
 

 

SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL 
STAFF REPORT 

DATE:  February 17, 2006 

SUBJECT: An Organizational, Staffing, and Operational Review of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy, performed 
by EMA, Inc.  

STAFF REPORT BY: Lehua Weaver  

CC: Rocky Fluhart, Sam Guevara, Mike Wilson, Reed Jensen, LeRoy 
Hooton, Susi Kontgis, DJ Baxter 

 

In the fall of 2005, the Metropolitan Water Board commissioned an organizational, staffing, and 
operational review of the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy. The audit was 
performed by EMA, Inc. and presented to the Board in January of 2006.  EMA representatives 
will be at the Council briefing to present their report. The District General Manager, Mike 
Wilson, will be in attendance and has a short presentation as well.  

Following is a brief staff report regarding the audit report and a background of items discussed 
during last year’s budget briefing for the District.  

According to the audit report, EMA states, “the study methodology was to view the various core 
and support functions ‘through the lens’ of a privatizer,” and therefore the review evaluated how 
a privatizer might improve efficiency and practices to operate the utility.  

Overall, the review findings were very positive, including several mentions of the ability of 
Metro staff to provide high levels of customer service. Based on calculating the potential savings 
that would be realized by implementing the suggested efficiencies, EMA estimates that a 
privatizer would save approximately 4.9% or $540,996 annually. According to the final audit 
document, this “represents the 4th best score out of the 420+ reviews that EMA has conducted of 
utilities around the world in the past 12+ years.”  EMA also noted that Metro is quite 
technologically progressive compared to the other utilities they have evaluated over the years.  
 

KEY ELEMENTS 
On June 9, 2005, then Board Chairman, Lon Richardson, presented to the City Council the 
proposed 2005-06 budget for the Metropolitan Water District. Below is a list of items raised in 
the June 3, 2005 Council staff report, and the corresponding information provided by the EMA 
review:  
 

1. Proposed staffing levels  
Issue: Salaries and benefits ($855,805 increase) – Operating staffing is proposed to 

increase by 10 FTEs.  At the prompting of the Board, a management audit will be 
conducted prior to the authorization to hire these proposed FTEs. The audit will 
address the District’s staffing levels to evaluate the need for additional staff.  
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 The budget also proposes a 6.3% raise for employees, to cover cost of living and 
merit increases. The Metropolitan Water District Board has been reviewing the 
benefits package for Metro employees.  

Review Findings: Regarding staffing levels, EMA made several suggestions of practices 
to improve efficiencies. Through implementation of the suggestions made by EMA, 
there is the potential to reduce O&M staffing by 7 FTEs and non-O&M staffing by 
8 FTEs. It is further suggested that the 7 O&M staff people be reassigned to the 
new facility instead of hiring additional people as originally proposed.  

 These efficiencies might be realized through a) cross-training operators to perform 
preventative maintenance tasks, b) increasing “Planned Maintenance” rather than 
waiting for repairs to be performed on an as-needed basis, c) cross-training staff 
beyond their primary responsibility, and d) other best practices dealing with 
technology and organizational structure. 

 EMA also reported in their final report that, “the supervisor/manager to worker 
ration is 1:7.6.” This is higher than the industry standard, which is 1:10 to 1:15.  

 Regarding Metro staff salaries, EMA compared Metro fully-loaded salaries with the 
full-loaded salaries of “regional and industry-wide” utilities and Salt Lake and 
Sandy comparable positions. EMA found that entry level salaries are currently 
below the local market, while some higher-level positions are higher than the local 
market.  

 The suggestion for resolving the high manager to worker ratio and the inflated pay 
of some higher-level positions is through attrition. 

 

2. Outsourcing services 
Issue: Professional and contract services ($28,314 increase) – The District’s proposed 

budget includes $200,000 for legal fees, which is a decrease of $30,000 from fiscal 
year 2004-05.  

Review Findings: EMA found that a sound outsourcing strategy is in place.  

 

3. Fleet Policy 
Issue: Vehicle purchases - This is the second year of the district’s policy of replacing 

general purpose vehicles each year.  The theory is that a government agency can 
purchase vehicles at a favorable price under the state contract and sell them in one 
year to the general public and recover a large portion of the purchase price.  
Maintenance costs are eliminated under this approach.  The District keeps large 
trucks and other specialized equipment for their useful life.  The District tested this 
policy during the current year with a few vehicles.  The capital budget proposes 
$367,500 to replace 13 vehicles that will be one-year old and to add two new 
vehicles to the District’s fleet.  Revenue from the sale of the one-year old vehicles 
is projected to be $250,000. 

Review Findings: “Fleet maintenance and repair is $26.200/yr (or $1,191/vehicle) which 
is below average.” This might indicate that Metro’s goal of minimizing fleet 
maintenance costs is successful.  
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4. Revenue sources and increases – Likely the most significant issue discussed during last 
year’s budget briefing, was Metro’s plans to increase property taxes to increase revenue. 
Currently, Metro receives assessments from both Salt Lake and Sandy, revenue from 
water sales, and tax revenue. Metro also utilizes bond proceeds and interest revenue.  
For the 2005-06 Budget, they proposed a property tax increase to Salt Lake and Sandy 
residents. As you may remember, the Salt Lake City Council sent a letter to the Metro 
Water Board requesting that the property tax increase be deferred until a more equitable 
solution could be identified. (A copy of this letter is attached for your reference.) The 
Council's concerns were: a) that the amount of property tax revenue received would be 
disproportionate between Salt Lake and Sandy compared to the ownership ration, and b) 
that the County residents who utilize the water through Salt Lake City Public Utilities 
would not be included in the tax.  
Council Members may wish to ask Metro representatives what progress has been made 
on this issue. 

 
 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
Salt Lake City appoints five of the seven board members of the Metropolitan Water District.  
Sandy City appoints the remaining two board members.  Utah Code Annotated, §17A-1-502, 
provides that constituent entities of a special district can request a meeting with representatives 
of a district to discuss the budget.  The law does not prevent the board of a special district from 
approving and implementing a budget over protests or objections of constituent entities.  The 
Council has on occasion provided written comments to the Salt Lake City appointed board 
members.  

 
Background 

In 1935, the voters of Salt Lake City created the Metropolitan Water District in order to enter 
into long-term agreements to build the Provo River Project including Deer Creek Reservoir.  The 
Bureau of Reclamation built the project, and it was necessary to enter into repayment contracts 
to reimburse the federal government for the construction costs plus interest.  The Metropolitan 
Water District is a 61.7% owner of the Provo River Project.  The water rights for the Provo River 
Project consist of water diverted from the Duchesne and Weber Rivers conveyed through a 
tunnel and canal system from the two basins to the Provo River for use by the Metropolitan 
Water District and others.  In order to reimburse the Federal Government for the cost of the 
Provo River Project and Deer Creek Reservoir, the residents of Salt Lake City have paid 
property taxes since 1935.  The Metropolitan Water District continues to build dams and 
facilities such as Little Dell Reservoir.   

In 1990, Sandy City became the second member of the District.  Sandy City sought membership 
in the District to treat its approximately 34 percent water right in Little Cottonwood Creek.  
Sandy City’s annexation in the District increased efficiencies by consolidating water supplies 
and delivery systems to most of eastern Salt Lake County.  As part of the agreement, the District 
receives water purchase revenue and ad valorem tax revenue from Sandy City.  Furthermore, as a 
part of the annexation Salt Lake City acquired additional water rights in Little Dell Reservoir 
and $4 million in water transmission mains installed on the City’s west side.  Also, the 1990 
agreement admitting Sandy City established conjunctive water management practices among 
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Salt Lake City, Sandy City, Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District and the Metropolitan 
Water District.   

In 1998, the Metropolitan Water District updated its capital improvement master plan and 
identified $236 million in improvements and expansion of water capacity.  In 2001, the District 
entered into an Interlocal Agreement with Sandy and Salt Lake City for implementation of the 
master plan. The major project is a new water treatment plant near the Point of the Mountain in 
the Draper area.  The Metropolitan Water District owns additional water from the Provo River 
Project (in non-drought years) but hasn’t been able to treat and convey the water to users.  
Additional water will also be available from the Central Utah Bonneville Unit (Jordanelle 
Reservoir) beginning in 2005.   

The master plan improves redundancy in the event of a water treatment plant or aqueduct failure.  
Improvements include pipeline connections between the Little Cottonwood Water Treatment 
Plant, the Jordan Valley Water Treatment Plant, and the Point of the Mountain Water Treatment 
Plant.  This will allow flexibilities in shifting water between major north-south pipelines.   

























































































































Metropolitan Water Metropolitan Water 
District of Salt Lake & District of Salt Lake & 

SandySandy
City Council PresentationsCity Council Presentations

February 21, 2006February 21, 2006



Organizational Study ResultsOrganizational Study Results

Top 1% (4Top 1% (4thth out of 420)out of 420)
Culture of efficiencyCulture of efficiency
System is workingSystem is working

Cities: City Councils, City DepartmentsCities: City Councils, City Departments
Board of TrusteesBoard of Trustees
StaffStaff

69 FTE projection69 FTE projection
Less O&M staff than staffing planLess O&M staff than staffing plan
More IS staff than staffing planMore IS staff than staffing plan



Expenditure InformationExpenditure Information

Metro Water Project:Metro Water Project:
Approximately 60% completeApproximately 60% complete
Within one percent of original estimatesWithin one percent of original estimates

Fiscal Year 2009 Projections (after Metro Water Fiscal Year 2009 Projections (after Metro Water 
Project completion)Project completion)

Debt Service/Ongoing Capital:  $18,006,228Debt Service/Ongoing Capital:  $18,006,228
Water Supply Costs (3Water Supply Costs (3rdrd parties):  $4,639,547parties):  $4,639,547
O&M Expense:  $10,832,716O&M Expense:  $10,832,716



Options for ConsiderationOptions for Consideration

Asset Depletion (project deferrals for Terminal Asset Depletion (project deferrals for Terminal 
Reservoir, Salt Lake Aqueduct, etc.)Reservoir, Salt Lake Aqueduct, etc.)
Additional water sales (volume)Additional water sales (volume)

To member citiesTo member cities
To other entitiesTo other entities

TaxesTaxes
RatesRates
A combination of some or all of the aboveA combination of some or all of the above



District Tax Revenues vs. O & M Budget
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Total  Tax Revenue  $3,905,352  $4,144,131  $4,157,893  $4,610,596  $4,582,361  $4,643,292  $4,463,319  $4,652,127  $4,734,818  $4,254,111 

Distr ict O & M Budget  $4,552,061  $4,787,940  $5,246,900  $5,431,675  $6,318,355  $6,962,710  $8,284,905  $8,454,635  $8,798,411  $8,806,851 

Revenue % of  Budget 86% 87% 79% 85% 73% 67% 54% 55% 54% 48%

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005



M WDSLS Water Rate Information
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Rat e Forecast -Tax Increase

Revised Rat es-No Tax Increase
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