 deadline for comments by the 
participating agencies. (Attached)

See attached Comment Letter and responses to comments attached thereto.

Comment Submittal #16- Recv'd- 2/26/21- Brian Bielatowicz (email) Response to Comment

In response the Murrieta focused service review, without doubt I support the transition to RCWD.  
The infrastructure is already in place with RCWD and has excess capacity.  This ultimately reduces 
the impact to the environment required for any other service provider.  

Comment Noted.

We understand there is availability of reclaimed infrastructure, not available in WMWD, less 
negative impacts on domestic water supply. 

Comment Noted.

As a former Murrieta resident, the service area is physically separated from the rest of Western’s 
District area by a great distance, response times in emergencies cannot compare to RCWD who has 
a local presence.  This will play into lower overall cost for water and connections for customers. 

WMWD has provided emergency service to the area historically, and there have been no demonstrated history of that concern. 

Lack of WMWD infrastructure stifling industrial development severely needed in Murrieta, no plans 
to provide.  

WMWD has not provided any information stating that they will not provide the necessary infrastructure to support development. The financial 
analysis quantifies the costs for future infrastructure regardless of the provider.

Study notes that fire protection is substandard, significant system upgrades would be necessary to 
provide required fire flow. Existing RCWD lines have ability to provide immediately. This is a public 
safety issue.  

The analysis includes the costs for upgrades necessary for meeting all/CURRENT fire flow requirements. RCWD/ALL AGENCIES have agreed that 
those costs are necessary and upgrades will be necessary to meet fire flow requirements. It is speculative to assume that RCWD can meet fire flow 
requirements immediately. This is an issue of small pipes, regardless of agency.

Its time for WMWD to give up this area as it is the right thing to do and is hindering progress.  Thank 
you for your consideration to the forgoing.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #17- Recv'd- 2/26/21- Metropolitan Water District of So. Cal. (letter)
Response to Comment

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is pleased to submit the attached 
comments for consideration by the Riverside Local Agency Formation Commission in the 
above-referenced matter. We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to 
working with your agency. (Attached)  

See attached Comment Letter and responses to comments attached thereto.
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Comment Submittal #18- Recv'd- 2/26/21- Eastern Municipal Water District (letter) Response to Comment

Comments submitted by letter. (attached) See attached Comment Letter and responses to comments attached thereto.

Comment Submittal #19- Recv'd- 2/27/21- Sherrie Munroe (email) Response to Comment

Thank you for taking public comments on the West Yost study for the Murrieta Service Area of 
WMWD District. I am a 33 year resident of the City of Murrieta. I have supported the investment in 
this study since it’s inception, have attended every community meeting on the subject, spoken to 
residents and developers alike, and attended all water district board meetings when the subject 
was on agenda. I’ve also read and absorbed the full report.

Comment Noted.

My primary issue with the existing Murrieta Service Area is it’s inability to meet the needs of the 
Service Area. The District has neither the capacity nor the infrastructure to not only meet the 
demands of Murrieta’s General Plan buildout condition, but it’s needs as a city today.

Comment Noted.

Page 41 of the report states that an additional 3.62 million gallons of storage are needed to support 
the city’s water supply demands, and also states that the ability to provide that storage is near 
impossible. 

There is no reference in the study that states that "the ability to provide the storage is nearly impossible". In fact, on P. 41, a specific location has 
been identified to install the additional storage capacity.

Additionally, Section 5.1.1.3 goes on to state that the maximum velocity criteria are violated now 
and under build-out. What that means under an extreme fire condition is broken pipelines; no 
water getting to the hydrants. That’s what happens under high velocity conditions. 

The study does not state that velocity criteria are violated "now", on the contrary the analysis states that no deficiencies exist now. The analysis 
clearly acknowledges in Section 5.1.1.3 that improvements to the existing pipelines will be necessary to support of future development to build out.

Significant upgrades are required, as identified on figure 5.1, to provide adequate fire protection to 
the city.

Comment Noted.

Lastly, Section 5.1.1.5 summarizes that “the existing distribution system is unequipped to handle 
even current fire flow values”. While it is noted that these are “primarily small diameter legacy 
pipelines”, I’m sure the residents relying on those pipes for fire flow would have concerns. They 
certainly should.

Comment Noted. The analysis provides for all upgrades necessary for the existing systems, and future infrastructure to meet all fire flow 
requirements.

This is, and always has been first and foremost a life / safety issue for me as a resident. We live in a 
wildfire susceptible area, the ability to provide reliable fire protection for the safety of our residents 
and first responders should be a major priority. For this reason, RCWD, who has both excess 
capacity and existing infrastructure within the city (as stated in the report) should be the only 
consideration for this service area. Especially since their comment letter submitted 2-25-21 rectifies 
and corrects the previous inaccurate financial impacts to customers identified in the report. 

Comment Noted.

Additionally, the following factors should be given high consideration: Comment Noted.
          Distance from District headquarters in the event of an emergency Comment Noted.
          Environmental impacts to community from construction of multiple parallel distribution lines Comment Noted.

          Lower overall cost for water supply and connections for customers Comment Noted.
          Availability of reclaimed water supply to further reduce the demands on our domestic water 
supply in drought conditions.

Comment Noted.

          Ability to provide needed development in the city’s southwest corridor Comment Noted.
LAFCO needs to take all of these factors into consideration, and provide clear and decisive 
direction. Residents need to have a solution that protects them both today and long term. It is clear 
from the report that the existing service provider cannot meet our needs without significant 
upgrades, and our collective safety should not depend on some possible future improvements. This 
needs to be addressed and resolved now.

The responsibility of any current deficiencies or service issues are the responsibility of the service provider and not LAFCO. LAFCO has no authority 
to initiate a change to a service provider. The purpose of the study is to provide information to all the service providers, the city and the public 
concerning future service provision within the study area. Any change to a service provider requires an application from another public agency to 
LAFCO for consideration.
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Comment Submittal #20- Recv'd- 2/28/21- Christine Rios (email) Response to Comment

I would like to make a comment about how Rancho Water District plans to run the study area.  The 
report shows that Rancho will not make a decision on how to operate the area until after they have 
experience operating the system.  That means that they will decide LATER whether to keep the area 
separate (distinct) or integrate it.  Under either scenario (distinct or Integrated) Rancho is the most 
expensive option for residents. 

Comment Noted.

Rancho will either ad a surcharge on to our water bills or an ad-valorem assessment on our tax bill.    
Realistically, Rancho would want an ad valorem because it can generate more income for them to 
help pay down their debt and for new development. 

Comment Noted. 

If Rancho is awarded the contract they will decide to financially integrate the study area and then 
collect ad valorem from customers who use their water or well water.

This scenario would be subject to a policy decision by RCWD. RCWD has not provided any information regarding this scenario.

Why  would we, as residents, want to roll the dice with a company that won't be up front about the 
cost of water until AFTER they acquire the study area?

Comment Noted.

The scenarios presented in LAFCO's study show that both Western and Eastern Water Districts 
would be more financially friendly to the residents in the study area.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #21- Recv'd- 2/28/21- Elizabeth Chavez (email) Response to Comment

I have a comment about some information I found in the report.  According to the study’s 
information on the Key Parameters Table ES-1 (also Table 8-26) and Section 10.0 called 
Determinations, I saw that Rancho could result in higher costs to residents. I am concerned about 
this.  If residents have to pay more, that affects family finances. 

Comment Noted.

The report showed that Eastern could result in lower water costs which would help our family 
budgets.  

Comment Noted.

Given that information, along with other factors shown in the study, Eastern may be the water 
district that could solve these water issues.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #22- Recv'd- 2/28/21- Barbara Ankele (email) Response to Comment

I have a question regarding Figure 3-1 “Study Area with Existing Private Wells”.  The assumptions 
regarding future service do not seem to make sense.  As an example:

Comment Noted.

          Definitions on the map:  purple (private wells within 1000 ft of pipe/will connect), pink 
(private wells/will not connect) and blue (undeveloped land/will connect).

Comment Noted.

          Area: South Murrieta Business Corridor (Figure C-2 Focus Areas 2035 General Plan Map) Comment Noted.

          Zoning: Business Park and Innovation (Figure C-1 Land Use 2035 General Plan Map) Comment Noted.

Why did the study assume that, in a Business Park/Innovation area, the pink parcels, surrounded by 
purple and blue parcels, would NOT connect to water service?

Pink parcels do connect.

Comment Submittal #23- Recv'd- 3/1/21- Kay Prior (email) Response to Comment

The study also says that Rancho uses the ad valorem tax they collect on customers’ property tax 
bills to help finance capital expenses and that Rancho’s connection fees for new development are 
lower because the ad valorem tax is used to pay for water system infrastructure.  If an ad valorem 
tax is assessed, it appears that homeowners would be helping to underwrite new development. 

Comment Noted.

This seems to be in conflict with the consultant’s statement in the report that says “growth pays for 
growth.”  Can you explain to me why residents should bear this burden through an ad valorem tax?

The analysis makes no recommendation nor conclusion concerning rate setting or implementation of an Ad Valorem tax by any of the utilities. 
Those decisions are all policy decisions to be made by the specific agency.
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Comment Submittal #24- Recv'd- 3/1/21- Denae Rios (email) Response to Comment

As a follow up to my last question about land value for single family residences and commercial 
property: Table 4g footnote #3 says “$80,000 is used for an example land value for single family 
residences based on qualitative review of assessor data provided by the City of Murrieta”. I would 
have expected a “quantitative” calculation to determine the number. So could you please explain 
what a “qualitative review” is?

The assessors data did not differentiate whether parcels are residential or commercial.  Therefore, a quantitative calculation was not possible, given 
our scope. The term "qualitative review" was used to describe the methodology that required professional judgement, in addition to calculations.

Comment Submittal #25- Recv'd- 3/1/221- Maria Harkins (email) Response to Comment

I have questions about Rancho’s ad valorem tax and water rate surcharge. Comment Noted.
It was stated in the study that Rancho will either add an assessment to our property tax bill (the ad 
valorem tax) or will add a water rate surcharge to our monthly water bill. It said the surcharge will 
be equal to the amount that would have been collected from the ad valorem tax.  So it looks like 
we would pay more in property taxes regardless of the amount of water we use or don’t use.  But 
then it talks about putting a surcharge on the water bill, so then the amount of water we use affects 
the amount that is collected.  

Comment Noted. The water surcharge scenario was developed since RCWD has provided a policy decision regarding implementing the Ad Valorem 
tax. The model reflects one or the other, but not both at the same time.

What if we conserve even more?  Does that mean that they will raise the surcharge percentage so 
they can collect what they would have collected in ad valorem?  

If RCWD implements a policy decision to utilize the rate surcharge, any specifics of how the surcharge is applied would be a policy decision for 
RCWD.

My family is very concerned about this added expense. Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #26- Recv'd- 3/9/21- Maria Harkins (email) Response to Comment

In further reading the report I see that Eastern will lower residential rates by a few dollars based on 
how they calculate their Fixed Costs on the monthly water bill.  Based on the information in the 
study, it further looks like they have a plan to lower residential water bills in the future (about 12 
years) once infrastructure improvements are paid for.  I found this on page 102. 

Comment Noted.

Given the information in the study, Eastern is the least expensive alternative for residents, gets 
done what needs to be done and should be given serious consideration for becoming our new 
water district.

Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #27- Recv'd- 3/29/21- Annette Bell (email) Response to Comment

Western looks like it is in the middle for future costs for families. It is not the most expensive, but it 
is also not the least expensive going forward.

Comment Noted.

So, keeping things the same does not result in any savings for residents, given all of the things that 
need to be done in the area.

Comment Noted.

It looks like Eastern can get it done and does not financially harm the families in the process. Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #28- Recv'd- 3/29/21- Christine Rios (email) Response to Comment

I have more questions about Rancho's water rate surcharge and ad valorem.  The report says if 
Rancho assumes ownership of Western's west Murrieta area, they will either assess an ad valorem 
tax on our property taxes or add a water rate surcharge to our monthly water bill.  It states the 
water rate surcharge will collect the same amount the ad valorem would have collected.

Comment Noted.

1.  The amount collected each year through ad valorem typically increases due to the increases in 
land value.  Will the water rate surcharge be increased every year to account for the corresponding 
increase in ad valorem?

The model assumes an annual increase in the revenue collected from the water rate surcharge over the projection period. Any increase of the 
water rate surcharge would be a policy decision for RCWD to determine.  
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2.  The ad valorem collects a fixed amount for the tax year.  The water rate surcharge collects a 
different amount depending on water usage.  Will there be an accounting for each customer at the 
end of the year comparing the amount collected through the rate surcharge vs. what would have 
been collected through ad valorem?

Any detailed accounting or development of comparative data would be a policy decision for RCWD. RCWD has not provided any information 
regarding a comparative annual analysis per customer.

3.  If the water rate surcharge collects more than the amount that would have been collected 
through the ad valorem in any given year, will the customer be refunded the excess amount 
collected from the surcharge for that year?

Any refund based on an analysis of water rate surcharge versus Ad-Valorem would be a policy decision for RCWD. RCWD has not provided any 
information regarding refunds based on such an analysis.

4.  If the answer to #3 is "no," then what will Rancho do to maintain the "revenue neutral" aspect of 
these charges?

This scenario would be subject to a policy decision by RCWD. RCWD has not provided any information regarding this scenario.

Comment Submittal #29- Recv'd- 3/31/21- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

P. 21    On Figure 2-2, where is the existing pressure reducing valve (PRV)? Figure 2-2 has been revised to show the pressure reducing valve and will be included in the Erratta Document.
P. 21    Is the existing excess storage capacity at the Grizzly Ridge Reservoir site available to meet 
the CURRENT storage needs for the entire service area, even in the lower pressure zone?  If not, 
what would it cost to make it available to provide current customers in the lower pressure area 
with that additional storage?

Storage for the lower pressure zone cannot be provided at the Grizzly Ridge site, because the elevation is incorrect and there is no way to provide 
hydraulic control to the lower pressure zone.  Pressure Reducing Valves can supply pressure support for limited areas, but cannot provide the 
volume of storage needed for the entire zone.

P. 44   What portion of the additional build out storage that RCWD would need will be funded by 
current customers, by developers, and by future customers of the Study Area?

Future infrastucture would be funded by future development or conversion of existing customers to RCWD's system. Future RCWD customers 
would similarly pay.

P. 46   What are the implications of the 2nd paragraph - RCWD hydraulic deficiencies?  Is it only the 
pipes near the proposed Adams/Kalmia Interconnection?

That is correct. Only the pipes near the Adams/Kalmia interconnection.

P. 46   If it is elsewhere, why is RCWD’s distribution system not requiring improvements to address 
these minor pipeline deficiencies?  Is it valid to assume at build-out, where demand is assumed to 
be 80% higher than present demand, that these deficiencies would remain minor? If so, why?

Under existing status quo conditions, there are minor pipeline violations of design criteria in the RCWD system.  They do not impact operations, and 
they are acceptable to RCWD.  With the addition of the existing and potential future Study Area flows, the design criteria violations remain minor 
because the existing and future Study Area flows are small compared to the RCWD flows.

P. 55   What does “addressing storage needs through payment of RCWD connection fee” mean? 
Would developer connection fees be sufficient to pay for Murrieta's part of the new storage RCWD 
has planned?

"addressing storage needs through payment of an RCWD connection fee" means that existing customers would pay RCWD's connection fee, and 
RCWD would provide the storage needs for existing development.  This is a policy decision by RCWD. The scope of work for the FSMR did not 
include an analysis of whether developer connection fees would be sufficient to pay for Murrieta's part of the new storage RCWD has planned.

P. 55   Why is there no table or cost listed for the connection tie-in that RCWD will require at 
Adams/Kalmia?

It is included in the pipeline costs.

P. 64/66  On page 66, RCWD AV is used to fund capital improvements (including debt service).  
However Table 7-1 on page 64 does not show this.  Why is it not shown?

Clarification to Table 7-1 is included will be included in the Errata Document.

P. 81  WMWD needs additional storage at build out, but using the excess capacity in the Grizzly 
Ridge tank means that the storage isn’t needed for current customers.  However, Table 8-8 shows 
that current customers are expected to pay $4.6m of the $8.3m cost for this new storage, and 
$2.3m of the $4.2m in new pipelines needed for the storage tank.  Future development will only 
pay $3.7m and $1.9m, respectively. Similarly, why are current customers paying the full cost for 
EMWD supply improvements when the current connection is sufficient for our demand? Why are 
current customers subsidizing growth, violating the principle of “growth pays for growth”?

Excess storage at Grizzly Ridge cannot be used for the lower pressure zone. Storage is required in the lower pressure zone under existing conditions. 
Regarding the cost of supply improvements through EMWD, Table 8-8 shows that the cost of $5.379 M is allocated entirely to future development.  
Note 5 in Table 8-8 states "WMWD would fund the project and incorporate the cost in it's connection fee.  Connection fee revenues, over time, 
would pay for the project.  

P. 93  “RCWD anticipates requiring existing Murrieta Study Area customers to buy into RCWD 
facilities, including storage facilities…  The buy-in eliminates the need to separately build additional 
reservoir storage.”

Comment Noted.

P. 93  Since additional storage is almost entirely needed for future customer demand, why are 
current customers subsidizing growth, violating the principle of “growth pays for growth”?

It is correct that the existing storage deficit is smaller than the future storage deficit. RCWD has sufficent existing storage to offset the storage deficit 
in the Study Area. RCWD's policy direction for the evaluation is that:
1)  Existing customers pay for their storage deficit by paying RCWD’s Connection Fee, which allows them to access existing excess capacity in 
RCWD’s system.
2)  Future development pays for their storage needs by paying RCWD’s Connection Fee.
3)  RCWD is responsible for constructing sufficient storage to serve the future needs of the Study Area.

P. 105  EMWD estimates that the Study Area’s share of a new Hunter Storage Tank will be $4.1m. 
Only $1.8m will be funded by new customers but the Acquisition Balance (which needs to be paid 
by current customers over ~12 years) includes $2.25m for the tank, even though it is scarcely 
needed for current customer demand. 

Comment Noted.
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P. 105  Similarly, why are current customers paying the full cost for EMWD supply improvements 
when the current connection is sufficient for our demand? Doesn’t this violate the principle of 
“growth pays for growth”?

Table 8-23 on page 105 shows that the cost of Supply Improvements Through EMWD is allocated entirely to future development.  Note 3 in Table 8-
23 says "the portion of the project cost that benefits existing connections would be included in the Acquisition Balance.  There is no cost noted in 
the Acquisition Balance in Table 8-23, therefore there is no cost allocated to existing customers.

P. 112  “RCWD lower connection fees acknowledge that AV tax revenues are also used to pay for 
water system infrastructure.”

Comment Noted.

P. 112  Once again it appears that current property owners subsidize new development since 
RCWD can lower connection fees for new development because current property owners 
underwrite a portion of those connection fees through payment of Ad Valorem.  In fact, current 
customers don’t actually need to use the excess capacity in RCWD’s stranded asset pipelines that 
run through and around Western’s service area.  How is this not violating the agreement that 
“growth pays for growth”?

Comment noted. The analysis makes no recommendation nor conclusion concerning rate setting or implementation of an Ad Valorem tax by any of 
the utilities. These are policy decisions to be made by each agency.  

Comment Submittal #30- Recv'd- 4/5/21- Chrisitne Rios (email) Response to Comment

I have questions about Rancho's water rate surcharge and ad valorem.  The report says if Rancho 
assumes ownership of Western's west Murrieta area, they will either assess an ad valorem tax on 
our property taxes or add a water rate surcharge to our monthly water bill.  It states the water rate 
surcharge will collect the same amount the ad valorem would have collected.

See response to Comment #28 (Duplicate Question)

  1.  The amount collected each year through ad valorem typically increases due to increases in land 
value.  Will the water rate surcharge be increased every year to account for the corresponding 
increase in ad valorem?

See response to Comment #28 (Duplicate Question)

  2.  The ad valorem collects a fixed amount for the tax year.  The water rate surcharge collects a 
different amount depending on water usage.  Will there be an accounting for each customer at the 
end of the year comparing the amount collected through the rate surcharge vs. what would have 
been collected through ad valorem?

See response to Comment #28 (Duplicate Question)

  3.  If the water rate surcharge collects more than the amount that would have been collected 
through the ad valorem in any given year, will the customer be refunded the excess amount 
collected from the surcharge for that year?

See response to Comment #28 (Duplicate Question)

  4.  If the answer to #3 is no, then what will Rancho do to maintain the "revenue neutral" aspect of 
these charges?

See response to Comment #28 (Duplicate Question)

Comment Submittal #31- Recv'd- 5/3/21- Kathryn Elliot (email) Response to Comment

As the west side approaches buildout, the water demand from new customers is likely to far exceed 
the increased capacity from the wells.  As a result, a higher % of MWD water will be needed. How 
was this considered in the Study?

Future water supplies in the area are subject to change and can't be predicted with certainty.  Therefore, simplifying assumptions had to be made 
for this study.  As explained in Section 3.1, 1,452 AF/year of local groundwater was agreed upon as a historically sustainable value.  For the purposes 
of this study, all supply above this amount was assumed to be imported water.  It should be noted that all agencies expressed the intent to use the 
maximum amount of local groundwater possible for future supplies in the study area.  However because there is some dispute about the maximum 
value, the assumption descibed above was utilized and agreed upon. Thus, n all three of the Ownership Scenarios, the volume of locally produced 
groundwater was held constant at 1,452 acre-feet per year.  The increased system wide water demands resulting from growth were assumed to 
come from increased amounts of imported MWD water.  Projections of locally produced groundwater and imported MWD water are found in 
Appendix B, Table B-1, lines 28 through 32.  A 10-year financial projection was prepared.  The financial projection did not extend to the time period 
where the west side approaches buildout.
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What funds do the different districts get from our property taxes?  Ad Valorem is explained in the 
study as are standby fees.  However I see that RCWD also has a line in the financials for 1% share of 
Property Tax, noting that WMWD's small amount of revenue wouldn't transfer.  It shows up here 
with $0 (Table B-4a, line 36), but Table B-4, line 303 shows that for 2019/20 all of RCWD had nearly 
$18m from these assessments and the Santa Rosa division alone had $2.7m.)  EMWD has the same 
reference to 1% (line 41, Table B-5a) with $0 but no other references to it appear for EMWD nor 
anywhere for WMWD.  What is it and why does it differ between districts? Why does RCWD access 
these funds but other districts don't?  What does this mean to the customer?

For the question regarding what funds do the different districts get from our property taxes and the definition of the 1% ad valorem property tax 
levy. RCWD and EMWD do not collect the 1% ad valorem property tax levy from the Study Area. WMWD does collect property tax revenue from 
the Study Area. In the Study Area, WMWD receives revenue from the 1% ad valorem property tax levy.  When Murrieta County Water District 
(MCWD) was merged into Western via LAFCO action in 2006, MCWD was receiving a small amount of revenue from the 1% Ad Valorem property 
tax levy placed on the tax rolls by the County of Riverside.  This revenue has continued to be received.  It is a small amount, approximately $2,000 
per year for the entire Study Area.  This revenue is shown in Appendix B, Table B-3A, line 31, is applied exclusively for the benefit of water customers 
in Western’s Murrieta Service Area.  In addition to the 1% ad valorem property tax levy, Western has a General District Levy that applies to all 
parcels within its General District boundary (the General District boundary includes WMWD's entire wholesale service area).  That revenue goes into 
WMWD's because it is does not fund Murrieta water system expenses.

For the question of why does the 1% ad valorem tax revenues differ between districts:  Because the $2,000 per year collected from the 1% ad 
valorem property tax levy is very small compared with the overall cost of providing water service, the $2,000 per year was not incorporated into 
the RCWD or EMWD Ownership Scenarios.

For the question related to RCWD's property tax revenue collected from their retail service area: The scope of the FMSR did not evaluate the 
various property tax levies assessed by RCWD and EMWD in their respective service areas.

For the question regarding what does this mean to the consumer:  The $2,000/year revenues for the entirety of the Study Area would continue to 
be collected.  If ownership of the water system in the Study Area changes, WMWD's General District Levy could also continue, because the Study 
Area would remain within the WMWD General District boundary.   
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Response to CommentLAFCO Comments- 4/26/21

Appendix "C" map revisions required- Figures C-4, C-5 and C-6 require revision. Maps have been revised for clarity and incorporated in the Errata Document.

Correction will be included in the Errata Document

Report map revisions/clarifications required. Figures 1-1 and 2-1 require revision. Figure 2-3 to include 
the MWD unconnected parcels map.

Maps have been revised for clarity and incorporated in the Errata Document.

Page 8- Under Findings and Conclusions, 6th line, Table ES-1 is mis-labeled

Please clarify the impact of Standy Charges and Ad Valorem on properties not connected to the existing 
WMWD sytem, in particular parcels on wells.

All parcels within the Study Area will continue to pay Standby Charges at the rate charged by the service provider for the area. If Ad Valorem tax is 
invoked, all parcels in the Study Area would also be assessed the Ad Valorem tax regardless of being connected or not for service.

How RCWD would apply the Ad Valorem tax collected in the Study Area to new development would be a policy decision for RCWD. Under RCWD's 
current process that reduces connection fees, some portion of the Ad Valorem collected would pay a portion of future capital improvements that 
benefit future development and that benefit existing WMWD customers.

Table ES-1- If RCWD utilizes a portion of Ad Valorem tax for offsetting future new development 
infrastrucutre costs, thus reduced connection fees, then wouldn't it follow that those parcels within the 
Study Area currently receiving service from WMWD, and those parcels not receiving service, would be 
subsidizing new development?

Correction will be included in the Errata Document

Page 11, last paragraph & Page 12, Table ES-2- Regarding the EMWD lower commercial ccf/month 
usage (59 versus 125). Please clarify that the same reduced cost assumption would apply for the other 
service providers if the 59 ccf assumption were applied.

Page 84, Section 8.2.5,  Figures 8-2 & 8-3 are mis-labeled.

Rate surcharges would adjust annually to match the Ad Valorem increase that would occur if Ad Valorem were applied. Any rate increase for rate 
surcharges would be a policy decision for RCWD.  

For RCWD, two scenarios are identified in the revene analysis regarding Ad Valorem tax versus rate 
surcharges. Under the Ad Valorem scenario, all parcels within the study area will be assessed regardless 
of receiving service or not. Under the rate surcharge scenario, only those customers receiving existing or 
new service will be charged with the surcharge. Please clarify that in order to raise the same level of 
revenue annually that the Ad Valorem scenario would generate, rate surcharges would accordingly 
adjust annually.

Yes the same assumption and conclusion would apply to each service provider. Reducing water consumption to 59 ccf/month would reduce the total 
cost under all Ownership Scenarios.

Page 100, 3 bullet points under the 1st paragraph- ET or ETAF?

Page 102, Table 8-19, Note #2- RCWD listed incorrectly. Correction will be included in the Errata Document
Correction will be included in the Errata Document
The general assumptions used in the analysis were agreed upon by all three agencies at the early stages of the process. As agency staff policy 
"directions" were given by each agency, those policy "directions" were included. At no time were any policy "decisions", ie Board of Directors offical 
policy "decisions", provided (See Section 7.2.1 starting on Page 63 of the report regarding policy "directions" and "decisions"). During the internal 
agency review process, several iterations and comments were evaluated and included as deemed appropriate while maintaining the essence of 
attempting as close to an apples to apples evaluation as possible based on the policy "directions". The report stands based on the agreed upon 
assumptions and the "directions" provided. It was determined by LAFCO staff that when any agency decided that they wanted to provide such a 
substantial policy "direction" change, or an alternative proposal that would substantially alter the agreed upon assumptions, that any substantial 
analysis of substance would incur additional cost and delays. It was not conducive to the process to engage in a series of analysis of alternatives and 
assumption revisions endlessly. As such, LAFCO instructed the consultant to release the report as currently published. LAFCO staff also advised each 
agency that as part of the public comment process, they could submit any alternative proposal, rebuttal, or any other issue they deemed appropriate 
for their agency for the public record, and for the public to evaluate. It should be noted that no change to the current service provider within the study 
area can occur unless an application is submitted to LAFCO for consideration of such a change. 

Page 116, Section 10.3, first bullet, fifth line- FMWR is a typo.

Correction will be included in the Errata Document

Page 117, last paragraph requires clarification.

Page 100, Table 8-17, EMWD Residential Tier 5- What is 164? The table entry with "164" should be blank and a correction will be included in the Errata Document.
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Response to Comment

See Attached Letter and Comment "K"- Section 8.3.3.3 Typo
See Attached Letter and Comment "L"- Section 10.3 total Cost to Ratepayers

See Attached Letter and Comment "M"- General Comment

Figure 2-1 has been revised for clarification and is included in the Errata Document.

Confirmation was received from WMWD that the "No Data" designation indicates not paid status. WMWD has affirmative proof that the "Paid" parcels 
were paid.  All others are not paid. Figure 2-3 will be revised to clarify in the Errata Document.

Correction has been incorporated in the Errata Document.
Correction has been incorporated in the Errata Document.
Clarification has been incorporated in the Errata Document.

Comment Noted.

See Attached Letter and Comment "H"- Figure 2-1

See Attached Letter and Comment "I"- Figure 2-3

See Attached Letter and Comment "J"- Section 7.2.7 Name Error

Correction has been incorporated in the Errata Document.

Comment Submittal #15- Recv'd- 2/25/21- Rancho California Water District

Comments Noted.
Although the alternative analysis is presented, validation and specific polcy decisions by RCWD regarding rate structuring, and assumptions regarding 
inflation and operational costs, are not included. Although the RCWD alternative model reflects dramatic differences from the consultant model, no 
justificative analysis is provided to support operational costs so signiifcantly less than the current service provider.  Lacking specific justifications to vary 
from the agreed upon assumptions that the consultant model was based upon, no modifications will be made to the consultant model. It is noted that 
any future action by any service provider that would necessitate a boundary change through LAFCO will have the opportunity to present the specific 
plan for services and financial analyses they deem appropriate as part of that process. 

Comment Noted.
Figure 1-1 has been revised for clarification and included in the Errata Document. 

Section 2.2.2 on P.22 as revised in the Errata Document discusses and clarifies MWD annexation charges and the requirements for annexation into 
MWD when connecting to WMWD. 

See Attached Letter and Comment "A"- General Comments
See Attached Letter and Comment "B"- Alternative Analysis- Includes Exhibit A

See Attached Letter and Comment "G"- Section 1.2.3 Typo

See Attached Letter and Comment "C"- General Comment
See Attached Letter and Comment "D"- Figure 1-1

See Attached Letter and Comment "E"- Section 1.0- Figure 1.1 and Narrative

See Attached Letter and Comment "F"- Section 1.2.2- Typo Correction has been incorporated in the Errata Document.

















































Murrieta FMSR Comments - Response to Comments

Response to Comment

See Attached Letter and Comment "G"- Figure 2-3
See Attached Letter and Comment "H"- General Comments

Map has been revised for clarity and incorporated in the Errata Document.
MWD Map for Unpaid Parcels has been included in the Errata Document for clarity.
Comments Noted.

Comment Submittal #17- Recv'd- 2/26/21- Metropolitan Water District

Comments Noted. Submitted map reflecting current Unpaid Parcels within the Murrieta Window Area has been included in the Errata Document in 
conjunction with the revised Figure 2-3.

See Attached Letter and Comment "A"- General Comments & Background Information and Attachment 
1.
See Attached Letter and Comment "B"- Annexation fees clarification
See Attached Letter and Comment "C"- $12 million balance of annexation per acre charge

See Attached Letter and Comment "D"- General Comments & Attachment 2 related to Section 2.2.2

See Attached Letter and Comment "E"- Figure 1-1
See Attached Letter and Comment "F"- Figure 2-1

Comments Noted. 
In its 2/26/21 Comment Submittal, MWD indicates that (a) there is 2.9 square miles in the Study Area that has not paid MWD's per-acre charge, and (b)  the 
2020 per-acre charge is $6,151.  The balance of MWD's per-acre charge is $9.28 million (equal to 2.9 squre miles times $6,151 per acre).  This balance does not 
include any one-time annexation processing fees separately charged by MWD.  This will be clarified in the Errata Document.
Comments Noted. MWD's suggested revised Section 2.2.2 has been included as a replacement narrative the Errata Document.

Map has been revised for clarity and incorporated in the Errata Document.























Murrieta FMSR Comments - Response to Comments

Response to Comment

See Attached Letter and Comment "G"- General Comment
Maps have been revised for clarity and incorporated in the Errata Document.
Comment Noted.

Comment Submittal #18- Recv'd- 2/26/21- Eastern Municipal Water District

Comments Noted.
The connection fee comparison is for a 2" water meter.  Regardless of the average water consumption for existing customers in Study Area, a 
comparison of connection fees for a 2" water meter is provided.  No change in the connection fee comparison is proposed.  It should also be noted that 
footnote (g) in Table ES-1 provides the context requested by EMWD.

EMWD has revised how it allocates water supply costs to the Study Area. This revision significantly reduces EMWD's allocation of water supply costs to 
the Study Area during the period when the Acquisition Balance is being paid off.  EMWD's revision is a revision to its policy direction, compared with the 
policy direction provided during the preparation of the report.  The revision in the policy direction is noted. No change in the FMSR is made to reflect 
this revised policy direction.  Please see the response to LAFCO comments (reference:  comment on page 117) for clarification of how policy direction 
was incorporated into the FMSR.

The comparison of the total cost to ratepayers uses the average water consumption for commercial customers with 2" water meters in the Study Area.  
EMWD's comment that the water consumption patterns for commercial customers with 2" water meters in EMWD's Service Area differs from the 
Study Area is noted.  No change in the total cost to ratepayers comparison is proposed.

Comment noted. The data in the table reflects the depth of each agencies experience. LAFCO feels further elaboration is not necessary beyond the 
presented data.

See Attached Letter and Comment "A"- General Comments
See Attached Letter and Comment "B"- Key Parameters & Comparisons- Ownership Scenarios-Table ES-
1, P.9

See Attached Letter and Comment "C"- Executive Summary- Total Cost to Ratepayers- P.11

See Attached Letter and Comment "D"- Executive Summary- Total Cost to Ratepayers- P.12

See Attached Letter and Comment "E"-Comparison of CFD/AD Activity- Table 8-25, P.111

See Attached Letter and Comment "F"- Figure 2-1, P.19, and Appendix C.
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