
Agenda 
Utility Commission Regular Meeting 

August 18, 2026 6:30 pm 
Folsom City Hall | City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA 95630 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

ROLL CALL 
Utility Commission Members: 

Hla Elkhatib, Lisa Ladd, Mark Menz, Amy McBride, Aaron Silva, Tad Widby 

REPORT ON POSTING OF THE AGENDA 
Agendas for the Utility Commission are posted at the Folsom City Hall and City website. 
(Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54954.2, the agenda for this meeting was 
properly posted on or before 6:30 p.m. on August 13, 2026). 

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR 
This item is intended for comments or suggestions from the public for presentation to the 
Utility Commission. Any matters discussed before the Utility Commission which are not on 
the agenda cannot be acted upon by the Commission. 

MINUTES 
Approval of the Minutes of the May 19, 2026, Regular Meeting 

DIRECTOR’S REPORT 

NEW BUSINESS 
1. Meeting Minutes Format Discussion 

OLD BUSINESS 
1. Water and Sewer Rate Study Update 

 

FUTURE MEETINGS 
September 15, 2026 6:30 pm Regular Meeting City Hall 

October 20, 2026 6:30 pm Regular Meeting City Hall 
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November 17, 2026 6:30 pm Regular Meeting City Hall 

 

Copies of the written documentation relating to each item of business described above are 
on file in the Utilities Department, Folsom City Hall, 50 Natoma St., Folsom, California and 
are available for public inspection during regular office hours which are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday.  We request advance notification to facilitate your requests.  
Copies of documents may be purchased for $0.10 per page. 

 

Pursuant to State law, this agenda was posted at least 72 hours prior to the meeting at the 
Folsom City offices, and City website.  The City Hall phone number is 916-461-6000.  To 
contact City Hall using a telecommunication device for the deaf (TDD), please call (800) 735-
2929 and an operator will assist you. 

 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Environmental and Water Resources 
Department at 916-461-6162.  Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the City 
to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. 

 

Please mute or turn off cellular phones, tablets, and other electronic devices during the 
meeting. 

 

 



Draft Minutes 
Utility Commission Regular Meeting 

May 19, 2026, 6:30pm 
Folsom City Hall | City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA 95630 

 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 6:31pm. 

 

ROLL CALL 
PRESENT:  H.Elkhatib, L.Ladd, A.McBride, M.Menz, A.Silva, T.Widby 
STAFF PRESENT: Marcus Yasutake Utilities Director 

Emma Atkinson Sr Management Analyst 
 

BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR 
None. 

 

MINUTES 
Approval of the Minutes of the April 21, 2026, Regular Meeting. 
Motion by Commissioner Widby, second by Commissioner Silva to approve the Minutes of 
the April 21, 2026, regular meeting. Motion passed by the following roll-call vote: 
 AYES: Commissioners Elkhatib, Ladd, McBride, Menz, Silva, Widby 
 NOES: None 

 

DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
• Interviews for the Fleet Manager position have been completed, and an offer has been 

issued and accepted. Hopefully, the new employee will be in place before the end of 
the fiscal year.  

• The first round of interviews for the Senior Engineer position is in progress. 
• Tomorrow (May 20) is City Works Day, 9:30 – noon. This is an opportunity for the public 

to interact with operational units of the City of Folsom. 
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OLD BUSINESS 
 

2025 Urban Water Management Plan and Water Shortage Contingency Plan  

Director Yasutake presented information related to the City’s 2025 Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) and Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP).  

 
Commissioner Menz asked if there is an area within the City limits served by El Dorado 
Irrigation District (EID). Director Yasutake confirmed there is an area with a 95630-zip code 
served by EID. 
 
Commissioner Widby asked if City policies affect that area. Director Yasutake responded 
that the area is exempted. 
 
Commissioner McBride asked if that area must follow Sacramento County regulations. 
Director Yasutake confirmed they do, from the perspective of land use. 
 
Commissioner McBride asked for clarification of CVP water.  Director Yasutake explained 
about the contract conversion and confirmed that Folsom was completing a 4th 
consecutive year of using the full allocation of Bureau of Reclamation water. 
 
Commissioner Widby asked what would happen if, in a drought situation, a neighboring 
jurisdiction asked to access water to which Folsom has the rights. Director Yasutake 
responded that if there was an agreement in place, that would determine the terms and 
conditions. If there was no agreement in place, and there is no right by contract to access 
the water, then the request would be denied. In a dire position, there might be an 
opportunity to draw up a transfer agreement, or negotiate with the Bureau of Reclamation, 
but the Department of Water Resources or Bureau of Reclamation would have to approve. If 
it could be worked out, a water transfer agreement would be monetized. Folsom has been 
unsuccessful in getting Reclamation and DWR approval for transferring water; on two 
different occasions they stated that the water was not transferable. 
 

NEXT MEETING 
Chair Menz advised that the next meeting will be on June 16, 2026.  

 

ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:36 p.m. 



Respectfully Submitted: 
 

__________________________________ 

Emma Atkinson, Sr. Management Analyst 

 

Approved: 
 

__________________________________ 

Mark Menz, Utility Commission Chair 

 



Utility Commission 
New Business Item 

 

 

MEETING DATE: August 18 2026 

NEW BUSINESS ITEM NO.: 1 

FROM: Marcus Yasutake, Utilities Director 

SUBJECT: FORMAT OF MEETING MINUTES 
 

BACKGROUND 
During various Utility Commission (UC) meetings the commissioners have discussed how 
meeting minutes should be prepared and displayed for retention purposes and for review by 
the public. To date, the UC has not identified a formal procedure for developing meeting 
minutes. 

DISCUSSION 
Information from discussions with the City Clerk’s Office will be discussed with the UC to 
receive feedback and direction as to how meeting minutes for the UC will be presented. Staff 
is requesting feedback and direction from the UC for the format, presentation, and 
preparation of meeting minutes from the UC meetings. Below are a couple of options to 
discuss: 

1. Webcast format – this would include a video of the presentation screen only and 
audio of the entire meeting with minimal detail in the written meeting minutes 

2. Written format – this would be a detailed written record of all discussion and not 
provide any video recording, and staff would not determine what belongs or does not 
belong in the meeting minutes (basically verbatim transcribed meeting minutes) 

3. Other options provided by the UC 
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Utility Commission 
Old Business Item 

 

 

MEETING DATE: August 18 2026 

OLD BUSINESS ITEM NO.: 1 

FROM: Marcus Yasutake, Utilities Director 

SUBJECT: WATER AND SEWER RATE STUDY 
UPDATE 

 

BACKGROUND 
The water and sewer rate studies were presented to the Utility Commission on 
October 21, 2025, December 17, 2025, and February 17, 2026. The information also 
presented the water and sewer rate study information to City Council on February 24, 
2026. During these meetings several comments and questions were provided to staff 
and the rate consultant for follow up as part of the rate study process.  

DISCUSSION 
Utilities Director, Marcus Yasutake, will present information related to the comments 
received and the questions asked by the Utility Commission and City Council. The 
Utility Commission will also receive an update on the rate studies and the future 
discussions that will occur with the Utility Commission and with City Council. Below 
are the respective answers to the questions received to date.   

UC questions 

1. You and HF&H need to answer the question of why a gallon (or other unit) of 
water used for residential purposes should cost more than a gallon used for 
other purposes given that both are from the same source and are treated in 
the same way.  

Answer – Like many California public agencies, we are using the Base-Extra 
Capacity method published in the AWWA M1 Manual. As cited in the manual, 
“The cost of serving customers depends on the total volume of water used 
under average load conditions and the rate of use or peak-demand 
requirements.” Base costs are associated with serving customers to the 
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extent required for a constant, average, annual rate of use. The residential 
customer class, in total, uses more water under base conditions and under 
peak conditions compared to the other customer classes. 

2. What is the basis for the 5% revenue increase for wastewater rates for FYE 
2027? From the discussion last night, it seemed that inflation wasn’t the 
primary reason. 

Answer – the primary driver for the 5% increase for wastewater is the increase 
in capital investment. 

3. Could an infrastructure modification ameliorate or solve the Sutter Street 
maintenance issue? 

Answer – No. The number of grease interceptors installed is actually less than 
what would be required if every food service establishment would need one. 
Also, given the site conditions of where individual grease interceptors would 
need to be installed, there is not sufficient space to install these in Sutter 
Street, and we would not want to install these in the sidewalks.  

4. The basis for what is included in the $8.4 million CIP needs to be clear for the 
public meeting.  If it involves minimizing risk to reliability, need for added 
capacity, etc., that should be stated. 

Answer – The written rate study report will include the reasons as to why the 
capital improvement projects are included in the study. This will include 
system reliability for water and sewer, replacement for aging infrastructure 
(dating back to the 1960s and 1970s), replacement of communications 
hardware that is no longer manufactured or supported, and system 
redundancy.  

5. Similar to the question about wastewater rates, why do the water rates need 
to be raised 12% very early?  It may be that the expected shortfall will hit soon 
and the City needs to catch up on the needed reserve fund. 

Answer – This is necessary to cover the capital improvement costs in the first 
two fiscal years of the rate study and maintain a reserve balance at or above 
the recommended value.  

6. For the Wastewater Proposed Revenue Increases, there is a story to be told 
about the 2031-2036 period, i.e., another rate increase around 2030 may be 
needed. 
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Answer – Correct. As part of the rate study report language would be included 
to discuss that while any proposed rate increases can only be implemented 
up to five years out, there are years beyond the next five years that also need 
to be included in a financial outlook, which is why we are looking out 10 years. 
This includes operations, maintenance, and capital expenses for the 2031-
2036 period. 

7. For the Water Proposed Revenue Increases, I now understand the graph 
better than I did last night. My quick sense of it was that the reserves were 
going to climb significantly after 2031. That ignored what might become 
capital needs beyond that point, but it leaves a confusing understanding of 
the relationship of the proposed target balance and the total reserves with 
rate increases. It seems that the City would want total reserves and the target 
balance to parallel each other and be reasonably close to each other.  

Answer – The goal is to have the total reserves as close to the target balance 
as possible and to be parallel as best as possible. While we did our best to 
project capital expenses beyond 2031, as noted in question 6, another cost of 
service analysis could be completed in five years and at that time we should 
know what the capital projects are for that next five-year period.  

8. The Water – COS Results (Demand) page is the most concerning element of 
the presentation.  In Tier 1, the unit cost of water is very similar for all three 
categories, but the unit costs vary significantly from the respective Tier 
2s. This is where the question of why a gallon of water for one use costs more 
than a gallon for other uses.  The table depends on the HCF breakpoints.  That 
requires an understanding of why 15, 66, and 183 are the appropriate 
breakpoints.  (That basis appears to involve charging for the maximum day 
usage.)  It is likely that a different set of breakpoints would yield different unit 
costs.  When I asked about that last night, David said he’d have to run the 
model with different breakpoints.  I do not know what different breakpoints 
would make sense or be defensible, but I’d be interested in breakpoints along 
the lines of 25, 50, and 100.   Those may not relate to some measurable basis 
and, therefore, may not be defensible.  

Answer – As noted in question 1, we are using the Base-Extra Capacity method 
published in the AWWA M1 Manual. The methodology also recognizes that 
“peak demands are the primary driver for the system’s capacity.” Costs 
associated with meeting peak demand are allocated proportionately among 
the average and peak cost components. When discussing the size of tiers (i.e. 
blocks), it states, “block sizes should correspond to a measurable demand 
quantity based on several variables including … customer usage patterns.”  
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Further, California case law from the 2015 case Capistrano Taxpayers 
Association, Inc. v. City of San Juan Capistrano reaffirmed that tier 
breakpoints must be set according to correlations in cost incurred to provide 
service for the system. Thus, we have not looked at sensitivities of other 
arbitrary tier breakpoints that cannot be justified using the water use patterns 
of the City, which includes breakpoints of 25, 50 and 100. The basis of the 15, 
66, and 183 follow the Base-Extra Capacity method used in the AWWA 
manual. 

9. The Water – COS Results (Fixed) page needs a footnote for the 5/8” meter 
stating that all of them will be replaced with 1” meters by (some specific 
date).  On the following page (Water – Rate Design), the costs for the 5/8” 
meters and the 1” meters should be changed from that specific changeover 
date onward.  ($0 for the 5/8” and whatever the calculations work out to for 
the 1” meters) 

Answer – This type of footnote can be added in the rate study report, if 
necessary. The City recently awarded a contract for the replacement of about 
3,000 5/8” meters that will likely be completed by the end of the 2026 calendar 
year. 

10. For the Water – Rate Design page, reducing the tier 1 charge for irrigation and 
increasing the charges for Tier 2 residential is going to be controversial.  While 
the rate for lower use (tier 1) residential would be lower than today’s rate, the 
tier 2 residential shows quite an increase.  I suspect that has something to do 
with changing the breakpoint from 20 HCF to 15 HCF. Also, why would non-
residential use be less expensive than residential use (for tier 2 uses)? 

Answer – As noted in question 1, we are using the Base-Extra Capacity method 
and as noted the residential customer class uses more water under both the 
base and peak conditions compared to the other customer classes. This will 
be further explained and shown in the rate study report.  

CC Questions 

 
1.  What is the average monthly rates for each customer type (residential, non-

residential, and irrigation) along with total usage by month? 
 

Answer – please see Attachment No. 1 for the average monthly rate total 
usage by month. 
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2. Was there any sensitivity done on the 15 hcf tier for residential? Could we run 
one using 20 and 30 hcf to see how this would change the Tier 1 and Tier 2 
rates? 

 
Answer – there was not any sensitivity analysis done for the 15 hcf tier for 
residential. The approach to ratemaking is based on the American Water 
Works Association (AWWA) M1 manual, a ratemaking industry standard 
source throughout California and the United States. In the text, it states “the 
goal of customer classification is to group individual customers into classes 
that exhibit similar service and demand characteristics. Multiplying the 
service units for each customer class by the applicable unit costs distributes 
costs to each class in proportion to its use of the water system.” This is the 
justification for how we assess different consumption charges and 
breakpoints to multiple customer classes. 
 
Case law in California further constrains the methods discussed in the M1 
manual. Like many California public agencies, we are using the Base-Extra 
Capacity method published in the AWWA M1 Manual. As cited in the manual, 
“The cost of serving customers depends on the total volume of water used 
under average load conditions and the rate of use or peak-demand 
requirements.” Base costs are associated with serving customers to the 
extent required for a constant, average, annual rate of use. Attachment 4 
includes the rate structures used by some of the City’s neighboring water 
agencies.  

 
The methodology also recognizes that “peak demands are the primary driver 
for the system’s capacity.” Costs associated with meeting peak demand are 
allocated proportionately among the average and peak cost components. 
When discussing the size of tiers (i.e. blocks), it states, “block sizes should 
correspond to a measurable demand quantity based on several variables 
including … customer usage patterns.” Further, California case law from the 
2015 case Capistrano Taxpayers Association, Inc. v. City of San Juan 
Capistrano reaffirmed that tier breakpoints must be set according to 
correlations in cost incurred to provide service for the system. Thus, we have 
not looked at sensitivities of other arbitrary tier breakpoints that cannot be 
justified using the water use patterns of the City. 
 
In 2025, there was conflicting case law rulings on tiered water rates. In the 
cases that ruled against tiered water rates, the court’s opinion stated that 
tiered water rates, if employed, should apply to all customers, and not simply 
to one customer class. Second, the court’s ruling required that the rates 
assessed per tier of water reflect the costs of providing the service. Our 
proposed rates apply industry standard practice from the AWWA manual of 
bifurcating water use between average use and above average water use. 
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3.  Was the 15 hcf tier set as a true annual average or is this a summer average? 

Are the splits shown to council based on annual average or summer average? 
 

Answer – the 15 hcf tier is a true annual average that uses the total annual 
water use divided by 12 months divided by the number of single-family 
residential customers. 
 

4. What does our data show for the last 10 years of historical reserves, capital 
expenses, operating expenses, and revenues? 

 
Answer – please see Attachment 2 for fiscal year data showing reserves, 
capital expenses, operating expenses, and revenues. For Fiscal Year 2024-
2025, the Water Fund will include approximately $3.5 million in capital outlay. 
Currently, there is about $6.7 million encumbered in FY 2025-2026. The table 
includes working capital available and an unrestricted balance through Fiscal 
Year 2023-2024. We should have FY 2024-2025 audited results by the end of 
March. What we would like to point out between the two is that the working 
capital is what some consider is cash on hand while the unrestricted balance 
is what is not currently obligated (i.e. construction or consultant contracts 
approved by City Council that have not been fully spent are not included in the 
dollar amount shown). 

 
5. What would be the cost impacts to the non-residential and irrigation 

customers? 
 

Answer – please see Attachment 3 for the potential impacts under three 
different rate scenarios for some of the highest water users in Calendar Year 
2025 for the non-residential and irrigation customers classes. The irrigation 
customers are highlighted in blue. We also included a third scenario that uses 
a uniform rate for all customer classes. The costs shown in Attachment 3 are 
based on the following. 
 



Scenario 1: 3 separate customer classes with 2 tiers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Scenario 2: Combined customer class with 2 tiers. 
 

   
 
Scenario 3: Combined customers and a uniform rate ($1.64/hcf).

Combined Customer Class
Tiered Consumption Rates Tier 1 Tier 2
Demand Condition Average Day Max Day

Tier Structure
Volume per tier (hcf) 0-24 hcf 24+ hcf
hcf by Tier 7,874,513         4,069,727     

Cost of Service by Tier $10,664,817 $2,278,232
Unit Cost per hcf (by Tier) $1.35 $1.91

Non-Residential ONLY
Tiered Consumption Rates Tier 1 Tier 2
Demand Condition Average Day Max Day

Tier Structure
Volume per tier (hcf) 0-66 hcf 66+ hcf
hcf by Tier 1,613,426    1,471,565   

Cost of Service by Tier $2,629,153 $483,750
Unit Cost per hcf (by Tier) $1.37 $1.69

Irrigation ONLY
Tiered Consumption Rates Tier 1 Tier 2
Demand Condition Average Day Max Day

Tier Structure
Volume per tier (hcf) 0-183 hcf 183+ hcf
hcf by Tier 1,613,426    1,021,184   

Cost of Service by Tier $2,203,051 $585,541
Unit Cost per hcf (by Tier) $1.37 $1.94



 

 
ATTACHMENT 1 – WATER USAGE BY MONTH AND AVERAGE MONTHLY RATE BY CUSTOMER CLASS 

 

 
 
 

 

Average Water per Month

January February March April May June July August September October November December
Total FY 
2024-25

Residential
Total Water Use (HCF) 165,108 183,171 163,724 197,936 336,204 471,254 526,663 579,997 543,959 478,077 386,641 217,557 4,250,292
Number of Accounts 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964 23,964
Monthly Average (HCF/month) 6.9 7.6 6.8 8.3 14.0 19.7 22.0 24.2 22.7 19.9 16.1 9.1 14.8

Non-Residential 
Total Water Use (HCF) 95,543 101,691 92,994 109,852 157,193 195,911 207,984 232,082 225,463 203,881 178,951 114,346 1,915,894
Number of Accounts 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376 2,376
Monthly Average (HCF/month) 40.2 42.8 39.1 46.2 66.2 82.5 87.5 97.7 94.9 85.8 75.3 48.1 67.2

Irrigation
Total Water Use (HCF) 22,108 21,378 19,864 34,696 131,199 203,987 240,813 280,917 260,205 205,070 147,148 38,003 1,605,389
Number of Accounts 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721 721
Monthly Average (HCF/month) 30.7 29.7 27.6 48.1 182.0 282.9 334.0 389.6 360.9 284.4 204.1 52.7 185.6

All Customer Classes
Total Water Use (HCF) 282,759 306,241 276,582 342,484 624,596 871,152 975,461 1,092,997 1,029,628 887,028 712,740 369,906 7,771,575
Number of Accounts 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061 27,061
Monthly Average (HCF/month) 10.4 11.3 10.2 12.7 23.1 32.2 36.0 40.4 38.0 32.8 26.3 13.7 23.9

Customer Class Jul-24 Aug-24 Sep-24 Oct-24 Nov-24 Dec-24 Jan-25 Feb-25 Mar-25 Apr-25 May-25 Jun-25
Single-Family Residential $61.10 $58.29 $53.27 $46.54 $34.78 $31.07 $32.24 $30.91 $33.13 $42.62 $51.91 $52.64
Commercial $1,916.45 $1,798.52 $1,785.22 $1,577.71 $1,267.68 $1,189.02 $1,255.79 $1,194.39 $1,199.09 $1,326.50 $1,518.30 $1,641.04
Industrial $6,717.94 $6,772.54 $6,075.39 $6,441.73 $5,198.02 $4,107.26 $5,202.92 $5,065.93 $5,906.25 $6,434.55 $6,278.57 $5,739.03
Irrigation $1,546.49 $1,512.02 $1,086.80 $800.04 $350.87 $275.72 $256.70 $231.81 $293.77 $847.59 $1,255.12 $1,299.91



 

ATTACHMENT 2 – FINANCIAL DATA FOR 10 FISCAL YEARS 
 

 
 
An unrestricted fund balance is the portion of a fund balance available for general use, without legal or contractual 
restrictions 
 
Working capital is the difference between the City's current assets and current liabilities, reflecting its ability to meet short-
term obligations and fund daily operations.

Water Fund (Fund 520) Budget Details
Expenditure FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 FY 21-22 FY 22-23 FY 23-24

Employee Services $3,525,957 $3,796,834 $3,981,259 $4,533,833 $4,920,541 $5,699,409 $5,301,163 $4,430,835 $5,994,681 $6,739,703
Utilities $593,520 $632,788 $727,391 $741,338 $758,755 $795,571 $879,769 $566,309 $985,271 $961,038
Supplies $787,766 $711,751 $1,010,938 $866,402 $1,206,313 $1,015,590 $1,118,111 $1,259,831 $1,401,651 $1,538,432
Maintenance and operations $875,840 $649,558 $409,064 $374,967 $578,284 $417,518 $520,036 $852,055 $822,075 $1,227,918
Contractual services $1,557,803 $1,518,399 $1,493,964 $1,776,219 $1,782,871 $1,844,619 $2,089,956 $2,045,441 $2,079,114 $2,103,491
Depreciation $3,458,119 $3,542,927 $3,652,683 $3,984,380 $3,995,652 $4,293,283 $4,450,702 $4,656,071 $4,770,809 $5,133,676
Other $929,050 $968,319 $1,027,708 $1,318,907 $992,408 $795,216 $462,604 $709,597 $995,921 $1,520,446
Total $11,728,055 $11,820,576 $12,303,007 $13,596,046 $14,234,824 $14,861,206 $14,822,341 $14,520,139 $17,049,522 $19,224,704

Funding Source FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17 FY 17-18 FY 18-19 FY 19-20 FY 20-21 FY 21-22 FY 22-23 FY 23-24
Charges for Services $13,105,941 $12,205,895 $13,605,851 $14,119,233 $13,912,610 $15,561,068 $17,988,487 $17,280,478 $18,889,282 $20,610,660

Current Assets $14,574,877 $12,527,698 $18,796,518 $20,192,986 $23,432,170 $24,640,668 $27,089,403 $29,011,772 $32,382,340 $39,080,635
Current Liabilities $5,465,542 $4,312,175 $5,176,509 $4,357,907 $5,233,804 $6,028,835 $6,042,935 $6,396,200 $7,661,132 $7,899,527
Working Capital $9,109,335 $8,215,523 $13,620,009 $15,835,079 $18,198,366 $18,611,833 $21,046,468 $22,615,572 $24,721,208 $31,181,108

Capital Outlay $3,978,451 $3,868,878 $5,752,913 $3,176,132 $860,099 $3,908,450 $1,516,113 $1,557,960 $3,585,757 $2,621,361
Unrestricted balance (AFR) $7,581,395 $6,771,183 $9,260,916 $6,059,896 $8,133,202 $7,802,434 $10,168,391 $12,460,197 $14,279,594 $20,422,326



 

 
ATTACHMENT 3 – NON-RESIDENTIAL AND IRRIGATION BILL IMPACTS 

 

 
 

Customer Class Current SC. 1 SC. 1 Delta SC. 2 SC. 2 Delta SC. 3 SC. 3 Delta
Aerojet Rocketdyne - AMPAC AJ $188,433.43 $189,156.89 $723.46 $212,146.87 $23,713.44 $184,587.56 ($3,845.87)

Intel CM $214,266.42 $223,984.74 $9,718.32 $251,866.86 $37,600.44 $218,385.02 $4,118.60
Irrigation for FLC IRR $20,686.69 $21,546.32 $859.62 $21,918.00 $1,231.31 $19,179.47 ($1,507.23)

Quick Quack CM $13,964.67 $14,221.92 $257.25 $16,113.77 $2,149.10 $14,096.31 $131.64
Kikkoman IN $76,301.71 $76,935.29 $633.58 $86,717.35 $10,415.64 $75,147.83 ($1,153.88)

LDS Church CM $72,075.08 $71,576.86 ($498.22) $80,074.99 $7,999.91 $70,059.82 ($2,015.26)
FLC SC $63,263.81 $61,969.73 ($1,294.08) $69,217.23 $5,953.42 $60,716.10 ($2,547.71)

Vista del Lago HS SC $64,357.41 $63,916.31 ($441.10) $71,998.89 $7,641.48 $62,481.76 ($1,875.65)
Folsom HS SC $50,337.91 $47,916.01 ($2,421.90) $53,299.83 $2,961.92 $47,009.12 ($3,328.79)
Gekkeikan IN $72,540.67 $72,834.54 $293.87 $82,082.77 $9,542.11 $71,159.51 ($1,381.15)

Islands at Parkshore Irr. IRR $6,644.08 $6,617.78 ($26.30) $7,122.86 $478.78 $6,333.35 ($310.73)
Lew Howard Park MU $4,262.04 $3,735.45 ($526.59) $4,185.02 ($77.02) $3,807.37 ($454.67)

Empire Ranch Golf Course CM $76,131.21 $76,918.35 $787.14 $86,614.77 $10,483.56 $74,967.03 ($1,164.18)
Lembi Park MU $40,961.71 $38,442.97 ($2,518.74) $43,191.75 $2,230.04 $37,672.31 ($3,289.40)
Lembi Park MU $28,107.13 $24,387.65 ($3,719.48) $27,329.19 ($777.94) $24,040.95 ($4,066.18)

Handy Family Park MU $30,990.52 $32,044.42 $1,053.90 $36,162.50 $5,171.99 $31,358.96 $368.45
Green Acres - Irr. IRR $23,694.10 $27,446.21 $3,752.12 $28,102.93 $4,408.83 $24,413.67 $719.57

Aerojet AJ $35,853.72 $29,457.34 ($6,396.38) $32,016.37 ($3,837.35) $29,191.21 ($6,662.51)
Sutter MS Irr. IRR $22,244.04 $23,560.59 $1,316.55 $23,853.28 $1,609.24 $20,830.92 ($1,413.12)
Quick Quack CM $20,411.82 $21,251.39 $839.58 $24,058.32 $3,646.50 $20,933.05 $521.23

St. Johns Notre Dame CM $7,004.47 $6,657.68 ($346.79) $7,537.01 $532.53 $6,715.52 ($288.95)
Empire Ranch Community Assoc. CM $18,891.82 $19,603.04 $711.21 $22,185.29 $3,293.47 $19,321.20 $429.38

Kemp Park MU $23,438.45 $23,793.27 $354.82 $26,826.73 $3,388.28 $23,350.54 ($87.91)
Mercy Hospital CM $25,373.49 $24,534.51 ($838.98) $27,658.05 $2,284.56 $24,149.48 ($1,224.01)
Mercy Hospital CM $24,567.01 $23,655.19 ($911.82) $26,664.26 $2,097.25 $23,294.26 ($1,272.75)

Folsom MS SC $19,618.06 $19,566.99 ($51.07) $22,094.94 $2,476.88 $19,299.29 ($318.77)
Econome Park -Irr. IRR $17,162.89 $18,810.86 $1,647.97 $19,078.06 $1,915.17 $16,695.76 ($467.13)

Delta = proposed - current
AJ = Aerojet, CM = Commercial, IN - Industrial, SC - School, MU = Municipal, IRR = Irrigation

Annual Values
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ATTACHMENT 4 – RATE STRUCTURES OF NEIGHBORING WATER AGENCIES 
 

 
 

Consumption Charge Fixed Monthy Base
Agency Class Structure Charge Structure
Citrus Heights
(updated 1/1/2026) Domestic, Commercial, & Irrigation Uniform Rate By meter size and customer class

Construction Meters N/A Fixed
El Dorado Hills (EID)
(updated 1/1/2026) Single Family Residential 3 Tiers By meter size and customer class

Multi Family Residential, Commercial, Landscape & Rec Turf Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size and customer class
Agricultural (with residence) and Small Farms 3 Tiers By meter size and customer class
Agricultural (without residence) and Raw Metered Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size and customer class

Fair Oaks Water District
(updated 1/1/2025) All Customers Uniform Rate By meter size

Shared Metered Services (Multiple Parcel, Residential, Domestic) Uniform Rate Fixed fee per parcel
Shared Metered Services (Multiple Parcel, Commercial, Domestic) Uniform Rate By meter size

Granite Bay (SJWD)
(updated 1/1/2026) All Customers Uniform Rate By meter size

Private Fire Lines By line size
Lincoln

(updated 7/1/2025) All Customers Uniform Rate By meter size
Orange Vale Water Company

(updated 4/1/2024) All Customers Uniform Rate
By meter size (meters < 1"  have 
same charge)

Placerville
(updated 6/16/2022) Commercial & Residential Uniform Rate, specific to class Fixed charge

Residential Lifeline Uniform Rate, specific to class Fixed charge
Rancho Cordova (SCWA)
(updated 7/1/2025) Residential Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size

Residential Flat Rates N/A Varies by building type and lot size
Commercial/Industrial Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size

Commercial Flat Rates N/A Varies
Industrial Flat Rates N/A By meter size

Irrigation Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size
Fire Protection N/A Fixed
Temporary Service N/A 2 Tiers (Days used)
Vacant Parcel/Unconnected Site N/A Fixed

Rocklin / Auburn (PCWA)
(updated 7/1/2025) Residential, Multi Dwelling 3 Tiers By meter size

Commercial, Governmental Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size
Landscape Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size
Customers Involuntarily Deprived of Untreated Water 3 Tiers By meter size
Construction Water Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size
Private Fire Protection Uniform Rate, specific to class By meter size
Industrial, Resale Uniform Rate, specific to class Per UOC (unit of capacity)

Roseville
(updated 7/1/2025) All Customers Uniform Rate By meter size

Single Family Residential Flat Rate N/A By lot square footage
City of Sacramento
(updated 7/1/2019) All Metered Customers Uniform Rate By meter size

Flat Rates per specific customer type (34 types) N/A Varies
Private Fire Protection N/A By meter size

West Sacramento
(updated 7/1/2021) Residential Uniform Rate By meter size

Residential Flat Rate N/A By meter size
Non Residential Uniform Rate By meter size

Non Residential Flat Rate N/A By meter size

Temporary Meters Uniform Rate
1.5 times the appropriate flat rate 
charge
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