
The District’s regular Board meeting is held on the first Thursday of every month. This notice and agenda is posted 
on the District’s web site (www.spmud.ca.gov) and posted in the District’s outdoor bulletin board at the SPMUD 
Headquarters at the above address. Meeting facilities are accessible to persons with disabilities. Requests for other 
considerations should be made through the District Headquarters at (916)786-8555.   

AGENDA 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER 

II. ROLL CALL OF DIRECTORS
A. Director Gerald Mitchell, Ward 1 
B. Director William Dickinson,  Ward 2 
C. Director John Murdock, Ward 3 
D. Director Victor Markey, Ward 4 
E. President James Williams,  Ward 5 

III. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

IV. CONSENT ITEMS
Consent items should be considered together as one motion. Any item(s) requested to be 
removed will be considered after the motion to approve the Consent Items. 

[pg 4 to 15 ] 
1. MINUTES from the February 6th, 2014 Regular Board Meeting.
2. ACCOUNTS PAYABLE in the amount of $368,758.74 & $104,662.59 through February

28th, 2014. 
3. MONTHLY INVESTMENT REPORT with the Local Agency Investment Fund balance in the

amount of $5,889,123.73 average interest of 0.26%; the Placer County Treasury Fund
balance in the amount of $34,646,273.91, average interest of 1.278%; and the Checking
Account Balance at US Bank in the amount of $1,114,009.29 through February 28th, 2014.

ACTION: (Voice vote) 
Motion to approve the consent items for the March 20, 2014 meeting 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS  
Items not on the Agenda may be presented to the Board at this time; however, the Board can 
take no action. 

SPMUD BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
REGULAR MEETING  

4:30PM – March 20, 2014  
SPMUD Board Room 

5807 Springview Drive, Rocklin, CA 95677 
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VI. BOARD BUSINESS
Board action may occur on any identified agenda item.  Any member of the public may directly 
address the Board on any identified agenda item of interest, either before or during the Board's 
consideration of that item.  

1. CONSIDERATION OF GENERAL MANAGER’ S REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON
SEWER SERVICE REVENUE ANALYSIS.

 [pg 16  to 33] 
ACTION REQUESTED: (Voice vote) 

Motion to Accept the Report and Approve Recommendations on the Sewer Revenue 
Analysis 

GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT: 
Attached is my GM Report & Recommendation on the sewer revenues. The report discusses the 

actions involved in setting our service fees, an analysis of the “Flow Monitoring Study” and a look at 
the revenues by our main customer types (residential, commercial and educational). The report 
makes seven recommendations based on the analysis of the information provided in the report. The 
Board should review and discuss the report and approve the recommendations with or without 
changes. 

2. CONSIDERATION OF A RESOLUTION TO CONSOLIDATE THE DISTRICT BOARD ELECTION
WITH THE COUNTY ELECTIONS

ACTION REQUESTED: (Roll Call vote) 
Motion to Adopt Resolution 14-02; A Resolution Declaring an Election Be Held in the 

South Placer Municipal Utility District Jurisdiction; And Requesting The Board Of Supervisors 
to Consolidate this Election with Any Other Election Conducted on Said Date, and Requesting 
Election Services by the County Clerk. 

GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT: 
      Attached is a resolution for the November 2014 election that is required by the county and 
authorizes the County Clerk to consolidate our election with the rest of the county’s elections 

VII. REPORTS
The purpose of these reports is to provide information on projects, programs, staff actions and 
committee meetings that are of general interest to the Board and public. No decisions are to be 
made on these issues.  

[pg 36 to 47 ] 
1. Attorney (A. Brown)
2. Superintendent (J. Allen)
3. General Manager (C. Clark)

A. FSD, ASD & TSD Reports
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B. Information items 

4. DIRECTOR'S COMMENTS
 Directors may make brief announcements or brief reports on their own activities.  They 
may ask questions for clarification, make a referral to staff or take action to have staff place 
a matter of business on a future agenda. 

VIII. CLOSED SESSION
CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – ANTICIPATED LITIGATION-Significant Exposure to 
litigation pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 54956.9 on the Lower Loomis Trunk sewer 
capacity. 

IX. ADJOURNMENT
If there is no other Board business the President should adjourn the meeting to the next 
Regular meeting on April 3, 2014. 
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 BOARD MINUTES 
SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 

Meeting Location Date Time 
Regular District Office February 6, 2014 4:30 p.m. 

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER: The Regular Meeting of the South Placer Municipal Utility District Board of 
Directors was called to order with President Williams presiding at 4:30 p.m. 

II. ROLL CALL OF DIRECTORS:
Present: Will Dickinson, Jerry Mitchell, John Murdock, Jim Williams 

Absent:  Vic Markey  
Vacant:  None 

Staff: Charles Clark, General Manager, Secretary of the District 
Joanna Belanger, Administrative Services Manager  
Adam Brown, Legal Counsel 
Gary Gibson, Field Services Manager 
Sam Rose, Technical Services Manager 

Others: Eric Nielson, Waterworks Engineers 

III. PLEDGE OF ALLEIGIANCE:  Director Mitchell led the Pledge of Allegiance.

IV. CONSENT ITEMS:
1. Minutes: Minutes from the Regular Board Meeting held on February 6, 2014.
2. Accounts Payable: Accounts Payable activity for January in the amount of $1,586,243.35 &
$143,013.38. 
3. Monthly Investment Report:  Investments in LAIF in the amount of $6,385,009.68, Placer County
Treasury Funds in the amount of $34,579,272.47 and the Checking Account balance in US Bank in the 
amount of $1,544,579.72. 

A motion was made by Director Dickinson to approve the consent items the motion carried 3-1, with 
Director Mitchell abstaining, due to his absence from the last meeting.   

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS President Williams opened the Public Comments, hearing no comments from the 
Public; President Williams closed the public comments. 

VI. BOARD BUSINESS
1. CONSIDERATION OF ADJUSTMENTS TO FY 14 BUDGET (MID-YEAR REVIEW)
General Manager Clark gave a brief overview of the proposed adjustments to the FY 14 Budget.  He 
proposed a reduction for the General Fund Budget in the amount of $479,000 and an increase to the 
Capital Budget of approximately $300,000.  The changes are attributed to the adjustments to Salary and 
Benefits, with new employees versus long time employees.  There were some additional costs for 
equipment in the O&M Budget.  The Treatment Plant is the largest reduction, the O&M costs are 
approximately $500,000 less than anticipated.  The expenditures for the Utility/Financial Software 
upgrades have been reduced by $45,000 in this FY, the expenses will be incurred in the FY 15 Budget.  The 
CCTV Van budget has been increased slightly, with requests for proposals being accepted at this time.  
The Upper Antelope Creek project was over budget by $118,000; GM Clark indicated that these costs 
were attributed to additional work needed on the roads after the release of the contractor. The regional 
WWTP rehab costs were increased by approximately $200,000, budgetary numbers are projected based 
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upon previous years.  GM Clark showed the spread of where each dollar of the Districts customers’ money 
is expended, 0.27 cents for salaries & benefits, 0.21 cents for O&M and 0.51 cents for Treatment and 
Disposal.  Director Dickinson made a comment that in the future when projects go over budget, the board 
will be notified in advance.  GM Clark agreed and stated that the board would be notified.  Director 
Mitchell made a motion to approve the Mid-Year Budget, the motion carried 4-0. 

2. CONSIDER A RESOLUTION ADJUSTING THE LOCAL PARTICIPATION CHARGE (RESOLUTION 14-01)
General Manager Clark introduced the Local Participation charge Resolution, indicating that the current 
participation fees are $2500, this recommendation reduces the fees to $2100.  Staff has been looking at 
different mechanisms to calculate the fees, based upon the recommendations of the Fee Committee for 
ultimate build-out, and review of the Master Plan by Waterworks Engineers. Calculations came out to be 
exactly the same.  Staff and consultants looked at another element of the capacity charge, with the idea 
to sell the excess capacity to new developers.  GM Clark indicated that he feels it is appropriate to reduce 
the participation charge, demonstrating that the $63 Million in infrastructure and 35,000 EDU’s, calculates 
to a little over $2100.  He stated that the methodology and analysis lead to staff’s recommendation to 
make the adjustment in Local Participation charges. 

Director Dickinson asked what method of inflation was utilized, and if the appropriate measurement was 
used to inflate costs over time, since historically fees are not typically reduced.  Eric Nielson from 
Waterworks Engineers stated that there was a 3% over time increase in inflation factored into the 
calculations.  Director Dickinson asked if a public hearing needed to be held to change this participation 
fee.  GM Clark indicated that this is a voluntary charge that doesn’t have to go through the 218 process,  
and that a Resolution is the correct way to change these fees. Director Murdock stated item (c) within the 
Resolution states that this can be adjusted on an annual basis, GM Clark indicated that this is a major 
process that should be reviewed when the Master Plan updates are reviewed, not necessarily on an 
annual basis.  Director Dickinson made a motion to approve Resolution 14-01, after a roll call vote the 
motion carried 4-0. 

VII. REPORTS
1. STAFF REPORTS:

A. District Legal Counsel (A. Brown): Legal Counsel Brown stated that he had no report. 
B. Superintendent (J. Allen): Superintendent Allen was absent from the meeting, attending a 
CASSE meeting in Southern California. 
C. General Manager (C. Clark): GM Clark reported that the Newcastle Sanitary District is now 
formally dissolved, and that the District is expecting a letter for formal confirmation from LAFCO. 
1. ASD & TSD Reports: GM Clark indicated that ASD and TSD reports were included in the
materials, and staff was available to answer any questions from the Board. 

2. Information Items. GM Clark reported that the Upper Antelope Creek Project is essentially
complete, a monument needs to be reset and as-builts completed, work that Waterworks Engineers are 
completing.  GM Clark reported that he had attended the Loomis Town Council meeting in January to 
discuss the Loomis Diversion line, he reported that the Town Council selected their Mayor and 
Councilperson Morales to participate in the two by two Committee between the District and the Town, 
the first meeting to be held the second week in February.  GM Clark stated that this will be an interesting 
situation to discuss how the District may participate in this project.    
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Elliot Homes has missed their January milestones for the temporary lift station resolution, staff feels the 
best way to approach this situation may be to make the Pump Station permanent.  It is a good pump 
station that simply needs to go from temporary to permanent.  At this point we may be better off having 
Elliot Homes convert it to a permanent pump station, cashing in the bond and going through the legal 
process would be expensive litigation.  President Williams stated there are too many barriers to make it a 
gravity station.  GM Clark stated that to have a permanent building with all of the necessary safety would 
be the best solution; staff is continuing to talk with Elliot Homes engineers.  Director Dickinson indicated 
he’d hate to take on the added expense of another Lift Station.  Director Murdock asked what would be 
necessary to make it permanent.  GM Clark responded that it might cost $150,000 to $200,000 to do the 
work not including any CEQA requirements. Elliot Homes would need to deed over the property to the 
District. Discussions will continue with the goal of gaining a final agreement with them for their next steps 
to move in this direction. Director Dickinson suggested that a closed session should be held at the March 
meeting for further discussion regarding this issue.  

GM Clark indicated that he would be at a Utility Conference at the end of February and requested a 
change to the March 6th meeting date; it was decided to move the meeting to March 20th, 2014.  

2. DIRECTOR’S COMMENTS:  Director Murdock asked what happened to the JPA that was formed for
regional sewer discussions.  GM Clark indicated that Lincoln and Auburn are moving forward with the 
project and the JPA is still in force.  Director Murdock also asked for clarification for whose responsibility 
the sewer line is from the property line to the lower clean out.  GM Clark indicated that is the customers 
lateral, but historically the District has maintained it, this will be looked at further in the future. If there is 
no PLCO, then we install one, the problem is the liability with service lines versus if sewer backs up from 
the main.  Director Dickinson asked Legal Counsel about the previous discussion for utilizing an HSA 
account for the Director Health benefits stipend, Legal Counsel Brown responded that he would provide a 
memo regarding this item.  Director Mitchell reported Sierra College is having their 20 year plan meeting, 
the meeting was postponed from February, and he would keep the board informed once a new meeting 
had been scheduled.  GM Clark agreed it would be wise to have staff and Board members to attend the 
meeting to determine what additional plans the College may have for the future.   

Director Mitchell stated that he asked for the SPWA report to be included in the Agenda packet, to keep 
board members informed.  The report by PFM indicates the Regional connection fee is raised each year. 
Their analysis shows that it may be necessary to dip into the RSF (Rate Stabilization Fund) which must be 
kept at $50 Million.  It shows financing for the expansion of Pleasant Grove and Dry Creek phases and the 
impact on the RSF.  

VIII. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 5:35 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting on March 20th, 2014 at 
4:30 p.m. 

Charles W. Clark, Secretary of the District 
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MONTHLY INVESTMENT REPORT 

SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL 
UTILITY DISTRICT 

Local Agency Investment Fund 
As of February 28th, 2014 $5,889,123.73 

Average Interest for Month Ended 
December 31st, 2013  0.26% 

Placer County Treasury 
As of February 28th, 2014 $34,646,273.91 

Effective Rate of Return for Month Ended 
February 28th, 2014  1.278% 

Checking Account Balance (U.S. Bank) 
As of February 28th, 2014 $ 1,114,009.29 

Investments are in compliance with SPMUD Resolution No. 12-16, and have the ability to meet 
the next six months of cash flow requirements. 
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General Manager’s Report & Recommendation 

Subject: Sewer Service Revenue Analysis 

Date:  March 2014 
Prepared For: SPMUD Board of Directors 
Prepared By: Charles W. Clark, P.E., General Manager 

1. Purpose

Review our revenue program to insure that it meets our revenue needs and covers our cost of service (COS). This 
report will provide the Board with information related to sewer service charges and my recommendations on service 
fee adjustments to meet expenses. 

2. Discussion

The District’s current revenue policy was established in 1976 to insure that rates and charges were sufficient to 
meet not only the District’s annual expenses (including treatment capacity) but also capital expenditures, and has 
been reviewed and updated every five years as the District’s Five-Year Financing Plan. This 1976 Revenue 
Program introduced the equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) term we use today, however (unlike today), the term was not 
related to the customers sewage flow and was defined as the amount each dwelling unit should pay to meet the 
district’s annual revenue needs.    

Our method to determine commercial charges was based primarily on square footage; the over-riding reason for 
selecting this method was ease of enforcement.  Commercial charges are based on some conversion factor applied 
to EDU rates. They established three conversion factors: Low (1/3 EDU/1000 SF); HIGH (2/3 EDU/1000SF); and 
OTHER (based on “other” factors).  We are still using this basic system, but it has evolved into multiple factors with 
over 40 different sub-categories and has become a problem.  

This program has evolved over the last 38 years but has served the District well. Recent events regarding the 
District’s efforts to collect additional participation fees for commercial change in use resulted in the Board 
establishing a Fee Committee in February 2013 to review our current fee policies and see if the District might find a 
way to improve our business processes in this area.  

The following information is provided to establish the foundation for my conclusions: 

A. Sanitary Sewer Service is not a metered utility; there is no cost effective way to measure the strength and 
flow (S&F) of individual customer sewer discharges. The exception to this is High Strength / High Flow-
`Non-residential’ customers. 

B. Cost of Service (COS): This is the annual revenues needed to provide sanitary sewer service to our 
customers in a safe and reliable manner; that meets the State and Federal regulations, protects the public 
health and prevents sewer overflows into our water environment. This includes all administration, 
operations, maintenance, repair, replacement, and treatment expenses: 
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a. Service charges are calculated based on the COS divided by total EDUs
b. Service charges pay for over 80% of the District expenses
c. COS is based on our Annual Budget.

C. Treatment Capacity (TC): The Regional Waste Water Treatment Plant(s) (RWWTP) rated treatment 
capacity expressed in million gallons per day (MGD). The District has an allocation of TC based on the 
percentage of total construction costs it agreed to pay for to meet its current and future needs.  

D. The RWWTP annual operation and maintenance (O&M) for treatment and disposal expenses are not 
based on individual customer S&F discharges, rather on the District’s share of the annual expenses at the 
RWWTP in proportion to the total annual flow into the RWWTP from all three partners.  This same 
percentage is used to fund the RWWTP yearly repair and rehab projects. 

E. Participation Charge (PC): The voluntarily contribution ‘future’ and ‘change of use’ customers must pay who 
choose to meet the District’s requirements to use to use the District’s facilities and services; sometimes 
referred to as a connection charge. There are two separate PC (Local and Regional): 

a. Local PC: new connections must pay for the “Right to Participate” in the District’s sewer system for
the capacity needed to handle their peak demands; this fee has three components:

1) for the purchase of excess capacity in the existing collection system,
2) for the fair-share to replace the existing system when needed, and
3) for upsizing the existing system to meet future development needs

b. Regional PC:  pays for the “Right to Participate” in the RWWTP for an adequate allocation of
existing (excess) TC based on the repayment of the Bonds used to fund the construction of
RWWTP and related regional facilities. The District collects the Regional PC and sends it to the
South Placer Wastewater Authority (SPWA) who sets this fee; however the individual SPWA
partners determine the amount they collect per connection.

Notes: 
1) The District can’t sell system capacity that does not exist.
2) There is no component for constructing new sewers required only for development,
3) The MUD Act prohibits the use existing customer’s service fees to fund expenses for development.

F. Sewer discharge trends are lower due to water conservation efforts: 
a. In 1995 our average sewer discharge per EDU was 235 gals per day (gpd).
b. In 2012 our average discharge per EDU was 150 gpd (a 64% reduction).
c. Sewage strength has not been reduced; it has become more concentrated in the reduced flows

thereby increasing treatment cost per gallon of flow.
d. These low flows are also increasing O&M cost/gal for our collection system.

G. The ‘Affordability’ issue: i.e. sewer service cost vs. customer financial challenges: 
a. There is no technical solution to the affordability issue; a policy must be set to deviate from the

COS method.
b. The main challenges are: With declining revenue, who picks up the cost? How to qualify

customers? How to implement such a deviation? Should we charge those who can afford it more?

H. Our current revenue policy is one of “equal distribution” of revenues needed to recover our COS, based on 
what we charge one dwelling unit [i.e. EDU]. This generally means that there are built in inequities such 
that: 

Page 17 of 47



a. Residential customers: Those who have larger homes, who discharge more sewage, and/or are
farthest away (use more of the system), receive a greater benefit than those customers who are
less able to pay, live in smaller residences, and/or use less of our system.

b. Non-residential customers:  There is such a broad spectrum of non-residential customers that to try
and use their individual, unmetered sewage flows as a basis for their impact on our COS would
require a level of effort that is disproportionate to any benefit to the District.

c. Being “fair” to one usually means being “unfair” to someone else, because they will be charged
additional to make up the difference.

3. Analysis

Staff, working with WaterWorks Engineering (WWE) our Engineering consultant, conducted several District wide 
sewer flow studies to get up to date ‘strength and flow’ (S&F) data that could be considered as a part of our 
analysis. In May of 2013, a sewer strength and flow monitoring wastewater sampling study was conducted looking 
at various representative sites throughout the district.  The original data collected created additions questions and 
additional sampling and analysis was conducted thru the fall of 2013. WWE presented their findings to staff in 
December 2013; The WWE SPMUD Temporary Flow Monitoring Study Technical Memorandum (TM) dated 
November 2013 (Attachment A), collected and analyzed sewer collection system data in representative areas by 
user type throughout the District.  

The data and conclusions I reached from the TM and the information discussed above was used in the following 
analysis:  

a. The only customer flow factor of any use for establishing the impact on the sewer collection system is the
peak daily flow per EDU (Peak Q) because it helps us determine capacity requirements (pipe size);

b. Average daily flow per EDU (Ave Q) is a conversion of total annual flow divided by our total EDU count and
varies greatly customer to customer. Average daily flow is useful for reporting and comparison purposes,
but useless for determining cost shares per customer.

c. Sewage strength is calculated using a combination of factors required to treat the sewage to an acceptable
level (based on the combination of chemical, biological and solids components). The cost to treat this is
included in the EDU rate; it is important in high strength customers like restaurants to help determine their
share of the COS.

The following are my findings based on the TM: 

A. RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS: 

Standard Single Family Residence (SFR): Peak Q = 350 gpd/EDU & Ave Q =150 gpd/EDU. 
 The sample of homes used in the Stanford Ranch site is used as the standard for one EDU (ave. home: size=1900 
sf; age= 15-30 yr).  

Multi-Family Residences (MFR): Peak Q = 500gpd/EDU & Ave. Q = 100gpd/EDU. 
So MFR have a 42% higher peak Q [500/350] and a 33% lower ave Q [100/150]. Their sewage strength is 50% 
greater, therefore: MFR have a 40+% greater impact on sewer collection vs. the standard SFR.  

 Large Single Family Residences (LSFR): Peak Q = 645gpd/EDU & Ave. Q = 305gpd /EDU; and the strength is 
about 30% lower. The larger homes have a much greater impact on the sewer than a SFR; LSFR have 83% higher 
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peak Q [645/350] and 100% higher ave. Q [305/150]; therefore: LSFR have twice the impact to the District as a 
standard SFR. 

B. NON-RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS (NRC) 

For Commercial (non-restaurant): for NRC with domestic strength the report collected a lot of data with a wide 
range of results, however, in general, the impact on the sewer collection system for non-residential-domestic 
strength customers is about 0.5 EDU /1000sf on average.  

For Restaurants: Peak Q = 1340gpd/EDU and Ave. Q = 305gpd/EDU. Then restaurants have a 3.8 times greater 
peak Q [1340/350] and 100% higher average Q, with a strength four times greater than the SFR. Therefore 
restaurants should pay at least 4 EDU / 1000SF. 

For all others: Case by Case, based on General Manager Studies. 

4. Financial

The District collected over $10.26 Million in service fees in FY13 from 20,600 customers (30,500 EDU). The 1060 
commercial customers make up 5% of connections (1060/20600) but account for about 20% of the service fees 
(6000/30500 EDU) and pay over two million dollars. Our education facility customers make up about 2.6% of 
connections (800 EDU) and pay about ¼ million dollars each year. The remaining 18,800 or 91% are residential 
customers, of which, about 22% (4400 EDU) live in MFR units and about 78% (14,400) live in SFR. Our COS for 
FY13 was $10.7 million.  

The RWWTP FY13 total costs are $20.92M with our proportional volumetric share of 24.45% (1,571Mgal / 
6,426Mgal) or $5.11M. This equates to $14 of the $28 monthly service fee (50%) and 141.1 gpd/EDU 
{([1,570.85Mgal/yr] / 30,500EDU) / 365dy/yr}. 

5. Summary

The District is required to collect service charges from its customers sufficient to meet its revenue needs. These 
needs are fairly consistent from year to year; therefore a flat cost/unit is still the best way to pay of sewer service. 
The District’s Cost of Service (COS) is expense driven (not flow driven). These annual revenue needs are divided 
into three categories: [1] Capital outlays, [2] Operations & Maintenance, and [3] Treatment. The COS has 
historically been fairly and equability distributed over all our customers based on the District determined unit cost 
we call an Equivalent Dwelling Unit or EDU (currently $28/mo).  

The TM evaluated both residential and non-residential customers and reported their findings in terms of gallons per 
day per EDU and strength in terms of chemical oxygen demand. The results of the TM indicate to me that these 
units of measure are only useful in very broad terms in determining number of EDUs to be assigned to non-
residential customers. 

For residential: the TM looked at three residential types; using the standard single-family residence (SFR) as one 
unit or 1 EDU. The MFR have a 40% greater impact than a SFR or 1.4 EDU, and large single-family residence have 
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an 80% greater impact than the standard SFR or 1.8 EDU. Although the different is measurable it’s not enough to 
recommend a change to the way we charge residential customers.  

 For the non-residential (domestic strength) customers: Strip Malls and restaurants are being charged less than 
their impact on our system and office and medical buildings are paying more than their impact on our system. 
However the S&F data is all over the board, so the original revenue program still seems the best approach.  

The 1976 Revenue Program originally selected square footage for commercial customers as the best way to charge 
non-residential customers; with “ease of enforcement” as the overriding reason. The District also made a 
determination in 1976 that this simple method to recoup its COS was better for our customers as a whole by 
keeping the District’s overall cost low and outweighed any perceived benefit of a more “fair” (difficult to administer 
and enforce) method, since the district would have to depend on other agencies (Placer Co., City of Rocklin, Town 
of Loomis, and PCWA) if the Board decides to use a different method, i.e. building permits, fixture counts, or water 
use. This was true in 1976 and it is true today. 

6. Recommendation

The General Manager recommends that the District do the following: 

1. Make no change to the way we charge residences for our service, even though there is a measureable
difference in impact from residential types.

2. Change the definition of EDU from Equivalent Dwelling Unit to “Equal Distribution Unit” to better reflect that
this is a unit cost charge based on collecting the revenues needed to fund our COS.

3. Don’t provide for an “Affordability” discount.  If the Board desires to address the “affordability” issue than it
should establish a policy to deviate from the unit charge based on customer income and not on S&F or
what kind of a residence is involved.

4. For most commercial users there fees should be based on 0.5 EDU/1000 SF, with a minimum of one EDU
per user.

5. For restaurants, fees should be based on 4 EDU/1000 SF
6. For all atypical non-residential customers, authorize the General Manager to place them into the ‘other’

category when determining the number of EDU to assign them.
7. Change the Sewer Code to incorporate the findings of this Report and Recommendation.

ATTACHMENTS 

A. SPMUD Temporary Flow Monitoring Study Technical Memorandum (TM) [without Attachments] 

Page 20 of 47



Page 21 of 47



Page 22 of 47



Page 23 of 47



Page 24 of 47



Page 25 of 47



Page 26 of 47



Page 27 of 47



Page 28 of 47



Page 29 of 47



Page 30 of 47



Page 31 of 47



Page 32 of 47



Page 33 of 47



SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
RESOLUTION NO. 14-02 

NOTICE OF GOVERNING BOARD MEMBER ELECTION TO A VOTE OF THE VOTERS. 
A RESOLUTION DECLARING AN ELECTION BE HELD IN THE SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY 
DISTRICT JURISDICTION; AND REQUESTING THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO CONSOLIDATE 

THIS ELECTION WITH ANY OTHER ELECTION CONDUCTED ON SAID DATE; 
AND REQUESTING ELECTION SERVICES BY THE COUNTY CLERK. 

WHEREAS, (1): The District Governing Body orders an election to be held in its 
jurisdiction on November 4, 2014; at which election the issue(s) to be presented 
to the voters shall be: 

NOMINATION OF CANDIDATES FOR THE GOVERNING BODY 

Said election shall be to fill a vacancy for the following Board Members(s) who resigned and/or 
whose term(s) expired: 

Incumbent’s Name Division Number (if applicable) Regular/Short Term 
William John Dickinson 2 Regular 
John R Murdock 3 Regular 

WHEREAS, (2): Said Directors for this District are elected in the following manner: 

   At Large. 
There are no divisions in the District; all voters within the District vote for all candidates. 

By Division. 
Districts are split into areas; only those voters residing in the area may vote for candidates who 
run in the area. 

   X Qualified by Ward-Elected at Large. 
Directors must qualify to run by living in a specific division, but all voters within the District may 
vote on all candidates. 

WHEREAS, (3): Said District has determined the following election particulars: 

• The length of the Candidate Statement shall not exceed 200 words.

• The cost of the Candidate Statement shall be paid by the Candidate.
WHEREAS, (4): Said District has determined the following election particulars: 
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• In the case of a tie vote, the election shall be determined by LOT.

• The County Clerk is requested to provide election services.  All applicable costs will be
paid for by the District.

WHEREAS, (5): The District hereby certifies that: 

There have been changes to the District boundary lines since our last election as 
shown on the attached map and/or legal description. 

 X  There have been no District boundary changes since our last election, but the 
District understands that the Placer County Public Works Mapping Division will 
verify our District boundary lines prior to the election. 

RESOLVED, (a): The Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer is hereby requested to: 

1. Consolidate the election with any other applicable election conducted on the same day;

2. Authorize and direct the County Clerk, at Governing Body expense, to provide all necessary
election services. 

This Resolution shall be considered a Notice of Election and Specification of Election Order if 
applicable. 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED at a Regular Meeting of the South Placer Municipal Utility District 
Board of Directors at Rocklin, CA on March 20th, 2014. 

Signed: 
James Williams, Board President 

Attest: 
Charles Clark, Board Secretary 
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ITEM VII. REPORTS 

ITEM VII.2. SUPERINTENDENT REPORT 

To:  South Placer MUD Board of Directors 
Via:  Charles Clark, GM 
From:  Jody Allen, Superintendent 
Date: 3/13/14 

Subject: Budget Items, Personnel update 

1. Corporation Yard: The Corporation Yard Maintenance Building up-grades are complete,
and have been signed off by the City of Rocklin.  In addition to work contracted, staff
did a great job with a “Spring Cleaning”; we discarded several truck-loads of “junk”, and
re-organized the Equipment Building, Block Building, and the upper yard.  I anticipate
bringing items for surplus prior to the end of this Fiscal year.

2. Equipment Purchase:  The Request for Proposals for the CCTV Vehicle(s) have been
reviewed.  We will be working to negotiate the best package from the vendor whose
equipment best meets our needs.  I should have an update at the next Board meeting
with the results.

3. Staff update:  Our newest Maintenance Workers are doing well.  We will make crew
changes for Cross-Training purposes, as soon as one of our Staff passes his class “B”
CDL, (which is scheduled for the beginning of April).  Our Supervisor Training is moving
forward, and I will update as we develop and deliver the next modules.

Item VII – STAFF REPORTS 
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ITEM VII.3: GENERAL MANAGER REPORT 

To: Board of Directors 

From: Charles Clark, GM 

Date: 3/17/14 

Subject: General Manager Staff Report 

A. DEPARTMENT REPORTS 

Attached are the FACILITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT [Item 3A1], ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT [Item 3A2] and TECHNICAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT [Item 3A3] monthly status 
reports for the Boards information. The Department Managers are prepared to answer any 
questions from the Board. 

B. INFORMATION ITEMS 

1) The Loomis Town Council and District Board 2X2 Committee met on February 11th on
the Lower Loomis Diversion Trunk Sewer and the sewer capacity issues in the town. Mayor 
Wheeler and Council member Morillas met with President Williams and Director Markey. I’m 
working on a recommendation for a near-term, temporary solution to allow development to 
continue in the Loomis area.   

2) Staff continues to work with Elliott Homes to upgrade the lift station. A new agreement
is being developed and will be brought to the Board when complete. 

3) Attached (Item VII.3.B.3) is the LAFCO letter dated February 28th and Certificate of
Completion dated February 3rd for the dissolution of the Newcastle Sanitary District for the 
Board’s information. 

4) Senior management will be gone from April 29th thru May 2nd for the CWEA Annual
Conference and Workshops. I would request that the Board move the regular May 1st meeting 
date to the next Thursday, May 8th, 2014.  

5) Attached (Item VII.3.B.5) is a call for nominations for the Calif. Special Districts
Association (CSDA) Board of Directors; if one of the Directors wants to apply then I’ll bring it 
back to the next Board meeting in the form of a motion. 

6) I will be conducting interviews for the District Engineer position the week of March 24th.

7) Committee Meetings:
FEE GM MOU LOOMIS IT 

JAN. 15 FEB. 12 FEB. 11 

I can answer any questions on these at the meeting. 

Item VII – STAFF REPORTS 
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ITEM VII.3.A.1. FACILITY SERVICE DEPARTMENT REPORT 

To: South Placer MUD Board of Directors 

Via: Charles Clark, GM 

From:  Gary Gibson, FSM 

Date: 3/13/14 

Subject:  February Field Services Department Activities 

Field Activities: 

1. CCTV:  TV crews were mostly idle this month to refocus manpower to complete item #
3 below.

2. Flushing (HVVC): Crew cleaned monthly high frequency line-segments, performed Lift
Station wet-well cleaning and continued to flush line segments identified with roots at
joints, via TV inspections. Crew flushed 140 main line segments, completing a total of
36,496 feet (6.9 miles).

3. Rodding and Service-line CCTV:  Crews continue to assess 4” & 6” service laterals In
advance of the projected City of Rocklin’s 2014 Pavement Restoration project and a
major PCWA water distribution system upgrade due to start in the spring or early
summer. Work included locating and mapping out service locations, ensuring an
accessible PLCO (property line cleanout) is available, TVing and rodding if needed as
preventative maintenance.

4. Construction:  Crews continue to focus on the rehabilitation and upgrade of the old
original 10” trunk line between Loomis and Rocklin (Fibreboard Trunk line). Flows have
been restored to the lower 4,500 ft. of this project and a through TV inspection is
scheduled to address obvious infiltration issues. Crew also performed detailed finish
work in completing the Corporation Yard building stucco project.

Item VII – STAFF REPORTS 
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ITEM VII.3.A.2. ASD REPORT 

To: Board of Directors 

From: Joanna Belanger, Administrative Services Manager 

VIA: Charley Clark, General Manager 

Date: 03/13/14 

Subject: Administrative Services Department Monthly Report 

Tyler Technologies Utility Billing and Financial Software Conversion 

A representative from Tyler’s financial software team has been working at the District for three 
weeks to install the software and complete the initial set-up of components related to the 
General Ledger, Accounts Payable, Purchasing, Fixed Assets, Payroll and Human Resources.  
Training within the software will be ongoing for all Administrative Staff, working towards the 
first phase of live data/install occurring the week of May 26th.   Data exports are continuing 
from the old system, with staff and consultants reviewing, cleaning and testing the data in 
preparation for porting over to Tyler.  At the same time the Utility team at Tyler are preparing 
the set-up for the Utilities components of the software, in preparation for the team’s arrival to 
the District at the end of June. 

Strategic Planning 

ASD staff have completed the survey in preparation for the MOU negotiations.  

Staff continues to meet with consultants to solicit proposals to update the District website.  At 
this point no decisions have been made in the selection process.  Staff will update the Board at 
the next Board meeting. 

ASD staff have been conducting weekly training sessions in Word, Outlook and correspondence 
for the Lead workers, the sessions are going well, with positive feedback from the new 
supervisors. 

CPA Assistance 

Staff from David Kee & Associates participated in the initial set up of the Tyler software for the 
financial components, they will be returning to the District to continue assistance with porting 
over the data to Tyler.   Staff will also be preparing an RFQ for the selection of an Auditor to 
complete the Audit for 2013/14 later this fall. 

Item VII – STAFF REPORTS 
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ITEM  VII.3.A.3. TSD REPORT 

To: Board of Directors 

From: Sam Rose, Technical Services Manager 

VIA: Charley Clark, General Manager 

Date: 3/13/14 

Subject: Technical Services Department Monthly Report 

1. Upper Antelope Creek – East Trunk Sewer

One pending item:  (1) Completion of Record Drawings.  This work is in progress and is being 
completed by the District’s consulting engineers – Water Works Engineering.  

2. IT Master Plan

District staff and consultants are working through the data-merge process, which is the process 
of converting the form of the current data to a form that can be utilized by the new (Lucity) 
database software.  This is expected to be completed by end of April.  Best estimate of when 
staff will be utilizing the new database is late summer.  

3. Elliott Homes Temporary Lift Station
On March 5th, 2014 staff met at the lift station site with Elliott Homes’ design team to discuss 
the steps necessary to bring the lift station in compliance with District Standards.   

Item VII – STAFF REPORTS 
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