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NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC
BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ AND STANDING COMMITTEES’
REGULAR MEETING
JULY 28, 2011
BOARD ROOM
WATER AUTHORITY HEADQUARTERS BUILDING
4677 OVERLAND AVENUE, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA
1.

UNIFIED AGENDA: This unified agenda provides a brief description of each item to be
considered by the Board and its Administrative and Finance, Engineering and Operations,
Imported Water, Legislation, Conservation and Outreach, and Water Planning Committees. For
convenience, the agenda for each of the Committees and for the formal Board meeting are stated
separately; however, all agendas shall be considered as a single agenda and any item listed on the
agenda of any Committee may be acted upon by the Board. All items on the agenda of any
Committee, including information items, may be deliberated and become subject to action by the
Board.

2.

DOCUMENTS: Staff reports and any other public information provided to the Board or
Committee before the meeting relating to items on the agenda are available for public review at
the San Diego County Water Authority 4677 Overland Avenue San Diego, CA 92123 during
normal business hours. Additional documents may be distributed at the meeting. Copies of
individual items, including the background information, are available through the Clerk of the
Board at (858) 522-6614.

3.

MEETING TIMES: The morning session of Standing Committees will commence at
9:00 a.m. on July 28, 2011 the afternoon session of Standing Committees will commence at
1:00 p.m. Please see the meeting schedule. The full Board will convene in formal session at
3:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the last Committee meeting is completed.

4.

ACTION AT COMMITTEE MEETINGS: Committee meetings are also noticed as
meetings of the Board because a quorum of the Board may be present. Members of the Board
who are not members of the Committee may participate in the meeting, but only members of
the Committee may make, second or vote on any motion or other action of the Committee
unless the Board determines to convene for consideration of action on an item or items on the
Committee agenda. If a quorum of the Board is present during a Committee meeting, upon
approval of a motion by any Board member to convene for consideration of action on an item
or items on the Committee agenda, the Board may take action on that item or items. If the
Board takes action on an item during a Committee meeting, the matter will not be subject to
further action at the Formal Board meeting unless a motion to reconsider is approved
according to the provisions of the Water Authority Administrative Code. Persons interested
in an item and wishing to hear the staff report, present oral or written comments and hear the
deliberations should attend the Committee meeting. Closed Sessions also occur at
Committee meetings and may not be repeated at the formal Board meeting.

5.

CONSENT CALENDAR: The agenda contains items listed on a consent calendar which is for
matters considered routine or otherwise not requiring further deliberation. A committee or the
Board will take action as recommended by one motion. There will be no individual discussion on
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such items prior to the vote unless an item is removed for discussion. If a member of the public
wishes to talk about a consent calendar item, please notify the Chair before the calendar is called.
Persons who wish to be heard on an item are encouraged to speak before the assigned committee.
6.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: It is not necessary to notify the Chair if a member of the public wishes
to speak on items listed on the agenda as public hearings. Public hearings will begin at the time
stated in the notice, or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard. When the Chair opens the
hearing, upon invitation of the Chair, step to the podium and begin by giving your name and
address for the record. Each speaker has 3 minutes to address the Board.

7.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA: The agenda provides an
opportunity for members of the public to address the Committees and Board on matters of interest
within the jurisdiction of the Committee or Board that are not listed on the agenda. The Brown
Act does not allow any discussion or action by the Board or staff on matters raised during public
comment except: 1) to briefly respond to statements made or questions posed; 2) ask a question
for clarification; 3) receive and file the matter; 4) if it is within staff's authority, refer it to them for
a reply; or, 5) direct that it be placed on a future board agenda for a report or action.
A reasonable amount of time will be allocated by the Chair for public comment. Persons wishing
to speak should notify the Chair before the meeting by filling out a "Speaker Request Form" and
give it to the secretary. Individual speakers are requested to be as brief as possible and are
encouraged to address the appropriate committee who is best able to respond. When the Chair
calls, please immediately step to the podium and begin by giving your name and address for the
record. Each speaker has 3 minutes to address the Board.

8.

PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS: Persons wishing to speak to an item that is
listed on the agenda should notify the Chair before the meeting by filling out a speaker request
form and giving it to the secretary. Step to the lectern when asked to do so by the Chair and begin
by giving your name and address for the record. Remarks should be limited to three minutes.

9.

INFORMATION ITEMS: Items are listed on the agenda as information based on staff's
judgment. Circumstances or the committee's or Board's judgments may require deliberation or, if
necessary, action on these items. Any member of the public with an interest in one of these items
should review the background material and request information on the possible action that could
be taken.

10.

ASSISTANCE FOR THE DISABLED: If you are disabled in any way and need
accommodation to participate in the Board meeting, please call the Clerk of the Board at (858)
522-6614 for assistance at least three (3) working days prior to the meeting so the necessary
arrangements can be made.

11.

RULES GOVERNING MEETINGS: The Water Authority’s Administrative Code Chapter
2.00 governs conduct of meetings of the Board and the Committees. The Administrative Code is
available on line at www.sdcwa.org or at the Water Authority Headquarters.

3 of 512

MEETING SCHEDULE
JULY 28, 2011

MORNING SESSION

9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

Water Planning
Engineering and Operations
Imported Water

Estimated time: 35 minutes
Estimated time: 35 minutes
Estimated time: 1 hour 35 minutes

LUNCHEON FOR DIRECTORS

12:00 p.m. – 1:00 p.m.

AFTERNOON SESSION

1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m.

Administrative and Finance
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach

Estimated time: 55 minutes
Estimated time: 55 minutes

FORMAL BOARD MEETING

3:00 p.m.

*
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Time estimates are for convenience only and do not constitute part of the schedule.
The first morning session will commence at 9:00 a.m., and the following morning
sessions may start at any time after 9:00 a.m. The first afternoon session will
commence at 1:00 p.m., and the following afternoon sessions may start at any time
after 1:00 p.m. The Board meeting will start no earlier than 3:00 p.m., or following the
conclusion of the last committee meeting.

WATER PLANNING COMMITTEE
AGENDA FOR
JULY 28, 2011

Mitch Dion – Chair
Hershell Price – Vice Chair
Javier Saunders – Vice Chair
Brian Boyle
Betty Ferguson
Lynne Heidel
Michael Hogan

1.

Roll call – determination of quorum.

2.

Additions to agenda (Government Code Section 54954.2(b)).

3.

Public comment – opportunities for members of the public to address the
Committee on matters within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

4.

Chair’s report.
4-A Directors’ comments.

I.

CONSENT CALENDAR

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
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Jeremy Jungreis
John Linden
Bud Pocklington
Fern Steiner
Gerald Walson
Mark Watton
Ken Williams

1.

Professional services contract with GHD Inc. for additional site
development evaluations for the Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater
Desalination Project.
Staff recommendation: Award a professional services contract to
GHD, Inc., for additional site development evaluations for the
Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination Project for a
not-to-exceed amount of $385,000. (Action)

Cesar Lopez

2.

Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011and 2012.
Water Planning Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation:
Adopt the Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012. (Action)

Mitch Dion

III.

INFORMATION
1.

Water Resources report.

IV.

CLOSED SESSION

V.

ADJOURNMENT

Ken Weinberg

Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board
NOTE:
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This meeting is called as an Water Planning Committee meeting. Because a quorum of the Board may be present, the meeting is also
noticed as a Board meeting. Members of the Board who are not members of the Committee may participate in the meeting pursuant to
Section 2.00.060(g) of the Authority Administrative Code (Recodified). All items on the agenda, including information items, may be
deliberated and become subject to action. All public documents provided to the committee or Board for this meeting including materials
related to an item on this agenda and submitted to the Board of Directors within 72 hours prior to this meeting may be reviewed at the San
Diego County Water Authority headquarters located at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 at the reception desk during normal
business hours.

July 20, 2011
Attention:

Water Planning Committee

Professional Services Contract with GHD Inc. for Additional Site Development Evaluations
for the Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination Project. (Action)
Staff recommendation
Award a professional services contract to GHD, Inc., for additional site development
evaluations for the Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination Project for a not to
exceed amount of $385,000.
Alternatives
Do not award the contract and direct staff to negotiate with other consultant(s) or solicit
new proposals for professional services.
Fiscal Impact
There are sufficient funds to support the staff recommendation within the project budget and the
adopted Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) appropriation.
Funding for subsequent years will be dependent on Board approval of the proposed CIP
appropriations for those years. The related rate category is customer service.
Background
In May 2009, staff presented to the Board the results of an initial feasibility study for a proposed
regional seawater desalination project located on Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton. The
Camp Pendleton coastline offers a potential, unique opportunity to develop a large, expandable
regional seawater desalination project in San Diego County. Working with Camp Pendleton
staff, the feasibility study identified two potential desalination plant sites located in the southwest
corner of the base near the mouth of the Santa Margarita River. Both sites have adequate acreage
(26 – 30 acres) to accommodate a 50 to 150 million gallon per day (mgd) reverse osmosis
treatment plant.
In March 2011, the Board awarded a professional services contract to evaluate the feasibility and
cost of various seawater intake and discharge alternatives, including an environmental
assessment of the intake and discharge options on the marine environment. Work is currently
proceeding under this contract. As part of the 2012 Regional Water Facilities Master Plan
update, work is also under way to further evaluate the conveyance and pumping system that
would be required to deliver product water from the desalination facility to the Water Authority’s
aqueduct pipelines.
There is a need to conduct further detailed site evaluations to refine the facility layouts
developed in the feasibility study to ascertain the extent of Camp Pendleton property that would
be impacted by the proposed project. It is also necessary to refine capital and operating costs for
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the project and further assess key site development issues such as power supply, site access, and
operational impacts to the base.
Discussion
As part of the continuing planning efforts for the proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater
Desalination Project, the Water Authority plans to conduct additional evaluations of the two
potential desalination plant sites approved for further review by the Marine Corps Base. The
additional site development evaluations will build upon the information in the December 2009
feasibility study by providing more specific descriptions of the treatment processes and facility
requirements at each potential plant site. The two potential sites are referred to as the Marine
Corps Tactical Systems Support Activity (MCTSSA) site and the Southern Regional Tertiary
Treatment Plant (SRTTP) site. Each location is named after adjacent existing base facilities. The
work to be performed includes an evaluation and determination of:
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

The physical size and layouts of treatment facilities and auxiliary buildings for an
expandable 50 to 150 million gallon per day (MGD) seawater desalination plant
The latest and most cost effective seawater desalination treatment technologies,
assuring the product water meets all applicable quality standards
Other treatment plant site surface features and improvements related to site access
(public, personnel, supply and chemical deliveries), on-site traffic/vehicle circulation,
parking, roadways and crossings, grading, drainage, and on-site utilities (power,
communication, water, wastewater, and drainage)
Electric power supply and transmission infrastructure for the desalination plant and
ancillary facilities
Environmental setting and permitting requirements related to site development
Overall site acquisition requirements specific to each proposed plant site, delineating
the perimeter of each proposed plant site and any easements required to develop site
access and utility services
Impacts specific to the military’s primary mission of training its operational forces at
Camp Pendleton
Estimates of capital and operation and maintenance costs for the treatment plant and
power transmission infrastructure

This information will be used to develop a thorough understanding of project issues, the impacts
of siting a regional treatment plant within Camp Pendleton and the estimated capital and life
cycle costs related to the construction and operation of a desalination facility at the two potential
plant sites.
In April 2011, the Water Authority issued a Request For Proposals for the Additional Site
Development Evaluations. Five consultant teams responded: Black & Veatch, CDM, GHD,
Malcolm Pirnie, and Tetra Tech. A consultant selection panel consisting of staff from the Water
Authority and Camp Pendleton evaluated the proposals and conducted interviews on June 14 and
15, 2011. Based on the evaluation of proposals and results of the interviews, the GHD team was
selected as the best qualified consultant team to perform the required work.
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Key factors in the selection of the GHD team were the level of experience, capability and expertise
of key team members and subconsultants, a clear understanding of the key issues, well-conceived
methodology to accomplish the work, and, of particular importance, GHD’s past performance on
seawater desalination projects of similar size and scope. GHD’s experience in environmental
documentation, planning, design and construction for large-scale seawater desalination projects is
extensive. GHD’s team members have collectively worked together and successfully completed
several major complex and challenging desalination projects, including most notably the Sydney
SWRO Desalination Plant (132 mgd) and the Melbourne SWRO Desalination Plant (160 mgd). In
addition to these projects, GHD is also the Owner’s Engineer for the Carlsbad Desalination Project,
thus providing experience in the unique challenges facing seawater desalination projects in
California.
The substantial experience gained through these projects has provided the GHD team with insights
into the issues that must be addressed in the scope of work. In addition, the GHD team includes the
firms of Carollo Engineers, HDR, and TEC. Carollo Engineers brings current knowledge and
experience with full scale seawater treatment processes, facility layouts, and visual renderings. HDR
will provide technical expertise related to the critical issue of power supply to the facility, and TEC
will provide regulatory and environmental expertise.
With Board approval, the Notice to Proceed is expected to be issued in early August 2011. The site
evaluations are anticipated to take nine to 12 months to complete.
SCOOP staff has verified GHD’s good faith efforts to conduct outreach to qualified small
businesses, including outreach to minority- and women-owned businesses. The small business
participation for this project is approximately four percent and the minority- and women-owned
business participation is approximately four percent. This information is provided for statistical
purposes.
Prepared by: F. Cesar Lopez, Jr., Senior Water Resources Specialist
Reviewed by: Ken Weinberg, Director of Water Resources
Approved by: Sandra L. Kerl, Deputy General Manager
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Water Planning Committee

Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)
Water Planning Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation
Adopt the Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Alternative
Do not amend the goals.
Background
The Water Planning Committee is responsible for developing policies relative to long range
water resources planning and local supply development including: the Urban Water Management
Plan, Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, regional and member agency sponsored local
water supply development, water shortage and drought management planning, assisting member
agencies on local projects, annexation, other planning matters, environmental interests of the
Water Authority, and overseeing the implementation of those policies.
Previous Board action: The Board adopted the Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012 on March 24, 2011.
Discussion
The attached report lists amendments to the Water Planning Committee goals for 2011 and 2012.
These amendments reflect issues addressed at the March 31, 2011 Board Retreat. The amended
goals were prepared under the direction of the Water Planning Committee Chair and Vice
Chairs. The goals will be formally reviewed at the end of each calendar year to measure
progress.
Prepared by: Ken Weinberg, Director of Water Resources
Reviewed by: Mitchell S. Dion, Chair, Water Planning Committee
Attachment:
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Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012

Attachment

Water Planning Committee Goals
Calendar Years 2011 and 2012
Strategic Plan Objectives:
1. Review, provide input and approve the Update to the Water Facilities Master Plan in
conjunction with the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. (January 2012)
2. Approve agreements and provide direction to staff that either facilitates and/or develops
local seawater and brackish groundwater desalination facilities that will represent 10
percent of the region’s total water supply requirements. (January 2020)
3. Approve agreements or direct staff to support efforts of the member agencies, with the
assistance of the Water Authority, that will supply at least 6 percent of the region’s total
water supply through non-potable reuse. (January 2025)
Business Plan Goals & Other Related Goals:
Brackish and Seawater Desalination
1. Review and provide input to staff on the Desalinated Water Conveyance and Integration
Study for the Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination project as part of the update to the
Regional Water Facilities Master Plan. (January 2012)
2. Review, comment and consider approval of a Water Purchase Agreement with Poseidon
for the delivery of water from the Carlsbad Desalination Project to the Water Authority's
aqueduct system. (December 2012)
3. Approve the consultant agreement to conduct hydrogeologic, geotechnical, and
oceanographic studies for the Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination project. (December
2012)
4. Support activities and develop policies that achieve annual production of 8,000 AF of
water supplies from brackish groundwater desalination.
4.5.Consider staff recommendations related to the feasibility study of a binational seawater
desalination plant at Rosarito Beach, Baja California, Mexico.
Drought Management
1. Review and comment on a three-year water supply outlook with dry-year supply
estimates for short-term water transfers, groundwater banking, and carryover storage.
(March 2011 and March 2012)
2. Approve shortage management actions based on water supply conditions. (April 2011
and April 2012)
3. Approve updates and modifications to the Metropolitan Water District and Water
Authority water supply allocation programs in 2011 and 2012. (July 2011)
4. Make timely recommendations to the full Board of Directors on modifications to member
agency drought allocations. (Ongoing)
Recycled Water
1. Support activities and policies that encourage over 30,000 AF of beneficially reused
recycled water in San Diego County by 2012.
2. Support regional strategies to address regulatory and other constraints to increase
beneficial reuse of recycled water.
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Climate Change and Sustainability
1. Evaluate and recommend changes to the full Board of Directors on water supply planning
and design standards that incorporate impacts of climate change. (June 2011)
2. Determine a range of climate change impacts to water supplies through improved
modeling and regional downscaling techniques to meet the needs for long-term water
resource planning. (June 2012)
Environmental Management
1. AB32 Compliance Strategy – Consider staff recommendation for a Climate Action Plan
and Program EIR to examine greenhouse gas reductions for facility construction and
operations. (June 2011)
2. Wetland Banking Agreement – Approve multi-agency agreement to provide banking of
wetland mitigation credits. (December 2011)
3. Clean Water Act Permits – Approve multi-agency agreement to allow wetland impacts
resulting from ongoing facility operation and maintenance. (June 2012)
4. Receive periodic updates from staff on the triennial Basin Plan review.
5. Provide input and direction to staff in working with RWQCB to remove surface water
reservoirs from the impaired water body listing as a result of the storage of imported
water.
3.
Infrastructure Planning
1. Review, comment and consider approval of the updated Regional Water Facilities Master
Plan, including review of the energy plan component. (December 2012)
2. Review and provide direction to staff on an operating plan to manage the Water
Authority's combined 170,000 AF of surface and groundwater carryover storage pools.
(December 2012)
Water Resources Planning
1. Consider requests for annexations in a manner consistent with Board adopted polices and
taking into account current water supply constraints. (Ongoing)
2. Approve the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan to comply with California Water Code
Sections 10610-10656. (June 2011)
3. Accept the Annual Water Supply Report as required by Water Authority Administrative
Code Section 8.00.050. (June 2012)
4. Review, comment and approve the Update to the San Diego Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) Plan to comply with new state requirements. (July 2013)
5. Approve Grant Applications that result in the San Diego IRWM Planning Region’s
obtaining its share of Proposition 84 funding, as described in the Tri-County Funding
Area (MOU) (approved by the Board in March 2009). (Ongoing)
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Water Planning Committee

Water Resources Report
Purpose
This report includes the following exhibits for June 2011:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rainfall totals for the month and water year to date
Deliveries to Member Agencies (Exhibit A)
Water Use by Member Agencies (Exhibit B)
Storage Available to Member Agencies (Exhibit C)
Firm Water Deliveries to Member Agencies (Exhibit D)
Summary of Water Authority Member Agency Operations (Exhibit E)

RAINFALL TOTALS (inches)
June 2011

2010-2011 WATER YEAR
(October 2010 through September 2011)
%
Actual
Normal Departure Normal

Station

Actual

Normal

Lindbergh Field
(N.O.A.A.)

0.03

0.09

12.57

10.44

2.13

120

Lake Cuyamaca
(Helix W.D.)

0.11

0.27

40.92

33.43

7.49

122

Lake Henshaw
(Vista I.D.)

0.04

0.16

35.78

26.19

9.59

137

Sources: National Weather Service, Helix Water District, Vista Irrigation District.
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EXHIBIT A

MONTHLY WATER RESOURCES REPORT
Water Deliveries to Member Agencies
(acre-feet)

JUNE 2011
June
MEMBER AGENCY
Carlsbad M.W.D.
Del Mar, City of
Escondido, City of
Fallbrook P.U.D.
Helix W.D.
Lakeside W.D.
National City, City of
Oceanside, City of
Olivenhain M.W.D.
Otay W.D.
Padre Dam M.W.D.
Pendleton Military Reservation
Poway, City of
Rainbow M.W.D.
Ramona M.W.D.
Rincon Del Diablo M.W.D.
San Diego, City of
San Dieguito W.D.
Santa Fe I.D.
South Bay I.D.
Vallecitos W.D.
Valley Center M.W.D.
Vista I.D.
Yuima M.W.D.
Deliveries To SDCWA Agencies 1
Less: Deliveries to SDCWA Storage
TOTAL MEMBER AGENCY DELIVERIES
Deliveries To Other Agencies
Deliveries From SDCWA Storage
1

2

12 Months Ended June

2011
1,687.9
113.3
1,223.6
1,218.2
1,403.4
357.0
261.3
2,311.1
2,057.4
3,020.0
1,150.0
5.0
1,183.9
2,055.1
762.8
645.3
13,812.8
268.9
742.1
1,255.9
1,628.0
2,932.9
980.2
96.9
41,173.0
596.3

2010
1,555.7
116.0
1,282.3
1,095.8
2,345.3
353.9
179.2
2,383.0
2,179.6
3,086.9
1,293.3
7.4
568.6
2,500.1
531.2
654.0
19,775.0
46.4
613.8
1,336.5
1,709.0
3,195.9
633.3
209.8
47,652.0
-

2011
15,785.5
1,088.3
11,591.6
11,998.4
19,191.9
3,250.8
1,670.1
21,558.5
18,440.1
29,860.8
11,449.5
51.3
10,904.1
18,495.1
5,409.8
5,770.4
170,808.7
1,900.8
4,091.6
5,295.4
15,432.9
25,674.2
10,818.3
1,618.9
422,157.0
5,279.0

2010
17,142.2
1,128.9
19,972.4
13,070.3
28,902.8
3,331.7
3,002.6
24,896.8
19,992.2
31,175.4
12,458.5
66.1
10,049.9
22,406.5
7,193.9
6,279.6
188,326.6
2,156.1
5,658.8
11,566.0
16,308.1
29,522.4
15,336.4
2,519.1
492,463.3
1,305.4

40,576.7

47,652.0

416,878.0

491,157.9

70.0
540.9

68.0
-

787.3
13,793.7

765.9
-

June 2011 deliveries include 596.3 AF to San Diego storage account.

2

Sales of storage from L. Otay and San Vicente Reservoirs to city of San Diego during the months of NovemberDecember 2010 and April-May 2011.
Generated:
7/19/11 12:16 PM
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EXHIBIT B

MONTHLY WATER RESOURCES REPORT
Estimated Water Use by Member Agency
(acre-feet)

JUNE 2011
Imported
Source

Local
Sources

S.D.C.W.A.
AGENCY

2011

Carlsbad M.W.D.

1,584.9

Del Mar, City of
Escondido, City of
Fallbrook P.U.D.

1

Helix W.D.
Lakeside W.D.
National City, City of

2

2010

Surface
Water
2011
2010

1,704.7

113.3

116.0

1,329.3

1,270.8

1,271.3

1,413.8

1,304.2

2,447.4

357.0

353.9

993.5
1,790.7

1,170.2
794.0

June
Totals

Groundwater

Reclaimed
Water
2011
2010

2011

2010

-

-

367.1

481.0

2011

2010

1,952.0

2,185.7

-

-

11.8

11.4

125.1

127.4

-

-

54.4

72.7

2,377.2

2,513.7

-

-

59.7

54.6

1,331.0

1,468.4

12.8

1.8

-

-

3,107.7

3,243.2

-

-

48.1

57.0

-

-

405.1

410.9

261.3

174.8

-

-

253.1

253.6

-

-

514.4

428.4

2,311.1

2,383.0

-

-

375.8

464.9

-

-

2,686.9

2,847.9

Olivenhain M.W.D.

2,057.4

2,179.6

-

-

-

-

327.9

348.2

2,385.3

2,527.8

Otay W.D.

3,020.0

3,086.9

-

-

-

-

456.2

480.0

3,476.2

3,566.9

Padre Dam M.W.D.

1,151.1

1,310.7

-

-

-

-

82.5

75.2

1,233.6

1,385.9

132.0

114.7

Oceanside, City of

2

3

Pendleton M.R.

75.0

75.4

-

-

957.0

925.1

Poway, City of

1,215.2

1,243.7

0.7

-

-

-

-

-

1,215.9

1,243.7

Rainbow M.W.D.

2,141.1

2,378.1

-

-

-

-

-

-

2,141.1

2,378.1

Ramona M.W.D.

609.1

660.0

-

-

-

-

105.7

121.2

714.8

781.2

Rincon Del Diablo M.W.D.

645.3

654.0

-

-

-

-

240.2

222.3

885.5

876.3

San Diego, City of

13,192.9

18,553.8

4,621.6

14.5

65.9

64.6

629.0

624.9

18,509.4

19,257.8

San Dieguito W.D.

268.9

46.4

411.2

610.4

-

-

77.6

64.3

757.7

721.1

Santa Fe I.D.

744.6

616.2

398.8

628.4

-

-

61.2

66.2

1,204.6

1,310.8

South Bay I.D.

1,255.9

1,303.4

-

-

Vallecitos W.D.

1,603.7

1,746.1

-

-

Valley Center M.W.D.

2,932.9

3,195.9

980.2

633.3

96.9

209.8

40,522.6

47,757.7

2

Vista I.D.
Yuima M.W.D.
TOTAL USE
PERCENT CHANGE
1

-15%

869.4
9,085.9
101%

De Luz figures included in Fallbrook P.U.D. total.
Brackish groundwater use included in groundwater totals.
3
Pendleton's imported water use includes water delivered by South Coast Water District.

2
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1,295.3
4,512.8

750.0

201.4

735.0

-

-

1,457.3

1,500.5

-

-

-

-

1,603.7

1,746.1

-

-

30.0

33.8

2,962.9

3,229.7

-

-

-

-

1,849.6

1,928.6

152.1

77.1

-

-

249.0

286.9

1,859.2

1,851.1

54,103.0

56,892.1

0%

197.1

2,635.3
-5%

2,770.5

-5%

EXHIBIT C

MONTHLY WATER RESOURCES REPORT
Reservoir Storage
(acre-feet)

JUNE 2011
Member Agency

Reservoir

Carlsbad M.W.D.

JUNE 2011

% of
Capacity

JUNE 2010

% of
Capacity

Change
During Month

600

307

51%

328

55%

Dixon

2,606

2,338

90%

2,392

92%

(14)

Wohlford

6,506
9,112

2,102
4,440

32%
49%

2,460
4,852

38%
53%

(316)
(330)

Fallbrook P.U.D.

Red Mountain

1,335

1,095

82%

764

57%

(21)

Helix W.D.

Cuyamaca

8,195

856

10%

844

10%

(183)

9,790
17,985

9,057
9,913

93%
55%

8,964
9,808

92%
55%

168
(15)

3,330

3,114

94%

2,333

70%

(30)

625

223

36%

188

30%

23

465
1,090

1
224

0%
21%

84
272

18%
25%

1
24

Escondido, City of

Maerkle

Capacity

1

Subtotal

Jennings
Subtotal
Poway, City of

Poway

Rainbow M.W.D.

Beck
Morro Hill

Subtotal
Ramona M.W.D.
San Diego, City of

2

119

Ramona

12,000

2,936

24%

3,624

30%

105

Barrett

34,806

34,329

99%

33,470

96%

237

El Capitan

112,807

84,885

75%

65,662

58%

Hodges

30,251

28,456

94%

17,304

57%

(4,902)
(816)

Lower Otay

49,849

35,548

71%

30,453

61%

(1,336)
(109)

Miramar

6,682

5,302

79%

5,452

82%

Morena

50,694

13,516

27%

8,613

17%

29

Murray

4,684

3,840

82%

3,575

76%

(118)

San Vicente

89,312

34,399

39%

23,324

26%

Sutherland

29,508
408,593

20,220
260,495

69%
64%

9,381
197,233

32%
48%

Subtotal

648
(481)
(6,848)

San Dieguito WD/Santa Fe ID

San Dieguito

883

826

94%

832

94%

Sweetwater Authority

Loveland

25,400

25,400

100%

14,703

58%

-

Sweetwater

28,079
53,479

14,723
40,123

52%
75%

12,243
26,946

44%
50%

87
87

Subtotal
Valley Center M.W.D.
Vista I.D. 3

Turner
Henshaw

MEMBER AGENCY TOTAL
WATER IN STORAGE

SDCWA Accounts (Source: CWA
Monthly Storage Reports)

1,612

1,610

100%

1,553

96%

(2)

51,774

17,713

34%

12,259

24%

(1,817)

561,793

342,795

61%

260,804

46%

(8,704)

12,981
209
6,106
3,296
5,448
28,038

El Capitan
Hodges
L. Otay
San Vicente
Sweetwater

Subtotal
TOTAL WATER
IN STORAGE

25

13,943
0
6,247
13,386
6,493
40,068

80
209
239
483
(111)
900

561,793

370,833

66%

300,873

54%

(7,804)

44,264
800,000
3,537,600

36,605
783,070
3,515,021

83%
98%
99%

41,337
425,372
2,719,225

93%
53%
77%

(852)
(11,106)
115,354

4,381,864

4,334,696

99%

3,185,934

73%

103,396

OTHER AGENCIES

Metropolitan Water District
State Water Project
TOTAL OTHER
WATER IN STORAGE
1

Skinner
Diamond Valley
Oroville

Excludes storage allocated to Escondido Mutual Water Co. or its rights to a portion of the unallocated water in Lake Henshaw.
Includes reserves subject to city's outstanding commitments to San Dieguito WD, and California American Mutual Water Co. (Cal-Am)
SDCWA has storage contracts in City of San Diego reservoirs in the amount of 40,000 AF, if available capacity exists.
3
Includes allocated and unallocated water in Lake Henshaw.
2
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EXHIBIT D

MONTHLY WATER RESOURCES REPORT
Estimated Tier 1 Deliveries to Member Agencies
(acre-feet)

Through June 2011
CY2011 Tier 1
1
Threshold
18,354.7
1,408.3
23,694.4
12,569.4
38,421.4
4,718.2
28,848.1
19,347.5
32,173.0
14,321.5
1,141.3
13,575.6
23,572.1
8,101.1
7,307.0
215,438.4
4,692.0
7,895.9
13,094.7
14,641.2
26,252.9
17,576.3
94.0
547,239.0

AGENCY
Carlsbad M.W.D.
Del Mar, City of
Escondido, City of
Fallbrook P.U.D.
Helix W.D.
Lakeside M.W.D.
Oceanside, City of
Olivenhain M.W.D.
Otay W.D.
Padre Dam M.W.D.
Pendleton M.R./South Coast
Poway, City of
Rainbow M.W.D.
Ramona M.W.D.
Rincon Del Diablo M.W.D.
San Diego, City of
San Dieguito W.D.
Santa Fe I.D.
Sweetwater Authority
Vallecitos W.D.
Valley Center M.W.D.
Vista I.D.
Yuima M.W.D.
MEMBER AGENCY TOTALS
Less: QSA deliveries calendar year to date
Fallbrook wheeled water

CYTD Firm
Deliveries 2
7,452.3
488.4
3,951.4
4,678.3
9,472.7
1,417.6
10,234.7
8,334.0
13,625.4
4,858.6
427.1
4,243.5
6,681.7
2,070.6
2,499.4
65,889.1
895.7
1,630.6
6,377.2
6,835.8
7,394.3
5,956.7
13.2
175,428.3
(78,850.0)

% of Tier 1
Threshold
40.6%
34.7%
16.7%
37.2%
24.7%
30.0%
35.5%
43.1%
42.4%
33.9%
37.4%
31.3%
28.3%
25.6%
34.2%
30.6%
19.1%
20.7%
48.7%
46.7%
28.2%
33.9%
14.0%
32.1%

(284.6)
3

Deliveries from CWA carryover storage
Estimated Tier 1 deliveries calendar year to date

(10,722.3)
85,571.4

1

15.6%

Tier 1 threshold is equal to all firm deliveries up to 90% of a member agency's historic maximum year firm demand.
(Does not yet include Calendar Year 2011 IAWP opt-out demands.)

2
3

Firm deliveries are net of IAWP certifications received.
Includes forced deliveries and deliveries made through temporary carryover storage agreements.

Generated:
7/19/11 12:16 PM

17 of 512

EXHIBIT E

MONTHLY WATER RESOURCES REPORT
Summary of Water Authority Member Agency Operations
JUNE 2011

Member Agency Deliveries (AF)
40,577

June

2011

47,652

2010
416,878

2011

Previous
12 Months

491,158

2010

0

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

500,000

600,000

700,000

Member Agency Water Use
Surface
17%

Imported
75%

Well &
Brackish
Recovery
3%

Surface
13%

Local
Imported
79%

Well &
Brackish
Recovery
4%
Recycled
4%

Recycled
5%

JUNE 2011

Previous 12 Months

Member Agency Storage (AF)

400,000
350,000
300,000

342,795

250,000

283,177
260,804

200,000

220,211

150,000
100,000

2011

2010

2011

2010

50,000
0

June
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Trailing 12-Month Average

ENGINEERING AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
AGENDA FOR
JULY 28, 2011

Bill Knutson – Chair
Marilyn Dailey – Vice Chair
Bud Pocklington – Vice Chair
Roger Bailey
Farrah Douglas
Betty Ferguson
Michael Hogan
Keith Lewinger

I.
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Ralph McIntosh
Vincent Mudd
Ron Morrison
Elsa Saxod
Richard Smith
Ken Williams
Doug Wilson

1.

Roll call – Determination of quorum.

2.

Additions to agenda (Government Code Section 54954.2(b)).

3.

Public comment – opportunities for members of the public to
address the Committee on matters within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

4.

Chair’s report.
4-A Directors’ comments.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1.

Professional services contract for as-needed in-plant and field
inspection support services.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to award a
professional services contract to On-Site Technical Services, for asneeded in-plant and field inspection support services to support the
Capital Improvement Program projects, for an amount not-to-exceed
$5 million for three years. (Action)

Mike Kenny

2.

Change Orders to Archer Western for the ESP-Lake Hodges Pump
Station and Inlet/Outlet Structure project.
Staff recommendation: Accept Archer Western Change Orders 46
through 51 for $479,727; and authorize the General Manager to
execute a change order for an amount not-to-exceed $1,100,000 to
extend Archer Western’s contract to support commissioning
activities through commercial operation, increasing the contract
amount to $76,888,656. (Action)

Jeremy Crutchfield/
Gary Bousquet

ACTION/DISCUSSION

II.

1.

III.

Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011
and 2012.
Engineering and Operations Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’
recommendation: Adopt the Amended Engineering and Operations
Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)

Bill Knutson

INFORMATION
1.

Presentation on Annual Aqueduct Operation Plan.

IV.

CLOSED SESSION

V.

ADJOURNMENT

John Galleher

Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board
NOTE:
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This meeting is called as an Engineering & Operations Committee meeting. Because a quorum of the Board may be present, the meeting is
also noticed as a Board meeting. Members of the Board who are not members of the Committee may participate in the meeting pursuant to
Section 2.00.060(g) of the Authority Administrative Code (Recodified). All items on the agenda, including information items, may be deliberated
and become subject to action. All public documents provided to the committee or Board for this meeting including materials related to an item on
this agenda and submitted to the Board of Directors within 72 hours prior to this meeting may be reviewed at the San Diego County Water Authority
headquarters located at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 at the reception desk during normal business hours.

July 20, 2011
Attention:

Engineering and Operations Committee

Professional services contract for as-needed in-plant and field inspection support services
(Action)
Staff Recommendation
Authorize the General Manager to award a professional services contract to On-Site
Technical Services, for as-needed in-plant and field inspection support services to support
the Capital Improvement Program projects, for an amount not-to-exceed $5 million for
three years.
Alternative
1. Do not award the contract and direct staff to negotiate with other consultants or
2. Solicit new proposals.
Fiscal impact
Funds in the amount of $5 million for this contract are available in project budgets and the Fiscal
Years 2012 & 2013 Capital Improvement Program appropriation. All rate categories are
involved depending upon which projects fund individual as-needed services.
Background
This contract will augment Water Authority staff by providing in-plant and field quality
assurance inspection of large diameter pipe, valves, pumps, motors, large rotating equipment and
instrumentation equipment to support the Water Authority’s Capital Improvement Program,
through 2014. This contract will also support emergency repairs that occur during this time that
require immediate staffing in order to minimize aqueduct shutdown time. Providing one firm for
in-plant inspection supports our 2015 Business Plan goal of best management practices to
execute a successful Capital Improvement Program by maintaining consistent application of our
contract provisions for all equipment manufacturers. This work is specialty in nature and
requires certifications and subject matter expertise that does not exist with current staff. This
strategy is consistent with the Water Authority’s on-going resource staffing strategy.
In order to provide the specialized skills required for current and future CIP projects such as
certified welding inspectors, rotating equipment, large diameter valve specialists, and electronics
inspection, a new as-needed services contract needs to be in place. CIP projects that will be
supported by this contract include Lake Hodges Pump Station, San Vicente Dam Raise, Pipeline
Relining, as well as pipeline repairs that may be required over the next three years.
Previous Board Actions: On February 20, 2008, the Board approved in-plant as-needed support
services contract in the amount of $5 million.
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Discussion
A request for proposals for in-plant inspection support services was advertised on June 9, 2011.
On June 30, 2011, three firms submitted proposals; Construction Testing and Engineering Inc.
Bureau Veritas, and On-Site Technical Services. The Water Authority selection panel evaluated
the written proposals and interviewed two firms, Bureau Veritas and On-Site.
Based on staff’s evaluation of the written proposals and oral interviews with the two firms, OnSite is the most qualified firm for this work. Key factors behind our recommendation of On-Site
is their experience in performing similar work, their comprehensive understanding of project
needs, and a proposed scope of services that demonstrates their flexibility to meet the anticipated
and unanticipated in-plant and field inspection work over the next three years. Staff negotiated a
professional services contract with On-Site, subject to the board’s approval, to provide in-plant
and field inspection support services for an amount not to exceed $5 million for three years. The
contract requires On-Site providing up to eight inspectors for national and international
equipment inspections, as well as management and administrative staff to support them.
On-Site is a small business; therefore, no further SCOOP outreach was required for this contract.

Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:

Mike Kenny, Principal Construction Manager
William J. Rose, Director of Engineering
Frank Belock Jr., Deputy General Manager
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Engineering and Operations Committee

Change Orders to Archer Western for the ESP-Lake Hodges Pump Station and
Inlet/Outlet Structure project. (Action)
Staff recommendation
Accept Archer Western Change Orders 46 through 51 for $479,727; and authorize the
General Manager to execute a change order for an amount not-to-exceed $1,100,000 to
extend Archer Western’s contract to support commissioning activities through
commercial operation, increasing the contract amount to $76,888,656.
Alternatives
Do not accept these change orders and provide direction to staff relative to issues requiring
resolution.
Fiscal impact
There are sufficient funds in the Lake Hodges projects budgets and the approved fiscal years 2012
and 2013 Capital Improvement Program appropriation to support this action. The rate categories
for these projects are storage and customer service.
Background
The Emergency Storage Project is a system of reservoirs, pipelines, and other facilities that will
work together to store and move water around San Diego County in the event of an interruption
in imported water deliveries. The Lake Hodges Projects are a major component of the
Emergency Storage Project that will transport untreated water between Lake Hodges and
Olivenhain Reservoir by the building of a tunnel, an inlet/outlet structure, and a pump station as
shown on Figure 1. The Olivenhain-Hodges Pumped Storage project is a 40-megawatt
hydropower project that modified the ESP portion of the Lake Hodges Projects to provide the
added benefit of electrical generation to the region.
The Lake Hodges Projects consist of three major construction contracts. The first contract for
the Lake Hodges to Olivenhain Pipeline is complete. The remaining two are a pump station
equipment pre-procurement contract, awarded to GE Hydro Power (now known as Andritz
Hydro Ltd.) in September 2004, and a construction contract awarded to Archer Western in
February 2006. The construction contract is to build the pump station, install the preprocurement equipment provided by Andritz Hydro, and build the inlet/outlet structure.
Previous Board Actions: In February 2011, the Board accepted Archer Western Change Orders
43 through 45 for $451,503 increasing the contract amount to $75,308,929.
Discussion
We are requesting the Board accept change orders 46 through 51 executed by staff under the
General Manager’s authority for $479,727. The items recommended for Board acceptance are
reimbursable equipment and design issues, reimbursable modifications, and contract
modifications. A full listing of contract modifications is attached as Table 1.
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Staff executed two equipment and design changes for $38,919. The changes are for modifying
pressure switches to meet performance characteristic requirements for the service water and
station compressed air systems and adding pressure reducing valves on the cooling water system
to meet operational criteria. Staff is working with General Counsel’s office on potential
reimbursement of these items from the “designer of record”, MWH.
Staff executed 24 reimbursable modifications that Archer Western performed for Andritz Hydro
in the amount of $565,885. Two of these items included support Archer Western provided to
Andritz Hydro for inspection and repair preparation of the turbine generator units following
damage that occurred during testing. Staff is working with General Counsel’s office on potential
reimbursement of these items from Andritz Hydro.
The other 22 items were part of Andritz Hydro’s original contract. To expedite completion of
the work, Andritz Hydro asked that Archer Western complete these items. The construction
management team tracked the costs for this work and will obtain reimbursement from Andritz
Hydro. The items included mechanical and electrical modifications to resolve Andritz Hydro
design conflicts, disassembly and reassembly of the turbine generator units to accommodate
wicket gate modifications, providing consumable materials such as oil for the governor
accumulators, replacing leaking penstock manway door o-rings, and providing construction
management trailers while the repairs to the turbine generators are made and the units are
commissioned.
Staff executed nine contract modifications for $24,081 and seven contract modifications for a
credit of $149,158. The added modifications included relocating instrumentation and heat
exchanger material to avoid conflicts in the original design location, installation of vibration
level brackets that were excluded from the pre-procured equipment, and modifying air
compressor programming to enhance safety measures during a loss of power. Had these items
been identified in the original contract, they would have been accounted for in the contractor’s
bid.
The credited modifications included recovery of unused funds from a partnering allowance
included in Archer Western’s bid, compensation for new upper bracket sole plate keys that were
damaged by Archer Western and replaced by Andritz Hydro, replacing floor coating at Elevation
226 with enhanced surface conditioning due to the constant presence of moisture, replacement of
damaged wicket gate bushings that were provided by Andritz Hydro, and the deletion of
hydroseeding that was added to Lake Hodges Landscaping contract.
We are also requesting the Board authorize the General Manager to execute a change order with
Archer Western up to $1,100,000 to extend Archer Western’s contract while Andriz Hydro
repairs and retests the turbine generators as a result of damage that occurred during load rejection
testing on February 15, 2011. As discussed at Lake Hodges Subcommittee meetings on June 17
and July 12, 2011, the failure was the result of an error in Andrtiz Hydro’s design of the rotor
pole clamping assembly. Archer Western is required to support Andritz Hydro’s work effort
through commercial operation of both units. Archer Western’s primary responsibilities will be
the general security and safety of the site, management of the lock-out/tag-out program, and
commissioning support. OCIP coverage will remain on the project until commercial operation is
achieved. Staff is working with General Counsel’s office to pursue reimbursement from Andritz
Hydro for Archer Western’s costs during this period.
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Approval of these recommendations will increase Archer Western’s contract total by $1,579,727
to $76,888,656. All actions requested are included within the Comprehensive Reliability and
Cost Assessment Committee’s forecasts and the current fiscal year budget and CIP
appropriation.
The small business participation for this project is ten percent of the total contract amount. The
minority and women-owned business participation is seven percent. This information is
provided for statistical purposes.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:

Jeremy Crutchfield, Engineer, (P.E.)
William J. Rose, Director of Engineering
Frank Belock Jr., Deputy General Manager

Attachments:
1.
Figure 1 - Lake Hodges Project General Location Map
2.
Table 1 - Summary of Construction Change Orders, Lake Hodges Pump Station Contract
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDERS
LAKE HODGES PUMP STATION CONTRACT
SPECIFICATION 554
Change Item
Description
Order No.
1
1 Modification – Adjust switchyard milestone dates to coordinate work with SDG&E
2
1 Modification – Modify quality control requirements.
2
2 Modification – Modify working and trucking hours.
2
3 Modification – Modify tailrace excavation and cofferdam.
Modification – Correct bid sheet duration for maintenance of access roads, trails, and
3
1
traffic control to cover the project’s bid duration.
3

2

3

3

4
5
6
6

1
1
1
2

7

1

7
7
7
7
7
8

2
3
4
5
6
1

Time
Extension
0 days
(25,000)
0 days
(50,000)
0 days
(1,237,083)
0 days

Amount
$
$
$
$
$

5,000

0 days

Modification – Correct bid sheet duration for maintenance of construction management
$
and Water Authority’s field office facilities to cover the project’s bid duration.

60,000

0 days

$

64,000

0 days

$
$
$
$

37,862
92,987
23,000
26,561

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

625,734

0 days

$
25,000
$
$
4,000
$
20,000
$
17,195
$ 1,143,748

0 days
8 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Administrative Change – Reimburse contractor’s half of partnering costs above bid
amount.
Modification – Relocate powder magazines from the switchyard.
Administrative Change – Modify elevator requirements.
Modification – Upgrade automatic transfer switch.
Modification – Relocate and automate cooling water valves.
Modification – Difference in equipment assembly efforts between “draft” and “final”
installation design.
Modification – Provide step down transformers
Administrative Change – Witch Fire
Modification - Exploratory drilling – Inlet / Outlet area
Modification - Crane support for lead paint removal
Modification - Add pipe sleeve at elevation 237.5
Differing Site Condition – Less competent material in cofferdam area.
Change Orders 1-8 Approved at the December 2007 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:

Change Item
Description
Order No.
9
1 Equipment & Design – Civil & structural modifications on elevation 241
9
2 Modification – Interior drainage materials
9
3 Equipment & Design – Re-route CO2 piping
9
4 Reimbursable Modification – Strengthen lower cover
10
1 Equipment & Design – Relocate static frequency converter switchgear
10
2 Reimbursable Modification – Load and unload lower bracket
10
3 Reimbursable Modification – Lead paint abatement associated work
10
4 Reimbursable Modification – Draft tube anchor bolts
10
5 Reimbursable Modification – Re-installation of tubing at unit 1 and unit 2
11
1 Equipment & Design - Relocate balance of power remote interface cabinets
11
2 Equipment & Design - Analog level transmitter
11
3 Equipment & Design - Closed circuit TV conduits
11
4 Equipment & Design - Static frequency converter power feed
11
5 Equipment & Design - Automatic transfer switch power feeds

27 of 512

$

833,004
8 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 56,471,105
Amount

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,595
2,157
7,008
162,538
62,276
1,362
7,725
920
6,574
17,434
7,868
6,262
959
27,878

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Change Item
Description
Order No.
11
6 Equipment & Design - Add brake and jack control panel connections
Equipment & Design – Relocate power feeds from pump house to switch yard control
11
7
shelter
Equipment & Design – Tunnel drain piping, drawing revisions, higher pressure
11
8
schedule
12
1 Differing Site Condition – Pump station external grounding grid
12
2 Equipment & Design – Exciter cable and AC bus
12
3 Equipment & Design – Hatch size increase at elevation 331
12
4 Community Accommodations – Jib crane color change
12
5 Reimbursable Modification – Upper cover modifications
12
6 Equipment & Design – AC panel revisions
Differing Site Condition – Extra storm water pollution prevention program (SWPPP)
14
1
measures
14
2 Equipment & Design – Equipment relocation at elevations 226, 241, and 257
14
3 Modification – Cooling water system modifications
14
4 Equipment & Design – Tunnel drain and vent modifications
15
1 Equipment & Design – Release of DC panels
15
2 Reimbursable Modification – Loading of the 15 kV switchgear
15
3 Equipment & Design – Upgrade circuit feeds to modified AC panels
15
4 Equipment & Design – Electrical wall insulation for switchgear
18
1 Equipment & Design – Equipment relocations at elevation 272, 287 & 331
18
2 Modification – Cooling water system piping modifications for relocations
18
3 Modification – Added work to mechanical isolation valve assembly
18
4 Reimbursable Modification – Turbine pit lighting installation
20
1 Modification – Install turbine and draft tube vent piping
20
2 Equipment & Design – Modify duct heater for relocations
20
3 Equipment & Design – Modify electrical panels for relocations
20
4 Equipment & Design – Equipment relocation at elevations 226, 241, and 257
20
5 Equipment & Design – Relocate 10-inch untreated water line due to conflicts
Equipment & Design – Install owner furnished top hats for static frequency converter
20
6
transformers due to relocation
24
1 Modification - Install supports for static frequency converter transformer top hats
24
2 Equipment & Design – Modify piping and panels at elevation 241
24
3 Equipment & Design – Reroute 1.5-inch turbine blowdown piping
24
4 Equipment & Design – Modify filter piping on elevation 241
24
5 Equipment & Design – Modify buss duct support
24
6 Equipment & Design – Relocate elevator disconnect
24
7 Equipment & Design – Relocate CO2 tanks
24
8 Equipment & Design – Modify control panel for fire water pump No. 2
24
9 Equipment & Design – Relocate governor actuators
24
10 Equipment & Design – Provide ADA compliant door hardware
24
11 Equipment & Design – Install medium voltage switchgear top hats
24
12 Equipment & Design – Relocate equipment on Elev. 272, 287, 301, 316, and 331
24
13 Equipment & Design – Modify emergency generator building
24
14 Equipment & Design – Install pad for 12kV disconnect switch
24
15 Equipment & Design – Install guardrail on elevation 331
24
16 Equipment & Design – Install battery spill containment system
24
17 Equipment & Design – Modify pump house stairs
Equipment & Design – Install static frequency converter medium voltage switchgear
24
18
top hats
24
19 Equipment & Design – Relocate transformers PP1 & PP2
24
20 Differing Site Condition - Maintain storm water pollution prevention measures
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$

16,554

Time
Extension
0 days

$

7,430

0 days

$

58,410

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$

357,224
204,946
4,660
12,196
75,584
42,811

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

96,446

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

163,366
14,314
55,000
212,286
11,210
64,965
11,873
75,229
39,000
32,199
15,142
46,839
11,945
178,467
28,958
23,195

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

3,395

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,840
23,636
2,283
4,716
1,354
16,555
6,090
97,972
131,036
611
3,090
54,062
4,572
2,389
1,285
7,693
26,682

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

5,947

0 days

$
$

582
24,576

0 days
0 days

Amount

Change Orders 9-12, 14, 15, 18, 20, and 24 Approved at the August 2008 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
$ 3,429,175
Total Time Extension:
8 days
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
$ 55,638,101
New Contract Amount:
$ 59,067,276
Change Item
Description
Order No.
13
1 Reimbursable Modification – Unload owner furnished equipment
13
2 Reimbursable Modification – Transfer and delivery of owner-furnished equipment
13
3 Equipment & Design – Polyurethane lining for sewage holding tanks

$
$
$

9,909
16,359
4,144

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days

Amount

13

4

Reimbursable Modification – Pressure tubing conflicts due to lower cover modification $

14,995

0 days

13
13

5
6

Reimbursable Modification – Spiral-case rebuild due to wicket gate reshaping
Reimbursable Modification – Loading / unloading of owner-furnished equipment

$
$

71,446
4,455

0 days
0 days

13

7

Equipment & Design – Concrete encasement of the 18-inch tunnel drains at penstocks

$

13,546

0 days

16

1

$

1,246

0 days

16

2

$

812

0 days

16

3

$

9,997

0 days

16
16
16

4
5
6

$
$
$

24,766
5,382
3,222

0 days
0 days
0 days

16

7

$

13,395

0 days

16
16
17
17

8
9
1
2

Reimbursable Modification – Hardware for Andritz supplied pipe supports not
delivered
Equipment & Design – Upper bracket air seal assembly
Equipment & Design – Modifications to 10-inch turbine oil recovery line for
relocations
Community Accommodation - Relocate fence
Equipment & Design - Handrail and ladder installation
Equipment & Design - Top cover foundation assembly
Equipment & Design - Re-route fire pump water line at elevation 301 and 316 for
relocations
Modification - Continuity test all power cables
Modification - Network cables routing
Differing Site Condition - Additional temporary slope support at I/O
Differing Site Condition - Extend contract and COD due to I/O DSC
Change Orders 13, 16, and 17 Approved at the December 2008 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:

Change Item
Description
Order No.
Reimbursable Modification - Turbine blowdown system piping modifications due to
19
1
equipment relocations
19
2 Modification - Delete interior coatings due to wall seepage
19
3 Reimbursable Modification - Drilling of Andritz pipe support holes
19
4 Modification - Start / stop high pressure system pipe welding not shown in contract
19
5 Modification - Water piping channel cover strengthening not shown in contract
Equipment & Design – Additional formwork at elevation 287 walls due to switchgear
19
6
re-design
Equipment & Design - Concrete modifications for jib crane anchor bolts to support the
19
7
jib crane
19
8 Administrative – Water Authority field office bid item adjustment
19
9 Equipment & Design – A/C for switchyard control shelter
21

1

$
21,521
$
27,034
$ 1,925,719
$ 2,164,652

0 days
0 days
0 days
144 days

$ 7,761,775
152 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 63,399,876
Amount

Time
Extension

$

10,323

0 days

$
$
$
$

(32,876)
11,774
2,570
13,944

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

8,312

0 days

$

1,950

0 days

$
$

33,880
2,823

0 days
0 days

Equipment & Design - Air handling equipment curbs to provide water tight installation $

15,806

0 days
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Change Item
Description
Order No.
Equipment & Design - Reroute station compressed air and service water system due to
21
2
stair relocates
Equipment & Design - Modification of untreated pipe layout on elevation 241 and 257
21
3
due to conflicts
Equipment & Design - Modification of cooling water piping due to 16-inch sleeve
21
4
relocations
21
5 Equipment & Design – Hoses for oil purification unit
21
6 Modification - Install generator housing lighting not shown in contract
Equipment & Design - Installation of lock down bars on grating at elevation 331 for
21
7
security
21
8 Equipment & Design - Unwatering pump bases to support the pumps
21
9 Modification – Install Andritz pipe sleeves not shown on drawings
Equipment & Design - 12-inch sleeve valve 480 volt actuator to coincide with 480 v
21
10
station power
21
11 Administrative – Partnering bid item allowance
22
1 Equipment & Design - Radius piping inside pit liner not shown on drawings

Amount

Time
Extension

$

10,899

0 days

$

49,448

0 days

$

3,161

0 days

$
$

1,516
4,024

0 days
0 days

$

6,632

0 days

$
$

2,364
7,378

0 days
0 days

$

4,223

0 days

$
$

45,000
10,893

0 days
0 days

22

2

Modification – Weld sole plate, intermediate plate, and key to anchor stator fasteners

$

759

0 days

22
22
22
22

3
4
5
6

Differing Site Condition – Rock excavation for penstock piping
Differing Site Condition – Inlet/Outlet structure differing site condition backfill
Differing Site Condition - Rock removal under transformer oil / water separator
Modification – Install turbine conduit not shown on drawings

$
$
$
$

20,892
41,891
9,346
85,806

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Change Orders 19, 21, and 22 Approved at the April 2009 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:

$ 8,134,513
152 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 63,772,614

Change Item
Description
Order No.
23
1 Modification - Install cable and conduit between generator and fire control panel
23
2 Equipment & Design - Install power supply for louver actuators
23
3 Outside Agency Requirement - Install corrosion monitoring station
23
4 Equipment & Design - Modify electrical cable for draft tube gate control panel
23
5 Reimbursable Modification – Install enclosure bases
23
6 Equipment & Design - Install lighting in E1 331 mechanical room
23
7 Modification - Install temporary access stairway
23
8 Equipment & Design - Modify pump control panels
23
9 Reimbursable Modification – Modify piping and supports
23
10 Equipment & Design - Install AC unit curbs
23
11 Modification - Delete HMI station
23
12 Equipment & Design - Install clean agent tank guards
25
1 Modification - Install pit liner floor
25
2 Equipment & Design – Install additional grating
25
3 Equipment & Design - Modify water level measuring system
25
4 Reimbursable Modification – Modify generator cooling water piping
25
5 Reimbursable Modification – Assemble turbine blowdown silencers
25
6 Equipment & Design – Relocate static frequency converter heat exchangers
25
7 Reimbursable Modification – Modify head cover
25
8 Modification – Install rebar connectors at tunnel
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Time
Extension
52,569
0 days
36,089
0 days
3,400
0 days
1,103
0 days
10,921
0 days
3,070
0 days
643
0 days
87,252
0 days
7,540
0 days
1,915
0 days
(750)
0 days
5,281
0 days
7,198
0 days
30,965
0 days
(5,576)
0 days
2,564
0 days
1,175
0 days
2,639
0 days
2,505
0 days
1,154
0 days

Amount
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Change Item
Time
Description
Amount
Order No.
Extension
25
9 Modification – Delete parking lot striping
$
(723)
0 days
25
10 Modification – Install power for turbine blowdown and cooling water panels
$
4,903
0 days
25
11 Equipment & Design – Perform mold remediation
$
26,155
0 days
Equipment & Design – Perform electrical modifications for waterproofing June 4, 2009
25
12
$
79,827
0 days
through July 21, 2009
25
13 Equipment & Design – Reconfigure supply fan No. 3
$
751
0 days
Provide additional slope support due to differing site conditions at the Inlet/Outlet
26
1
$ 1,556,443
0 days
structure excavation and tunnel portal
Extend commercial operation and final completion dates due to differing site conditions
26
2
$
- 121 days
at the Inlet/Outlet structure excavation and tunnel portal
27
1 Provide additional labor, equipment and material due to pump house design changes
$ 3,365,976
0 days
Extend commercial operation and final completion dates due to pump house design
27
2
$ 2,075,072 252 days
changes
Extend commercial operation and final completion dates due to increasing start up
27
3
$
458,952 152 days
duration
Change Orders 23, 25, 26, and 27 Approved at the September 2009 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
$ 15,953,526
Total Time Extension:
677 days
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
$ 55,638,101
New Contract Amount:
$ 71,591,627
Change Item
Description
Order No.
28
1 Reimbursable Modification – Relocate cooling water filter gauges
28
2 Reimbursable Modification – Assemble turbine blowdown piping
28
3 Equipment & Design – Relocate transformer oil recovery piping
28
4 Modification – Install generator heater control cabinets
28
5 Equipment & Design – Modify service water & compressed air systems
28
6 Equipment & Design – Install inverter static switch bypass
28
7 Equipment & Design – Install additional rotor pedestal base
28
8 Reimbursable Modification – Assemble drain piping
28
9 Reimbursable Modification – Prepare upper bracket for assembly
28
10 Reimbursable Modification – Modify bottom ring
28
11 Equipment & Design – Install roof deck waterstop
28
12 Equipment & Design – Rework lower bracket cooling water pipe
28
13 Equipment & Design – Modify medium voltage switchgear buss duct
28
14 Reimbursable Modification – Modify stator keys
28
15 Equipment & Design – Install electrical receptacle on elevation 349
28
16 Equipment & Design – Modify storm drain
28
17 Equipment & Design – Install parking slab keyway
28
18 Equipment & Design – Install additional reinforcing
28
19 Reimbursable Modification – Modify mechanical isolation valve bypass piping
29
1 Equipment & Design – Modify oil-water-weparator and sewage tanks
29
2 Equipment & Design – Provide inverter static switch
29
3 Equipment & Design – Install transformer concrete pads
29
4 Equipment & Design – Install waterproofing June 8, 2009 through August 19, 2009
30
1 Modification – Install landscape fill
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Amount
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,517
2,075
5,382
2,404
8,550
2,422
27,864
7,313
869
353
906
871
5,044
800
1,230
8,305
526
790
648
29,302
22,827
17,319
152,485
79,818

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Change Item
Description
Order No.
Equipment & Design – Install waterproofing August 20, 2009 through November 3,
30
2
2009
30
3 Modification – Delete riprap at Inlet/Outlet structure
31
1 Modification – Modify static frequency converter isolation switch
31
2 Equipment & Design – Modify battery room
31
3 Equipment & Design – Modify project warranty
31
4 Equipment & Design – Relocate oil and water piping
31
5 Modifications – Develop loop drawings through human machine interface
Change Orders 28, 29, 30 and 31 Approved at the December 2009 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:

Amount

Time
Extension

$

169,464

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$

(51,156)
149,750
17,958
295,735
65,210
52,648

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$ 17,032,755
677 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 72,670,856

Time
Change Item
Description
Amount
Order No.
Extension
32
1 Reimbursable Modification – Paint owner furnished equipment
$
46,690
0 days
32
2 Equipment & Design – Relocate hydrant test station
$
27,679
0 days
32
3 Administrative – Provide partnering cancelation credit
$
(1,000)
0 days
32
4 Modification – Install rip rap above V-ditch
$
6,421
0 days
32
5 Modification – Modify fan motor cover
$
1,264
0 days
32
6 Modification – Modify turbine blowdown discharge
$
1,698
0 days
32
7 Equipment & Design – Modify emergency generator room doors
$
6,641
0 days
32
8 Equipment & Design – Install stairwell damper louver
$
2,595
0 days
32
9 Modification –Install switchyard guardrail
$
421
0 days
32
10 Modification – Install main inlet valve pipe supports
$
2,036
0 days
33
1 Reimbursable Modification – Remove and reinstall servomotors
$
9,574
0 days
33
2 Modification – Install oil switch assembly
$
25,221
0 days
45,239
0 days
33
3 Equipment & Design – Install waterproofing November 4, 2009 through November 17, $
33
4 Equipment & Design – Install transformer fencing
$
21,002
0 days
33
5 Equipment & Design – Install moisture resistant wallboard
$
18,919
0 days
33
6 Administrative – Provide connex boxes
$
8,315
0 days
34
1 Administrative – Install guardrail, lodge pole fencing, and drainage
$
56,284
0 days
34
2 Equipment & Design – Modify electrical equipment for waterproofing
$
63,616
0 days
34
3 Modification – Modify instrument communication
$
8,988
0 days
Change Orders 32, 33, 34 Approved at the February 2010 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:
Change Item
Description
Order No.
35
1 Equipment and Design - Install elevator control time delay
35
2 Modification - Install additional transformer deluge manual actuator
35
3 Equipment and Design - Relocate dust collection system
35
4 Reimbursable Modification - Relocate cooling water sensors
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$ 17,384,358
677 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 73,022,459
Amount
$
$
$
$

7,362
2,860
1,742
888

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Change Item
Description
Order No.
35
5 Equipment and Design - Modify water level measurement system
35
6 Reimbursable Modification - Modify transformer flange
35
7 Reimbursable Modification - Modify wiring in current transformers
35
8 Reimbursable Modifcation - Modify transformer cross bracing
35
9 Modification - Install floor plate
35
10 Outside Agency Requirement - Provide additional safety marker bouys
35
11 Equipment and Design - Modify fan starters
35
12 Modification - Install survey monument
35
13 Equipment and Design - Relocate oil purification system electrical
35
14 Modification - Install ground splice test station
35
15 Reimbursable Modification - Modify flowmeter piping and trolley cart
35
16 Reimbursable Modifcation - Install buss bar extensions
35
17 Modification - Install piezometer pipe
35
18 Equipment and Design - Install governor oil containment
35
19 Reimbursable Modification - Modify generator top cover
35
20 Reimbursable Modifcation - Provide turbine shaft access closing plates
35
21 Reimbursable Modification - Modify mechanical isolation valve flanges
35
22 Modification - Install block and bleed manifolds
35
23 Reimbursable Modification - Install manway limit switch brackets
35
24 Modification - Provide wall mounted equipment warning signs
36
1 Modification - Install generator fire protection system
36
2 Modification - Remove lead paint from generator collector housing
36
3 Modification - Delete hydro-mulch from pump house slopes
36
4 Modification - Install motor actuator disconnects
36
5 Reimbursable Modification - Replace brake & jack pump motor
36
6 Reimbursable Modification - Enlarge penetration in upper bracket
36
7 Modification - Modify mechanical isolation valve leakage tank feet
36
8 Modification - Install spare parts shelving
36
9 Reimbursable Modification - remove generator bearing pads
36
10 Modification - Install manway structure, raise catch basin, and install concrete pad
37
1 Equipment and Design - Modify ventilation system
37
2 Modification - Purify transfomer oil
Change Orders 35, 36 and 37 Approved at the May 2010 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:

Amount
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

$ 17,787,965
677 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 73,426,066

Change Item
Description
Order No.
38
39
39
39
39
39
39
39

1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Administrative Modification - Modify signal light specifications
Reimbursable Modification - Modify air cooler vent piping
Modification - Install bus duct drains
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Andritz equipment cabling
Reimbursable Modification - Paint servomotors and regulating ring
Reimbursable Modification - Modify lower bracket
Reimbursable Modification - Provide pipe thread adapters
Equipment and Design - Modify unwatering piping
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1,661
909
813
1,391
1,460
6,649
14,477
7,810
13,978
3,745
3,530
1,840
988
2,073
424
9,076
655
2,129
3,302
376
72,423
23,197
(4,893)
7,876
1,051
2,783
1,711
7,198
4,291
14,282
116,636
66,914

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Amount
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

(7,112)
1,842
4,345
9,813
2,742
6,211
869
39,183

Time
Extension
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

Change Item
Description
Order No.
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
39
40
40
40

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1
2
3

40

4

40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
41

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
1

42

1

42

Modification - Install handrail at emergency exit hatch
Reimbursable Modification - Modify brake dust control system cabling
Reimbursable Modification - Provide oil and nitrogen for governor system
Reimbursable Modification - Reroute exciter cabling
Install exciter operator interface terminal
Reimbursable Modification - Modify static frequency converter switches
Reimbursable Modification - Replace turbine blowdown air receiver fittings
Modification - Install servomotor isolation valves
Equipment and Design - Modify service water control panel
Reimbursable Modification - Remove and replace generator current transformers
Equipment and Design - Install dismantling joints
Reimbursable Modification - Replace high pressure system piping and fittings
Equipment and Design - Install additional high pressure piping
Equipment and Design - Modify mechanical and install signs and grating for NEC
compliance
Reimbursable Modification - Provide power for Andritz field office
Reimbursable Modification - Modify main inlet valve control piping
Reimbursable Modification - Replace turbine shaft seal solenoid valve
Reimbursable Modification - Modify main inlet valve control wiring
Equipment and Design - Install main inlet valve air release drain piping
Reimbursable Modification - Replace main inlet valve directional valve
Reimbursable Modification - Modify heater control panel
Reimbursable Modification - Assemble vibration panel
Modification - Modify CAISO communications
Equipment and Design - Install oil transfer pump receptacle
Reimbursable Modification - Reroute governor wiring
Modification - Install high pressure panel wiring
Modification - Install governor sync panel wiring
Modification - Reroute generator CO2 piping
Reimbursable Modification - Modify pressure equalizing piping
Equipment and Design - LHOP trashrack Modifications
Equipment and Design - Install Waterproofing Material March 19, 2010 through
August 17, 2010

Amount

Time
Extension

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

2,552
2,346
10,324
4,788
758
13,174
1,345
3,378
326
1,352
46,415
23,349
13,527

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

11,365

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

5,288
3,297
4,345
4,471
9,587
1,335
(1,272)
1,585
7,611
5,382
976
1,823
2,184
3,363
4,215
513,660

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

356,354

0 days

2

Equipment and Design - Perform Loop Checks July 5, 2010 through November 7, 2010 $

135,623

0 days

42

3

$

54,359

0 days

42

4

Equipment and Design - Install Cathodic Protection Materials
Equipment and Design - Install Rock Grate at Lake Hodges to Olivenhain Pipeline
Surge Shaft

$

124,282

0 days

Change Orders 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42 Approved at the September 2010 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount:
$ 19,219,325
Total Time Extension:
677 days
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
$ 55,638,101
New Contract Amount:
$ 74,857,426
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Change Item
Description
Order No.
43
43
43
43
43

1
2
3
4
5

43

6

43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
43
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
45
45

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
1
2

45

3

45

4

Reimbursable Modification - Provide static frequency converter test water
Equipment and Design - Coordinate Fire Marshal review
Modification - Install brake dust collector flow switch
Reimbursable Modification - Replace peripheral drain flange
Reimbursable Modification - Install modified Chemetron fire panel
Reimbursable Modification - Provide pre-operational support on July 31, August 1, and
August 28, 2010
Modification - Perform lockout tagout for headworks inspection
Modification - Install Knox boxes
Reimbursable Modification - Modify turbine servomotor piping
Equipment and Design - Modify unwatering pump control panel
Equipment and Design - Modify main inlet valve body drain
Reimbursable Modification - Replace high pressure start stop system valves
Modification - Install Chemetron remote panel and release switches
Reimbursable Modification - Fill motor generator CO2 system
Reimbursable Modification - Modify generator cooling water instrument mounting
Modification - Install dust collection system damper
Modification -Install tunnel drain pipe brace
Modification - Install hardwire interlock between 52SS-1 and 52SS-2
Reimbursable Modification - Modify lower guide bearing cooling water piping
Reimbursable Modification - Repair unit 2 governor accumulator
Modification - Install emergency stop in Control Room
Reimbursable Modification - Replace governor sight glass
Equipment and Design - Install generator pit grounding
Reimbursable Modification - Modify dust collection piping
Equipment and Design - Perform additional welding on trashrack
Modification - Install analog input cards in El 257 RIO cabinet
Reimbursable Modification - Modify medium voltage switchgear
Modification - Install generator flowmeters
Reimbursable Modification - Troubleshoot GSU conservator bladders
Equipment and Design - Replace pressure relief valves and air receivers
Reimbursable Modification - Repair spiralcase lining
Modification - Install stator radiator vent piping supports
Modification - Install MIV leakage containment
Modification - Modify communication wiring
Equipment and Design - Weld hatch picking eyes
Reimbursable Modification - Replace headcover bolts
Reimbursable Modification - Dowel wicket gate arms
Modification - Install Chemetron CO2 fill line
Modification - Install additional cathodic protection of trashrack
Modification - Replace trashrack hardware
Modification - Install grounding devices on electrical gear for safe operation and
maintenance
Modification - Abate lead based paint for welding on stator, upper bracket, and guide
bearing covers
Change Orders 43, 44 amd 45 Approved at the February 2011 Board Meeting
Total Change Order Amount
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:
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Amount

Time
Extension

$
$
$
$
$

368
1,273
1,855
5,145
392

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

4,286

0 days

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,385
4,486
3,207
1,066
4,890
4,456
6,107
5,835
4,969
4,865
3,112
3,784
5,487
1,981
569
1,675
8,690
5,610
2,328
1,007
10,716
9,984
11,704
19,343
19,413
8,522
2,288
6,825
2,419
6,939
23,641
37,648
39,234
34,415

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

63,639

0 days

$

65,945

0 days

$ 19,670,828
677 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 75,308,929

Change Item
Description
Order No.
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
46
47
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48
48

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
1
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

49

1

50

1

50
50

2
3

50

4

50

5

51

1

51

2

Equipment and Design - Modify Pressure Switches
Modification - Delete Floor Coatings
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Turbine Cooling Water Supports
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Collector Ring Bus Bar
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Main Inlet Valve Maintenance Seal Actuator
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Generator Instrument Cubicle
Reimbursable Modification - Install Turbine Blowdown Oil Filter
Modification - Install Vibration Sensor Brackets
Modification - Modify Oil Water Separater-2 Level Sensor
Reimbursable Modification - Install Remote Input/Output Cabinet Power Supplies
Modification - Modify Air Compressor Programming
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Brake and Jack Enclosures
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Servomotor Brackets
Equipment and Design - Modify Cooling Water System
Modification - Refurbish Draft Tube Pressure Transmitter
Modification - Weld Turbine Shaft Coupling Nuts
Reimbursable Modification - Remove and Replace Unit 2 Base Ring
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Servomotor Clevis
Reimbursable Modification - Remove and Replace Shaft Seal Components
Reimbursable Modification - Provide Wicket Gate Limit Switch Brackets
Modification - Reimbursement for Wicket Gate Bushings
Modification - Modify Oil Transfer Pump - 1
Modification - Delete Disputes Review Board
Modification - Modify Turbine Blowdown Level Transmitter
Reimbursable Modification - Pressure Test Brake & Jack Panel
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Bus Bar Brackets
Reimbursable Modification - Modify Turbine Bearing Oil Housing
Reimbursable Modification - Assemble Top Cover Hatch
Reimbursable Modification - Fill Governor Accumulator
Reimbursable Modification - Replace Penstock Manway O-Rings
Modification - Paint Unit 1 & Unit 2 Current Transformer Platforms
Modification - Modify Revegetation Requirements
Reimbursable Modification - Provide Generator Pit Sealing Materials
Reimbursable Modification - Provide Field Offices
Reimbursable Modification - Allowance to Extend Commercial Operation and Final
Completion Dates due to Repairs and Additional Commissioning of the Turbine
Generator Units
Modification - Reimbursement for Technical Advisor Support on 8/22, 8/29, 10/10,
2009
Modification - Initiate Warranty Period
Modification - Reimbursement for New Upper Bracket Soleplate Keys
Modification - Reimbursement for Programming Modifications for Station Service
Power Distribution Panel Corrections
Reimbursable Modification - Rebuild Units due to Wicket Gate Design Modifications
Reimbursable Modification - Allowance to Extend Commercial Operation and Final
Completion Dates due to Repairs and Additional Commissioning of the Turbine
Generator Units
Reimbursable Modification - Allowance to Perform Preventative Maintenance
Total Change Order Amount through 51
Total Time Extension:
Original Board Authorized Contract Amount:
New Contract Amount:
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Amount

Time
Extension

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,160
(2,779)
2,920
3,215
618
647
974
5,672
5,767
204
313
2,371
1,959
35,759
519
3,163
5,312
10,254
13,067
914
(2,889)
1,611
(100,000)
5,360
2,493
4,067
3,197
2,058
1,508
3,674
1,676
(6,493)
2,770
46,000

0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days
0 days

$

145,000

65 days

$

(2,524)

0 days

$
$

(11,605)

0 days
0 days

$

(22,868)

0 days

$

102,663

$

185,000

31 days

$

25,000

0 days

$ 20,150,555
773 days
$ 55,638,101
$ 75,788,656

July 20, 2011
Attention: Engineering and Operations Committee
Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)
Engineering and Operations Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation
Adopt the Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Alternatives
Do not amend the goals.
Background
The Engineering and Operations Committee is responsible for matters of design, construction,
replacement, maintenance and operation of the Authority's facilities, property and equipment,
including: administration of the Capital Improvement Program; administration of the Aqueduct
Protection Program; right of way acquisition and management; system and facility security;
water quality; other matters relating to facility operations. During the next two years, the
committee expects to review, discuss and make decisions pertaining to these matters.
Previous Board action: The Board adopted the Engineering and Operations Committee Goals
for 2011 and 2012 on March 24, 2011.
Discussion
The attached report lists amendments to the Engineering and Operations Committee’s goals for
2011 and 2012. These amendments reflect issues addressed at the March 31, 2011 Board
Retreat. The amended goals were prepared under the direction of the Engineering and
Operations Chair and Vice Chairs. The goals will be formally reviewed at the end of each
calendar year to measure progress.
Prepared by: Gary A. Eaton, Director of Operations and Maintenance
William J Rose, Director of Engineering
Reviewed by: W.D. “Bill” Knutson, Chair, Engineering and Operations Committee
Attachment:
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Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012

Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals
Calendar Years 2011 and 2012
Business Plan Goals
Asset Management
Ensure the implementation of the Board’s Asset Management Plan by:
1. Completion of the condition assessment of 400 pipeline appurtenances and 35 major
facilities and develop a rehabilitation/repair schedule. (August 2011 – Business Plan
Goal #3)
2. Authorize implementation of the relining of Pipelines 3 and 4 (Miramar Hill to
Scripps Ranch), a 15,000 foot project and complete the design and award a
construction contract for Pipeline 3 (30-Inch Interconnect to the future location of the
Lake Murray Control Valve) and Pipeline 4 (State Route 52 to Lake Murray) –
approximately 20,000 feet of existing prestressed concrete cylinder pipe. (August
2012)
Capital Improvement Program
1. ESP Pump Station Lake Hodges Facility – Complete and record the Notice of
Completion for ESP Pump Station Facility to link Lake Hodges to the Water
Authority’s aqueduct system, ultimately providing 20,000 acre-feet of emergency
storage and 40 megawatts of hydroelectric power for regional use in accordance with
the Water Authority’s Power Purchase Agreement with SDG&E. (June 2011, CIP
Business Plan Goal #3)
2. San Vicente Dam Raise – Complete the roller compacted concrete portion of the
Package 3 construction contract at the San Vicente site, and begin preparation for
start-up and testing of the entire facility which will provide 152,000 acre-feet of
emergency and carryover storage for regional use. (December 2012, CIP Business
Plan Goal #5)
3. San Vicente Reservoir Marina Facilities – Complete the design of the new marina
facilities at the San Vicente Reservoir site for City of San Diego building permit
review and approval, in preparation to advertise a construction contract that will
begin following completion of the Package 3 construction contract at the San Vicente
site. (December 2012, CIP Business Plan Goal #6)
4. Carlsbad Desalination – If approved by the Board, consider and authorize a strategy
for the oversight of the design and construction of the Carlsbad Desalination effort.
5. Project Risk Management - For larger or complex upcoming Capital Improvement
Program projects or programs, prepare a risk analysis identifying potential problems
as well as their likelihood of occurrence. Considering prior projects lessons learned,
develop strategies to preclude or mitigate these potential problems.

Facilities Security and Emergency Preparedness
1. Ensure appropriate security measures through the updating of the existing Supervisory
Control and Data Acquisition System (SCADA) vulnerability assessment using the
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Department of Homeland Security's Control System Cyber Security Self-Assessment Tool,
comparing results with past SCADA assessments. (December 2012 – Business Plan Goal #5)

Operations and Maintenance
1. Resolve top three ROW enforcement cases identified on an annual basis. (Annually –
Business Plan #9)
2. Develop an online reporting system that allows member agencies to access Water
Quality information. (December 2012 – Business Plan Goal #6)
3. Consider and if approved, authorize the issuance of a contract for the operations and
maintenance of the Lake Hodges Pump Storage Facility if it’s determined to be
advantageous for fiscal and other considerations.
4. Review and develop baseline energy consumption data, recommend changes to

existing energy purchase contracts (gas, solar, electric, etc.) and evaluate alternative
energy technology to further reduce energy consumption and GHG emissions.
(August 2012)
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Engineering and Operations Committee
Presentation on the Annual Aqueduct Operating Plan. (Information)
Background
On September 1, 2005 the Board directed staff to work with the Member Agency General
Managers and Operating Heads to develop an annual Aqueduct Operating Plan. The goal of the
Aqueduct Operating Plan is to address estimated deliveries of treated and untreated water,
aqueduct and treatment plant shutdowns, delivery priorities, energy production/consumption
schedules, and more recently, reservoir storage summaries and storage opportunities for each
fiscal year. This is the sixth Annual Aqueduct Operating Plan and covers the period from
July 1, 2011 to June 30, 2012.
Discussion
The Aqueduct Operating Plan is used as a planning document to optimize the delivery,
treatment, and storage of water in the Water Authority’s service area by means of coordination
and communication between the member agencies, Metropolitan Water District, and the Water
Authority.
The Aqueduct Operating Plan includes a summary of the Water Authority’s scheduled
shutdowns that impact the delivery of treated and untreated water to the region, Water Authority
pump station operating schedules, Member Agency major maintenance information, and the
production and consumption of energy for the Water Authority’s hydroelectric facilities, water
treatment plant, and pump stations. The plan was developed based on information received
from member agencies, historical delivery data, constraints in the aqueduct system, and
scheduled shutdowns.
Based on the FY 2012 Sales Forecast and historic demand trends, average flows for the highdemand months of July through October are anticipated to range between 28 percent - 36
percent of the treated water capacity and 64 percent - 75 percent of the untreated water capacity
of the Aqueduct system.
Power generation at the Rancho Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility in FY 2011 will achieve
approximately 41 percent of the projected 25,000 Megawatt-hours (approximately $537,000 in
revenue). The reduced generation was primarily due to reduced demand/flows. The projections
for FY 2012 call for 13,962 Megawatt-hours of output, or approximately $800,000 in revenue.
The plan shows, with effective communication and coordination, that there is sufficient capacity
to meet the region’s demands.
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Engineering and Operations Committee
July 20, 2011
Page 2 of 2
Prepared by: David L. Dow, Ph.D., Water Resources Specialist
Reviewed by: John J. Galleher, Jr., Operations and Maintenance Manager
Reviewed by: Gary A. Eaton, Director of Operations and Maintenance
Attachment:
1.

Aqueduct Operating Plan
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AQUEDUCT OPERATING PLAN

JULY 1, 2011 to JUNE 30, 2012

Volume 6
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Executive Summary
The annual Aqueduct Operating Plan reflects on‐going efforts to optimize the delivery,
treatment, and storage of water in the San Diego region through coordination between
member agency Operating Heads, Water Authority Staff, and the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD). Staff has updated the Aqueduct Operating Plan for Fiscal Year
2012 (FY 2012) to reflect anticipated operational opportunities and constraints, and evaluate
our past years’ performance.
The Aqueduct Operating Plan complies with the interim untreated water distribution priorities
and includes a summary of the Water Authority’s scheduled shutdowns that affect the delivery
of water to the region, Water Authority pump station operating schedules, and water
treatment plant outages.
The plan was developed based on information received from Member Agencies, historical
delivery/production data, allocated delivery volumes, constraints within the Aqueduct system,
and scheduled shutdowns. Highlights for Fiscal Year 2012 include:
•

System capacity will not be an issue in meeting the region’s anticipated treated and
untreated water requests due to allocated supply and anticipated reduced demand.

•

Maximum treated water system utilization is anticipated to be approximately 36 percent of
treated aqueduct capacity.

•

Maximum untreated water system utilization is anticipated to be approximately 75 percent
of untreated aqueduct capacity.

•

There are no treated water shutdowns. However, there is one treated water outage*.

•

There are four untreated water shutdowns and two untreated water outages*.

*Shutdowns affect large portions of the system and affect deliveries to a significant number of
metered connections; outages are more localized and have considerably smaller impact on
aqueduct deliveries.
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Water Supply
Based on demands over the past three years, it is expected that demand for both treated and
untreated water for FY 2012 will not reach system capacity. These projections indicate that
treated water deliveries for the high demand months of June through October 2011 will result
in flows ranging from 28 percent to 36 percent of the 650 cfs treated water system capacity
(Figure 1). Likewise, untreated deliveries for the high demand months of June through October
2011 will result in flows between 64 percent and 75 percent of the 780 cfs untreated aqueduct
capacity (Figure 2).

Figure 1 ‐ FY 2012 Projected Treated Water System Utilization

Figure 2 ‐ FY 2012 Projected Untreated Water System Utilization
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During FY 2011, total imported demand (both treated and untreated water) was less than the
combined available supplies from: MWD’s M&I (Municipal and Industrial) and IAWP
(Interuptable Agricultural Water Program) allocations, Water Authority QSA supplies, and dry‐
year supply actions. Due to environmental, economic, and regulatory factors demand in FY
2011 did not follow historic trends. Additionally, monthly demands were approximately 33
percent below FY 2011 AOP projections and substantially below FY 2004 actuals (see Figure 3).

Figure 3 ‐ FY 2011 Projected Overall Demands From AOP vs. Actual Deliveries

A comparison of the differences between projected vs. actual flows in Figures 4 and 5 clearly
shows greater deficits in the treated demands vs. untreated demands during FY 2011,
illustrating the proportional shift to untreated water that occurred as overall demand
decreased. In addition, actual flows from FY 2004 when demands were substantially higher
were added to show a comparison.
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Figure 4 ‐ FY 2011 AOP Treated Water Demand vs. Actual Deliveries

Figure 5 ‐ FY 2011 AOP Untreated Water Demand vs. Actual Deliveries
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Untreated Water Distribution Priorities
Through a series of discussions with member agency staff, key untreated operating concerns
were identified and used to develop untreated water delivery priorities. These priorities are
intended to provide a framework for Water Authority operators to deal with potential conflicts
arising during high demand periods for untreated water deliveries. The Board adopted interim
untreated water delivery priorities at the September 8, 2005 Board meeting. This plan complies
with the interim untreated water distribution priorities and is shown in
Figure 6 - Untreated Water Delivery Priorities6.

Figure 6 ‐ Untreated Water Delivery Priorities
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Water Authority Aqueduct Shutdowns
The Water Authority conducts scheduled shutdowns of sections of pipeline for internal
inspection, maintenance, and Capital Improvement Project (CIP) connections on an annual
basis. These pipeline shutdowns are coordinated with MWD, member agencies, and all Water
Authority Departments. The schedule includes three years of shutdowns to allow for the
proper planning of maintenance and CIP activities for both the Water Authority and its member
agencies. This three‐year schedule is updated each January to facilitate the compilation of the
Annual Aqueduct Operating Plan. At that time, the following fiscal year’s (July to June)
Aqueduct shutdown schedules are made available to member agency personnel for review and
comment, prior to inclusion in the Annual Aqueduct Operating Plan.
For FY 2012, there are four untreated water shutdowns scheduled between December 2011
and May 2012. These shutdowns are required to complete the relining of Pipelines 3 & 4 from
Miramar Hill to the SD5 turnout at the Miramar Reservoir. In addition to the shutdowns, the
relining work will result in untreated flow reductions south of the Rancho Peñasquitos
Hydroelectric Facility from January 8 through March 24, 2012. Additionally, two untreated and
one treated outage is planned, resulting in little or no affect on overall system operations. As
noted in the Executive Summary, the difference between shutdowns and outages are a matter
of “scale,” shutdowns affect large portions of the system and affect deliveries to a significant
number of metered connections, while outages are more localized and have considerably
smaller impact on aqueduct deliveries. A timeline and brief description of the shutdowns and
outages are shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7 ‐ Water Authority FY 2012 Pipeline Shutdowns and Outages
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Untreated Water Shutdown – December 4 to December 13, 2011
All untreated water flows south of the delivery point will be terminated during this
shutdown.
• Contractor to make warranty repairs to TOFRS wet well.
• Reline contractor will reline 80 ft. of Pipeline 3 downstream of the SD5 turnout.
• Reline contractor will install blind flanges on SD5A, B, and C turnouts to Pipeline
3
• Water Authority crews will perform repairs to the AFO system near delivery on
Pipeline 5.
• Water Authority crews will perform repairs on Air Release piping at 3 locations
on Pipelines 5E1/5E2.
All untreated water flows south of delivery (Pipelines 3 and 5) will be terminated
during this shutdown.
The following untreated water connections will be out of service during this
outage: OCS2, OCS5, ESC3, ESC4, OLIV8, SDSF4, SDSF5, SD5A, SD5B, SD5C, SD12,
NCSB1, NCSB3, SD7, SD20, SD6A, SD6B, SD9, RAM1, POW1, POW3, POW4, HLX1,
HLX2, HLX6, HLX7, HLX8, SD1, and SD2.

Untreated Water Shutdown – January 8 to January 17, 2012
Untreated water flows south of Del Dios valve vault (2nd Aqueduct) will be
terminated.
• Contractor will undertake preparations for relining of Pipeline 4 west of I‐15.
• Contractor will replace rubber seals on 3 valves at Rancho Penasquitos
Hydroplant (RPH).
• Contractor will perform internal coating repairs to high, and low pressure
pipelines at RPH.
There will be an untreated flow reduction of up to 300cfs from MWD.
The following untreated water connections will be out of service during this
outage: SDSF4, SDSF5, SD5A, SD5B, SD5C, SD12, NCSB1, NCSB3, SD7, SD20, SD6A,
and SD6B.

Untreated Water Shutdown – March 18 to March 24, 2012
Untreated water flows south of Rancho Penasquitos Hydroplant (2nd Aqueduct) will
be terminated.
• Contractor will reconfigure bulkheads and prepare for the next phase of the
relining project.
There will be an untreated flow reduction of up to 300cfs from MWD.
The following untreated water connections will be out of service during this
outage: SD5A, SD5B, SD5C, SD12, NCSB1, NCSB3, SD7, SD20, SD6A, and SD6B.
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Untreated Water Shutdown – May 13 to May 19, 2012
Untreated water flows south of Rancho Penasquitos Hydroplant (2nd Aqueduct) will
be terminated.
• Contractor will reconfigure bulkheads and prepare for the next phase of the
relining project.
There will be an untreated flow reduction of up to 300cfs from MWD.
The following untreated water connections will be out of service during this
outage: SD5A, SD5B, SD5C, SD12, NCSB1, NCSB3, SD7, SD20, SD6A, and SD6B.

Treated Water Outage‐ January 23 to February 2, 2012
Description
Treated water flows on the Tri Agencies Pipeline will be shutdown at the
connection to the 2nd Aqueduct.
Purpose
• Water Authority crews will replace corroded pipe spools at several
appurtenant structures along the Tri Agencies Pipeline.
Affects on MWD
There will be a treated water flow reduction of 30 cfs from MWD.
Member Agency All treated water connections on the Tri Agencies Pipeline will be affected,
Connections
including: VAL9, VID8, VID9, VID10, CR3, CR4, and OCS4.
Affected

Untreated Water Outage‐ February 27 to March 7, 2012
Description
The San Vicente (SV) Pump Station piping and the SV to 2nd Aqueduct
Interconnect Pipeline will be drained.
Purpose
• Water Authority crews will perform warranty inspections on the SV
Interconnect Pipeline, SV Pump Station, surge tank and piping.
Affects on MWD
None.
Member Agency None.
Connections
Affected

Description

Untreated Water Outage‐ April 16 to April 25, 2012
The Lake Hodges Hydroplant and tunnel pipeline will be drained.

• Water Authority crews will perform warranty inspections on the Lake Hodges
Tunnel, surge shaft rock grate, and major equipment at the facility.
Affects on MWD
None.
Member Agency None.
Connections
Affected
Purpose
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San Diego County Water Treatment Plant Shutdowns
In order to optimize the delivery, treatment, and storage of water in San Diego County, a
request was sent to the Member Agency Operating Heads to obtain schedules for member
agency treatment plant expansions, CIP tie‐ins, and scheduled treatment plant maintenance.
The goal of this request is to facilitate the production of one schedule that the member
agencies can use to schedule their work at times that will have the least impact on the region.
Responses from member agencies confirmed upcoming maintenance activities including those
shown in Figure 8. A number of other maintenance projects were also identified, but they
lacked firm schedules. These types of projects, as well as Treatment Plant Shutdown
coordination, will be carried throughout the year as standing discussion items at the regularly
scheduled Operating Head meetings.

Figure 8 ‐ Scheduled Member Agency Maintenance Coordination
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Water Authority Aqueduct Energy Production/Consumption
With the completion of the Lake Hodges Pump Storage Project, the Water Authority will be
operating two power generation facilities during FY 2012. With the completion of the San
Vicente Pump Station, the Water Authority will be operating five pump stations during FY 2012,
along with the Twin Oaks Valley Water Treatment Plant. Following is a list of those facilities
along with their anticipated operation schedules and costs:
¾ Rancho Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility
o Projected months of operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Power generating capacity: 4.5 megawatts.
o Estimated Power: 13,962 mega Watt (MW) hrs
o Estimated Revenue: $800,000
o Projected power consumption cost per month: $950
o Total power consumption cost per year: $11,400
¾ Lake Hodges Pump Storage Facility
o Projected months of operation: TBD
o Power generating capacity: 20 megawatts (single turbine operation), 40 megawatts
(two turbine operation)
o Estimated Power: On call, based on SDG&E demands
o Estimated Revenue: TBD
o Projected power consumption cost per month: $22,000
o Total power consumption cost per year: $264,000
o Projected pump cost per year: $0 (generation/pump‐back is paid by “generation bank”,
yield pumping is paid for by agency moving water)
¾ Olivenhain Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: December of 2011 and February of 2012
o Pumps (three available): One pump operation
o Projected power consumption cost per month: $4,200
o Projected pump cost per month: $49,800
o Projected pump cost for the year: $99,600 (2 months pump operation)
o Total power consumption cost per year: $150,000
¾ Escondido Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: May 2012 through June 2012
o Pumps: Two pump operation
o Projected operational cost per month: $800
o Projected pump cost per month: $3,500
o Projected pump cost for the year: $7,000 (2 months pump operation)
o Total power consumption cost per year: $16,600
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¾ P2A Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: Used during emergencies and rare operational periods
o Pumps: Two pump operation
o Projected operational cost per month: $210
o Projected pump cost per month: $0 (no planned operation)
o Projected pump cost for the year: $0
o Total power consumption cost per year: $2,520
¾ Miramar Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: July 2011 through June 2012
o Pumps: One pump operation
o Projected operational cost per month: $120
o Projected Water Authority pump cost per month: $0 (Energy cost for pumping paid by
the City of San Diego)
o Projected Water Authority pump cost for the year: $0
o Total operational power consumption cost per year (excludes pumps): $1,440
¾ San Vicente Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: Emergency drawdown of San Vicente Reservoir during
SVDR project
o Pumps: Three pump operation (3 available)
o Projected operational cost per month: $4,250
o Projected pump cost per month: $155,500
o Projected operational pump cost for the year: $155,500 (1 month pump operation)
o Total operational power consumption cost per year: $206,500
¾ Twin Oaks Valley Pump Station
o Projected months of operation: Used during emergencies
o Projected operational cost per month: $0 (included in TOV Treatment Plant costs)
o Projected pump cost per month: $0 (runs on generators only)
o Projected pump cost for the year: $0
o Total power consumption cost per year: $0
¾ Twin Oaks Valley Water Treatment Plant
o Projected months of operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Projected operational cost per month (average): $122,870
o Total power consumption cost per year: $1,474,454
¾ Rancho Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility
o Projected months of operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Power generating capacity: 4.5 megawatts.
o Estimated Power: 13,962 mega Watt (MW) hrs
o Estimated Revenue: $800,000
o Projected power consumption cost per month: $950
o Total power consumption cost per year: $11,400
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The total power consumption cost to operate the Lake Hodges Pump/Storage Facility, Rancho
Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility, the six pump stations, and Twin Oaks Valley WTP are
estimated to be $1,677,064 for FY 2012. Additionally, power consumption at the Lake Hodges
Pump Storage Facility is projected to be $264,000 annually.
During FY 2011, the Water Authority will achieve approximately 41 percent of the operating
goal of 25,000 MW hrs of energy production at the Rancho Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility.
The shortfall of approximately 59 percent is the result of lower than projected untreated water
demand and unscheduled pipeline and facility maintenance (see Figure 9 and Table 1 - Rancho
Hydro Revenues vs. Projections FY 2011 (projected values in red)).

Figure 9 ‐ Rancho Hydro Revenues vs. Projections FY 2011
Table 1 ‐ Rancho Hydro Revenues vs. Projections FY 2011 (projected values in red)

Jul

Projected
Monthly
Revenue
$110,944

Actual
Monthly
Revenue
$145,125

Running
Total
Projection
$110,944

Running
Total
Actual
$145,125

% above
or below
projected
30.8

Aug

$110,944

$135,611

$221,888

$280,736

26.5

Sep

$107,400

$103,308

$329,288

$384,044

16.6

SV pipeline valve failure (contractor fix)

Oct

$110,944

$77,962

$440,232

$462,006

4.9

Low flows & shutdown (10/24- 10/31)

Nov

$107,400

$74,420

$547,632

$536,426

-2.0

Low flows & bypass pipeline replacement
(Rancho)

Dec

$110,944

$0

$658,576

$536,426

-18.5

Low flows

Comments

Jan

$119,858

$0

$778,434

$536,426

-31.1

Low flows & cooling water and switchgear
repair (Rancho)

Feb

$100,526

$0

$878,960

$536,426

-39.0

Low flows

Mar

$110,944

$542

$989,904

$536,968

-45.8

Low flows

Apr

$107,400

$0

$1,097,304

$536,968

-51.1

Low flows & SV pump station testing

May

$110,944

$0

$1,208,248

$536,968

-55.6

Low flows

Jun

$107,400

$0

$1,315,648

$536,968

-59.2

Expected Low flows
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Solar Generation
In October of 2010, a Solar Power and Services Agreement was signed between the Water
Authority and Borrego Solar Systems Incorporated (Provider) which allows Borrego Solar to
install solar systems at the Kearny Mesa Headquarters, Escondido Operations Center, and the
Twin Oaks Valley Water Treatment Plant. The Water Authority would then purchase the power
generated at these sights at rates lower than the projected utility rate. The systems are owned,
financed, and maintained by the Provider so that there are no expenses to the Water Authority
other than the staff time required to execute the agreements and ensure that the construction
does not inhibit the Water Authority’s mission. Construction is currently underway at all 3
facilities and completion dates are near the beginning of FY2012. Following is a list of the three
solar facilities along with their anticipated operation schedules and costs:
¾ Escondido Operations Center
o Projected Months of Operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Estimated Generation: 310,140 kWh
o Estimated Cost: $43,420
o Estimated Savings: $1,501
¾ Twin Oaks Valley Water Treatment Plant
o Projected Months of Operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Estimated Generation: 1,734,845 kWh
o Estimated Cost: $242,878
o Estimated Savings: $15,893
¾ Kearny Mesa Headquarters
o Projected Months of Operation: July 2011 to June 2012
o Estimated Generation: 728,562 kWh
o Estimated Cost: $102,000
o Estimated Savings: $5,795
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Reservoirs and Storage Opportunities
Member agency and Water Authority reservoirs serve multiple functions including: surface
water capture, seasonal shift water storage, carryover storage, and local sources of emergency
water supplies. Member agency and Water Authority reservoirs function as system capacity
buffers during peak demand periods and offer a level of security for short and long‐term
emergency situations. The size and location of each reservoir affects the extent to which it can
perform the various functions, as does the individual agencies’ operational plan implemented
at each location (Figures 10, 11 and Table 2).

Figure 10 ‐ Location and Relative Capacities of San Diego County Reservoirs
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Table 2 ‐ Storage/Capacity in Member Agency and Water Authority Reservoirs (AF)
Storage As of May 1, 2011
Reservoir

1

Total

Usable

Dead
(unusable)

Member
Agency

Carryover

ESP

Water
Authority

Total

Henshaw

51,774

51,768

6

20,951

20,951

Wohlford

6,506

6,156

350

2,587

2,587

Dixon

2,606

2,541

65

2,299

2,299

Sutherland

29,508

29,396

112

20,770

20,770

Hodges

30,251

28,422

1,829

30,142

30,142

883

717

558

558

San Dieguito
2

San Vicente

(see Note 2 below)
El Capitan

90,200

38,680
89,859

112,807

109,992

Murray

4,684

4,292

Cuyamaca

8,195

Jennings

166
341

32,241

9,660

41,901

2,815

91,419

13,130

104,549

3,575

3,575

8,195

2,413

2,413

9,790

9,790

8,869

8,869

Loveland

25,400

25,225

175

25,400

25,400

Sweetwater

28,079

27,179

900

Morena

50,694

50,020

674

13,234

13,234

Barrett

34,806

34,207

599

35,726

35,726

Lower Otay

49,849

46,026

3,823

Miramar

6,682

5,774

908

5,410

5,410

Poway

3,330

2,560

770

3,156

3,156

12,000

11,800

200

2,708

2,708

1,612

1,552

60

1,612

1,612

24,789

24,746

43

Ramona
Turner
Olivenhain

392

14,060

37,169

5,650

19,710

5,630

42,799

18,000

2,040

20,040

Notes:
1. Capacity information: JMM Consulting Engineers, Inc. (1990), San Diego County Water Authority Optimal
Storage Study: Reservoir Summary Report, unless updated by Member Agency staff.
2. San Vicente Reservoir’s usable storage capacity prior to the dam raise was 90,200 AF. It is drawn down to
approx. 38,680 AF until 2013 to facilitate the San Vicente dam raise portion of the Emergency Storage Project.

In addition to meeting local storage and operational demands, both the Olivenhain and San
Vicente reservoirs play a significant role in the Water Authority’s Emergency Storage Program
(ESP), regional carryover storage, and the Emergency Storage Operations Guidelines (ESOG).
These reservoirs figure prominently in planned responses to regional emergency situations
related to water supply availability.
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Figure 11 ‐ Reservoir Levels (% of Capacity) as of May 1, 2011
(This Figure represents the Water Authority’s Carryover Storage and ESP not the individual Member Agencies)
Note: San Vicente Reservoir’s usable storage capacity prior to the dam raise was 90,200 AF. It is drawn down to approx. 38,680 AF until 2013 to facilitate the
San Vicente dam raise portion of the Emergency Storage Project.
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Major Maintenance Activities
The major maintenance activities planned by the O&M Department for FY 2012 include:
¾ Pipeline 5EI/5EII ‐ Air Release Piping Replacement
During FY 2012, O&M staff will replace air release piping and cap buried outlets during
the shutdown. This work will take place between Twin Oaks Water Treatment Plant and
Rancho Peñasquitos Hydroelectric Facility.
¾ Pipeline 4EII, Otay 13 Valve Replacement
O&M staff will replace pressure relief valves in the Otay 13 FCF, at the Lower Otay
Reservoir.
¾ Fallbrook 4 Rehabilitation
O&M staff will repair piping in two locations (within the FCF) with a butt strap, replace
the venturi meter, and replace the plug valve with a cone valve. Fallbrook 4 FCF is
located on the second aqueduct, approximately 2/3 of a mile south of the MWD point of
delivery.
¾ Olivenhain 1 Rehabilitation
O&M staff will replace the corroded pipe spool, venturi meter, and the control valve in
Olivenhain 1 FCF. Olivenhain 1 FCF is located on the second aqueduct, approximately 2
½ miles west of the Olivenhain Reservoir.
¾ VID 3 Rehabilitation
O&M staff will replace a section of piping, replace the venturi meter, and replace the
control valve. VID3 FCF is located approximately 2 miles south of the Twin Oaks Water
Treatment Plant.
¾ Tri Agencies Pipeline Blow‐off Rehabilitation
O&M staff will replace piping in blow‐off structures at three locations along the Tri
Agencies Pipeline and will move isolation valves directly next to the aqueduct to reduce
corrosion risks at those locations. The Tri Agencies pipeline extends westward for
approximately 4 ½ miles from its connection to the second aqueduct in San Marcos.
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Online Operations Portal
Over the past 16 months Water Authority staff, in consultation with staff from the member
agencies, have developed and launched a number of online applications that automate
important water delivery and water quality activities intended to enhance communication
between the member agencies and the Water Authority’s Operations Department.

Figure 12 ‐ Online Operations Portal Switch‐Board
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The Online Operations Portal (Figure 12) is a secure, user‐friendly application interface that
affords select member agency, and Water Authority staff access to applications and
information specific to each users’ agency, and/or work needs (e.g., only approved operations
staff can access the “Online Ordering System” portion of the portal). Data‐input interfaces
enforce desired business processes, and include automated data validation and review prior to
database storage and report generation. The current functionality of the Online Operations
Portal includes:
Online Ordering System
‐Allows select member agency staff to review current flow orders for each of their
agency’s metered connections and place orders for changes with Water Authority
Operations staff.
‐All orders are securely saved in a database and written copies of orders are generated
and sent to the ordering agency and to the Water Authority’s operations control room
(Water Authority Operations staff monitor this system in real‐time, 24/7).
Water Quality
‐Provides Water Authority staff with an efficient system for inputting water quality
information and generating daily water quality reports for our treated and untreated
systems.
‐Water quality data and reports are available to member agency staff on a daily basis.
‐This system is used as a method of communications in the Water Authority’s
“Nitrification Response Plan.”
Treatment Plant Flows
‐Allows member agency, and Water Authority staff to input daily water treatment plant
flows for database storage and daily report generation.
Reservoirs
‐ Allows member agency, and Water Authority staff to input weekly reservoir storage
levels for database storage and daily report generation.
Documents
‐Automatically selects water quality related reports from MWD and posts them for
member agency use.
‐Current plans are to include other important Water Authority, and member agency
documents in the future.
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IMPORTED WATER COMMITTEE
AGENDA FOR
JULY 28, 2011

Mark Watton – Chair
Gary Arant – Vice Chair
Yen Tu – Vice Chair
Jim Bond
Jim Bowersox
Lynne Heidel
Bill Knutson
Keith Lewinger

1.

Roll call – determination of quorum.

2.

Additions to agenda (Government Code Section 54954.2(b)).

3.

Public comment – opportunities for members of the public to address the
Committee on matters within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

4.

Chair’s report.
4-A Directors’ comments.

I.

CONSENT CALENDAR

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
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Bud Lewis
John Linden
Ralph McIntosh
Ron Morrison
Fern Steiner
Barbara Wight
Doug Wilson

1.

Metropolitan Water District Issues and Activities update.
1-A Metropolitan Water District Delegates report.
(Information)

2.

Colorado River Programs.
2-A
Colorado River Board representative’s report.
(Information)

Bill Knutson

3.

III.

Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011and 2012.
Imported Water Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation:
Adopt the Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012. (Action)

Mark Watton

INFORMATION
1.

Presentation on Colorado River Binational Discussions report.

Halla Razak

2.

Update on Long-Term Bay-Delta actions.

Debbie Espe

3.

Metropolitan Water District Program report.

Amy Chen

CLOSED SESSION
IV.

V.

1.

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation and Potential
Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) - SDCWA v Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California;
Case No. CPF-10-510830
Government Code §54956.9(c) - One Case

Dan Hentschke

2.

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation Government
Code §54956.9(a)
Name of Case: QSA Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding
No. 4353

Dan Hentschke

ADJOURNMENT
Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board

NOTE:
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This meeting is called as an Imported Water Committee meeting. Because a quorum of the Board may be present, the meeting is also
noticed as a Board meeting. Members of the Board who are not members of the Committee may participate in the meeting pursuant to
Section 2.00.060(g) of the Authority Administrative Code (Recodified). All items on the agenda, including information items, may be
deliberated and become subject to action. All public documents provided to the committee or Board for this meeting including materials
related to an item on this agenda and submitted to the Board of Directors within 72 hours prior to this meeting may be reviewed at the San
Diego County Water Authority headquarters located at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 at the reception desk during normal
business hours.

July 20, 2011
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Metropolitan Water District Delegates’ Report (Information)
Background
The MWD committees and board met on July 11 and 12. The next regular MWD board and
committee meetings are scheduled for August 15 and 16.
Discussion
This section summarizes discussions held and key decisions made at the July MWD committee
and board meetings, as reported by the MWD delegates. Attachment 1 is a copy of MWD’s July
board meeting agenda.
Engineering and Operations Committee
The committee and board approved three consent items, which included rehabilitation projects at
Jensen Water Treatment Plant, a preliminary design for a generator at Temescal and Corona
Power Plants, and an appropriation of $170,000 and authorization of final design to replace
MWD's headquarters building uninterruptible power supply. In the committee meeting, staff
gave an update on Assembly Bill 32 – California Global Warming Solutions Act. Staff said a
consequence of the Act for MWD included increased cost for retail and wholesale energy and
implementation of water use efficiency and recycling at its treatment plants to reduce emissions.
Director Barbre (Municipal Water District of Orange County) requested that staff provide a
detailed report of funds spent by MWD to meet the state's mandated goal and an update on
MWD’s legislative efforts to make hydropower an acceptable compliance method.
The committee also heard staff’s summary on the Integrated Area Study and System Reliability
Assessment. Staff said that as a result of the two reports, coupled with the 2010 Integrated
Resources Plan (IRP) objective to reduce the region’s per capita water use by 20 percent, MWD
is shifting its focus from building new regional facilities, such as the Central Pool Augmentation
(CPA), to replacement and refurbishment projects. Barbre and Director Blake (Fullerton)
stressed their belief that the CPA benefited all member agencies and should not be deferred.
Director Peterson (Las Virgenes) pointed out that Las Virgenes would not benefit from the
project. In response to Director Lewinger’s inquiry, staff stated that the CPA is likely not needed
well beyond 2040. Staff also confirmed, in response to an inquiry from Director Dick
(Municipal Water District of Orange County), that MWD does not own property for the
proposed CPA alignment but said it has “understandings” with affected property owners to
preserve the right-of-way for the future. While staff said the CPA was beyond the planning
horizon, as a result of Barbre’s questioning, staff acknowledged that the Cross Feeder – an
interconnection between Orange County’s Second Lower Feeder and East Orange County Feeder
– will require further discussion between MWD and MWDOC staff in terms of its timing.
Staff also reported that discounted replenishment deliveries were made available beginning in
May; requests for 305,300 acre-feet (af) by seven member agencies were received, and 59,600 af

75 of 512

has been delivered to-date. Staff said that the program would continue through the end of
December, and the deliveries would be limited to a maximum of 225,000 af.
The committee also received an update on the Colorado River Source Water Protection activities
and a report on MWD's efforts, in collaboration of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Southern
California Salinity Coalition, to develop an updated Salinity Management Plan that reflects
changed conditions since the Salinity Management Study conducted in 1999.
Finance and Insurance Committee
The committee and board approved an item that granted conditional approval for Peaceful Valley
Ranch to annex to the Water Authority and Metropolitan. Staff reported that this annexation
would create windows – unannexed property surrounded by annexed property; as such, staff did
not provide a recommendation. However, General Manager Kightlinger added that MWD staff
found this annexation would not adversely affect MWD. Peterson requested that staff provide a
list of unannexed properties that receive MWD water.
Staff reported on the Preliminary (12-month) Financial Summary for Fiscal Year 2010/11.
Actual water sales were about 300 taf lower than the budgeted 1.928 maf (inclusive of the Water
Authority’s transfer water and the sale of 34,000 af of water to Calleguas MWD through the Las
Posas settlement), resulting in about $204 million lower revenues than budgeted. Cumulatively,
with the reduced water sales revenues ($204.3 million), interest ($13.6 million) and RTS,
capacity charges and power variances (1.1 million), the total loss in budgeted revenues were
about $157.7 million due to favorable receipts from property taxes ($6.2 million), state grants
($10.8 million), a return from the Department of Water Resources for a gas hedge advance ($7.2
million), the Las Posas sale ($28.2 million), and other items ($8.9 million).
Staff reported that cumulative expenditures were about $94.9 million lower than budget due to a
$50 million reduction in Pay-As-You-Go or PAYGo, lower Colorado River power costs ($12.7
million), lower debt service costs ($17.7 million), and other decreased costs ($14.5 million).
Together with the reduced expenditures, staff said MWD would further offset the remaining
revenue shortfall by using about $62 million in reserve funds. Staff said that the reserves fund
balance is about $56.6 million above the board established minimum target (which includes
$12.6 million held in escrow related to the Water Authority rate litigation). Since MWD
generates its PAYGo funding from water rate revenues, how much it utilizes this revenue to fund
capital projects or divert some amounts to meet operational needs has a direct impact on its
reserve levels. MWD has utilized revenues from PAYGo as a mitigation measure five out of the
past six years to lessen its withdrawals from Water Rate Stabilization Fund. While relying on
PAYGo to mitigate reserve use may be an acceptable temporary measure to reduce unexpected
water rate increases, continued reliance on this practice is not a prudent financial practice.
Staff reported the revenue bond debt service coverage was 1.47x and the fixed charge coverage
was 1.03x.
Legal and Claims Committee
Interim General Counsel Marcia Scully referred to her report on activities to-date. There is still
no ruling on the Salmon Biological Opinion (BiOp) case. She said that the July 26-29
evidentiary hearing on the Delta Smelt BiOp and enjoining the Fall X2 measure will go forward.
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Scully said it is likely the item would return to the committee next month to request approval for
additional science experts and to increase funds for this litigation effort. Scully also reviewed
the General Counsel’s Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12 and referred the committee to her
annual report on the accomplishments of 2010/11. The committee then went into closed session
to hear a report on the Orange County Water District v. Northrop Corporation litigation. No
action was taken on this item. In response to Director Edwards (Foothill) inquiry on the General
Counsel recruitment, MWD Board Chairman Foley (Municipal Water District of Orange
County) said that he placed a hold on the item to give the interim general counsel “a chance to
prove herself.” Kightlinger added that efforts to hire a chief financial officer have taken
precedence. Interviews for the CFO are expected to take place in August and the position to be
filled in September or October.
Legislation Committee
Committee Chair Ackerman (Municipal Water District of Orange County) reported on MWD’s
Sacramento Day held in June 20-21. She said they met with legislators from MWD’s service
area as well as other members from throughout the state, such as Senate President Pro Tem
Darrell Steinberg (D-Sacramento). Ackerman also reported that she and Director Gray (West
Basin) toured the potential intake and tunnel alignments and mitigation areas for the proposed
Bay-Delta conveyance facilities. Staff also reported on state and federal legislative issues.
Barbre requested the status on MWD’s assessment on H.R. 795 – Small Scale Hydropower
Enhancement Act of 2011, and other federal legislative items. Staff responded that an update
will be provided to the committee in August.
Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee
The committee heard an update on the Information Technology Strategic Plan quarterly report
ending March 2011. Staff summarized key accomplishments to enhance reliability and cyber
security, ensure water quality excellence, and improve process efficiency and effectiveness, such
as development and testing of the Electronic Discovery Management (E-Discovery) system and
completion of an IT disaster recovery supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA)
exercise. The committee then went into closed session to conference with labor negotiators.
Water Planning and Stewardship Committee
The committee and board approved two items, including payments totaling $537,738 to fund
MWD’s share of the budgets for Colorado River Board (CRB) and Colorado River Authority of
California for fiscal year 2011/12. Kightlinger reported that Christopher Harris is currently the
Acting Executive Director for the CRB until a hearing is held and decision is made through the
Legislature on the operations of the organization. The committee and board also approved an
amendment to a 2003 agreement with Mojave Water Agency to store MWD’s State Water
Project (SWP) supplies in Mojave’s groundwater basin. When Lewinger asked what benefit does
Mojave get as a result of this amendment, staff replied that Mojave, which is dangerously close
to overdraft, would receive water to store in its basin with reduced SWP pumping costs.
The committee also heard an update on Water Supply Allocation Plan (WSAP) Three-Year
Review Process. Director Morris (San Marino) asked if during an allocation, if it were
determined that the water supply from SWP and CRA is sufficient for MWD’s service area,
should the determination of discontinuing allocation be made immediately. Staff responded the
board would have the discretion to make such a determination. Staff added that the month of
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April would be an appropriate timeframe to have discussions on allocations because it allows
staff time to review the hydrology data and make a recommendation to the board. In response to
directors’ suggestions, staff said GPCD (Gallons Per Capita per Day) and ET (EvapoTranspiration) will be included in discussions on the growth adjustment methodology. The
recommendation for WSAP adjustments is scheduled for board consideration in September.
Another item reviewed by staff focused on MWD’s in-region contractual groundwater storage
program – the Conjunctive Use Program (CUP). Staff briefly described nine active programs
with member agencies, including observations on the performance of the programs. Staff said,
in response to Director Wright’s (Torrance) question, the Proposition 13 funds (totaling $45
million) were expended and the funding has sunset. Wright also asked if MWD had the ability to
deliver raw water to any agency interested in developing a conjunctive use program. Staff
responded that it depended on the agency’s location in the distribution system; however, an
agency could store water in-lieu – meaning that the agency would take additional treated water
from MWD, but decrease its groundwater pumping. Director Brick (Pasadena) expressed
concern that staff’s report was not consistent with the goals set by the IRP, which he states
MWD is far from achieving in the groundwater storage area. He also expressed concern over the
potential that groundwater basins being at historic low levels due to lack of replenishment water
in recent years; as such, he requested that staff return with an update on the in-region
groundwater basin in context with the IRP goals, including how MWD would deal with the
groundwater level situation. Kightlinger agreed that the report should be put into context of the
IRP. Chief Operating Officer Debra Man added that the staff will prepare a report that reviews
the in-region groundwater performance and levels of the last 10 years; the report will also review
other approaches that could be more effective in enhancing the storage programs. Kightlinger
said that MWD is working with the local agencies on potentially expanding existing programs,
but before bringing a program forward to the board for consideration, staff is weighing risks and
costs to MWD, what MWD would fund, and how it fits in the LRP criteria. Kightlinger stressed
that risk is a key factor in determining participation; he pointed out that MWD is involved in two
groundwater lawsuits in the San Gabriel Valley and Orange County.
Water Resources Manager Deven Upadhyay said that MWD’s replenishment program is seen as
a key tool for increasing the groundwater basin levels. He said staff is looking at how MWD
could administer its programs to help manage imported water supply. Lewinger commented that
the MWD has a call on the CUP, while the replenishment program consists of selling water to a
member agency at a discount (and MWD has no call on it in the future). Lewinger requested that
MWD return with an analysis for a policy discussion on the pros and cons of the conjunctive use
and replenishment programs and under what conditions MWD would put water into those
programs. Upadhyay said that it is staff’s intent to return to the committee before the end of the
year to have this discussion.
The committee also heard reports on the Bay-Delta, Colorado River and Water Resources
Management. Staff said the fifth draft and a draft Environmental Impact Report for the Delta
Stewardship Council’s draft Delta Plan is scheduled to be released at the end of July. Staff plans
to give a more detailed report on proposed long-term delta actions in August. Staff also reported
that Lake Powell increased in elevation by 25-feet, which amounts to about 3 maf. By the end of
July, Lake Powell is estimated to have 19 maf in storage. With this increase, the Colorado River
drought is over for the upper basin, staff said. Lake Mead is expected to end 2011 at 51-feet
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higher than it was last fall. With average snowfall, Lake Mead could end 2012 with an
additional increase in elevation by about 20 feet (to 1,051 elevation or six-feet above the level
for surplus to be declared). Staff said that the Bureau of Reclamation forecasts, starting in 2013
and for the following five years, that one out of every two years may result in surplus conditions.
Board Meeting
The board approved the General Manager’s Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12 (Attachment
1). Following Kightlinger’s summary of the plan, Lewinger asked that the Water Authority
suggestions, which were provided in a letter to the General Manager (Attachment 2), be included
in the business plan. Kightlinger declined to include the suggestions because he felt the
suggestions required board policy directions. He did, however, agree to bring the policy issues
for board’s consideration. On the topic of take-or-pay contracts for purchase of water to ensure
MWD’s firm revenues, Kightlinger asserted that during discussions on the concept at MWD in
2000 to 2002, Water Authority staff specifically rejected the idea of take-or-pay contracts; this
statement was incorrect. The Water Authority presented a framework of key contract terms
during MWD’s strategic planning process in 2000 that included take-or-pay contracts to reduce
MWD’s reliance on variable water sales revenues. The board approved the business plan with
no additions or changes.
Prepared by:
Approved by:

Debbie Discar-Espe, Senior Water Resources Specialist
Finance and Insurance Committee by Keith Lewinger
Engineering and Operations Committee by Jim Bowersox and Fern
Steiner
Legislation Committee by Keith Lewinger
Legal and Claims Committee by Fern Steiner
Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee by Jim Bowersox
Water Planning and Stewardship Committee by Keith Lewinger and Fern
Steiner

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:

General Manager’s Business Plan for FY 2011/12, dated July 12, 2011.
Letter to MWD regarding Business Plan, dated July 12, 2011.
MWD’s July board meeting agenda.
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•

Board of Directors

Executive Committee

7/12/2011 Board Meeting

6E
Subject
Approve General Manager's Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12

Description
Metropolitan’s General Manager annually submits a business plan to the Board of Directors for approval. The
attached business plan, which is based on the fiscal year 2011/12 approved budget, delineates Metropolitan’s
strategic priorities and core business objectives to be pursued during the year. It is designed to be a fluid work
plan whose goal is to carry out Metropolitan’s mission of providing its service area with adequate and reliable
supplies of high-quality water to meet present and future needs in an environmentally and economically
responsible way.
As fiscal year 2010/11 ends with improved water supply conditions throughout the region, there are many
accomplishments to note from the past year. Metropolitan maintained reliable deliveries of high-quality water to
its member agencies and cost-effectively managed the Capital Investment Plan (CIP). The Integrated Resources
Plan was updated in October 2010, and will serve as Metropolitan's strategic plan for water reliability through the
year 2035. Efforts continued on Bay-Delta initiatives with significant progress achieved on the Bay-Delta
Conservation Plan effects analysis, habitat restoration, and Delta emergency preparedness. Managing for the
future in an era of increasing uncertainty is Metropolitan’s greatest challenge. Climate change, new
environmental regulations, and economic uncertainty are some of the issues that require Metropolitan to employ
an adaptive approach in all aspects of its business. The upcoming year will require Metropolitan’s ongoing
commitment to support Bay-Delta initiatives. Staff will be challenged to find more innovative ways to further
manage costs to mitigate future rate hikes, while effectively partnering with member agencies and other parties to
develop regional and mutually beneficial solutions for essential water projects and programs. Metropolitan is
committed to serve as a steady but assertive leader in its overall operations, to be a dedicated partner with its
member agencies, and to serve as directed by the Board, for not only Metropolitan’s future, but for the future of
the region.
To that end, three Strategic Priorities for fiscal year 2011/12 are identified below:
Strategic Priority #1 - Manage Budget and Finances
As water sales and revenue continue to trend below recent historical norms, Metropolitan will focus on achieving
cost reductions and efficiencies in all areas of its business while adding additional revenues. Primary focus will
be placed on Metropolitan’s labor and capital program costs to ensure that these areas are efficiently managed.
The strategic financial goals are to manage costs within the adopted budget, identify potential cost containment
and reduction initiatives, continue to perform all core functions, maintain Metropolitan's high credit ratings, and
minimize water rate increases. Additionally, staff will engage the member agency managers in a process to
complete the Long Range Finance Plan during this period. The transition to a biennial rolling budget cycle will
aid in this effort by assessing potential cost and revenue impacts over a longer term, while refining the
provisionally approved budget to accommodate more immediate changes in budget assumptions. Staff will
continue to actively manage Metropolitan’s short-term investment portfolio to meet ongoing liquidity and
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investment challenges, and ensure cost-effective access to capital markets by updating capital financing plans and
working with rating agencies and investors to communicate Metropolitan's financial needs and capabilities.
Strategic Priority #2 - Rebuild Water Storage Accounts
In 2006, Metropolitan experienced the highest year-end storage reserves in its history. Following 2006, drought
and regulatory restrictions reduced the supplies available from the State Water Project, leading to significant
reduction of these storage reserves. By the end of 2009, dry-year storage had been reduced by 1.2 million acrefeet as full deliveries were maintained to the member agencies. Implementation of the Water Supply Allocation
Plan in 2009 allowed Metropolitan to slow the draw on reserves. In 2010, Metropolitan was able to begin
rebuilding its storage reserves, with significant increases in surface storage reservoirs such as Diamond Valley
Lake and Lake Mead.
Hydrologic conditions in 2011 have led to the highest State Water Project allocation since 2006. These abundant
supplies will allow Metropolitan to continue to increase regional storage reserves, thus reducing the potential for
shortage actions in the near future. As storage space in Diamond Valley Lake is filled, the task of delivering
water into other storage facilities will become more challenging. Staff will work to optimize the use of storage
agreements in the region, the Central Valley, and on the Colorado River system. The goal of these actions is to
capture available supplies in order to end 2011 with a new record for the highest level of dry-year storage in
Metropolitan's history.
This strategic priority will help reduce the likelihood that Metropolitan will need to declare a Water Supply
Allocation in coming years. Staff will work with current storage partners to schedule deliveries to storage in an
effort to maximize the capture of available supplies. Additional storage opportunities will also be investigated to
help increase the potential capture of supplies. To the extent possible, agreements will be renegotiated to
minimize financial exposure to fees for storage in fiscal year 2011/12. Staff will also work with the Department
of Water Resources to schedule deliveries early in calendar year 2012 in order to effectively use the storage
capacity in San Luis Reservoir while reducing the risk of losing these supplies in 2012 due to spill.
Strategic Priority #3 - Continue Progress on Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP)
Metropolitan staff will continue to provide leadership in this process to restore the reliability of the State Water
Project, with the goal of completing the public draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement within the upcoming fiscal year. Major objectives to be achieved during fiscal year 2011/12 include:
completion of the BDCP effects analysis; refinement of alternatives in the environmental document for the
BDCP; and release of a public draft BDCP; completion of the draft project finance plan; and associated draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement.
Core Business
Along with the three Strategic Priorities for fiscal year 2011/12, Metropolitan will continue to focus on core
business activities, which include: managing and/or maintaining Bay-Delta solutions; water supply; system
reliability; water quality; Capital Investment Plan projects; business processes and information technology;
human resources excellence; legislative, communications and community relations; real property; and finances.
These core business objectives are managed by lead organizations at Metropolitan. As summarized in
Attachment 1, each lead organization is accountable for its core business objectives and performance measures.
Each organization’s commitments are entrenched in Metropolitan’s mission and core values, including integrity,
stewardship, diversity, open communication, leadership, and teamwork. These core values help guide
Metropolitan in its performance of work. These goals are successfully achieved with lead and support
organizations throughout Metropolitan working together toward a common mission. For each lead organization,
highlighted areas of focus for fiscal year 2011/12 are provided below:
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Lead Organization: Office of the General Manager – Bay-Delta
Core Business: Bay-Delta Solutions
In fiscal year 2011/12, staff will continue to aggressively pursue near-term and long-term Bay-Delta solutions that
will ensure a greater degree of water supply reliability for Metropolitan’s State Water Project supplies.
Metropolitan will partner with key parties and complete the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan; the draft project
finance plan; and draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Delta Habitat
Conservation and Conveyance Program. Staff will continue to work with resource and regulatory agencies to
enhance Delta science, including development of life-cycle fishery models, and forecasting of turbidity and Delta
smelt behavior. Additionally, staff will continue to work with the California Department of Water Resources, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and local reclamation districts to ensure Delta emergency response measures are
completed, including expedited actions to strengthen levees along the Middle River fresh water pathway.
Lead Organization: Water System Operations Group
Core Businesses: System Reliability and Water Quality
Metropolitan will maintain the capability to deliver and treat all sources of water available to Metropolitan.
Because supplies are expected to exceed demands this year, staff will schedule and deliver State Water Project
and Colorado River supplies to increase storage accounts in the most cost-effective manner possible. Deliveries
to member agencies will be coordinated to maximize both full-service and interruptible water orders. Staff will
also acquire and manage the energy required to operate the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA).
Metropolitan will maintain the infrastructure to ensure operational reliability for reasonably expected demand
scenarios. This year, approximately 30 shutdowns are planned, including major shutdowns for the CRA and the
Diemer treatment plant, for rehabilitating older infrastructure and incorporating new treatment processes.
Emergency management capabilities will continue to be improved by upgrading the two-way radio system and
rolling out a major emergency response drill. Metropolitan will also invest in its workforce by graduating a class
of more than 30 mechanical and electrical apprentices, and completing individualized training plans for all
employees.
Importing water to the region requires large amounts of electricity. Following the Board’s Energy Management
policies adopted in August 2010 and an increase in the allowed amount of commitments for future energy
deliveries approved by the Board in March 2011, staff will continue to manage CRA power costs, reduce
exposure to energy price volatility, and work with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the State
Water Contractors (SWC) to minimize power costs on the State Water Project (SWP). This will be accomplished
by actions including the acquisition of energy to be delivered to the CRA in the future at a pre-determined price
and by supporting legislation that will guarantee Metropolitan’s retention of a significant amount of Hoover
energy and capacity after the current Hoover contract expires in 2017. Staff will also manage non-CRA energy
costs and increase power sales revenue by obtaining the most favorable electric service rate available at
Metropolitan’s facilities and achieving the maximum renewable value for the energy sold from Metropolitan’s
small hydroelectric plants as existing contracts are renewed or replaced. Finally, staff will, through involvement
with DWR and chairmanship of the SWC Energy Committee, review and recommend actions to minimize the
power costs of the SWP, including activities associated with the relicensing of the SWP generators and the
potential acquisition of long-term energy resources, including renewable generation.
In the core business area of water quality, staff will continue to develop and execute comprehensive programs that
protect source water quality, optimize water treatment processes, and prepare for future regulations to ensure
compliance. This effort will be achieved by vigilant source water monitoring, tracking clean-up of pollution in
the watersheds, and advocating for protection of source waters. New treatment and control methods will also be
brought on-line to control the formation of disinfection by-products and to mitigate the ongoing quagga mussel
infestation. Staff will also work closely with drinking water regulators to ensure best-available information is
used in the standard-setting process for contaminants such as perchlorate, hexavalent chromium, and
nitrosamines.
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Lead Organization: Water Resource Management Group
Core Business: Water Supply
In fiscal year 2011/12, staff will continue to develop policies and programs designed to ensure supply reliability
for the region. Strategically, staff will focus on the management of storage programs and contracts to ensure the
capture of available supplies during the year for use in later dry periods. Staff will also follow through on Board
direction to recommend adjustments to the Water Supply Allocation Plan to account for issues of growth and
local supply development, new conservation policy principles and a Long-term Conservation Plan to identify
strategies for the region to accomplish regional 20 percent by 2020 goals, and a new replenishment program to
improve conjunctive management of imported supplies and groundwater resources while ensuring regional
benefits.
Metropolitan’s planning efforts will focus on understanding how recent demand trends and climate variability
may impact infrastructure and supply needs in the coming years. Analysis will also include the potential impacts
of local supply development, like seawater desalination, on Metropolitan’s infrastructure. Finally, staff will
continue to manage approximately 400 agreements for programs ranging from imported water supplies on the
Colorado River and State Water Project to conservation agreements and local supply development contracts
within the region. Learning from recent history on these programs, staff will review the Local Resource Program
to investigate whether there are alternative approaches to encourage local supply development to improve regional
reliability while reducing potential long-term rate impacts.
Lead Organization: Engineering Services Group
Core Business: Capital Investment Plan (CIP)
All of Metropolitan’s capital projects are managed and executed under the Capital Investment Plan. In past years,
the CIP has been characterized by major supply programs such as the Inland Feeder and Diamond Valley Lake, or
by treatment process improvements like the Oxidation Retrofit Program. With ozone facilities up and running at
the Jensen, Mills, and Skinner plants, and construction approximately 80 percent complete at Diemer, the
Weymouth plant represents the final stage of the Oxidation Retrofit Program, which will allow Metropolitan to
comply with water quality regulations under all source water blends. While the largest planned capital
expenditures next year will be for continued ozone work at Diemer, and for initiation of construction of ozonation
facilities at Weymouth, reliability of Metropolitan’s infrastructure has increasingly become a focal point for the
CIP. As a result of significant reductions in demand projections, several supply-related projects have been
deferred or modified over the next several years, allowing Metropolitan to invest the necessary funds in the
replacement, refurbishment, and upgrade of its aging infrastructure, while reducing overall capital expenditures.
In fiscal year 2011/12, staff will manage over 300 capital projects, the majority of which focus on infrastructure
reliability.
Infrastructure rehabilitation projects (known as “R & R” projects for refurbishment and replacement) are essential
to maintaining the reliability and integrity of Metropolitan’s conveyance and distribution system. These projects
will address aging infrastructure, operational needs, and compliance with increasingly stringent regulatory
requirements. In fiscal year 2011/12, infrastructure rehabilitation projects will include seismic retrofits; electrical
and power system upgrades; replacement of mechanical equipment such as pumps, valves, treatment process
equipment, SCADA instrumentation and equipment, and communication infrastructure; rehabilitation of
hydroelectric power plants; replacement of floating covers on treated water reservoirs; pipeline repairs; and
replacement of cathodic protection systems.
Several infrastructure reliability initiatives are being developed, including a long-term Prestressed Concrete
Cylinder Pipe (PCCP) assessment and replacement program, which will enhance pipeline reliability, reduce risk
of pipeline failures, and reduce disruption of water deliveries to member agencies in the near- and long-term.
Three other significant rehabilitation programs will focus on the CRA electrical system, electrical upgrades at the
Jensen, Mills, and Diemer plants, and seismic upgrades of critical facilities along the CRA and at the Diemer and
Weymouth plants. These efforts are driven primarily by the age of these facilities and by updated building codes
and seismic information.
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All projects are prioritized based on potential impacts on system reliability, safety, and regulatory compliance.
Additionally, staff will continue its emphasis on cost-effective management of CIP projects, and will utilize value
engineering and benchmarking results to improve project delivery and to minimize costs. Staff will also increase
the integration of green design and construction practices into Metropolitan’s construction projects, and seek
support for the development of water industry guidelines in this area.
Lead Organization: Business Technology Group
Core Business: Business Processes and Information Technology (IT)
Continuous improvement will remain the focus for Metropolitan with the Business Technology Group leading
efforts to balance cost constraints and the highest levels of value for services and products. Metropolitan will
continuously assess how it does business, identify best industry practices, and streamline key business processes.
A key element of streamlined business processes will be to strategically leverage technology investments. To that
end, Metropolitan will continue to achieve key milestones under the Updated IT Strategic Plan, which serves as a
road map guiding investment and deployment of information technology in the light of business requirements, the
need for prudent financial management, and emergence of new technologies. Metropolitan will also complete
implementation of a new electronic discovery system to streamline management, cataloging, storage, and retrieval
of electronically-stored information that is essential for litigation and Public Records Act requests. Metropolitan
will continue its evaluation of Cloud technology versus on-premises IT solutions to lower IT computing and
maintenance costs along with streamlining IT project deployment. Other business process improvements will
include providing self-service online portals for procurement of materials, contracting services, and technical
documentation of future water treatment and distribution system operating guidelines.
Additionally, Metropolitan will continue to incorporate sustainability into all levels of its day-to-day business
processes. For instance, key initiatives will be continued or expanded, including the use of green products,
maintaining a 50 percent reduction in office paper consumption under the Paperwise Program, ongoing employee
education through the regularly published sustainability e-newsletter and annual Spring Green Expo, and finally
ensuring Metropolitan continues to meet the SCAQMD’s targets for Rideshare compliance.
For Metropolitan’s Business Outreach Program for regional, small businesses, and veterans, staff will continue to
encourage broad participation, ensure competitive costs, and promote Southern California business and economic
development. These objectives will be achieved in part by ensuring that the Board’s goal of 18 percent of
contracting dollars with certified small businesses is met or exceeded. In addition, staff will facilitate and
stimulate economic growth through the development and implementation of strategic partnerships with the private
sector, community, local, and national organizations.
Lead Organization: Human Resources Group
Core Business: Human Resources (HR) Excellence
Metropolitan’s HR processes, policies, and practices must provide excellent results across many stakeholder
groups. This means understanding the different and sometimes competing needs of stakeholders including
prospective and current employees, a growing pool of retirees, as well as management and regulatory agencies.
This year’s focus will be two-fold under the leadership of the Human Resources Group: (1) Continue to ensure
that management and human resources practices align with a high performance workplace culture that delivers
outstanding value and cost-effective solutions to our stakeholders; and (2) Make specific improvements to HR
systems, processes, and policies to support our stakeholders in a flexible, responsive, and cost-effective manner.
Key deliverables will include conducting an all-manager Management Forum II focused on strategic management
alignment and effective people management; deployment of the Voices 2012 Survey to update Metropolitan’s
assessment of high performance workplace practices; implementation of a new and streamlined performance
management process to set high standards for expected performance by managers and employees; expanded use
of new web-based capabilities to improve identification and placement of internal and external talent, and to
broaden and strengthen diversity outreach; and identification of development pipelines and broadened workforce
planning, talent management, and career development. All of these efforts will ensure talent readiness to support
Metropolitan’s future work requirements.
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Additional deliverables will include: introduction of streamlined methods to ensure flexible and cost-effective job
evaluations; optimization of Human Resources Information Systems and expanded use of e-learning training
opportunities to reduce employee time away from the job; improved alignment and integration of total
compensation practices; expanded efforts to foster consistent application of HR policies and practices; continued
emphasis on proactive and swift management of employee relations to address poor performance and positive
labor relations; systematic review of Metropolitan’s risk management practices; and review of internal HR cost
structures.
Lead Organization: External Affairs Group

Core Business: Legislative, Communications and Community Relations
At the Board’s direction, Metropolitan will continue to develop federal and state legislative strategies consistent
with board-adopted policies. This will include continued implementation of the board-adopted legislative
strategy. Metropolitan will also continue to build relationships with federal, state, and local elected officials as
well as business and community leaders.
Through multiple communication efforts and avenues, Metropolitan will provide clear and consistent
communications, both internally and externally, about Metropolitan’s operations, policies and programs. These
efforts will include support of Board members’ communication and relationships with elected officials and
various stakeholders; working with member agencies in coordination and delivery of water policy messages;
continued implementation of public education and outreach; and management of public information programs.
Key deliverables will include: passage of Metropolitan-supported legislative efforts; an effective education and
outreach program that increases public awareness of water issues; and work that continues to build support for
Metropolitan concerns in the business community and with other stakeholders.
Lead Organization: Real Property Development and Management Group
Core Business: Real Property Management
An emphasis will be placed on revenue enhancement through real property activities that increase the use of
Metropolitan’s vast land holdings. Primarily through leasing, the Real Property Development and Management
Group will seek opportunities for revenue generation from solar and wind energy development. In addition,
other sources of revenue such as telecommunications, film production location permitting, clean sustainable
technology and research as well as recreation development in the Diamond Valley Lake area will be pursued and
enhanced. All revenue endeavors will adhere to Metropolitan’s standard that any use of real property will not
interfere or impede water system operations.
Lead Organization: Chief Financial Officer
Core Business: Financial Management
Along with Strategic Priority No. 1 on Managing Budget and Finances, staff will continue to follow the two-year
budget development model so that the budget and rate-setting processes are better aligned to ensure favorable rate
and cost certainty. Staff will strive to continue to record and report financial activity in a timely and transparent
manner to the Board and to member agencies by maintaining excellence and transparency of financial accounting
and reporting, facilitating annual audit of financial statements with no significant issues or audit exceptions, and
by managing financial reporting in a manner that is timely and encourages positive feedback from the Board and
member agencies. Additionally, staff will continue to maintain successful internal financial controls as evidenced
by favorable audit findings and facilitated by regular internal assessments to help ensure the highest level of
financial integrity.
Business Plan Status
For fiscal year 2011/12, staff will provide a monthly status report on the business plan objectives for each lead
organization with the submittal of the General Manager’s Monthly Activities Report to the Board.

Policy
Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code Section 6416: Annual Report to Executive Committee
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
CEQA determination for Options #1 and #2:
The proposed action is not defined as a project under CEQA because it involves continuing administrative
activities, such as general policy and procedure making (Section 15378(b)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines). In
addition, where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed action in question may
have a significant effect on the environment, the proposed action is not subject to CEQA (Section 15061(b)(3) of
the State CEQA Guidelines).
The CEQA determination is: Determine that the proposed action is not subject to CEQA pursuant to
Sections 15378(b)(2) and 15061(b)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Board Options
Option #1
Adopt the CEQA determination and approve the General Manager’s Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12.
Option #2
Adopt the CEQA determination and redirect the General Manager’s Business Plan to accomplish alternative
policy goals.

Staff Recommendation
Option #1

6/21/2011
Jeffrey Kightlinger
General Manager

Attachment 1 – General Manager’s Business Plan Fiscal Year 2011/12
Ref# eo12611285
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Office of the General Manager - Bay Delta
The Bay-Delta organization strategically spearheads efforts necessary to secure reliable water supply
and protect water quality from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

Core Business – Bay-Delta Solutions
Develop near-term and long-term solution that enhances the Delta ecosystem, improves water supply
reliability, and protects water quality.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Develop near-term measures, compatible with a longterm Delta solution, to improve water supply reliability
and water quality, and facilitate protection and
enhancement of Delta ecosystems and associated
species.
• Develop long-term Delta improvements through the
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan, including measures
that implement conveyance and species conservation
improvements.
• Ensure that Delta emergency response measures are
implemented, including actions to develop a fresh
water pathway after a major emergency event in the
Delta.

• Progress in the completion of the BayDelta Conservation Plan.

Metropolitan Water District
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• Completion of a draft project finance
plan.
• Actions toward achieving emergency
response and other short-term Delta
solutions.
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Water System Operations Group
Water System Operations Group reliably treats and delivers high-quality water to Metropolitan’s
member agencies.

Core Business – System Reliability
Operate and maintain the water and power systems in an effective and efficient manner to ensure
reliable delivery of water supplies.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Operate system reliably.
• Optimize maintenance.
• Support water resource
programs.
• Effectively manage power
system requirements and
optimize generation.
• Improve security and
emergency response.
• Develop workforce.

Water Operations
• Unexpected Outages Disrupting Normal Services
X Target = 0
• Meet all Scheduled Water Deliveries
X Target = 100%
• Prioritize Maintenance
Targets:
X Miss < 10% of all preventive maintenance work orders (PMs)
X Miss < 1% of regulatory PMs
Power Operations
• Secure power to satisfy CRA pumping requirements
X Target = 100% of energy needs
• Meet Electrical Reliability Standards
X Target = 100%
Workforce Development
• Prepare for Emergencies
X Target = Each field unit conducts two table-top exercises; and
the Group conducts one functional exercise
• Train Employees
X Target = 90% completion of employee training plans

Metropolitan Water District
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Water System Operations Group - Continued
Water System Operations Group reliably treats and delivers high-quality water to Metropolitan’s
member agencies.

Core Business – Water Quality
Develop and implement comprehensive programs to ensure Metropolitan delivers water that meets or
exceeds all water quality regulations and objectives.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Protect source water quality.
• Optimize water treatment and

Water Quality
• Comply with Primary Drinking Water Standards

distribution.
• Provide technical support to
member agencies.
• Prepare for future regulations.
• Fully comply with water quality,
safety, and environmental
regulations.

Target =100% of health-based standards
Control Salinity
X
Target = 500 mg/L (average)
Resolve Consumer Complaints
X
Target = No aesthetic complaints from consumers
Actively engage in water quality regulatory process
X
Target = Review and comment on all applicable water quality
regulations and public health determinations
X
Target = Proactively engage regulators and provide appropriate
information on treatment, detection and costs such that new
standards include the best available scientific information
Engage on source water protection issues
X
Target = Complete 2010 updates to watershed sanitary surveys
X
Target = Follow up on all 2005 sanitary survey recommendations
X

•
•
•

•

Environmental, Health, & Safety
• Comply with Environmental Permits
Target = 100%
• Ensure worker safety
X
Target = Injury/illness rate < 8.5 incidents/year/100 employees
X
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Water Resource Management Group
Water Resource Management (WRM) Group plans, secures, and manages water resources that
Metropolitan supplies to its member agencies.

Core Business - Water Supply
Manage and execute water supply management strategies and programs to acquire water supply
and demand management resources to meet development targets specified by the Integrated
Resources Plan.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Optimize the effective use of storage capacity for
future needs.
• Develop a process to evaluate potential partnerships
for water resource project development.
• Complete Local Resources Development Strategy,
review Local Resources Program, and obtain Board
approval.
• Ensure cost-effective and reliable State Water
Contract Supply.
• Participate, and lead where appropriate, in statewide
and regional planning efforts.

• Dry-year Storage Levels above 2.2
million acre-feet by end of 2011
• 100% of SWP and Supply Program
invoices processed on time
• Manage Supply Program expenditures
within 2011/12 budget
• Board adoption of new programs in FY
2011/12:
X
Replenishment Program
X
Update of the Water Surplus and
Drought Management Plan
X
Local Resource Program
X
Long-Term Conservation Plan
X
Adjustments to the Water Supply
Allocation Plan
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Engineering Services Group
Engineering Services Group (ESG) provides project management, design, construction management,
environmental planning, infrastructure protection, and water-facility planning services in support of
Metropolitan’s mission. ESG also manages Metropolitan’s Capital Investment Plan (CIP).

Core Business – Capital Investment Plan
Manage board-authorized projects in the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) to enhance the quality and
reliability of the region’s water supply and infrastructure.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Manage high priority projects which replace or
rehabilitate equipment and facilities, to enhance
reliability of Metropolitan’s conveyance and
distribution system, and to protect water quality.
• Manage high priority projects which replace or
rehabilitate equipment and facilities, to enhance
reliability, comply with regulations, and improve
plant operating efficiency of Metropolitan’s water
treatment plants.
• Manage CIP projects in a cost-effective manner to
achieve fiscal year objectives.

• Final Design Cost as a percentage of
Construction Cost
Targets:
X 9% - 12% for Construction Costs
> $3,000,000
X 9% - 15% for Construction Costs
≤ $3,000,000
• Construction Inspection Costs as a
percentage of Construction Cost
Targets:
X 9% - 12% for Construction Costs
> $3,000,000
X 9% - 15% for Construction Costs
≤ $3,000,000
• Complete capital construction projects
on time
X Target = >95% of construction
contracts completed within approved
durations
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Business Technology Group
Business Technology Group (BTG) provides a broad range of technical and support services in
the areas of information technology (i.e. hardware/software, business applications, geographic
information systems, telecommunications/networks, IT security); business services (i.e. procurement,
contracting, warehousing, inventory management); facilities management (i.e. Headquarters, Diamond
Valley Lake Visitors and Education Center); and Business Outreach which ensures businesses open
access to the opportunities Metropolitan makes available within its service area. In addition, BTG
provides overall management of Metropolitan’s Grant Management Program.

Core Business - Business Processes and Information Technology
Drive continuous business process improvements to advance effectiveness and efficiency while striving
for innovation, flexibility, and integration with technology.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Ensure operational reliability and security of Metropolitan’s
IT systems by delivering cost-effective IT products and
services.
• Continue to implement business improvements and
promote self-service automation to increase organizational
efficiency.
• Continue to implement sustainable business practices
to reduce Metropolitan’s use of natural and renewable
resources.
• Efficiently maintain and operate Metropolitan’s
Headquarters Building at Union Station, the DVL Visitors
Center, and the DVL Education Center.
• Maintain an effective Business Outreach Program for
regional, small businesses and veterans to ensure broad
participation and competitive costs.
• Develop and implement comprehensive Grant Funding and
Management Program.
• Continue Business Technology’s organizational and
employee development.

• Department O&M costs ≤
board-approved budgets
• Completion of ITSP projects on
budget and within schedule.
• Achieve savings targets for
sustainability programs such as
Rideshare and Paperwise.
• Achieve board-adopted goals
of 18% or better of contracting
dollars to small business.
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Human Resources Group
The Human Resources Group ensures Metropolitan is a high performance workplace with excellent
leadership and management practices that engage employees; foster alignment with Metropolitan’s
business goals; provide the right talent and skills for the future; and establishes a workplace where
employees implement cost-effective processes and programs to deliver outstanding value and customer
support.

Core Business - Human Resources Excellence
Foster Human Resources Excellence with processes that attract, hire and develop the right people with
the right skills at the right time, swiftly and proactively address employee issues and poor performance,
enable cost-effective workforce management, and provide the workforce with career development
and training opportunities, as well as the tools to continually improve workforce skills, competencies,
productivity and customer support.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Deploy StrategicHR Plan to foster management
excellence, financial responsibility and a high
performance culture.
• Acquire the right talent, manage total compensation,
foster continual learning, development, and talent
management/succession to prepare for the future.
• Provide proactive, swift and consistent employee
relations and positive labor relations.
• Identify, assess and manage risk.
• Control Workers’ Compensation costs.
• Improve Human Resources Information Systems
(HRIS).

• HR Customer Satisfaction
• Establish and meet expectations set
by the Organization, Personnel and
Technology Committee
• Complete MOU Negotiations
• Improved ratings on High Performance
Workplace Survey

Metropolitan Water District
95 of 512
General Manager’s Business Plan FY 2011/12

Attachment 1
Page 9

External Affairs Group
External Affairs Group is charged with working with state and federal legislators to enhance and
protect the operational interests of Metropolitan and its member agencies; communicating the adopted
policies of the Board and providing clear and direct communication of Metropolitan’s operations,
policies, and programs to the public and other stakeholders; and providing responsive and appropriate
services to member agencies and other target audiences.

Core Business – Legislative, Communications and Community Relations
Develop federal and state legislative strategies consistent with board-adopted policies and ensure
consistent, clear communications (internally and externally) about Metropolitan’s operations, policies
and programs through multi-media communication efforts.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Continue to develop and implement local, state,
and federal water policy and legislative strategies
consistent with board-adopted policies.
• Support Board member communications and working
relationships with elected officials, other government
leaders, and business and community leaders.
• Coordinate and communicate day-to-day efforts to
maintain and improve: operations and maintenance;
source water quality protection and water treatment;
infrastructure replacement, refurbishment and
development; emergency management; and media
communications and community outreach.
• Communicate and work with member agencies to
assist in coordination and delivery of water policy
issues and actions to ensure key priorities identified
by Metropolitan and its member agencies are
addressed.
• Continue to develop and manage public information
programs to convey Metropolitan’s role in water
supply, resource planning, water quality protection,
conservation, and other water policy issues.

• Implement legislative strategy
• Education and issue awareness and
customer satisfaction
• Member agency service satisfaction
index
• Public and media awareness about
Metropolitan, its mission, priorities and
programs.
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Real Property Development & Management Group
Real Property Development and Management Group is responsible for managing Metropolitan’s real
property assets with a focus on revenue enhancement to extract value from real property assets, while
ensuring that Metropolitan’s core operations are protected.

Core Business – Real Property Management
Maintain and improve all of Metropolitan’s real property assets and facilitate in a condition needed to
support future water demands, operational challenges, and other business and service needs.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Develop policies, strategies, and actions that enable
sustainability in all aspects of real property including
development, revenue optimization, appraisal,
acquisition and annexation while concurrently
improving the planning, management, and quality of
internal real property activities and services.
• Refine and implement strategies to identify and
acquire right-of-ways and adjacent properties that
are necessary to implement future water infrastructure
projects and other real property goals.
• Manage natural resources and related facilities at
Diamond Valley Lake and Lake Skinner through best
management and sustainable practices to effectively
protect water quality.
• Implement land use plans, including property
entitlements, for the Diamond Valley Lake area
utilizing sustainability principles, as directed by the
Board of Directors.
• Transition the Diamond Valley Lake Visitors Center in
partnership with private, public, academic, and notfor-profit organizations.

• Total revenue generated from all real
property activities including but not
limited to leases, licenses, permits,
easements, and fees.
• Amount of lease revenue generated at,
above or below fair market value.
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Chief Financial Officer
The Chief Financial Officer is responsible for providing innovative, proactive and strategic financial
direction. Responsibilities include maintaining Metropolitan’s strong financial position and high
credit ratings, helping to achieve equitable water rates and charges that generate sufficient revenues,
assisting in the efficient management of Metropolitan’s financial resources, and ensuring that adequate
financial controls are in place to accurately record financial transactions, communicate financial results,
and protect Metropolitan assets.

Core Business - Financial Management
Assure member agencies, rating agencies, the legislature, and the public that Metropolitan is effectively
managing the public’s finances through consistent, clear, and timely financial policies and reporting.
Ensure Metropolitan has cost-effective access to capital markets and ability to finance ongoing future
needs.

Major Objectives:

Performance Measure(s):

• Record and report the financial activities of
Metropolitan in a timely and transparent manner to
the board, executive management, member agencies,
and the financial community.
• Manage and effectively administer rates and charges
to recover costs consistent with board policy.
• Ensure adequate financial controls are utilized.
• Manage investor relations to ensure clear
communications, accuracy of information, and
integrity.
• Update capital financing plans and work with rating
agencies and investors to communicate financial
needs and capabilities and ensure cost-effective
access to capital markets.
• Prudently manage the investment of Metropolitan’s
funds in accordance with policy guidelines and
liquidity considerations.

•
•
•
•
•
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Debt Service Coverage ≥ 2.0
Fixed Charge Ratio ≥ 1.2
Significant external audit findings = 0
Bond ratings ≥ AA, AA2
Reserve balances are within board
policy objectives
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July 12, 2011
Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
Re: Item 6E – General Manager’s Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12
Dear Mr. Kightlinger,
We wanted to provide you with our requests and recommendations to modify your Business Plan
for the current fiscal year in order to address what we believe are the main challenges confronting
MWD in the current fiscal year and in the future. While some of these objectives are broadly
suggested in Board Memo 6E, we believe that further clarification in key areas would be useful to
establishing performance measures.
The single greatest concern is that, with improved water supply conditions throughout the region,
MWD water sales and revenue will continue to trend substantially below budget projections. The
adopted budget for FY 2011/12 is based on 2 million acre feet (maf) of MWD water sales.1
Although the staff presented to the board last April, potential cost-saving measures to respond to
full service water sales as low as 1.8 maf, MWD’s actual sales last year were only 1.6 maf.2
Given recent sales trends, full service water sales may not trend up to 1.8 maf in the current fiscal
year; the time to address that real possibility is now, not at the end of the fiscal year. The general
manager should work with the board of directors to identify and implement additional costcutting measures as soon as possible.3
Per our prior discussion, we request that the following amendments be made to the General
Manager’s Business Plan for FY 2011/12.
1. Add the following objectives to financial management:

1

Manage expenditures so that the FY 2011/12 budget is balanced without further reliance

MWD reports its transportation of the Water Authority’s water under the Exchange Agreement as a “sale”
by MWD. We believe this practice is confusing at best and that MWD should change its reporting
practices to make clear – as it does in portions of its Official Statement – that MWD is actually delivering
water owned by the Water Authority
2
The 1.6 maf in sales included about 160 taf of Exchange Water owned by the Water Authority. While the
recent sale of discounted water by MWD may cause the “sales” number to rise this year, the revenues to
MWD resulting from the sale of discounted water cannot match budget projections that assumed sales at
the full service rates.
3
MWD must also budget for the reality that the sale of discounted water will also reduce full service sales
and revenues in future years.
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on one-time revenues, such as sale of assets, or special funds such as OPEB or PAYGO.


Develop a Long Range Finance Plan that: 1) is consistent with 2010 IRP, 2010 UWMP,
and annual water resource management program implementation; 2) includes cost
management measures that result in reasonable and predicable rate increases; 3) does not
depend on one-time revenues, such as sale of assets; and 4) limits expenditures from
special funds such as OPEB or PAYGO to designated purposes only.



Secure board approval of firm “take-or-pay” contracts for purchase of water commencing
January 1, 2013 so that firm revenues are assured to better match MWD’s fixed costs.



Develop an appropriate reserve fund to provide funding to pay for storage of water when
it is available in wet years.

2. Add the following performance measures to financial management:


Preserve credit ratings.

3. Add the following objectives to water supply:


Implement water resources programs in a manner that is consistent with: 1) both sales
projections and member agency demand projections as shown in MWD documentations and
member agency adopted Urban Water Management Plans, and 2) realistic budget projection
and Long Range Finance Plan.

We believe these objectives and performance measures are important to MWD’s long-term fiscal
sustainability and would appreciate your consideration in adding them to your Business Plan.
Finally, while we believe it is important to receive comments from the member agency managers,
we believe that Metropolitan’s board of directors must be directly involved in the development
and implementation of the Long Range Finance Plan. We have requested that the Chairman
establish a board process as soon as possible.
Sincerely,

Keith Lewinger
For San Diego County Water Authority Delegates
cc:
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Fern Steiner
Lynn Heidel
Jim Bowersox
MWD Board Chairman Jack Foley

Tuesday, July 12, 2011
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

9:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

L&C

10:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

Legislation

12:00 p.m.

Board Room

Board Meeting

Regular Board Meeting
July 12, 2011
12:00 p.m. -- Board Room

MWD Headquarters Building

y

700 N. Alameda Street

y

Los Angeles, CA 90012

1. Call to Order
(a)

Invocation: (Guest)

(b)

Pledge of Allegiance: Director James L. Bowersox

2. Roll Call

3. Determination of a Quorum

_______________________________________________________________________________
PUBLIC HEARING
Comments on the proposed standby charge for Calleguas Annexation No. 95 to
Calleguas Municipal Water District
________________________________________________________________________________

Date of Notice: June 28, 2011
101 of 512

Board Meeting Agenda
Page 2

July 12, 2011

4. Opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on matters
within the Board's jurisdiction. (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))
Recognition of Diamond Valley Lake Docents

5. OTHER MATTERS
A.

Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting for June 14, 2011. (A copy has
been mailed to each Director)
Any additions, corrections, or omissions

B.

Report on Directors' meetings attended at Metropolitan expense for month
of June

C.

Approve 30-day leave of absence for Chairman John Foley, effective
July 23, 2011

D.

Adopt motion to adjourn the August Board Meeting to August 16, 2011, to
establish tax rate

E.

Approve committee assignments

F.

Chairman's Monthly Activity Report

6. DEPARTMENT HEADS' REPORTS
A.

General Manager's summary of Metropolitan's activities for the month of
June

B.

Interim General Counsel’s summary of Legal Department activities for the
month of June

C.

General Auditor's summary of activities for the month of June

D.

Ethics Officer's summary of activities for the month of June

E.

Approve General Manager's Business Plan for fiscal year 2011/12

Date of Notice: June 28, 2011
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7. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
7-1

Appropriate $930,000; and authorize three rehabilitation projects at the
Joseph Jensen Water Treatment Plant (Approp. 15442). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determinations and
a. Appropriate $930,000;
b. Authorize final design of the Jensen Service Water Pump Replacement
project;
c. Authorize preliminary design to refurbish Jensen Modules Nos. 2 and 3
flocculators; and
d. Authorize construction of the Jensen Basin Launder Gate Improvements.

7-2

Appropriate $130,000; and authorize preliminary design to replace standby
generators at the Temescal and Corona Power Plants (Approp. 15441).
(E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination and
a.
Appropriate $130, 000; and
b.
Authorize preliminary design to replace the standby generators at
Temescal and Corona Power Plants.

7-3

Appropriate $170,000; and authorize final design to replace the data center
uninterruptible power supply at Metropolitan's Headquarters Building
(Approp. 15376). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination and
a.
Appropriate $170,000; and
b.
Authorize final design to replace the data center UPS system at
Metropolitan’s Headquarters Building.

(END OF CONSENT CALENDAR)

Date of Notice: June 28, 2011
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8. OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-1

Grant conditional approval for Peaceful Valley Ranch Annexation to
San Diego County Water Authority and Metropolitan; and adopt resolution
of intention to impose water standby charge. (F&I)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination and
a.
Grant conditional approval for Peaceful Valley Ranch Annexation to
SDCWA and to Metropolitan, conditioned upon finding that Metropolitan’s
interests will not be adversely affected by the existence of a window in
Metropolitan’s service area and establishing Metropolitan’s terms and
conditions for the annexation;
b.
Approve SDCWA’s Statement of Compliance with the current Water Use
Efficiency Guidelines; and
c.
Adopt the resolution of intention to impose water standby charge within
the proposed annexation territory, substantially in the form of
Attachment 4 to the board letter.

8-2

Authorize a payment of $537,728 for support of the Colorado River Board
and Colorado River Authority of California for fiscal year 2011/12. (WP&S)
(Two-thirds vote required)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination and, by a two-thirds vote, authorize the General
Manager to make a payment of $537,728 to the Six Agency Committee and the
Colorado River Authority of California for FY 2011/12.

8-3

Authorize amendment to existing agreement with Mojave Water Agency to
store State Water Project supplies. (WP&S)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination and authorize the General Manager to execute
agreements with the Mojave Water Agency and the Department of Water
Resources, as appropriate, for the storage of Metropolitan’s State Water Project
supplies consistent with the terms described in the board letter and
Attachment 1 to the letter.

Date of Notice: June 28, 2011
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9. BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
9-1

Draft policy principles for managing Metropolitan's real property assets.
(RP&AM)

9-2

Update on Water Supply Allocation Plan Three-Year Review Process.
(WP&S)

9-3

Review of in-region contractual groundwater storage programs. (WP&S)

10. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

11. ADJOURNMENT

NOTE: At the discretion of the Board, all items appearing on this agenda and all committee agendas, whether or not
expressly listed for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the Board.
Each agenda item with a committee designation will be considered and a recommendation may be made by one or
more committees prior to consideration and final action by the full Board of Directors. The committee designation
appears in parenthesis at the end of the description of the agenda item e.g. (E&O, B&F). Committee agendas may
be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary.
Writings relating to open session agenda items distributed to Directors less than 72 hours prior to a regular meeting
are available for public inspection at Metropolitan's Headquarters Building and on Metropolitan's Web site
http://www.mwdh2o.com.
Requests for a disability related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to
attend or participate in a meeting should be made to the Board Executive Secretary in advance of the meeting to
ensure availability of the requested service or accommodation.

Date of Notice: June 28, 2011
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Colorado River Board Representative’s Report (Information)
Purpose
The Colorado River Board (CRB) Representative’s Report summarizes monthly activities of the
Colorado River Board.
Background
This report covers activities from the July 13, 2011 CRB meeting.
Discussion
The CRB took actions and heard informational reports from CRB staff on activities discussed
below:
Water supply and reservoir operations
Both major reservoirs are continuing to gain storage from an above-average water year. As of
July 11, Lake Powell was 73 percent full, with 17.9 maf of storage. Lake Mead was 46 percent
fully, with 11.9 maf, and at an elevation of 1,104 feet. Because of the large volume of water
coming into the system, Reclamation expects to release 12.45 maf from Lake Powell to Lake
Mead this water year. This is more than 4 maf greater than the 8.23 maf that is typically
released. The total reservoir system has 38.1 maf, which is about 3.5 maf more than this time
last year. Runoff into Lake Powell is expected to be 134 percent of normal this water year.
Observed runoff from June this year was 172 percent of normal; the forecast for July is 226
percent of normal.
Binational talks
Basin states representatives on July 11 discussed binational Colorado River management
opportunities with Reclamation leadership during a conference call. Reclamation Commissioner
Michael Connor reported on a recent binational meeting held in Tijuana last month. He said the
focus of the meeting was restarting the binational process, and participants did not discuss
substantive policy or technical matters. Connor said he is trying to steer binational discussions
from the largely technical matters to focus on policy and implementation issues. These include
storage of Mexico’s water in U.S. reservoirs, shortage guidelines for Mexico, and coordinated
operations. Connor said he was working with the U.S. IBWC representatives to develop a schedule
that could result in the execution of a binational agreement (Minute 319) that would address these
issues by early 2012.
Environmental issues
Interior Secretary Ken Salazar early this month announced the initiation of a comprehensive
review of Glen Canyon Dam operations. The review, called the “Long-Term Experimental and
Management Plan,” is co-led by Reclamation and the National Park Service, and is intended to
ensure that river flow regimes below the dam meet future water supply, electric power
generation, and wildlife habitat needs. The review will guide future experimental management
actions, such as the high-flow releases designed to improve river corridor habitat. Reclamation
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this month released a draft Environmental Assessment for a protocol for high-flow experimental
releases. The EA is intended to evaluate the impacts associated with short-term, high-volume
dam releases for a 10-year experimental period. The protocol will determine when and how to
conduct the experimental high-flow releases.
Salinity control
The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum adopted a May 2011 draft of its Triennial
Review (Water Quality Standards for Salinity, Colorado River System) and released the draft for
public comment. The Forum did not revise existing salinity standards for the river, and noted
that there is very low probability of exceeding the standards in the near term. The Forum is
accepting comments on the draft until August 15.

Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:

Dave Fogerson, Senior Engineer
Halla Razak, Colorado River Program Director
W.D. “Bill” Knutson, CRB Representative

Attachment:

Summary Water Report, Colorado River Basin

107 of 512

SUMMARY WATER REPORT
COLORADO RIVER BASIN
July 5,2011

RESERVOIR STORAGE
(as of July 4
Lake Powell
Flaming Gorge
Navajo
LakeMead
Lake Mohave
Lake Havasu
Total System Storage
System Storage Last Year

MAF
17.433
3.355
1.461
11.781
1.652
0.568
37.366
34.642

ELEV.
IN FEET
3651.7
6,030.2
6,068.6
1,103.2
641.3
447.4

June 6,2011
MAF
ELEV.
IN FEET

of
Capacfty

72
89
86

14.498
3.188
1.453

46
91
92
63
58

11.382
1.715
0.589
33.583
33.505

3626.8
6,025.8
6,068.0
1,098.8
643.6
448.5

of
Capacity

60
85
86
44
95
96
56
56

June 6,2011
WY 2011 Precipitation (Basin Weighted Avg) 10/01/10 through 7/05/11
WY 2011 Snowpack Water Equivalent I Basin Weighted Avg) on day of 7,05/I I
(Above two values based on average of data from 116 sites.)
July 1. 2011 Forecast of Unregulated Lake Powell Inflow

130 percent (34.3”)
N/A

128 percent (32.5”)
264 percent (10.3”)
June 3,2011
MAF % of Avg.

MAF % of Normal

2011 April through July unregulated inflow

12.000

151 %

12.600

159%

2011 Water Year forecast

16.086

134%

16.598

138%

USBR Forecasted Year-End 2011 and 2010 Consum. Use, July 6, 2011 a.

MAF

Nevada (Estimated Total)

0.478

2011
Return
0.215

Arizona (Total)
CAP Total

3.644

0.876

Diversion

-

Az. Water Banking Authority

OTHERS
California (Total) b.i

4.767

0.614

MWD

2010
=

Net

0.263

0.243

2.767
1.583

2.792
1.653

0.134

0.134

1.184

1.140

4.153
0.63 1

4.363
1.099

3.85 Agriculture

Total

Conserved

Forecasted

Estimated

c.i

PVID
YPRD
Island e.I

3.163
0.364
0.318
0.044
0.007

-0.360
-0.031
0
0
0

2.803
0.333
0.318
0.044
0.007

2.547
0.304
0.274
0.039
0.006

TotalAg.

3.896

-0.391

3.505

3.170

0.017

0.094

7.183

7.399

lID

CVWD d,/

Others

PVID-MWD fallowing to storage (to be determined)
Arizona, California, and Nevada Total f./

8.888

1.705

2

a./ Incorporates Jan-Apr. USGS monthly data and 75 daily reporting stations which may be revised after provisiont
data reports are distributed by USGS. Use to date estimated for users reporting monthTy and annually.
b./ California 2011 basic use apportionment of 4.4 MAF has been adjusted to 4.174 MAFfor payback of Inadvertent
Overrun and Payback Policy overruns (-1,213 AF), Intentionally Created Surplus Water by lID (-25,000 AF),
Creation of Extraordinary Conservation CS MWD (-200,000 AF)
c.I 0.105 MAF conserved by IID-MWD Agreement as amended in 2007: 105,000 AF conserved for SDCWA under the
1ID-SDCWA Transfer Agreement as amended, 80,000 AF of which is being diverted by MWD; 16,000 AF required to
conserved for CVWD under the llD-CVWD Acquisition Agreement, 67,700 AF conserved by the All-American Canal
Lining Project.
d.i 30,850 acre-feet conserved by the Coachella Canal Lining Project.
eJ Includes estimated amount of 6,530 acre-feet of disputed uses by Yuma Island pumpers and
0 acre-feet by Yuma Project Ranch 5 being charged by USBR to Priority 2.
f./ Includes unmeasured returns based on estimated consumptive use/diversion ratios by user from studies provided by
Arizona Dept. of Water Resources, Colorado River Board of California, and Reclamation.
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Monthly Total Colorado River Basin Storage
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Excess deliveries to Mexico for year—
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FIGURE 1
JULY 1,2011 FORECAST OF 2011 YEAR-END COLORADO RIVER WATER USE
BY THE CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL AGENCIES
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First of Month

Forecast of Colorado River Water Use
by the California Agricultural Agencies
(Millions of Acre-feet)

Month

Use as of

Forecast

Forecast

First of

of Year

of Unused

Month

End Use

Water (ll

Jan

0.000

Feb

0167

3519

0.023

Mar

0.335

3.509

0.033

Apr

0.674

3.518

0.024

May

1.107

3.515

0.027

Jun

1.473

3.510

0.032

Jul
Aug
Sep

Oct
Nov
Dec
Jan

(1) The forecast of unused water is based on the availability of 3.542 MAF under the first three priorities
of the water delivery contracts. This accounts for the 85,000 af of conserved water available to MWD
under the 1988 IID-MWD Conservation agreement and the 1988 llD-MWD-CVWD-PVID Agreement as
amended; 80,000 AF of conserved water available to SDCWA under the llD-SDCWA Transfer Agreement
as amended being diverted by MWD; as estimated 29000 AF of conserved water available to SDCWA
and MWD as a result of the Coachella Canal Lining Project, 67,700 AF of water available to SDCWA
and MWD as a result of the All American Canal Lining Project; 14,500 AF of water lID and CVWD are
forbearing to permit the Secretary of the Interior to satisfy a portion of Indian and miscellaneous present
perfected rights use and 25,000 AF of water lID is conserving to create Extraordinary Conservation
Intentionally Created Surplus. 0 AF has been subtracted for lIDs Salton Sea Salinity Management in
2011. As USER is charging uses by Yuma Island pumpers to priority 2, the amount of unused water has
been reduced by those uses 6,530 AF. The CRB does not concur with USBR’s viewpoint on this matter.
-
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COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA
Aunt 28, 201

COLORADO RIVER WATER REPORT

The following report summarizes data obtained from provisional reports
of the US. Geological Survey, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, International
Boundary and Water Commission, and Imperial Irrigation District.
I. Active Surface Storage
’ in Reservoirs at end of Month (Thousand Acre-feet).
1
March 2011

Upper Basin
Lake Powell
Flaming Gorge
Fontenelle
Navajo
Biue Mesa
Morrow Point
Crystal
Sub-total

Storage

Elevation
in feet

12,804
3,160
136
1,326
495
113
17

3,610.7
6,025.0
6,473.7
6,058.3
7,478.5
7,154.4
6,750.9

18,050

% of
Capapjy

Change
During
Month

Change
from
2010

53%
84%
39%
78%
60%
96%
93%

-431
56
-23
-2
-37
2
0

-892
-38
23
80
-47
6

58%

-434

869

43%
94%
94%

53
6
15

-380
29
17

Lower Basin
Lake Mead
Lake Mohave
Lake HaVaSU

11,170
1,705
581

1,096.4
643.2
448.1

Sub-total

13,456

47%

74

,334

Upper and
Lower BasinTota!

31,506

53%

-361

1.202

1/ Figures shown do not include reservoir dead storage.
2 Storage above minimum operation level is 31,506 15,936 = 15.570 thousand acre-feeL
Minimum operation level (15,936 thousand acre-feet) is defined as the sum of acLve
content at minimum power pool plus minimum active content required to make
surface dversons at Lake Havasu and Navajo Reservoir.
-
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IL Unper Basin D’scharoe (Acre-feet).

Meas. FIow Adjusted for CRSP
Surface Sorag Cha’aes

Station

Meas.
Flow
March
2011

Cumulative Fiow
October
thru
March

March
2011

Green River at Green
Rver, Utah

293,900

1,054,500

349,600

Colorado River near
Cisco, Utan

258100

1,209,400

223,500

San Juan River near
B tiff. Utah

49.000

305,000

47,400

1 057,100

5.263,500

645,500

At Lee Ferry

.Cornnact Pontj

II

_owe” Basin Discharge (Acre-fee.

Station
Below Hoover Darn

Cumuiative_Fow
October
thru
March

March
2011
1.006,400

4,278,700

Below Davis Darn

987,200

421 6,600

Below Parker Darn

692,700

2,679,200

Acve Imperia! Darn

593,300

2.453,000

-2-
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of Ma-.
89- year
average
(1922-2010
water years

101c4

IV

Co’isumotive Use of Lower Colorado River Mainstream Water tAcre-feet
Marco, 2011

Ca1omnia Users
Palo \Jerde mg. Dist
‘umna Proj. (Res Div.)0
lnpenal mg. Dst
Sniton Sea MitUation
.aSBR Operatons
IL’ p as Saton Sea Mit.ga:ion
Ccac’te Val W9t Ths12—
Suctota
L0’tMcavo lad. Res
Cu

Mscetareous

tileticooritan Vater Dist.
Total
Ar’!7ona

Diversion
60,520
9:800
264,860
0
15,500
280,360
22 730
373A40
2,290
2,860
70,890
449.480

Chanqe in
Gons.UscConsumptive From Mar
Return
Use
2010
31,710
2,380

24.090
1.060
430
35,580

Cumvative C’tr’s Usc’
.ir’tnuary Onanqe from
Mc’r:trs
thru
prey ,ar’
thru
March
thru Mar
March

28,810
7,420
264,860
0
15,500
280,360
22160
339,350
1.230
2.860
70.460
413,900

52,180
230
0
-18.960
33.150

45.330
11,040
542,150
0
‘9,610
561,760
5590
674,120
2.10
4,660
44,3i5
825,200

181,260
27 970
51,230
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3,530
690
5,880
29 C

52,930
a i90
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11 090
-3,42C
-3.300
0
50C0

404,840
42 630
105.950
50,320
6,700
880
12,300
e2S 620

3 01
47,240
19,554
-7,050
-3,71’
0
21

890
-10
880

30,700
30
30,730

J,(’5
-30
3,0.1

93330

1,479,550

5.250
3,950
26,440
0
‘5.500
41940

35,’20
345,180
7,400
46,050
123,9TU. 2.653.314
-320
79,323
19,413
32.1::
142,280 2 769
3 1
195
200 7 472,100
-610
24 15.2
1
-1 0i,590
L’55.07.
84,130 4 Sf 224

Users

Central Arizona Project
(‘ulorabo Rver nd Res
Cia Gravity Main Canal
Yuma P”C (ValIe’ DivO
art Mojave Inc Res
Hovasu Nat W.lcife Ref.
“\rizo:ta Miscetanecus!
Octal

181,260
40 000
69,610
41,290
6 540’
690
5,880
354 21

21 030
18.380
12,440
3,010
0
5486

59,470

711,390
0
57$,35J
232 636
‘r53$4
31 ‘7cc.
85.00

Nevada Users
ae Meodi.
Vohave Steam P art
‘rota

Total Consumptive Use
(Ariz., Cai., Nev.)

20,970

33 290
10
33,300

20.970

12,320
10
12,330

837050

111,410

725,640

J55,75
34:
236,090

208,620 v.934,420

Based on measurements below Pilot Knob (assumed to be equal to USBR Article V data aftet credJ is
aiven for unmeasured California return flows between Impenal Darn and Pilot Knob), in additior. SaSon Sea
‘nitqaticin is “tot part of ID’s use but is ncluded in (3 total diversion. USSR Operations consists .4 Stltnn
Sea Oøerattons C acre—feet and Warren H Brook Reservoir Ooerations 4,040 acre-tee:.

a.

e:urn iow estimates asect on averages of pas: returns as calculated ny USSR for Article 4 ‘tutu
Starting Januan 20’tl consumptive use values d;version m;nus returns as renerted by Rer.artrr
a At: estirnaten rne. dual made by the Colorado Rrver Board o California combning such items as s’nrni
diversions along thc- r ver, unmeasured grouncwaler return flow, etc.. wlich, when combined w t :hu’
quantities sled to amve at the Slate’s total, presents an estimate of the State’s Consumptive ccc
of rower Cocrudo R:ver water.
o Nevada use January 2011 ‘rot vai!able in USBRJLC website, the January 2010 use numoers
.vere assumed in this months calculation and will he revised later when data are avaiabe.
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)
Imported Water Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation
Adopt the Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Alternative
Do not amend the goals.
Background
The Imported Water Committee is responsible for imported water matters, including: Activities
and issues as a member agency of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California;
administration of the Colorado River Quantification Settlement Agreement and related
agreements; Colorado River Board; State Water Project; Bay-Delta; and other matters relating to
water supplies from outside San Diego County. During the next two years, the committee
expects to review, discuss, and make decisions pertaining to these matters.
Previous Board action: The Board adopted the Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012 on March 24, 2011.
Discussion
The attached report lists amendments to the Imported Water Committee goals for 2011 and 2012.
These amendments reflect issues addressed at the March 31, 2011 Board Retreat. The amended
goals were prepared under the direction of the Administrative and Finance Committee Chair and
Vice Chairs. The goals will be formally reviewed at the end of each calendar year to measure
progress.

Prepared by:

Amy I. Chen, MWD Program Chief
Halla Razak, Colorado River Program Director
Reviewed by: Mark Watton, Chair, Imported Water Committee

Attachment: Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012
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Amended Imported Water Committee Goals
Calendar Years 2011 and 2012
Strategic Plan Objectives
1. Desalination – Support efforts to facilitate and/or develop local seawater and brackish
groundwater desalination facilities that represent 10% of the region’s total water supply
requirements. (2012 – SP #4)
2.1.
Water Transfers – Obtain short-term water transfers and storage to meet dry
year supply needs as required. (2012 – SP #6)
3.2.
Political Influence – Adopt and implement a biennial water policy agenda
directed toward MWD, the state, the seven basin states, and various federal agencies.
(2012 – SP #7)
4.3.
Public Awareness – Create broad public support for and awareness of issues
surrounding water, water resources, and water infrastructure. (January 2015 – SP #15)

Business Plan Goals
Bay-Delta Program
1. Adopt updated Bay-Delta work plan for 2011/12. (June 2011 – BP #1)
2. Adopt policies and provide direction to staff to evaluate the cost benefit of a long-term
Delta fix. (June 2012 – BP #4)
3. Consider staff recommendations on efforts to implement near-term Bay-Delta actions and
to construct conveyance facilities for long-term water supply reliability. (June 2012 – BP
#3)
4. Consider staff recommendations on the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan. (January 2012 –
BP #2)
5. Consider staff recommendations on advocating the Water Authority’s position on Delta
strategies. (July 2014 – BP #6)

Colorado River Water Supplies
1. Provide direction to ensure full access to supplies linked to the Quantification Settlement
Agreement and related agreements, including the water transfer with IID, the All
American Canal Lining Project, and the Coachella Canal Lining Project (BP #7) during
legal challenge of agreements.
2. Consider staff recommendations related to the feasibility study of a binational seawater
desalination plant at Rosarito Beach, Baja California, Mexico (BP #6).
2. Consider staff recommendations related to the identification and development of potential
water supply projects to augment existing Colorado River supply sources (BP #9).
3. Direct staff efforts to support actions that reduce Colorado River water salinity, working
in cooperation with the Colorado River Board and Colorado River Salinity Control
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Forum, and by advocating for appropriate blends of State Water Project and Colorado
River water from MWD.

Metropolitan Water District Water Supplies
1. Consider staff recommendations on efforts to ensure long-term regional water supply
reliability and quality from MWD while minimizing costs (2012 – BP #3, 6).
2. Provide direction to ensure MWD’s Supply Allocation Plan is set at the appropriate level
of allocation to meet current demands and adequate amount of water is kept in storage for
future needs. (2012 – BP #3, 6)
3. Consider staff’s recommendations on MWD’s proposed revenue generating programs
ensuring it does not risk water ratepayers’ money. (2012 – BP #3, 6)
4. Provide direction to ensure cost containment and appropriate level of MWD’s budget
expenditures and that associated rates and charges are reasonable. (2012, BP #3,6)
5. Provide policy direction to staff to ensure cost-effective incentive implementation for
conservation and Local Resources Programs, including seawater desalination, better
reflect the Water Authority’s financial contribution to MWD. (2012 – BP #3, 6)
5.6.
Provide policy direction to staff on key MWD issues including water supply and
financial matters.

Other Goals
1. Adopt a water policy position on the governance, operation and ownership of the State
Water Project. (June 2012 – BP #3)
2. Consider opportunities, including partnerships with others, for additional conjunctive use
of imported water or storage supplies. (June 2012 – BP #4)
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Colorado River Binational Discussions Report (Information)
Purpose
This report provides information on binational cooperative activities related to the Colorado River,
including new water sources, environmental restoration projects, water conservation, shortage
criteria and salinity control management.
Background
Mexican and U.S. agencies are engaged in a cooperative process to improve Colorado River water
supplies and water management. This binational effort involves the U.S. federal government, the
seven Colorado River basin states, and federal, state, and local agencies from Mexico. These
agencies, which include the Water Authority, participate in workgroups that focus on new water
supplies, water conservation, environmental restoration, shortage criteria, and system operations.
The binational parties met most recently early last month in Tijuana, where they discussed ongoing
activities in each work group.
Recent binational activities
Last year, most of the binational water management effort was focused on addressing impacts of an
earthquake that struck the Mexicali Valley in April 2010, and making arrangements to operate the
Yuma Desalination Plant on a trial basis. The countries executed three binational minutes, or
formal agreements, related to these efforts. The minutes are:
•

•
•

Minute 316 allowed Mexico and non-governmental organizations to convey extra water
through the Wellton-Mohawk Bypass Drain, which enabled pilot operation of the Yuma
Desalination Plant by providing environmental makeup water that would have otherwise
flowed into the Cienega de Santa Clara in Mexico.
Minute 317 stated the formal objectives of the binational cooperative process.
Minute 318 allowed adjustments to Mexico’s Colorado River water delivery schedule
needed because of the earthquake-damaged water conveyance infrastructure.

A binational leadership group has met five times this year to further develop common areas of
interest and identify specific projects to pursue. The group discussed funding needs, information
needed to support decision-making, requirements for experts and consultants, stakeholder
consultation, and formal agreements necessary to implement projects and river management. The
discussion resulted in six fundamental issues that need to be addressed in 2011, and five specific
projects that will be pursued. The key issues include salinity control, shortage and surplus criteria,
binational water storage and exchange mechanisms, and water for the environment. The projects
that will be pursued include:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

the Rosarito Beach seawater desalination plant study;
a new regulating reservoir on the Alamo Canal in Mexico;
a land-fallowing program in Mexico;
an environmental restoration project in Mexico; and
conveyance of a portion of Mexico’s Colorado River water through the All American Canal.

The leadership group organized two new workgroups to focus on specific issues: a salinity group to
review water quality management; and a hydrology group to study shortage and surplus criteria.
System Operations Workgroup: Conveyance of water through All American Canal
Mexico is interested in conveying some of its Colorado River water through the All American
Canal as a means of securing an improved water supply to the communities on the coastal Baja
zone (Tecate, Tijuana, Rosarito Beach, and Ensenada) and to deliver water under emergency
conditions, such as in the aftermath of an earthquake. Workgroup members which include
representatives from the Imperial Irrigation District, the City of San Diego and the Bureau of
Reclamation are studying a connection of about 200 cfs capacity that would be located at the
western end of the All American Canal, near the takeoff of the Westside Main Canal. Activities
planned for this and next year include design and permitting of the project, funding, and IBWC
agreements on terms and conditions for project implementation. Construction could be
completed by early 2014.
Environmental Workgroup: habitat restoration project
This workgroup recommended implementation of a habitat restoration project located at Miguel
Aleman, in the Limitrophe Section in Baja California. The project would restore up to 50 acres
of cottonwood/willow and mesquite habitat that would be consistent with U.S. efforts on the
Lower Colorado River Multiple Species Conservation Plan. Both countries would provide funds
for the project, with the U.S. share estimated to be about $325,000 and the Mexican share about
$375,000. For 2011, the workgroup expects to complete project design, with Reclamation’s
assistance, and reach necessary agreements to implement the project.
Conservation Workgroup: Alamo Canal water conservation project; land fallowing project
The Alamo Canal project would construct a regulating reservoir on the Alamo Canal near
Matamoros Dam in Mexico. The reservoir would have a capacity of about 570 af. The purpose
of the reservoir is to regulate water that could be used for agricultural or environmental water
use. The reservoir is near to and could be linked with the Miguel Aleman restoration project.
The current workplan provides a budget of about $500,000 for the project. The workgroup is
also reviewing opportunities for a land-fallowing conservation program, similar to fallowing
programs in the U.S. The intent is to initially explore a pilot project that would use the water for
environmental purposes.
New Water Sources Workgroup: Rosarito Beach seawater desalination plant study
Several water agencies and the Mexican federal government are funding a study to determine the
feasibility of constructing a large-scale seawater desalination plant in Rosarito Beach.
The feasibility study is intended to determine whether a seawater desalination plant could be
developed and constructed in a way that provides benefits to water users of both nations. Water
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from a desalination plant in Mexico could be delivered directly to San Diego County through a new
pipeline, or could be exchanged for some of Mexico’s 1.5 maf apportionment of Colorado River
water.
Salinity Workgroup
This new workgroup was formed to review salinity impacts of proposed projects and
management actions, and to identify approaches to minimize salinity as a water quality issue.
A number of proposed actions, such as storing Mexican Colorado River apportionment in Lake
Mead for future delivery, could result in changes to the salinity of water delivered to Mexico.
The salinity of water delivered to Mexico is regulated under an existing IBWC minute. The
workgroup has no projects at this time, but will review all proposed projects and management
actions, and make recommendations for accommodating changes in salinity impacts.
Hydrology Workgroup
This is a new workgroup that was formed to review conditions under which Colorado River
shortages and surpluses are shared binationally. It will build upon computer modeling studies
that were completed last year to develop shortage and surplus triggers that could be applied to
Mexico. Shortage management is expected to be addressed as part of a comprehensive set of
cooperative actions in a future formal agreement, or minute, between the U.S. and Mexico.

Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
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Dave Fogerson, Senior Engineer
Halla Razak, Colorado River Programs Director

July 20, 2011
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Update on Long-Term Bay Delta Actions (Information).
Purpose
This memo provides an expanded Bay-Delta quarterly update on the recent Bay-Delta activities,
including Bay Delta Conservation Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council’s fourth public draft of the
Delta Plan, and issues raised by the Water Authority and its MWD Delegates on financing for the
Bay Delta improvements.
Background
Metropolitan Water District (MWD), one of the Water Authority’s imported water sources, buys
and imports water from Northern California and the Colorado River and then sells and distributes
it to its member agencies. The Colorado River water is delivered to MWD’s service area via
MWD’s own Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA), for which the capital component has been paid.
MWD purchases water from Northern California through the State’s California Aqueduct, by
way of a “take-or-pay” State Water Project (SWP) water supply contract that contains a
significant amount of capital costs yet to be repaid. Because MWD’s Colorado River supplies
are less costly, MWD had historically base loaded its CRA to meet demands, and relied on
surplus and other states’ unused apportioned water to fill the CRA. This strategy worked until
2003, as neighboring states, Arizona and Nevada, increased their water use from the Colorado
River, which caused MWD to rely more on its more expensive and hydrologically dependent
SWP to meet demands.
While the quantity of SWP available for delivery has always been influenced by both hydrology
and operational considerations, the SWP reliability has recently been severely affected by
environmental issues brought by litigation involving the Bay Delta estuary. Because the Delta
estuary supports many species and is also the transportation hub to move water from Northern
California to Southern California, several processes had been established to address the need of
the ecosystem and water exporters, upon other things. In 2006, then-Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger established by Executive Order a Delta Vision process. In 2008, the Delta
Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force, a group formed as a result of the process, issued a Delta Vision
Strategic Plan that provided 12 integrated and linked recommendations for long-term sustainable
management of the Bay Delta. The recommendation to restore habitat within the Delta in a way
that reliably delivers water throughout California prompted the preparation of the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan (BDCP) by a collaboration of state, federal, and local water agencies, state
and federal fish and wildlife agencies, environmental organizations, agricultural organizations,
and other entities. As part of the evaluation of environmental impacts resulting from the BDCP’s
goal to advance the restoration of the ecosystem in the Delta and improve the reliability of water
supplies, state and federal laws require the development of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), respectively. The BDCP EIR/EIS is being
developed by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Bureau of
Reclamation. In a parallel process, DWR formed the Delta Habitat Conservation and
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Conveyance Program (DHCCP) to provide engineering and real estate services in support of the
environmental review process, which includes completion of a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
and a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP). The goal of the HCP/NCCP is to provide
for the conservation of species and habitats covered by the Plan. The final EIR/EIS is scheduled
for completion by April 2012; the final BDCP is expected to be complete by late 2012 or early
2013, and would be implemented over the following 50 years.
In 2009, the State passed Senate Bill X7-1, known as the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Reform
Act of 2009 (Delta Reform Act). The legislation also directed that the Bay Delta be managed
with dual goals of water supply reliability and ecosystem protection and created two new
governmental entities – the Delta Stewardship Council (Council) and the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta Conservancy (Conservancy). The Conservancy is charged with implementing
ecosystem restoration in the Bay Delta, while the Council is directed to adopt and oversee
implementation of a comprehensive Bay Delta management plan (Delta Plan) by January 1,
2012. The Council is also statutorily designated as a “responsible agency” regarding the
development of the BDCP’s EIR/EIS. In order to be incorporated into the Delta Plan and for public
funds to be made available for public restoration benefits, the BDCP must meet the statutory criteria
in the Delta Reform Act.
Discussion
Bay Delta Conservation Plan. The BDCP is being developed as a multi-species HCP/NCCP
under the federal and state endangered species acts. By providing a plan that seeks to recover
listed species, state and federal water management agencies will be able to obtain the permits
necessary to build necessary infrastructure in the Delta.
In November 2010, a working draft of the BDCP was released reflecting some progress towards
consensus by the various stakeholders on improving water supply and reliability and restoring
the Bay Delta ecosystem. The November working draft aims to gain authorization under the
federal and state endangered species act for a strategy that consists of a dual water delivery
system comprised of new North Delta Diversion facilities and an isolated conveyance system to
transport water to the existing SWP and CVP export facilities in the South Delta. The strategy is
planned to work in tandem with the existing through-delta conveyance system to allow for
greater flexibility in operating the state and federal projects.
In May, the National Research Council (NRC), whose mission includes improving government
decision-making and public policy, released a report titled “The Review of the Use of Science
and Adaptive Management in California’s Draft Bay Delta Conservation Plan.” The report
identified the November draft plan lacked a critical component – the effects analysis – in moving
the process forward. The report also pointed out that the BDCP lacked an analysis of water
conveyance alternatives. Deputy Secretary for the California Natural Resources Agency Gerald
Meral, in addressing the MWD Water Planning and Stewardship Committee, agreed with NRC’s
assessment, saying that November draft is a work in progress and will be science-based. Other
key issues identified by the NRC and other groups as incomplete but critical included developing
the operations criteria and cost-share and funding mechanisms. Today, the “effects analysis,”
which the BDCP defines as “a systematic scientific look at the potential impacts of a proposed
project on those species and how those species would benefit from conservation actions,” is still
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being prepared. The effects analysis, which is expected to be completed in late-2011 or early2012, would more accurately define the impacts of water project operations; without the
analysis, it is hard to evaluate alternative mitigation and conservation actions. Additionally, if
the BDCP is to achieve co-equal goals of providing reliable water supply and protecting the
Delta ecosystem, then the rational progression is to select alternative projects or develop the
operations criteria only after the effects analysis is completed, project costs are better defined,
and financial commitments to pay for the project are obtained from water contractors.
While the BDCP Draft Finance Plan for the new conveyance is scheduled for release at the end
of this year, the November working draft shows a low and a high estimate of cost to implement
the BDCP measures. The mid-point estimate of cost for the Delta pipeline/tunnel conveyance
option is about $13 billion. The mid-point cost to implement ecosystem restoration and to
address the effects of other stressors is about $3.6 billion. Others have placed the conveyance
and ecosystem restoration costs at a much higher amount. At this time, the allocation of project
costs between the SWP and CVP has yet to be resolved; no agreement has been reached on the
apportionment of cost of the various components of the BDCP beyond SWP and CVP
contractors’ commitment to fund the study for the new conveyance and related mitigation
measures. As such, in order to provide a cost estimate for its long-term financial planning
purposes, MWD has assumed a cost sharing formula that divided the cost equally between the
SWP and CVP contractors; then the SWP share is allocated according to the existing Table A
formula, which MWD is responsible for about 50 percent. Accordingly, MWD has stated that it
would fund 25 percent or more of the total project cost. While the Finance Plan is vital in the
BDCP process, it is unclear whether the BDCP costs may balloon to unmanageable levels for its
stakeholders, such as MWD, because agreements with stakeholders to define financial
commitments have not been secured. Further, without firm commitments by MWD’s own
member agencies, MWD may not have the financial resources to undertake a project of this
magnitude. And, without MWD as a major financial backer, the success of BDCP is placed in
doubt.
To date, approximately $253.5 million has been estimated to cover development of the BDCP
environmental documents and initial costs (the funds are managed by the DWR); $153.5 million
has been authorized via agreements with stakeholders, including MWD; the remaining $100
million forecasted for future BDCP analysis has not been committed by any agency. MWD staff
indicates that it will not execute an agreement until the completion of the effects analysis and
details of the benefits it would gain is identified.
Due to the concerns over financing, in May, the Water Authority, along with 12 other water
agencies and stakeholders, expressed support in a letter to California Natural Resources
Secretary John Laird for the state’s renewed effort to place emphasis on the financing of the
BDCP (see Attachment 1). MWD plans to return to its board in August to provide an update on
the BDCP costs to-date and obtain direction on future costs.
A critical piece to both the SWP and CVP contractors is the preparation of a water supply benefit
analysis. A great deal of work must be completed to determine the relative water supply benefit
of the BDCP before determining the cost of each contractor to implement the BDCP. Depending
on the results of the effects analysis, DWR would determine if any adjustments need to be made
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in the conveyance strategy. The November draft illustrates that before the recent regulatory
restrictions, the SWP and CVP combined exports totaled about 6.0 million acre-feet (maf) on
average. The BDCP takes into consideration climate change conditions and assesses water
supply resulting from potential operations criteria of new facilities that could be constructed and
operable by 2025. With the continued operations of the existing system under current biological
opinion restrictions, the resulting water supply is estimated to be about 4.7 maf of export on
average. Based on analysis to-date for dual operations (made up of new North Delta Diversion
facilities and the existing system in the South Delta) operational criteria, the potential average
annual water supply is forecasted to be 5.9 maf. There are remaining issues still under
discussion that may influence the effects analysis, such as conditions related to the Old & Middle
River Flow and Fall Outflow (X2) experiment, which could further impact the amount of
“gained” export by about 500,000 af.
With the delay of the effects and water supply benefit analyses, the total cost of the BDCP has
not been calculated.
Delta Stewardship Council. On June 14, the Council released its fourth staff draft of the Delta
Plan. The draft continues to discuss the goals for the state water system, which includes sustainable
water use, conveyance and storage, restoring fish and wildlife, improving water quality, flood risk,
agriculture, governance, and financing. The following are some of the recommendations included
in the fourth draft:
• Continue with long-term planning for larger water storage projects;
• Identify groundwater and surface water projects that could occur in the next five to 10 years;
• Develop groundwater management plans and identify areas of critical groundwater overdraft
and prevent overdraft;
• Restore some areas around the Delta to a natural state; and
• Create a sense of place by designating the Delta and Suisun Marsh as a National Heritage
Area.
Key concerns expressed by many water exporters, including MWD, consist of the following:
• Need for more emphasis to be placed on the importance of restoring water lost due to
regulatory restrictions, as opposed to the Council’s focus on local resources investment;
• Address concerns over the additional layer of regulatory oversight the Council would
have on water management issues such as water transfers and management of recycled
water and conservation programs;
• Fix ambiguous language pertaining to the BDCP requiring the Council’s approval,
specifically, if the BDCP meets the Delta Plan objectives;
• Improve language that is currently in conflict with the State Water Resources Control
Board responsibility over the Delta Flow Criteria and water quality objectives; and
• Develop a strategic approach on levee investment, because scientists warn a major
earthquake could crumble levees and contaminate the state’s primary freshwater supply
with seawater.
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The fifth draft of the Delta Plan is scheduled for release in July; after a 45-day comment period,
a final draft of the Delta Plan and the draft EIR would be submitted to the Office of
Administrative Law. The Final Delta Plan and EIR are slated for completion in December.
Prior to the release of the fourth draft, on June 10, a coalition of water agencies, associations and
other organizations, which included the Water Authority, expressed concern that the Delta Plan
drafts gave the Council more of a regulatory role than authorized by the Delta Reform Act, such
as regulating the conservation practices of water agencies that receive water from the Delta. The
water agencies felt that the emphasis on flow restrictions will either reduce or eliminate the
benefits of the investments that the agencies are being asked to undertake in an isolated facility.
As a result, the coalition submitted an Alternate Delta Plan to the Council requesting its inclusion
in the environmental review process (see Attachment 2). The purpose of the Alternate Delta
Plan is to stimulate discussion by the Council. This alternative addresses many of the crucial
issues that the existing Delta Plan drafts do not, such as:
• Stressing cohesion with the Bay Delta Conservation Plan;
• Suggesting approaches that focus on key actions, rather than emphasizing regulations and
other state requirements to improve water use efficiency;
• Addressing the challenges of storage, conveyance and water supply reliability and
including the type of detail that has not yet been addressed by the Council, such as
calling for studies of ammonia and nutrients in waterways and ending illegal water
diversions in the Delta; and
• Putting forth that the finance plan supporting the Delta Plan “must be consistent with the
beneficiary pays principle,” which means that if a region wants a new or expanded water
delivery system, that region must be prepared to pay for those improvements.
The Water Authority and the coalition felt that the Council’s Delta Plan drafts fall short in
addressing pertinent issues and by presenting the information sought in the Alternative Delta
Plan, the Council would have a complete range of options in formulating its final Delta Plan.
Financial Issues. Development and improvement of the state’s water infrastructure and
ecosystem is expensive. While the BDCP offered some estimates on the potential cost to meet the
co-equal goals of water reliability and ecosystem restoration, there is not enough substantive
engineering, economic and other financial information needed to develop an estimated total cost of
the efforts. Significant details beyond the cost for conveyance are missing, such as environmental
restoration beyond specific project mitigation requirements, which is expected to be paid for, in
part, through the water bond, and levee protection. In the 2009 comprehensive water legislation
package, the legislature placed an $11.14 billion bond on the November 2012 ballot, which if
passed would provide funds for activities specified in the Delta Plan. If the bond does not pass,
the Council will need to develop an alternative finance plan as part of an update to the Delta
Plan.
At this time, MWD has assumed its estimated cost of the Delta solution involves conveyance fix
only, and its share of that cost to be roughly a quarter of the total costs. However, not all
existing water contractors have subscribed to this allocation of costs; some support the
“beneficiaries pay” principle, and the definition of benefits is sometimes ambiguous.
Additionally, if a major water agency “financier” were to drop out, other exporters may need to
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bear a greater share of the costs for the new conveyance. In late November 2010, the Westlands
Water District and the San Luis and Delta-Mendota Water Authority, two of the water
contractors engaged in the development of the BDCP, announced that they would withdraw their
participation in funding of the BDCP. Although these agencies have subsequently extended their
effective date for withdrawal to permit continued participation through completion of the effects
analysis chapter of the BDCP, the implication seems clear. These agencies have stated if the
effects analysis result turned out to be not “favorable,” they would not continue their
participation.
The Water Authority continues to support a Bay Delta fix; at the same time, due to the lack of a
water supply benefit assessment and financing plan, the Water Authority continues to raise
concerns over the affordability of a Delta fix and the lack of firm, long-term financial
commitments from MWD’s member agencies to back up MWD’s obligations on the SWP. The
Water Authority has, for more than a decade, been advocating that MWD secure firm contracts
for water purchases by its member agencies to better match MWD’s fixed costs. To date,
MWD’s member agencies have refused to do so. In June, 23 of 26 MWD member agencies
affirmed their confidence in MWD’s ability “to make a sound decision about proposed
investments to fix the Bay Delta and that MWD’s water rate structure will ensure a fair, cost-ofservice based allocation of costs” (see Attachment 3). Yet, many of the agencies that signed the
letter have plans to significantly reduce their dependence on MWD supplies. With the majority
of MWD’s revenues coming from volumetric water rate revenues, the reduction of member
agencies’ demands on MWD would have a significant impact on MWD’s water rates. Indeed,
one main reason that caused the recent significant rate hikes at MWD is the reduction in MWD
sales.
Next steps
The Water Authority supports a realistic and affordable Bay Delta fix and is willing to support
the position with a long-term contract to pay for its share of water and facilities. The Water
Authority is concerned with the disconnect between decisions made by MWD’s board members
to spend money on new water supplies versus its willingness to commit to pay for fixed costs.
The delegates will continue to advocate prudent approaches on MWD expenditures on Bay Delta
efforts as they are brought up for board approval. Similarly, Water Authority staff will continue
to provide updates on MWD actions, including its supply conditions and any impacts that may
affect its ability to deliver reliable and quality water.

Prepared by: Debbie Discar-Espe, Senior Water Resources Specialist
Reviewed by: Jeff Volberg, Government Relations Manager
Reviewed by: Amy Chen, MWD Program Chief
Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
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Letter to Secretary John Laird, dated May 31, 2011.
Letter to Delta Stewardship Council requesting inclusion as a Project
Alternative in the EIR, dated June 10, 2011.
Letter to MWD on BDCP and MWD’s Delta Action Plan, dated June 21,
2011.
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June 10, 2011
Delta Stewardship Council
980 Ninth Street, Suite 1500
Sacramento, California 95814
Re:

Request to Include Alternate Delta Plan as a Project Alternative in the EIR

Dear Chairman Isenberg and Members of the Council:
California water policy is at a turning point. The Delta Stewardship Council is poised to make
decisions that will affect California’s water supply and economic health and the sustainability of
the Delta ecosystem for decades. Those decisions will affect how we collectively address the
state’s water supply challenges and ensure that future generations have the water supplies they
need and the sustainable, thriving Delta they deserve.
The Council has an historic opportunity to craft a forward-looking, long-term vision for the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, an ecosystem of national significance. As part of the
comprehensive package of water reforms enacted in 2009, the Council has been directed by the
California Legislature to develop a Delta Plan that furthers the co-equal goals of improved water
supply reliability and Delta ecosystem health in a way that protects and enhances the unique
values of the Delta as an evolving place.
This letter lays the foundation for an alternative to the Council’s latest staff drafts of the Delta
Plan to promote a more robust discussion of the choices at hand and the most effective path to
truly accomplish the co-equal goals. A coalition of leading water resources managers throughout
the state is presenting an Alternate Delta Plan to promote such a discussion and define a path to
success for the Council. This Alternate Delta Plan has the strong support of a large and diverse
coalition of business and agricultural interests, all of whom are deeply committed to helping the
Council fulfill its charge to develop a plan that furthers achievement of the co-equal goals.
To ensure that the Council has a complete range of options to consider as it formulates the Delta
Plan that it will adopt by the January 1, 2012 deadline, we request that the Council include our
Alternate Plan as a project alternative in the draft environmental impact report (EIR) for the
Delta Plan. Approving this request will not require the Council to choose between our proposal
and the staff drafts now, but rather will allow the Council to have a robust discussion this fall
about what should be in the Delta Plan the Council ultimately approves.
This task could not come at a more urgent time. Water supply reliability has been in steep
decline due to regulatory actions intended to protect species, infrastructure deficiencies and
increasingly variable hydrologic conditions. The Delta’s ecosystem has undergone fundamental
changes, putting key species at risk and intensifying conflicts over water project operations.
Delta communities have seen tremendous change and unrelenting pressures related to land use,
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water rights, economic sustainability and agricultural viability. Climate change, risk of levee
failure and sea level rise also require action.
During the past quarter-century, local and regional water agencies have invested heavily in local
water supply resources, urban and agricultural water use efficiency, local surface and
groundwater storage projects, water recycling, voluntary water marketing and other water
management tools. Collectively, these investments have added operational flexibility and
improved our ability to meet demands with existing supplies.
These local efforts have mitigated the impact of droughts and regulatory water shortages, but
they cannot – in and of themselves – resolve long-term problems in the Delta that are key to
improving statewide water supply reliability. As the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force has
noted, California must also invest in well-managed Delta conveyance facilities, storage, and
ecosystem restoration as components of a comprehensive plan to meet the co-equal goals.

Key Questions
To formulate a viable plan, the Council must address core questions and define desired goals.
These questions, and the goals defined through answering them, are pivotal to the success of the
plan and deserve public discussion. We have previously expressed our concerns that drafts of the
Delta Plan have exceeded the Council’s authority. Our purpose here is not to restate these issues,
but instead to frame questions that must be answered before the Council can make the important
decisions under its purview consistent with the Delta Reform Act, other existing law, and the coequal goals. Key questions can be grouped in the following areas:
General Direction. How will the Delta Plan reconcile what otherwise might be conflicting goals
of providing a more reliable water supply for California and protecting, restoring, and enhancing
the Delta ecosystem? Inasmuch as the Delta Plan must “promote options for new and improved
infrastructure relating to the water conveyance,” will the Council acknowledge the need for
conveyance and storage investments as envisioned in the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force
Strategic Plan? Or will it follow a different path that places a much stronger emphasis on flow
measures and demand reduction with a necessarily lessened emphasis on other management
tools?
Implementation Tools. How will the Council, in the Delta Reform Act’s words, “direct efforts
across state agencies” to meet the co-equal goals? Should it take a management approach that
organizes state and federal agency actions to be complementary in plan implementation? For
local agencies that are in the Delta or that propose a covered action in the Delta, will the Council
take an approach that focuses on performance-based outcomes, with assurances and other
incentives to achieve statutory and regulatory goals within a framework of accountability? Or
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will it, assuming it even has such authority, focus on regulatory tools that tell other public
entities what to do, with sanctions if they fall short?
Finance Plan. What authority does the Council have to formulate a finance plan? Will it propose
a finance plan that will be broadly supported by those asked to pay for it, consistent with the
beneficiary pays principle, and capable of adjusting to changing circumstances? Or will it seek
the adoption of a financing package that is widely opposed by the entities that might be required
to contribute funds?
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan. What is the Council’s role relative to the Bay-Delta
Conservation Plan? Assuming the BDCP is consistent with the co-equal goals, will the Delta
Plan provide a path that allows the BDCP to meet its water supply and ecosystem goals? Or will
the Delta Plan contain policy criteria that are obstacles and constraints that make success less
likely for the BDCP?
Water Supply Reliability. How will the Delta Plan provide for “meeting the needs for
reasonable and beneficial uses of water?” (Water Code section 85302(d)(1).) Is it intended that
the Delta Plan will try to meet the co-equal goals by compelling the state to adapt to continued
reductions in available water supplies – whether tributary to or exported from the Delta
watershed? Inasmuch as it is the state’s policy “to reduce reliance on the Delta in meeting
California’s future water supply needs,” (Water Code section 85021) would a Delta Plan that
fails to meet existing needs for reasonable and beneficial uses of water be consistent with the
Delta legislation?
Comprehensive Ecosystem Solutions. How will the Delta Plan promote a comprehensive
approach that, in the context of the co-equal goals, integrates flow with other measures to
promote diverse and biologically appropriate habitats and ecosystem processes and reduce
threats and stresses on the Delta ecosystem? Is it intended that the Delta Plan will emphasize
only flow-related measures?
Agricultural Economy. How will the Delta Plan promote a long-term, viable agricultural
economy throughout California? Would a Delta Plan that puts California on a path where many
farms’ most viable option will be to stop growing food and fiber be consistent with the Delta
legislation?
The Delta as a Place. What tools will best protect and enhance the culture and values of the
Delta as we cope with physical changes due to rising sea levels and seismic vulnerability?
Water Quality. How will the Delta Plan promote improved water quality for drinking water and
the ecosystem? Will it emphasize new approaches to reduce pollution and improve water quality
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through Best Management Practices and incentives to reduce pollutant loads? Or will it rely on
the current strictly regulatory approach?

The Alternate Delta Plan
We are presenting the Alternate Delta Plan to answer these questions in a straight-forward
manner. The following section describes key features of the plan:
Implement a Comprehensive Program. While the Alternate Plan calls for heavy investment in
agricultural and urban water use efficiency and local resource development to reduce reliance on
the Delta for future water demands, a plan that relies solely on these tools cannot succeed, as the
past two decades verify. As the work of Delta Vision concluded, we need storage, Delta
conveyance improvements, and ecosystem restoration investments to achieve the co-equal goals.
Use a Performance-Based Management Approach. Accomplishment of the co-equal goals
will require unprecedented levels of partnership and collaboration. These complex relationships
and successful partnerships cannot be created through regulation. The Alternate Plan places
maximum reliance on a business model that provides assurances and other incentives for
agencies that meet performance-based goals designed to meet statutory and regulatory
requirements.
Assure Accountability. The Delta Plan must be a comprehensive plan with performance goals
and measures for agencies and participants and mechanisms to hold them accountable. The
Alternate Plan calls for the identification of clear and attainable ecosystem and water supply
reliability goals, as well as measurement and monitoring of outcomes. When goals are not being
accomplished, the plan allows for changing strategies with a new round of quantification and
monitoring.
Provide a Path for a Successful BDCP. The Council can take actions that help ensure the
BDCP successfully meets its goals. The Delta Plan should not effectively preclude achievement
of the BDCP’s purposes. The Alternate Plan is predicated on the success of the BDCP in a
manner that promotes the co-equal goals and protects the interests of those who are not at the
BDCP table.
Improve Statewide Water Supply Reliability. The Alternate Plan intends to significantly
improve water supplies for all areas of the state compared to current available supplies. Such a
result is necessary for accomplishment of the co-equal goals. Storage, conveyance and
restoration actions must be implemented to solve existing physical problems and protect
fisheries. The Alternate Plan calls for a corresponding improvement in the amount of supply
available to those paying for the solution. Without improvements in water supply, there is no
economic justification to invest in costly conveyance, storage, and additional ecosystem
restoration actions.
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Pursue All Important Ecosystem Stressors. The Alternate Plan calls for accelerated creation
of habitat to continue reversing the loss of wetlands in the system, strong predation and poaching
control programs, improved protection of salmon runs, pollution control programs to reverse
nutrient imbalances and prevent further degradation of water quality, screening of unscreened
diversions, and other actions that are determined to be substantially beneficial to the ecosystem.
Improve Water Quality for the Ecosystem and People. The Alternate Plan sets forth a
framework to coordinate regulatory agencies and improve their regulatory approaches. It calls
for mechanisms to address the most pressing ecosystem pollutant issues and for establishment of
a drinking water policy to ensure water quality for future generations.
Promote A Healthy Economy in the Delta. The Alternate Delta Plan will support a healthy and
sustainable Delta economy that protects and enhances the unique values of the Delta consistent
with the Delta Reform Act.

Comparing Approaches
The Alternate Delta Plan differs in some key ways from the latest staff drafts of the Delta Plan.
Key contrasts are identified below.
Contrasting Visions. The Alternate Delta Plan is consistent with the comprehensive approach
outlined in the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Force’s Strategic Plan and the 2009 legislative
package. Its implementation would lead to improvements in water supply reliability for all areas
of the state, improved ecosystem health for the Delta, and protection of the Delta’s unique values
as an evolving place. In contrast, the latest draft plan appears aimed at reducing water supplies
and augmenting flows for fish through an approach that relies on regulations to force reductions
in demand, with dire consequences for the state’s economy. Such an approach is contrary to the
co-equal goals and would eliminate the economic justification for local water agencies to pay for
key elements of a comprehensive solution.
Collaborative and Enforceable vs. Regulatory Approach. The Alternate Delta Plan seeks to
be enforceable in the same way that general plans of cities and counties are enforceable. Actions
covered by the plan must be consistent with the plan itself. An enforceable plan such as this
requires sophisticated, collaborative relationships. Assurances and incentives within a regulatory
framework are effective tools to achieve such partnerships. As stated above, the latest staff drafts
do not contain a plan for the Delta, but rather sets of prescriptive regulatory approaches to reduce
Delta water supplies. This path will not lead to collaborative partnerships or incentives to pay for
necessary investments. Such a path could be fatal to the BDCP and its critical restoration efforts.
One Dimensional vs. Comprehensive. The Alternate Delta Plan employs an array of
management tools including local resources development, conveyance improvements, steps to
address Delta stressors and other strategies to achieve the co-equal goals. In sharp contrast, the
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latest staff drafts appear to focus on reducing Delta exports from current levels and augmenting
flows to attempt to benefit fisheries. The one-dimensional approach that will inevitably result
from this strategy ignores lessons learned over the past 20 years from similar policies that have
failed to achieve results.
Elements of a Physical Plan. The Alternate Delta Plan recognizes the need for elements such as
conveyance improvements, additional groundwater and surface water storage and ecosystem
restoration investments through the BDCP to address physical and environmental problems in
the Delta and to help restore and protect fisheries. These elements of a comprehensive approach
are unlikely to be achieved by the strategy in the latest staff drafts of the Delta Plan because
those drafts lack economic justification for such investments.
The Future of Agriculture. The Alternate Draft Plan recognizes the value of sustaining
California’s agricultural economy, which is particularly vulnerable to the effects of water supply
reductions. The long-term result of policies that reduce available water supplies to agricultural
regions would negatively affect groundwater basins, communities and the state’s economy.

Moment of Decision
The Delta Plan presents a once-only opportunity for the Delta Stewardship Council. The Council
can provide much-needed momentum and collaboration to further the achievement of the coequal goals. Or it can promote discord and delay improvements by driving stakeholders away
from the process.
We are presenting our Alternate Delta Plan as an alternative to the staff drafts to frame key
choices for the Council and promote further consideration. We request that the Alternate Delta
Plan be included as a project alternative for analysis in the draft EIR that the Council must
prepare for the Delta Plan, as mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act. Including
the Alternate Delta Plan as a project alternative in the draft EIR will provide the Council with an
appropriate range of options that we believe reflects a more effective and ultimately successful
approach.
Very truly yours,
Signatures on attached pages
cc:
Mr. James M. Humes
Ms. Nancy McFadden
Mr. Ken Alex
Mr. Cliff Rectschaffen
Mr. John Laird
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Ms. Karen Ross
Dr. Jerry Meral
Mr. Charles Hoppin
Mr. Joseph Grindstaff

Delta Stewardship Council
June 10, 2011
Page 7

Timothy Quinn
Executive Director
Association of California Water Agencies

David Guy
President
Northern California Water Association

Byron Buck
Executive Director
State and Federal Contractors Water Agency

Richard Atwater
Executive Director
Southern California Water Committee

John Kingsbury
Executive Director
Mountain Counties Water Resources
Association

Allen Short
Coordinator
San Joaquin River Group Authority

Terry Erlewine
General Manager
State Water Contractors

Mario Santoyo
Director and Technical Advisor
California Latino Water Coalition

Valerie Nera
Policy Advocate
California Chamber of Commerce

Tom Nassif
President and CEO
Western Growers
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Jerry Brown
General Manager
Contra Costa Water District

Jim Abercrombie
General Manager
El Dorado Irrigation District

Ronald D. Jacobsma
General Manager
Friant Water Authority

Thaddeus Bettner
General Manager
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation
District

James M. Beck
General Manager
Kern County Water Agency

Jeff Kightlinger
General Manager
Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California

Steve Knell
General Manager
Oakdale Irrigation District

David Breninger
General Manager
Placer County Water
Agency

Mike Hardesty
General Manager
Reclamation District #2068

John Woodling
Executive Director
Regional Water Authority

Maureen Stapleton
General Manager
San Diego County Water
Authority

Dan Nelson
Executive Director
San Luis & Delta-Mendota
Water Authority

Jeff Shields
General Manager
South San Joaquin Irrigation
District

Jeffrey P. Sutton
General Manager
Tehama-Colusa Canal
Authority

William Marble
Chair
Water Resources
Association of Yolo County

Tom Birmingham
General Manager
Westlands Water District

Tim O'Halloran
General Manager
Yolo County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District

Jill Duerig
General Manager
Zone 7 Water Agency
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June 21, 2011
Mr. Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California
P.O. Box 54135
Los Angeles, CA 90054
Dear Mr. Kightlinger:
Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Metropolitan Delta Action Plan
As Member Agency managers of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, we
wish to reaffirm our support for the ongoing Bay Delta Conservation Plan process as an
essential component of long-term water reliability for our six-county region. We also express
our confidence in the democratic process of the Metropolitan Board of Directors to ultimately
decide whether to invest in long-term BDCP conveyance improvements.
Recent presentations by one Metropolitan member agency to legislators and State officials
have raised the issue of whether there is in Southern California a "willingness to pay'' for a
reliable water conveyance system in the Delta as part of a plan that also restores the estuary.
The long-term reliability of the State Water Project supply is at risk without long-term
conveyance and ecosystem improvements. We support the on-going BDCP process to review
a full array of conveyance alternatives in order to identify a defensible, cost-effective,
scientifically based package of water system/ecosystem improvements. We express our
complete confidence in the Metropolitan Board’s ability to make a sound decision about
proposed investments to fix the Bay-Delta and that Metropolitan’s water rate structure will
ensure a fair, cost-of-service-based allocation of costs among Metropolitan’s member
agencies.
Over the years we have supported Metropolitan’s decisions to construct the Inland Feeder
project, which has finished refilling Diamond Valley Lake in a matter of months; a "pay as you
go" policy to limit the debt burdens on future ratepayers; and the new long-term Integrated
Resources Plan that takes into account local necessary changes while emphasizing water use
efficiency/conservation measures and cost-effective local supply development as the
primary tools to meet future, increased water demands. These projects and policies have
been of benefit to all agencies within Metropolitan’s service area.
Through its Board-approved Delta Action Plan, we are confident that Metropolitan is on a
path to considering water supply and financial issues relating to BDCP in the tradition it has
fairly reviewed and deliberated previous key matters. We urge Metropolitan to continue its
constructive engagement with BDCP and to use its Member Agency workgroup process to
ensure full discussion, transparency, fairness and adherence to its underlying financial policy
principles.
Sincerely,
SEE MEMBER AGENCY SIGNATORIES ON 3rd PAGE
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Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
June 21, 2011

Bay-Delta Conservation Plan
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Dave Gustavson
City of Beverly Hills

Richard Hansen
Three Valleys MWD

John Rossi
Western MWD

John Mundy
Las Virgenes MWD

Robert Beste
City of Torrance

______________________
Kevin Hunt
MWD of Orange County

Nina Jazmadarian
Foothill MWD

Rich Nagel
West Basin MWD

A.J. Pack
Eastern MWD

William O. Mace, Jr. P.E.
City of Burbank

Don Calkins
City of Anaheim, Pub. Utilities

Gil Borboa
City of Santa Monica

David Schickling
City of Fullerton

Shane Chapman
Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD

James B. McDaniel
Los Angeles DWP

Peter Kavounas
City of Glendale

Raymond L. Burke
City of Santa Ana

Susan Mulligan
Calleguas MWD

Phyllis Currie
City of Pasadena

Matt Ballantyne
City of San Marino

Al Hernandez
City of San Fernando

Kevin Wattier
Long Beach Water Department

Tom Love
Inland Empire UA

cc:

Honorable John Laird, California Secretary of Resources
Chairman John V. Foley, Metropolitan Board of Directors
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Imported Water Committee

Metropolitan Water District Program Report (Information)
Purpose
This report summarizes activities associated with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California and other imported water agencies and organizations.
Discussion
Metropolitan Water District (MWD). This report provides a summary of key actions taken at
the July 11 and 12 meetings of the MWD board of directors. The next board meeting is on
August 15 and 16, 2011. The Water Authority delegation supported six action items approved by
the MWD Board and did not support the approval of the General Managers’ 2011 Business Plan.
The Water Authority’s delegates suggested several enhancements to the business plan, including,
managing expenditures so the budget would be balanced, securing firm contracts with member
agencies for purchase of water to assure MWD’s revenues better match fixed costs, and
developing an appropriate reserve fund to provide funding to pay for storage when water is
available, among other things. But, they were not incorporated into the adopted plan.
Peaceful Valley Ranch Annexation
The board granted conditional approval for the Peaceful Valley Ranch annexation to the Water
Authority and MWD. The 152.4 acre property, with an estimated annual demand of 70 acre-feet
(AF) per year, is located in the Otay Water District’s service area. The MWD board
conditionally approved the annexation with another parcel in May 2005. The project was placed
on hold until the completion of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation,
which occurred in 2008. In July 2010, the Water Authority requested a reevaluation of the
annexation application due to the length of time elapsed and decrease in size of the request since
the initial submission in 2005. The property, if annexed, will leave a “window,” totaling 65.6
acres, within MWD’s service area. Annexation “window” is defined by MWD as “an unannexed
area entirely surrounded by area annexed.” While MWD’s Administrative Code seeks to avoid
the creation of windows, MWD’s board found that this annexation would not adversely affect
MWD. MWD benefits from this action through the receipt of $620,239 in annexation fees and
water sales revenue from the newly annexed property.
Mojave Water Agency (Mojave) Contract Amendment
The board authorized an amendment to a 2003 agreement with Mojave to store MWD’s State
Water Project (SWP) supplies in Mojave’s groundwater basin. The amendment provides MWD
the ability to store up to an additional 390,000 AF. The amendment also extends the contract’s
termination date of December 31, 2015 by 20 years; it also facilitates the storage of 60,000 AF
this year, and creates a schedule defining the amount of return water delivered under different
SWP allocations. The amendment would enhance MWD’s put and take capability, thus
improving its ability to fully capture available supplies. Moreover, under the amendment,
Mojave will pay MWD $63 per AF, with annual four percent increases, to offset a portion of
MWD’s SWP costs to deliver water to Mojave. This could potentially provide $24.6 million in
cost savings when compared to the previous agreement.
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Update on Water Supply Allocation Plan
The Water Planning and Stewardship Committee heard an update on MWD’s Water Supply
Allocation Plan (WSAP) Three-Year Review Process. The WSAP includes formulas for
calculating member agency supply allocations and key elements needed for administering an
allocation. The three-year process includes a series of workshops with MWD and its member
agencies to reevaluate the WSAP and provide updates for the board’s consideration.
Major issues identified by MWD and the member agencies include: 1) local resources
recognition; 2) base period selection; 3) baseline inflation; 4) growth adjust methodology; 5)
WSAP exit strategy; 6) conservation hardening credit; 7) sharing allocation between agencies; 8)
Tier 1 and 2 rate cycle timing; and 9) replenishment issues. MWD plans to return to the board in
September with recommendations for modifications to the WSAP.
The MWD committees and board also:
o Authorized a payment of $537,728 to support the Colorado River Board and Colorado
River Authority for fiscal year 2011/12. The payment equals MWD’s 32 percent cost share
in the programs
o Heard a report on the draft policy principles for managing MWD’s property assets.
MWD’s goal is to achieve fair market value and only accept less than fair market value
when there a direct benefit to MWD’s core mission. This item will be considered by the
MWD’s Board in August.
o Heard a report summarizing nine in-region contractual groundwater storage programs that
provide a combined 212,000 AF of contracted storage space and the ability for MWD to
take 70,000 AF of annual yield.
State Water Contractors. The SWC met on June 16, 2011. SWC staff presented the independent
auditor’s report of the SWC financial statements as of June 30, 2010. The auditor, Nicholson &
Olson, found that the financial statements present fairly and the changes in assets and cash flows
were in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. The SWC released a draft of
its Strategic Plan (see Attachment 1), which includes the following objectives: 1) provide reliable
water supplies; 2) maintain the operational integrity of the SWP; 3) improve financial
management of the SWP; and 4) provide affordable and reliable electrical supplies.
SWC staff also reviewed the fiscal year 2010/11 water supply objectives, which focused on Near
Term Environmental Species Act/California ESA coverage, Bay-Delta Conservation Plan, Delta
and Migratory Fish Analysis, Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District litigation and
Water Rights Processes, among other objectives. In addition, the SWC approved a cost share
outreach project with the Southern California Water Committee to lay the groundwork for an
aggressive outreach and coalition-building effort to bring the BDCP to fruition.
DWR staff provided an overview of current water supply and water operations conditions.
Oroville Reservoir storage was 3.51 maf (99 percent of capacity), with releases to the Feather
River at 11,000 cfs. In May, the SWP share at San Luis Reservoir was being drafted to
implement the National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion; the total water supply
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impacts from implementing the action through June 1 were about 120 taf. This month, the SWP
share at San Luis Reservoir was back up to 960 taf.
For other SWC actions, see Attachment 2.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:

Scott Robinson, Assistant Water Resources Specialist
Amy Chen, MWD Program Chief

Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:

SWC Draft Strategic Plan, distributed on June 16, 2011.
SWC Board Actions, dated June 16, 2011.
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State Water Contractors Strategic Plan
The State Water Contractors (SWC) was established in 1982 to promote the common interests of 27
member agencies that contract with the State Water Project (SWP) for portions of their water supplies.
The SWP is one of the largest water and power systems in the world. The project consists of 34 storage
reservoirs, 20 pumping plants, 4 pumping-generating plants, 5 hydroelectric power plants and more
than 700 miles of canals and pipelines. It conveys an average of 2.4 million acre-feet of water a year
through pumping plants in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The SWP is critical to California’s
economy. It supplies irrigation for 750,000 acres of farm lands, which in turn contribute to the state’s
$36 billion agricultural economy. The project provides fresh water for 25 million people and an array of
industries in the Bay Area, Central Valley and Southern California, and essential benefits for fisheries
and wildlife refuges.
The SWP is owned and operated by the state Department of Water Resources (DWR). Public water
agencies that receive water from the project pay the full cost of the system. SWC is the policy body for
its member agencies and acts as the interface with DWR to ensure contractors receive reliable,
adequate water deliveries and to ensure DWR receives sufficient support and oversight. SWC’s liaison
role covers water operations, power generation and usage, and fiscal and management issues. The
water produced by the SWP is a vital interest to many different stakeholders, and SWC plays a key role
in helping to balance those interests and in maintaining accountability of public funds and natural
resources.
Two newer affiliate groups have been formed to implement specific policy objectives developed by
SWC. They include State Water Project Contractors Agency (SWPCA) established in 2004 to implement
SWC projects, and State and Federal Contractors Water Agency (SWFCA), which was created in 2009
and includes SWP contractors as well as Central Valley Project contractors.
The objectives of SWC are as follows:
•
•

•

•

Provide Reliable Water Supplies. SWC engages in all policy, technical and legal activities
necessary to assure adequate and on-time water deliveries for contractors.
Maintain the Operational Integrity of the State Water Project. SWC protects contractor
interests by addressing equipment failures, maintenance and repair needs, and budget and
funding concerns to minimize supply and delivery impacts.
Improve Financial Management of the State Water Project. SWC monitors DWR’s
management of the SWP and works to promote better cost management practices and
more transparent fiscal reporting and accountability to contractors.
Provide Affordable and Reliable Electrical Supplies. SWC works to keep fluctuating power
expenses the highest cost component for the project within reasonable ranges and to
ensure adequate future power supplies to meet operational needs.
-

-
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Obiective: Provide Reliable Water Supplies
Challenges: Delta regulatory restrictions. Delta conveyance reliability. Drought and other supply
impediments. Supporting SWP contractors’ local water management efforts.
Authorized in l9xx and originally intended to provide 4.2 million acre-feet of reliable water supply, no
new SWP facilities have been constructed since the 1980’s to develop this supply. Additionally, the
available SWP supply has been reduced through various regulatory constraints in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, primarily through the federal and California endangered species acts. The SWP’s
delivery capability is now estimated to provide an average of 2.4 million acre-feet (about 60% of the
expected total) to SWP contractors (Figure 1). Partly in response to the reduction in SWP supply
availability, contractors have aggressively developed localiater management programs to maximize
the utility of available SWP supplies, including groundwater and surface water storage, water transfers
and exchanges, conservation and recycled water.
The SWP supply must be conveyed through the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, where numerous
studies have identified significant exposure to seawater intrusion if vulnerable levees fail through an
earthquake or other events.

Reported SWP Reliability Report Supply
At Current Level of Demands
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Strategic Response: SWC aggressively protects and seeks to improve the reliability of SWP supplies.
SWC efforts include working cooperatively with DWR on specific projects, including development of
the Bay Delta Conservation Plan, to provide regulatory compliance and to restore water supplies.
Additionally, SWC separately conducts technical and scientific evaluations, engages in legal activity and
works directly with regulatory agencies when necessary (a summary of these activities is listed below).
Metrics: Broadly, the success of the SWC can be measured in the water supply available to SWP
contractors, and its affordability. The following metrics specifically indicate success:
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Completion of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP)
Regulatory and legal decisions that preserve or enhance SWP supplies
Providing alternative water supplies for SWP contractors through transfers
Modification of DWR water supply activities to reduce unnecessary costs

•
•
•

Provide Reliable Water Supplies
Delta

Water

Near Term Endangered
Species Act Coverage
(Federal

and

—

Specific FY12 Objectives

Supply

State)

Maintain effective legal response to new delta smelt and salmon biological
and environmental challenges. Participate in federal efforts to apply
improved science to refine biological opinions, which directly affect water

opinions
supply.

Delta Conveyance

Identify alternative configurations for Delta Conveyance, conduct technical
evaluations of performance and provide support to the Bay Delta Conservation

Alternatives

Plan. Delta Vision and related processes.
Ba Delta Conser\ation
Plan (BDCP)
Sacramento County
Regional Sanitation

Complete public draft of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan to provide
Endangered Species Act assurances for continued operation of the SWP.
Manage legal and regulatory efforts to reduce excessive and harmful ammonia
discharges by Sacramento’s large urban wastewater treatment plant and
improve water quality, fishery, and water supply conditions.

District Litigation
Water Rights Processes

Present testimony and participate in hearings on updating the Bay-Delta Water
Quality Control Plan and related activities such as San Joaquin River water
rights and illegal diversions.

Monterey Amendment

Work

EIR

with

DWR in defending the Monterey Plus environmental impact report
in litigation. Continue participation in Plumas Watershed Forum.

San Joaquin River
Accord / VAMP 11

Participate in discussions regarding a potential San Joaquin River Accord or
next phase of the Vernalis Adaptive Management Program (VAMP). Evaluate
benefits of SWC involvement.

Delta Operations

Implement emergency avoidance, preparedness and response plans for Delta
water supply.

Contingency Plan
Complete State Water
Board Phase 8
Iransfers

SWP

Contractor

Re-evaluate Phase 8 approach in light of the Pelagic Organism Decline, recent
State Water Resources Control Board actions and Delta onveyance concerns.
Proceed with adjusted approach if identified.

Water

Water Supply
Reduction Economic
Impact_Quantification
Streamline Future
Water Transfers
Banked Groundwater
Return (Pump—in water
Quality)

Management

Support

Quantify economic impacts incurred by SWC members due to regulatory water
supply reductions.
Work with DWR to develop procedures for improved efficiency in transfer
permitting and approval
Review and refine policy for accepting banked groundwater into the aqueduct.
Participate in development and implementation of pump-in projects.

Activities COordinated with State and Federal Water Contractors Agency (SFCWA)
Delta Habitat

Development
Delta and Migratory
Fish Analysis
Delta Stewardship
Council
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Work with SFCWA to plan and implement new Delta habitat measures to meet
federal biological opinion conditions and the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.
Work with SFCWA Science Team to identify causes of Delta fisheries decline
and develop management measures to prevent the decline.
Coordinate with SFCWA to monitor and encourage constructive input for
solving Delta challenges by the new Delta Stewardship Council

Objective: Maintain Operational Integrity of the State Water Project
Challenges: Aging infrastructure. Growing population and dependence on the SWP. Hiring and
retention problems for key DWR staff State administrative policies incompatible with reliable operation
of a water utility. Political issues. Increased energy regulatory requirements
For many of SWC’s members, the largest single source of water supply is the SWP. When the SWP was
newly operational in the 1970s and 1980s, the low initial usage and good condition of facilities
produced infrequent operational concerns. With increasing state-wide population and economic
growth, the SWP has experienced increased usage and, at the same time, facilities and equipment have
aged. In addition, the changing power market since 2000 has led to more strenuous stop-and-start
usage of the aging SWP equipment. Since 2004, operational availability has declined significantly, to a
point where it is a serious concern, affecting SWP operational power costs and ability to deliver water
(Figure 2). More recently, it has become apparent that the state’s contracting, personnel and
purchasing policies, which were developed for general government of the state of California, are a
poor fit for operating a public utility of the complexity and size of the SWP. This has resulted in loss of
key operations staff and decreased operational availability, which in turn has led to higher costs,
reduced water supply and reduced operational flexibility.

Figure 2
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Strategic Response: SWC routinely monitors SWP operational and maintenance issues and
coordinates with DWR on approaches to address identified concerns. These concerns include both
physical infrastructure issues as well as inadequate workforce experience. As new operational
challenges are identified, SWP contractors confer with DWR on options for repair or replacement, and
work to develop a timely cost-effective consensus response. SWC continues to review the
effectiveness of identified repair or replacement activities as construction occurs and monitors the
physical operational availability of facilities. SWC has also reviewed SWP staffing concerns, which have
developed in recent years due to the frequently noncompetitive salaries and general fiscal constraints
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within California state government. A summary of current, highest priority operational issues and
projects is provided below.
Currently, the highest priority issue related to SWP operational integrity is the need for a new
independent management structure for operation of SWP facilities.
Metrics: Broadly, metrics would include improvements in both the operational and financial
performance of the SWP including the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Operation of critical portions of the SWP by a public agency including SWP contractors
Identification of cost-effective new construction or repair projects that support overall
operational feasibility
Improved service factors for the SWP
Obtain the necessary salary parity to improve recruiting and retention statistics of new SWP
employees in the critical job classifications
Complete key SWP projects on time and on budget
Satisfactory completion of regulatory audits to avoid fines or penalties
Maintain safe operations of the SWP to protect employees and the public

Maintain Operational Integrity of SWP Specific FY12 Objectives
Communications System
Design and implement the communications upgrade
—

project.

Upgrade
Motor / Generator

New stator core. rewinds, and pump casing reconditioning. Long-term task

Rel’urbishments

of

Oroville Darn Ri’er

Dam

in several

plants.

Testing and modification of river valves and appurtenant devices to enable regular use
DWR as required for normal SWP operations

Valves
Sisk

SVvP

by
Seismic

Geotechnical investigation and analysis to identify extent of stability issues

Stabi I itv

5

SWP

Protective Relay

Replace unit protective relays in the 1

Replacements

deficient protection schemes, improve training and documentation of relay
and schematics.

Edmonston

and

potential remediation options

Pump

major

pumping/power plants. fix

settings

Track performance/efficiency of four new units. Consider DWR’s business case for

pump

Replacement

additional

Control System Upgrade

Implement the control system upgrade.

replacements in east wing of plant.

North Bay Aqueduct

Initial Environmental work

Alternate Intake

North Bay Aqueduct.

and

preliminary design work for

new

intake facility for the

DWR to prioritize

Aqueduct Subsidence

Detenniie the impacts of subsidence to SWP operations. work with

Repairs

the repairs and assure repair expenses are appropriately distributed between CVP and

SWP contractors.
Valve Rehabilitation
Replacements

and

Perris Darn —Seismic

Replace or refurbish major valves at Gianelli.

Hyatt, Edmonston and Warne Plants.

Design of repair alteration to Perris Dam to address seismic stability concerns.

Rernediation
East Branch Extension

Construction of the second phase of the East Branch Extension.

2
Hyatt Unit 2, 4. 6

Alterations to address latent defect, which led to an actual forced outage of

Phase

Runner

Cover_Plate_Repairs
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unit 4.

Objective: Improve Financial Management of the State Water Project
Challenges: Inadequate cost control and reporting. Financing limitations.
In addition to recent concerns about SWP operational capability, SWC has long been concerned about
increasing SWP costs and the lack of adequate cost management and cost reporting. For many SWP
contractors, annual payments for operation and management of the SWP are the largest single
component of their budgets. Unlike the tight budget management and regular reporting that SWP
contractors themselves regularly perform, DWR does not have a transparent process for identifying
new projects and costs, nor for reporting the costs it is incurring. Moreover, the billing system for the
SWP is extremely complicated and not well understood by many DWR managers.
While SWP contractors do not have a good understanding of how DWR spends money, they can clearly
see the results of DWR’s financial management in cost increases (Figure 3). SWP deliveries have
declined in recent years, yet costs have continued to increase. Costs are rising on many fronts
infrastructure, labor and regulatory compliance among them. It is critical that the state employ the
—

same scrutiny, cost controls and best management practices already used by contractors. More data
tied to operations is needed, as well as more systematic auditing and reporting. Without such a
transparent accountability process, SWP contractors cannot provide input into routine financial
decisions, big ticket expenditures and long-term management decisions. Looking forward, due to the
limited term of SWP contracts, the SWP faces an artificially shortened period of financial repayment
that also increases costs. As capital costs are incurred, the reduced repayment period will make
routine capital costs unaffordable.

Figure 3
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Strategic Response: SWC’s Audit-Finance Committee routinely monitors SWP operational issues and
coordinates with DWR on approaches to address identified concerns. A summary of current financial

issues and projects is provided below.
SWC works with DWR to identify opportunities for cost management and to develop cost reporting
methods that are adequate to meet SWC member agency needs. In addition to these management
needs, SWC member agencies routinely review the existing water supply contracts that serve as the

basis for their water supply and costs. Informal discussions have been initiated to consider approaches
for extension of the contract term so that financing of needed capital work remains affordable.
Metrics: Broadly, metrics would include improvements in both the operational and financial
performance of the SWP including the following:
•

Effective cost management of the SWP

•

Reduction in SWP programs that are not cost-effective
Development of summary financial reports for the SWP

•

Improve Financial Management of SWP
Davis-Doiwig Act
Funding
Contract
Amendment/Extension
Cash and Financing
Oversight
Future Capital Projects
and Capital Financing
Oversight
Cost Recovery /
Statement of Charges
Oversight (Estimated
Costs)
Job Costing Oversight
(Actual Costs)
Financial Audit and
Dispute Oversight
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Specific FY12 Objectives

Identify and implement stl’ategies to receive reimbursement from the state for
Davis-Dolwig Act costs.
Coordinate with DWR to develop ability to provide 30-year or longer bonding
and cost repayment period for SWP capital charges, including funding and
financing options for a new conveyance facility.
Work with DWR to finalize the Springing Amendment allocation, complete
the 5 1(e) review, and determine options for habitat restoration funding.
Develop a process to track, plan and prioritize all existing and foreseeable
capital project funded by the SWP contractors.
Provide oversight of DWR’s estimated costs and recovery of those costs
through review of the future project cost projections. the Delta Water Charge
calculation, Rate Management Credits review, and return of excess
Replacement Accounting System funds.
Provide oversight of DWRs actual expenditures compared to estimated costs.
Work with contractors and DWR to identi1 and resolve existing and potential
protest items.

Objective: Provide Reliable and Affordable Energy
Challenges: Developing cost effective sources of renewable energy. Identifying a SWP Power
Procurement Strategy. Responding to uncertain regulatory conditions
Nearly all the water delivered by the SWP is pumped, either short heights from the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, or over the great heights of the Tehachapi Mountains for southern California SWP
contractors. Because of the high energy use for southern water deliveries, the overall power use of the
SWP is highly sensitive to the amount pumped to southern SWP contractors. Through the 1990s,
overall SWP power use was relatively low and the power market was stable. Beginning in the 2000s,
SWP power demands significantly increased at the same time that the power market was in transition,
resulting in significantly increased costs for the SWP (Figure 4). With the higher energy use of recent
exhibit the greatest
years, power costs now constitute the largest portion of SWP bills and
variability.

Figure 4 SWP Power Costs
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With recent Greenhouse Gas and Renewable Energy initiatives at the state and federal levels, the SWP
is now facing new challenges for meeting greenhouse gas emission criteria and implementing new
renewable energy sources while managing power costs. During the 1970s energy crisis, the SWP
pursued several unwise renewable energy investments that are still being paid for and did not provide
power for the project. Because SWP power costs will increase due to the proposed California Air
Resources Board cap and trade program, other costs need to be managed to sustain affordable energy
for the SWP generally.
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Strategic Response: As with other SWC strategies, SWC first seeks to closely coordinate with DWR on
its plans to influence its efforts. The SWC Energy Committee is partnering with DWR to develop its
updated energy portfolio and various regulatory efforts. The SWC has also taken a direct role in some
of the key regulatory processes including the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) relicensing
for Oroville Dam, FERC intervention actions related to tariffs, and state processes at the Independent
System Operator and the Air Resources Board. SWC will soon become involved in the relicensing of
Southern California hydropower facilities.
Metrics: The primary metrics for energy activities are adequate power and affordable costs. Specific
metrics to be achieved include:
•

Complete the FERC Oroville Power License and prepare for FERC Southern California relicensing

•

Obtain air emission credits from the Air Resources Board on behalf of the SWP similar to those
provided to other utilities

•

Develop a long-term power acquisition strategy.

•

Develop affordable renewable energy projects to meet regulatory requirements
Implement a cost effective and assured power portfolio strategy

•

Provide Reliable and Affordable Energy
Strategic SWP Power
and Transmission plan
Near-term Risk
Management
Oroville FERC
Relicense Settlement
Greenhouse Gas/
Renewables Policies
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Specific Objectives

Coordinate DWR’s development of a near-term and long-term resource plan.
Coordinate with DWR on power resource. transmission. staffing and state
energy policy issues.
Advocate solutions related to obtaining new license for the Oroville complex
consistent with the Settlement Agreement and DWRs application.
Work with DWR on appropriate greenhouse gas and renewables policies that
reflect SWP utility characteristics and rate concerns.

Relationships with Other Entities
SWC activities necessarily interact with numerous agencies. A graphical depiction of SWC’s role in
relation to other entities is shown below.
Figure To be added later here

The Roles of State Water Contractors and Other Agencies
State Water Contractors (SWC): SWC is a non-profit corporation whose members include 27 of the 29
SWP contractors. SWC is focused on activities related to the SWP, including all aspects of SWP
operations, water supply, maintenance and finance. SWC is the primary entity for enabling SWP
contractors to be involved in water supply policy issues, such as water rights and Endangered Species
Act compliance. SWC also is the primary entity dealing with DWR on day-to-day and longterm SWP
issues.
Department of Water Resources (DWR): DWR is a state department that manages and operates the
SWP. Management of the SWP involves financial and billing activities, planning, design and
construction of new facilities, and management of power operations for the SWP. It is also directly
responsible for compliance with all water rights and environmental compliance activities.

State Water Project Contractors Agency (SWPCA): SWPCA’s membership includes SWP contractors,
similar to the SWC. In contrast to the policy focus of SWC, SWPCA was formed to provide various SWP
related functions that implement specific policies. As a public Joint Power Agency, SWPCA has the
ability to contract directly with state agencies, which SWC has limited ability to do. SWPCA projects
have included the Municipal Water Quality Investigation and investigation of potential operation of
portions of the SWP.
State and Federal Contractors Water Agency (SFCWA): SFCWA is the newest entity working with
SWC. It was formed by several SWP contractors, as well as the Central Valley Project. Like SWPCA,
SFCWA is primarily an agency that implements policies developed by contractors. Because it includes
CVP contractors, it has a broader focus than DWR, working with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the
Delta Stewardship Council and other agencies in addition to DWR. SFCWA projects have included a
Coordinated Science Effort, specific Delta regulatory activities and Delta habitat projects.
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STATE WATER CONTRACTORS
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
BOARD ACTIONS
JUNE 16, 2011
The following actions were taken at the State Water Contractors (SWC) Board of Directors June
16, 2011 meeting upon motions duly made, seconded and unanimously passed.
1. Approved the Consent Calendar, including Annual Membership Meeting Minutes for
May 19, 2011, Draft Board Minutes for May 19, 2011 and May 26, 2011, the Financial
Report, and May 2011 Consultant Reports.
2. Approved the expenditure of $21,500 from the Public Outreach budget to produce a
brochure and related collaterals for the SWC/Southern California Water Committee
outreach effort in support of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP).
3. Accepted the Fiscal Year 2008-09 Audit Report of the State Water Contractors, with the
recommendation of the SWC Audit Committee.
4. Authorized the SWC General Manager to enter into or amend the consulting contracts for
the SWC Dues Fund totaling $1,125,000.
5. Authorized the SWC General Manager to enter into or amend the consulting contracts for
the SWC Bay-Delta Fund totaling $1,750,000.
6. Authorized the SWC General Manager to enter into or amend the consulting contracts for
the SWC Energy Fund totaling $480,000.
7. Authorized the SWC General Manager to enter into a consulting service contract with
Diana Mahmud (not to exceed $60,000) to assist the SWC Energy Committee achieve its
2011/2012 modified Priorities and Objectives.
8. Authorized the SWC General Manager to enter into a consulting service contract with
Dick Ferreira (not to exceed $100,000) to assist the SWC Energy Committee achieve its
2011/2012 modified Priorities and Objectives.
Other Actions:
1. Requested SWC Staff provide an update on scope and time frame for a potential SWP
Emergency Response Plan at a future SWC meeting.
2. Requested that SWC staff distribute the Kern County Water Agency press release on
the recently released Pacific Institute Report on Agricultural Impacts during the
recent drought period.

1
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July 20, 2011

Attention:

Imported Water Committee

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation and Potential Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) - SDCWA v Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California; Case No. CPF-10-510830
Government Code §54956.9(c) - One Case

Purpose
This memorandum is to recommend that the committee by motion hold a closed session,
pursuant to Government Code §§54956.9(a) and 54956.9(c) to discuss the above-referenced
matters at the July 28, 2011, Board meeting.
A closed session has also been included on the agenda of the formal Board of Directors’
meeting. Unless the Board desires additional discussion, it is not staff’s intention to ask for a
closed session with the full Board at that time, but staff may request action to confirm directions
given or action recommended by the committee.

Prepared by: Daniel S. Hentschke, General Counsel
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July 20, 2011

Attention:

Imported Water Committee

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a)
Name of Case: QSA Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4353

Purpose
This memorandum is to recommend that the committee by motion hold a closed session,
pursuant to Government Code §54956.9(a) to discuss the above-referenced matter at the
July 28, 2011, Board meeting.
A closed session has also been included on the agenda of the formal Board of Directors’
meeting. Unless the Board desires additional discussion, it is not staff’s intention to ask for a
closed session with the full Board at that time, but staff may request action to confirm directions
given or action recommended by the committee.

Prepared by: Daniel S. Hentschke, General Counsel
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ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
AGENDA FOR
JULY 28, 2011

Barbara Wight – Chair
Jim Bond – Vice Chair
Gary Croucher – Vice Chair
Gary Arant
Roger Bailey
Mitch Dion
Frank Hilliker

I.

Bud Lewis
Mark Muir
Hershell Price
Javier Saunders
Richard Smith
Howard Williams
Tom Wornham

1.

Roll call – determination of quorum.

2.

Additions to agenda (Government Code Section 54954.2(b)).

3.

Public comment – opportunities for members of the public to address the
Committee on matters within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

4.

Chair’s report.
4-A Directors’ comments.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1.

Treasurer’s report.
Staff recommendation: Note and file the monthly Treasurer’s report.
(Action)

Eric Sandler

2.

Metropolitan Water District modification to its annexation charges
for five previously annexed areas within the Water Authority.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to seek
property owner and/or voter approval of Metropolitan Water
District’s modification to its annexation charge calculation for five
previously annexed areas within the Water Authority’s service area.
(Action)

Lesley Dobalian
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II.

III.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.

Annual report and presentation on the 2015 Business Plan
performance. (Information)

Maureen Stapleton

2.

Response to May 31, 2011 San Diego County Grand Jury Report,
“San Diego County Water Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow”.
Staff recommendation: Approve response to May 31, 2011 San
Diego County Grand Jury Report, “San Diego County Water
Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow”. (Action)

Maureen Stapleton

3.

Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011 and Barbara Wight/
2012.
Tom Wornham
Administrative and Finance Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’
recommendation: Adopt the Amended Administrative and Finance
Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)

INFORMATION
1.

Presentation on the 2011 Subordinate Lien Water Revenue
Refunding Bonds and refunding.

Eric Sandler

2.

Board of Director’s second quarter 2011 payments and attendance.

Rod Greek

3.

Controller’s report on monthly financial statements.

Rod Greek

4.

Board calendar.

IV.

CLOSED SESSION

V.

ADJOURNMENT
Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board

NOTE:
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This meeting is called as an Administrative and Finance Committee meeting. Because a quorum of the Board may be present, the meeting
is also noticed as a Board meeting. Members of the Board who are not members of the Committee may participate in the meeting
pursuant to Section 2.00.060(g) of the Authority Administrative Code (Recodified). All items on the agenda, including information items,
may be deliberated and become subject to action. All public documents provided to the committee or Board for this meeting including
materials related to an item on this agenda and submitted to the Board of Directors within 72 hours prior to this meeting may be reviewed
at the San Diego County Water Authority headquarters located at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 at the reception desk
during normal business hours.

July 20, 2011
Attention:

Administrative and Finance Committee

Treasurer’s Report
Attached for review by the Administrative and Finance Committee and the Board of Directors is
the Treasurer’s Report as of June 30, 2011. The reports are formatted to provide information as
required by the California Government Code and the San Diego County Water Authority’s
Annual Statement of Investment Policy, which was last adopted by the Board on December 9,
2010. A brief description of each report follows:
Portfolio Master Summary: This one page report summarizes all cash and investments held by
the Water Authority.
Portfolio Characteristics: This one page snapshot shows the Water Authority’s portfolio
holdings by type and percentage; the maturity distribution of the portfolio; the portfolio yield for
the past twelve months, with and without bond-related funds, compared to a rolling average yield
of the Board adopted benchmark; the credit quality of the portfolio’s holdings; the cash flow
projections for the next six months; and relevant market information.
Portfolio Details - Investments: This report takes the summary information listed in the Portfolio
Master Summary and provides details of active investments.
Activity Summary: This one page report produces a thirteen-month rolling summary of portfolio
investment activity.
The Water Authority’s portfolio is diversified among investment types, with a current
concentration toward short-term maturities. This concentration is the result of cash flow needs,
as well as the current historic low interest rate environment. The portfolio is comprised of high
quality investments, with 78 percent currently invested in AAA-rated securities. The Water
Authority’s overall portfolio yield decreased to 0.78 percent in June 2011 but continues to
exceed the investment benchmark of 0.25 percent in June 2011. Bond Fund proceeds are
expected to fund Capital Improvement Program expenditures for the next several years.
All investments have been made in accordance with the San Diego County Water Authority
Statement of Investment Policy. This report provides documentation that the Water Authority
has sufficient funds to meet the financial obligations for the next six months. The market value
information is provided by Bloomberg L.P. and is as of the report date.

__________________________________
Eric Sandler, Director of Finance/Treasurer
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PORTFOLIO MASTER SUMMARY
as of June 30, 2011

Investment Type
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)
Banker's Acceptances
Treasury Securities
Agency Securities
Reverse Repurchase Agreements
Certificates of Deposit (CDARS)
Negotiable Certificates of Deposit
Commercial Paper
Medium Term Notes/Corporates
JPA Pools (CAMP)
Money Market Funds

PORTFOLIO PERCENTAGES
Permitted By
Actual
Board Policy
Percentage
$50 Million
17.00%
20%
0.00%
15% - Minimum
21.22%
85%
53.20%
20%
0.00%
15%
0.35%
15%
0.00%
25%
4.50%
30%
0.00%
25%
3.56%
15%
0.17%
100.00%

Actual Amount
$
49,074,085
61,249,499
153,552,029
1,000,000
12,973,031
10,265,537
502,954
$
288,617,135
2,335,148
$
290,952,283

Accrued Interest (unavailable for investing)
Checking/Petty Cash/Available Funds (unavailable for investing)
Subtotal for Pooled Funds:

Bond/CP Fund Excluded from Portfolio Percentages:
Treasury Securities
Agency Securities
Certificates of Deposit (CDARS)
Commercial Paper
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)
JPA Pools (CAMP)
Money Market Funds and Cash

$

269,095,314
16,966,642
142,615,237
14,027,969
10
442,705,172
352,675
443,057,847

Debt Service Reserve (DSR) Funds Excluded from Portfolio Percentages:
Agency Securities and Money Market Fund - Series 2004A COPs
FSA - Reserve (GIC) Series 2002A COPs
Trinity Plus - Reserve (GIC) Series 1998A COPs
Subtotal for Debt Service Reserve Funds (unavailable for CIP expenditures):

$

38,763,010
18,385,750
12,240,775
69,389,535

Total Cash and Investments

$

803,399,665

$
Accrued Interest (unavailable for investing)
Subtotal for Bond/CP Fund (available for CIP expenditures):

PORTFOLIO INFORMATION
Pooled
Bond/CP
Funds **
Fund
Portfolio Yield to Maturity - 365 Days
Average Term
Average Days to Maturity (730 Days Maximum)
Accrued Interest Earnings (Cash and Investments):
Month Ended June 2011 ***
Fiscal Year to Date
Total Cash and Investments

0.55%
479
274
$
$
$

331,978 $
2,497,383 $
290,952,283 $

0.63%
419
231
(98,386) $
5,701,809 $
443,057,847 $

Debt Service
Reserve
2.68%
185
16
153,761 $
1,268,120 $
69,389,535 $

* "The weighted average days to maturity of the total portfolio shall not exceed 730 days (two years) to maturity" per SDCWA Investment Policy.
** Pooled Funds include Operating, Pay Go, RSF and Equipment.
*** Interest earnings have been reduced by the premiums that were paid at the time of purchase for investments that matured in June 2011.
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Total *
0.78%
420
228
387,353
9,467,312
803,399,665

Portfolio Characteristics
Asset Allocation

M at u r i t y D i s t r i b u t i o n
P o o l e d

Commercial
JPA Pools
Paper CD's
(CAMP)
0.3%
4.5%
3.6%

$80
$60
Millions

Money Market
0.2%

Agencies
53.2%

F u n d s

$100
LAIF
17.0%

FNMA
19.4%

as of June 30, 2011

$40
$20

Treasuries
21.2%
FHLMC
23.7%

$0-3 Month
FHLB
0.9%

3-6 Month

6-9 Month 9-12 Month

1-2 Year

2-3 Year

3-5 Year

FFCB
9.2%

Po r t fo l i o Yi e l d : J u l y 2 0 1 0 - J u n e 2 0 1 1

Credit Qualit y

Pooled Funds
2.0%

% OF PORTFOLIO

1.5%

US Treasury (AAA)
Agency (AAA)
Other (AAA)*
AA**
not rated ***

1.0%
0.5%

June

May

April

March

February

January

December

November

October

September

August

July

0.0%

21.2%
53.2%
3.8%
4.5%
17.3%
100.0%

* Includes money market funds & JPA pools (CAMP)
** Includes commercial paper; the Water Authority’s Investment
Policy does not permit investments with a rating below AA-

CWA Yield
CWA Yield (excluding Bond/CP & DSR Funds)

*** Includes LAIF, which is part of the state investment pool, and is
not rated; and CDARS, which is comprised of FDIC-insured CD’s

1 Year U.S. Treasury Constant Maturity (Rolling 12-month Average)

U.S. Treasury Yield Curve
Projected Cash Flows (in Millions) *
Month
End

Investment
Maturities

Projected
Receipts

Projected
Disbursements

Reinvestment/
(Use) of Liquid
Funds

Projected Cash
& Investments

Pooled Funds
$
6.92

290.95
297.87

Aug 11

-

57.26

46.00

(11.26)

309.13

Sept 11

-

54.02

44.27

(9.75)

318.88

Oct 11

35.00

72.19

96.27

59.09

294.80

Nov 11

-

51.43

40.77

(10.66)

305.46

Dec 11

11.00

49.10

40.57

2.47

313.98

5/31/2011

30 Yr.

41.86

7 Yr.

48.78

10 Yr.

-

5 Yr.

Jul 11

3 Mo.
6 Mo.
1 Yr.
2 Yr.
3 Yr.

June 2011

6/30/2011

Bond/CP Fund
$

June 2011

Jul 11

12.60

0.23

443.06

6.66

6.17

436.63

Aug 11

17.25

0.23

4.88

12.59

431.97

Sept 11

17.20

0.22

12.79

4.63

419.41

Oct 11

32.80

0.22

25.42

7.60

394.20

Nov 11

20.20

0.20

16.00

4.41

378.41

Dec 11

21.90

0.20

15.29

6.80

363.31

* Numbers may163
notoffoot
512due to rounding

Market Notes

O

n June 22nd, the FOMC maintained
the target for the federal funds rate
at a range of 0-25 basis points. The next
meeting is August 9th.
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Portfolio Details - Investments
June 30, 2011
CUSIP

Investment #

Average
Balance

Issuer

Purchase
Date

Par Value

Market Value

Book Value

Stated
Rate

10,265,536.40
9,633,802.97
207,614.14
4,186,551.67
18,385,750.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
502,954.25
49,074,084.53
160,379.77
142,454,857.40
12,240,775.00
0.00
268.90

10,265,536.40
9,633,802.97
207,614.14
4,186,551.67
18,385,750.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
502,954.25
49,074,084.53
160,379.77
142,454,857.40
12,240,775.00
0.00
268.90

10,265,536.40
9,633,802.97
207,614.14
4,186,551.67
18,385,750.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
502,954.25
49,074,084.53
160,379.77
142,454,857.40
12,240,775.00
0.00
268.90

0.100
0.100
0.100
0.100
5.810
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.390
0.390
0.390
5.550
0.001
0.001

247,112,575.03

247,112,575.03

247,112,575.03

11,000,000.00
2,000,000.00
1,000,000.00
1,000,000.00
1,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
1,200,000.00
3,600,000.00
4,200,000.00

10,976,887.78
1,996,143.33
998,887.78
998,522.22
998,800.00
4,988,383.33
1,198,560.00
3,593,547.00
4,190,550.00

10,976,887.78
1,996,143.33
998,887.78
998,522.22
998,191.67
4,988,383.33
1,198,560.00
3,593,547.00
4,190,550.00

30,000,000.00

29,940,281.44

29,939,673.11

9,500,000.00
16,120,000.00
9,100,000.00
5,000,000.00
10,000,000.00
3,000,000.00
2,300,000.00
1,400,000.00

9,734,460.00
16,369,860.00
9,146,774.00
5,077,500.00
10,087,800.00
3,032,040.00
2,313,731.00
1,412,292.00

9,911,540.00
16,582,418.32
9,116,198.00
5,121,950.00
10,443,800.00
3,135,240.00
2,406,076.00
1,458,884.00

S&P

YTM Days to
365 Maturity

Maturity
Date

Managed Pool Accounts
CASH35
CASH37
CASH44
CASH45
CASH07
CASH42
CASH43
CASH31
CASH11
CASH13
CASH40
CASH41
CASH17
CASH27
CASH33

73
6004
3004
4004
205
3001
4001
6001
0002
72
3002
4002
204
1002
208

CAMP - OPERATING/POOLED
CAMP - 2008A COPS
CAMP - 2010A BONDS
CAMP - 2010B BONDS-BABS
FSA CAPITAL MGMT. SVC. - 2002A
GOLDMAN - 2010A BONDS
GOLDMAN - 2010B BONDS-BABS
GOLDMAN - 2008A COPS
GOLDMAN - OPERATING/POOLED
LAIF - OPERATING
LAIF - 2010A BONDS
LAIF - 2010B BONDS-BABS
TRINITY PLUS - 1998A
US BANK MONEY MARKET FUND
US BANK MONEY MARKET FUND
Subtotal and Average

07/01/2010
07/01/2010

283,161,011.45

AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AA+
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA

AAA
AAA
AAA

0.100
0.100
0.100
0.100
5.810
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.010
0.390
0.390
0.390
5.550
0.001
0.001

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1.020

1

0.320
0.269
0.264
0.291
0.311
0.352
0.244
0.279
0.310

165
230
31
67
94
123
94
153
186

0.309

151

0.678
0.430
1.007
1.135
0.809
0.750
0.679
0.779

283
298
195
298
94
105
55
94

Commercial Paper - Discount
36959JZD8
36959HBG1
36959JV18
36959JW66
36959JX32
36959JY15
36959JX32
36959JZ14
36959HA31

10027
10030
6181
6182
6183
6184
6185
6186
6187

GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
GENERAL ELECTRIC CAPITAL CORP.
Subtotal and Average

04/13/2011
05/25/2011
02/28/2011
02/28/2011
02/28/2011
02/28/2011
04/06/2011
04/06/2011
04/08/2011

30,418,457.11

0.310
0.260
0.260
0.280
0.300
0.340
0.240
0.270
0.300

AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+
AA+

12/13/2011
02/16/2012
08/01/2011
09/06/2011
10/03/2011
11/01/2011
10/03/2011
12/01/2011
01/03/2012

Federal Agency - Coupon
31331YC24
31331GNQ8
31331JBL6
31331GNQ8
31331Y3P3
31331GDC0
31331YZ86
31331Y3P3

10014
10017
4014
4018
4019
4036
4038
4039

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK

07/28/2010
09/24/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
03/10/2010
03/12/2010
03/12/2010

3.250
2.250
1.100
2.250
3.500
3.600
3.875
3.500

AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA

04/09/2012
04/24/2012
01/12/2012
04/24/2012
10/03/2011
10/14/2011
08/25/2011
10/03/2011

Portfolio CWA2
CC
Run Date: 07/06/2011 -164
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Portfolio Details - Investments
June 30, 2011
CUSIP

Investment #

Issuer

Average
Balance

Purchase
Date

Par Value

Market Value

Book Value

Stated
Rate

S&P

04/06/2011
05/19/2011
05/19/2011
05/19/2011
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
02/17/2010
03/29/2011
03/31/2011
03/31/2011
04/06/2011
04/13/2011
04/14/2011
04/20/2011
04/21/2011
05/06/2011
05/25/2011
06/22/2011
06/29/2011
06/29/2011
06/29/2011
09/20/2007
07/28/2010
09/24/2010
09/24/2010
01/28/2011
02/24/2011
03/30/2011
02/04/2010
03/29/2011
03/31/2011
04/06/2011
05/19/2011
05/25/2011

900,000.00
1,250,000.00
2,315,000.00
3,000,000.00
10,000,000.00
5,200,000.00
18,300,000.00
4,100,000.00
4,700,000.00
9,450,000.00
12,600,000.00
3,025,000.00
2,900,000.00
4,100,000.00
3,800,000.00
5,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
6,100,000.00
2,205,000.00
8,600,000.00
3,900,000.00
2,600,000.00
3,600,000.00
2,500,000.00
10,595,000.00
18,000,000.00
10,000,000.00
13,000,000.00
8,000,000.00
7,000,000.00
16,200,000.00
3,000,000.00
2,966,000.00
3,500,000.00
3,400,000.00
3,800,000.00

962,613.00
1,279,752.08
2,373,356.01
3,025,275.00
10,161,700.00
5,284,084.00
18,380,520.00
4,114,227.00
4,774,871.00
9,463,702.50
12,602,394.00
3,424,935.25
3,067,040.00
4,262,448.26
3,899,446.00
5,101,655.56
5,020,804.17
5,103,333.33
5,092,850.00
6,246,945.61
2,245,946.85
9,137,844.00
3,937,349.54
2,764,942.19
3,669,477.00
2,580,125.00
10,674,038.70
18,249,300.00
10,561,900.00
13,291,720.00
8,166,560.00
7,145,740.00
16,367,022.00
3,387,683.33
3,304,519.47
3,812,777.50
3,664,078.00
3,807,600.00

959,886.00
1,279,439.58
2,374,305.16
3,026,085.00
10,709,100.00
5,569,460.00
18,351,606.00
4,099,426.00
4,819,060.40
9,539,964.00
12,623,171.40
3,386,517.75
3,040,360.00
4,217,294.96
3,872,420.40
5,113,055.56
5,013,004.17
5,097,733.33
5,094,591.95
6,245,603.61
2,249,128.67
9,159,541.80
3,936,799.64
2,767,230.19
3,670,413.00
2,539,125.00
10,671,866.73
18,450,900.00
10,831,175.90
13,259,350.00
8,120,960.00
7,101,710.00
17,442,054.00
3,358,853.33
3,291,394.92
3,807,282.50
3,677,678.00
3,805,396.00

4.150
1.650
1.750
0.900
4.875
4.875
1.125
1.125
2.250
1.375
0.750
5.375
3.125
2.375
1.875
2.000
0.570
1.500
1.750
1.750
1.750
4.625
0.875
4.625
1.750
5.000
1.125
2.125
4.625
1.720
1.625
1.625
5.500
5.000
5.000
4.500
4.500
0.515

AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA

YTM Days to
365 Maturity

Maturity
Date

Federal Agency - Coupon
31331QK22
31331JDT7
31331JBV4
31331KCP3
3133XHPH9
3133XHPH9
3133XVQL8
3133XWW47
3133XTAW6
3133XUKB8
3133XWEZ8
3133XLDG5
3133XSP93
3133XWKV0
3133XXYX9
3133XUK93
313372UV4
3133XW7L7
3133XVNT4
3133XWX87
3133XVNT4
3133XML66
3133XYWB7
3133XML66
3133XVNT4
3133XJUT3
3128X9D80
3137EABY4
3137EAAZ2
3128X9D56
3137EACJ6
3137EACJ6
3134A4HF4
3134A4UU6
3128X2TM7
3134A4TZ7
3134A4SA3
3134G1WT7

4048
4062
4063
4064
4011
4012
4013
4016
4017
4021
4030
4042
4044
4046
4049
4051
4052
4053
4054
4058
4066
4067
4069
4070
4071
8160
10015
10016
10019
10024
10025
10026
4020
4043
4045
4050
4061
4065

FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL FARM CREDIT BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR
FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE COR

0.954
0.540
0.527
0.527
0.871
0.863
0.970
1.132
1.077
0.744
0.617
1.539
1.295
1.421
1.000
0.513
0.429
0.595
0.594
0.597
0.455
0.319
0.320
0.380
0.453
4.608
0.705
0.444
0.609
0.804
0.910
0.905
0.713
1.580
1.341
1.036
0.482
0.420

684
591
601
602
140
140
161
252
287
41
7
1,078
896
987
721
441
424
565
532
616
532
467
418
467
532
252
299
266
482
650
654
654
76
1,110
944
745
564
514

05/15/2013
02/11/2013
02/21/2013
02/22/2013
11/18/2011
11/18/2011
12/09/2011
03/09/2012
04/13/2012
08/11/2011
07/08/2011
06/13/2014
12/13/2013
03/14/2014
06/21/2013
09/14/2012
08/28/2012
01/16/2013
12/14/2012
03/08/2013
12/14/2012
10/10/2012
08/22/2012
10/10/2012
12/14/2012
03/09/2012
04/25/2012
03/23/2012
10/25/2012
04/11/2013
04/15/2013
04/15/2013
09/15/2011
07/15/2014
01/30/2014
07/15/2013
01/15/2013
11/26/2012
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Portfolio Details - Investments
June 30, 2011
CUSIP

Investment #

Average
Balance

Issuer

Purchase
Date

Par Value

Market Value

Book Value

Stated
Rate

S&P

02/25/2010
04/29/2010
11/19/2010
12/16/2010
02/18/2010
02/18/2010
02/04/2010
02/04/2010
03/10/2010
03/11/2010
03/29/2011
04/06/2011
04/28/2011
04/28/2011
05/06/2011
05/12/2011
05/12/2011
06/22/2011

10,000,000.00
6,000,000.00
20,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
1,200,000.00
762,000.00
15,000,000.00
8,100,000.00
3,000,000.00
1,500,000.00
4,000,000.00
5,100,000.00
8,000,000.00
2,000,000.00
3,900,000.00
5,100,000.00
4,700,000.00
1,400,000.00

10,141,100.00
6,084,660.00
20,036,200.00
5,065,350.00
1,216,932.00
771,959.34
15,211,650.00
8,343,000.00
3,000,930.00
1,500,465.00
4,178,800.00
5,216,739.00
8,014,480.00
2,177,839.17
3,923,198.50
5,134,833.00
4,706,627.00
1,403,545.11

10,700,400.00
6,365,700.00
19,956,000.00
5,088,650.00
1,284,084.00
775,380.72
16,055,250.00
8,749,458.00
3,128,400.00
1,563,600.00
4,125,560.00
5,186,088.00
7,999,040.00
2,168,000.11
3,918,830.50
5,119,278.00
4,690,882.00
1,404,132.13

5.000
5.000
0.500
1.875
5.000
1.875
5.000
5.000
3.625
3.625
2.500
1.750
0.500
4.125
0.750
1.000
0.800
0.500

AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA

395,788,000.00

403,713,341.47

409,027,784.73

14,000,000.00
38,861,000.00

13,969,718.00
38,858,823.78

13,972,233.33
38,762,741.05

52,861,000.00

52,828,541.78

52,734,974.38

18,000,000.00
15,000,000.00
16,000,000.00
5,000,000.00
7,000,000.00

18,056,952.00
15,100,200.00
16,015,632.00
5,033,400.00
7,034,181.00

18,061,171.88
15,150,585.94
15,961,250.00
5,039,062.50
7,037,429.00

61,000,000.00

61,240,365.00

61,249,499.32

249,000.00
751,000.00

249,000.00
751,000.00

249,000.00
751,000.00

1,000,000.00

1,000,000.00

1,000,000.00

YTM Days to
365 Maturity

Maturity
Date

Federal Agency - Coupon
31359MZ30
31359MZ30
3136FPUC9
31398AWK4
31359MZ30
31398AWK4
31359MZ30
31359M5H2
31398ATL6
31398ATL6
31398AXJ6
31398AJ94
3136FPUC9
31359MUT8
3135G0AK9
31398A4N9
31398A6D9
3136FPUC9

10008
10012
10020
10022
3012
3013
4010
4015
4035
4037
4041
4047
4055
4056
4057
4059
4060
4068

FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
Subtotal and Average

398,560,669.54

0.694
0.796
0.614
0.549
0.740
1.055
0.817
1.006
0.615
0.637
1.469
0.931
0.508
1.279
0.562
0.873
0.878
0.335

106
106
487
294
106
294
106
230
45
45
1,049
676
487
1,019
606
837
871
487

10/15/2011
10/15/2011
10/30/2012
04/20/2012
10/15/2011
04/20/2012
10/15/2011
02/16/2012
08/15/2011
08/15/2011
05/15/2014
05/07/2013
10/30/2012
04/15/2014
02/26/2013
10/15/2013
11/18/2013
10/30/2012

0.773

374

0.206
0.283

355 06/20/2012
27 07/28/2011

0.263

114

0.786
0.370
0.500
0.429
0.223

122
304
488
304
335

0.515

302

0.500
0.500

111 10/20/2011
111 10/20/2011

0.500

111

Federal Agency - Discount
313588YJ8
313588JS5

10032
211

FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
FEDERAL NATION MORTAGE ASSOC.
Subtotal and Average

06/29/2011
08/31/2010

39,694,223.27

0.200
0.275

AAA
AAA

Treasury Securities - Coupon
912828LT5
912828NB2
912828PD6
912828NB2
912828NE6

10009
10018
10021
10023
10031

UNITED STATES TREASURY
UNITED STATES TREASURY
UNITED STATES TREASURY
UNITED STATES TREASURY
UNITED STATES TREASURY
Subtotal and Average

03/24/2010
09/24/2010
11/19/2010
12/16/2010
05/25/2011

61,249,499.32

1.000
1.000
0.375
1.000
0.750

AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA
AAA

10/31/2011
04/30/2012
10/31/2012
04/30/2012
05/31/2012

Certificates of Deposit - CDARS
CDARS05
CDARS06

10028
10029

BORREGO SPRINGS BANK
BORREGO SPRINGS BANK
Subtotal and Average

1,000,000.00

04/21/2011
04/21/2011

0.500
0.500
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Portfolio Details - Investments
June 30, 2011
CUSIP

Investment #

Issuer
Total and Average

Average
Balance
814,618,405.84

Purchase
Date

Par Value

Market Value

Book Value

787,761,575.03

795,835,104.72

801,064,506.57

Stated
Rate

S&P

YTM Days to
365 Maturity
0.778

228
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Portfolio Details - Cash
June 30, 2011
CUSIP

Investment #

Average
Balance

Purchase
Date

WELLS FARGO - RETIREE & COBRA
PETTY CASH
WELLS FARGO - OPERATING/POOLED
WELLS FARGO - PAYROLL ZBA
WELLS FARGO - 2010A BONDS
WELLS FARGO - 2010B BONDS-BABS
WELLS FARGO - 2008A COPS

07/01/2010
07/01/2010

Issuer

Par Value

Market Value

Book Value

44,764.38
2,500.00
2,341,889.64
-54,006.25
3.65
3.22
3.47

44,764.38
2,500.00
2,341,889.64
-54,006.25
3.65
3.22
3.47

44,764.38
2,500.00
2,341,889.64
-54,006.25
3.65
3.22
3.47

790,096,733.14

798,170,262.83

803,399,664.68

Stated
Rate

S&P

YTM Days to
365 Maturity

Passbook/Checking Accounts
CASH00
CASH01
CASH02
CASH03
CASH38
CASH39
CASH30

50
48
1000
1001
3000
4000
6000

Average Balance

0.00

Total Cash and Investmentss

814,618,405.84

07/01/2010
07/01/2010
07/01/2010

0.001

0.001

0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0.778

228

1
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Activity Summary
June 2010 through June 2011
Yield to Maturity
Month
End

Year

Number of
Securities

Total
Invested

360
Equivalent

365
Equivalent

Managed
Pool
Rate

Number
of Investments
Purchased

Number
of Investments
Redeemed

Average
Term

Average
Days to Maturity

June

2010

83

918,247,898.07

0.736

0.747

0.902

1

1

281

182

July

2010

77

936,641,347.26

0.735

0.745

0.881

9

3

288

174

August

2010

76

926,922,673.16

0.732

0.742

0.885

1

2

288

170

September

2010

77

933,072,382.61

0.721

0.731

0.858

4

3

316

191

October

2010

78

843,995,415.64

0.753

0.763

1.024

5

4

345

194

November

2010

79

847,255,394.61

0.765

0.775

1.069

2

1

365

202

December

2010

80

835,265,201.64

0.769

0.780

1.097

2

1

373

189

January

2011

81

841,973,607.62

0.772

0.783

1.114

1

0

383

178

February

2011

80

843,895,424.76

0.755

0.765

1.025

5

6

378

168

March

2011

82

850,665,530.99

0.748

0.758

0.946

7

5

387

181

April

2011

91

787,364,320.53

0.783

0.793

0.999

16

7

404

218

May

2011

100

797,817,520.88

0.779

0.790

1.002

12

3

417

230

June

2011

104

801,064,506.57

0.767

0.778

1.020

6

2

420

228

84

858,783,171.10

0.755%

0.765%

0.986

5

3

357

193

Average
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Administrative and Finance Committee
Metropolitan Water District modification to its annexation charges for five previously
annexed areas within the Water Authority (Action)
Staff recommendation
Authorize the General Manager to seek property owner and/or voter approval of
Metropolitan Water District’s modification to its annexation charge calculation for five
previously annexed areas within the Water Authority’s service area.
Alternatives
Do not authorize the General Manager to seek approval of the modification.
Fiscal Impact
The fiscal impact associated with the staff recommendation is the administrative cost of
conducting the election, including the cost of mailing and processing the notifications and
ballots.
Background
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) Board of Directors approved
modifications to its annexation charges for eleven previously approved annexations within its
service area, including five areas within the Water Authority (Attachment 1). These 11 areas
annexed to MWD prior to implementation of Proposition 13 in 1987. Before this time, MWD
allowed many areas annexing to MWD to pay the annexation charge through the levy of special
taxes on property tax bills. No fixed term was set for payments. Of the approximately 90 areas
using tax levies, only these 11 areas have not had tax levies sufficient to pay the annexation
charges. The assessed valuations have remained very low on these properties due to the rural
and/or undeveloped nature of the land, and were further limited by passage of Proposition 13.
Since annexing, some of these areas have parcels that were acquired by tax-exempt entities,
shifting payment of the annexation levy to the remaining tax-paying parcels in the area.
The modifications changed the method of calculating the annexation charges for these 11
annexations to limit the tax amounts collected. Under the modification, tax-exempt acreage is
excluded from the annexation charges, and the obligation to pay the annexation charge has been
met when the amount paid to date is at least equal to the amount necessary to fully amortize a
thirty-year loan at four percent, using simple interest.
Discussion
On May 10, 2011, MWD’s Board of Directors adopted Resolution 9213, approving modifications to
the annexation levies in eleven areas within its service area, pursuant to authority contained in Section
405 of the MWD Act (Attachment 1). Five areas are within the Water Authority service area, in the
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Rainbow Municipal Water District, Fallbrook Public Utility District, and the Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Water District. The modification resulted in a reduction in taxes in all of the five areas. The
table below shows the time and amount remaining to be levied in each anenxation area, under the
modification:
Annexation Area
Rainbow No. 3
Fallbrook Community Air Park
De Luz Heights Reorganization
De Luz Heights No. 1
Rincon del Diablo No4

Member Agency

Years Remaining

Rainbow MWD
Fallbrook PUD
Fallbrook PUD
Fallbrook PUD
Rincon del Diablo MWD

2
0
0
0
0

Amount
Remaining
$382,472
0
0
0
0

MWD’s board has determined to require approval of this modification by voter or property
owner approval and has required that the affected member agencies obtain that approval. The
approval must be by registered voters if the annexation area has 12 or more voters. If less than
12 voters reside in the annexation area, then approval by the owners of more than one-half of the
value of the taxable property within the annexation area is required, as shown on the last
equalized assessment roll. MWD has provided the form of the notification and ballot
(Attachment 2). Staff anticipates conducting the election in August and reporting the results to
the Board and to MWD in September 2011.
Staff is recommending the Board authorize the General Manager to take all actions necessary to
seek approval of MWD’s modification of calculating the annexation charges as required by MWD
Resolution No. 9213 using the form of notification and ballot provided by MWD.
Prepared by: Lesley Dobalian, Water Resources Specialist
Reviewed by: Ken Weinberg, Director of Water Resources
Approved by: Sandra L. Kerl, Deputy General Manager
Attachment 1: MWD Transmittal letter, dated May 17, 2011
MWD Resolution 9123, dated May 10, 2011
MWD Board letter 8-4, dated May 10, 2011
Attachment 2: Form of notification and ballot
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***BALLOT ENCLOSED***

***BALLOT ENCLOSED***

NOTICE OF MAILED BALLOT ELECTION IN CONNECTION WITH PROPOSED
REDUCTION OF METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA ANNEXATION CHARGES
Dear [Property Owner][Resident]:
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (“Metropolitan”) has taken action to
modify certain annexation charges by reducing the remaining amount of the charge. A copy of
Metrpolitan Resolution No. 9123 confirming this action is enclosed with this letter. As provided
in Resolution No. 9123, the modification is subject to approval by property owners or voters
within each affected annexation area. As required by Resolution No. 9123, the San Diego
County Water Authority is providing the enclosed ballot to you to obtain approval to modify
annexation charges that are currently levied by Metropolitan in Annexation No. «Annex_No» to
«Agency_Full_Name» (“«Agency_Short_Name»”) and Metropolitan. Your [property][address]
is included within «Annex_No». The affirmative votes of [a majority in assessed valuation of
property owners][a majority of registered voters voting on this proposal] within «Annex_No»
will result in final approval of the proposed modification described below and reduction in
annexation charges.
Background
Prior to approval of Proposition 13 by California voters in 1978, Metropolitan allowed many
areas that requested annexation to Metropolitan and its member agencies, including
«Agency_Short_Name», to pay the annexation charge for annexation to Metropolitan through
the levy of special taxes on property tax bills within the respective annexation areas, with
interest. «Annex_No» is one of the approximately 90 areas that opted to use tax levies to pay
annexation charges. While most of these annexation areas have paid off their annexation fees and
accrued interest, eleven areas have not.
On May 10, 2011, Metropolitan approved Resolution 9123, “Resolution of the Board of
Directors of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California approving the modification
of method of raising annexation charges for eleven annexations to Metropolitan.” This
Resolution reduces the annexation levies in these eleven areas as described in Resolution 9123.
Before adoption of Resolution 9123 on May 10, the annexation fee obligation payable to
Metropolitan collectively by properties in «Annex_No» was $______. Resolution 9123 reduces
this amount to $______. [If this amount is greater than zero, add: Annexation fees will continue
to be levied on properties within «Annex_No» according to existing terms and procedures, with
a maximum annual levy on each parcel for annexation fees of .1875% of its assessed valuation,
until the reduced amount has been paid or until the final payment date provided in Resolution
9123. This final payment date is after fifty years of tax levies or not later than June 30, 2020.
No annexation levies paid to date will be refunded. Standby charge assessments and property
taxes for Metropolitan’s general obligation bond debt service are not affected by this action.
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«Agency_Short_Name» is providing this ballot to you pursuant to Resolution 9123, which
requires approval of the modification through an election shall be conducted by the member
public agency of which the annexation area is a part by August 1, 2011.
Ballot Procedure
«Agency_Short_Name» strongly encourages you to return the enclosed ballot indicating
whether you support or oppose the proposed reduction in charges, if you are [ a registered voter
residing within «Annex_No»][an owner of real property within «Annex_No»]. Only [registered
voters residing within «Annex_No»][owner of property within «Annex_No»] may submit
ballots.
Ballots must be mailed to [agency contact person and address] or delivered to [agency
contact person and address] and received not later than [time] on [deadline date]. Only ballots
that are submitted will be counted. To ensure that your mailed ballot is counted,
«Agency_Short_Name» must receive it in the mail no later than [time] on [deadline date].
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PROPOSED REDUCTION OF METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA ANNEXATION CHARGES [REGISTERED VOTER]



YES, I approve of the proposed reduction in annexation charges that are currently
levied by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(“Metropolitan”) in Annexation No. «Annex_No» pursuant to Metropolitan
Resolution 9123.



NO,

I do not approve of the proposed reduction in annexation charges that are
currently levied by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(“Metropolitan”) in Annexation No. «Annex_No» pursuant to Metropolitan
Resolution 9123.

By submitting this ballot, I certify that I am a registered voter residing at the following address
in «Annex_No».
Address :

______________________________
______________________________
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BALLOT REGARDING
PROPOSED REDUCTION OF METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA ANNEXATION CHARGES [PROPERTY OWNER]



YES, I approve of the proposed reduction in annexation charges that are currently
levied by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(“Metropolitan”) in Annexation No. «Annex_No» pursuant to Metropolitan
Resolution 9123.



NO,

I do not approve of the proposed reduction in annexation charges that are
currently levied by The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(“Metropolitan”) in Annexation No. «Annex_No» pursuant to Metropolitan
Resolution 9123.

[APN(S):
«APN»

Owner of Record:
«Name»
Owner’s Address:
«Address»

___________________________________________
Signature of Record Owner
or Authorized Representative
___________________________________________]
Print Name
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July 20, 2011

Attention: Administrative and Finance Committee
Annual report and presentation on the 2015 Business Plan performance. (Information)
Purpose
The purpose of this memo is to provide fiscal year 2011 performance information on the 2008
Strategic Plan and the 2015 Business Plan.
Background
The Board’s Strategic Plan, adopted in April 2008, is the guiding policy document for the Water
Authority. It is a 25-year planning document and is divided into three key result areas – Water
Supply Diversification, Leadership, and Asset Management. Underlying these three key result
areas are 11 strategies and 21 objectives. All of the objectives are linked to one or more goals in the
2015 Business Plan to ensure that staff’s efforts and focus are in alignment with the Strategic Plan.
The Business Plan is the tactical plan used by the General Manager to implement the Board’s
policies. It is a rolling five year plan divided into three focus areas – Water Supplies Portfolio,
Water Facilities, and Core Business. These focus areas, which align closely with the three key
result areas of the Strategic Plan, are comprised of 20 programs and associated key issues,
management strategies, and goals.
The Business Plan is also linked to the Water Authority’s two-year budget cycle and ensures that
operating budgets support the Board’s strategic direction. At its June 23, 2011 meeting, the Board
made a fundamental shift in the Water Authority’s operations by passing a budget that reflects the
“New Normal” environment in which the Water Authority now operates – reduced water sales
volumes; increased water costs; transition from a building to an operating organization; impacts of
the economic recession; ratepayer fatigue; and long-term water reliability. Going forward, the
Business Plan will be adjusted to reflect these changes and will continue to be updated biennially.
Discussion
Overall Strategic Plan performance is on track, with 20 out of the 21 goals either completed, ahead
of schedule, or on track for completion (Attachment 1). The remaining goal that did not meet its
target was to obtain 30,000 acre-feet per year of short term water transfers. Due to decreased water
demands, the need for water transfers has diminished. The Strategic Plan is available on the Water
Authority’s home page at http://www.sdcwa.org/strategicplan/.
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The 2015 Business Plan contains 129 goals of which 35 are complete, 66 are on track, and 28 are
not on track. Accomplishments include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Adoption of the Salinity and Nutrient Management Guidelines.
Condition assessment of 400 pipeline appurtenances.
Completion of the San Vicente Pumping Facilities projects.
Completion of the San Vicente Pipeline.
Implementation of the Water Online Ordering web application.
Launching of the Water Quality reporting web page for member agencies.
Adoption of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.
Completion of the PeopleSoft Enterprise Resource Planning software upgrade.

Some of the goals that are not on track include:
•
•
•

Securing of water bond funds for the San Vicente Dam Raise. The water bond measure was
moved from the 2010 ballot to the 2012 ballot.
Meet the Rate Stabilization Fund target fund balance. The target fund balance remains the
same; however, with the adoption of the Fiscal Year 2012 and 2013 Budget and the calendar
year 2012 rates, the target will not be met.
Completion of the updated Regional Water Facilities Master Plan. The target date for
completion was moved back six months to align with the Master Program Enviromental
Impact Report.

As the Business Plan and the Strategic Plan are updated to reflect changes in circumstances and
priorities, the performance management tool, with the status of each Business Plan goal is updated
as well. The link to the performance management tool is located on the Water Authority’s home
page at http://www.sdcwa.org/strategicplan/.
Prepared by: Meena Westford, Public Affairs Senior Manager
Reviewed by: Sandra Kerl, Deputy General Manager
Approved by: Maureen A. Stapleton, General Manager
Attachments: 1. Strategic Plan Performance Summary Report
2. Business Plan Report
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
Strategic Plan - Performance Summary

ATTACHMENT 1

Objectives sorted by Key Result Area
Long Term
No.

KRA and Strategy

Objective

Status

Target Date

Target

Performance
Cumulative
Actual through
Prior Period

Current Year
Actual

Water Supply Diversification - Key Result Area 1
1

2

3

4

5

6

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Conservation

All municipal water agencies within the Water Authority
service area will approve, implement and enforce uniform
outdoor water conservation standards within their
statutory authority.

Sep 2010

14 agencies 14 agencies

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Conservation

The average regional per capita water consumption will
be reduced by 10% from the current 10-year regional
average.

Jan 2015

170 gallons
per capita
day

154 gallons
per capita
day

181 gallons
per capita
day

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Conservation

75% of the region's residents can identify water
conservation as one of their most important civic
obligations.

Jan 2015

75% of
residents

N/A

92% of
residents

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Desalination

The Water Authority will have facilitated and/or
developed local seawater and brackish groundwater
desalination facilities that represent 10% of the region's
total water supply requirements.

Jan 2020

10% of total 1.3% of total
supply via
supply via
desal
desal

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Non Potable Reuse

Member agencies, with the assistance of the Water
Authority, will supply at least 6% of the region's total
water supply through non potable reuse.

Jan 2025

6% of total 3.8% of total 3.8% of total
supply via
supply via
supply via
non potable non potable non potable
reuse
reuse
reuse

WATER SUPPLY
DIVERSIFICATION
Water Transfers

Obtain 30,000 acre feet per year of short-term water
transfers and groundwater banking to meet dry year
supply needs.

Jan 2012

30,000
acre feet per
year

Jun 2013

100%
complete

0
acre feet

1% of total
supply via
desal

38,597
acre feet
obtained by
Jan 2011

Leadership - Key Result Area 2
7

8

9

LEADERSHIP
Political Influence
LEADERSHIP
Political Influence

LEADERSHIP
Political Influence

Adopt and implement a biennial water policy agenda
directed toward MWD, the state, the seven basin states,
and various federal agencies.
The Board and staff will conduct a series of
briefings/workshops for agency boards and other
interested local officials to provide a comprehensive
overview of Water Authority issues and the region's
water supply.
At least 75% of the region's local government policy
makers understand the importance of connecting
development with good water policy, support the Water
Authority's long-term direction, and endorse water
conservation.

10 LEADERSHIP
Regional Growth &
Development

Approve regional landscape model ordinance for local
land-use agencies to apply to new residential and
commercial construction projects and major
improvements to existing developments.

11 LEADERSHIP
Regional Growth &
Development
12 LEADERSHIP
Regional Growth &
Development
13 LEADERSHIP
Public Awareness
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Jan 2012
(and every 1 workshop/
two years
biennially
after)

Jan 2012

75% of policy
makers

100%
0% complete completed by
Jun 2011
100%
33
workshops completed by
Jan 2010
completed

80% of
policy
makers

100%
completed by
Jan 2010

Sep 2012

14 agencies 14 agencies

Encourage local land-use agencies to enforce the model
outdoor water program.

Sep 2010

14 agencies 14 agencies

Encourage local land-use agencies to adopt development
standards and programs that reduce the average per
capita water consumption for that jurisdiction.

Jan 2015

170 gallons
per capita
day

154 gallons
per capita
day

181 gallons
per capita
day

Periodic public surveys show continuing increases in
public support for Water Authority programs.

Jan 2012

3%
increase/yr

80%
increase/yr

N/A

Long Term
No.

KRA and Strategy

Objective

Status

Target Date

Target

Performance
Cumulative
Actual through
Prior Period

Current Year
Actual

Leadership - Key Result Area 2 (continued)
14 LEADERSHIP
Public Awareness

A majority of residents will know, understand and believe
that indirect potable reuse is already part of the existing
water supply, and is a safe and acceptable part of the
region's water supply.

15 LEADERSHIP
Public Awareness

Create broad public support for and awareness of issues
surrounding water, water resources, and water
infrastructure.
The Water Authority will revisit the work force
management issues identified in the Water Authority
Business Plan.

16 LEADERSHIP
Workforce Planning

Jan 2012

51% or more 67% or more 63% or more
of residents of residents of residence

Jan 2015

55% public
support

80% public
support

Jun 2012

100 %
complete

Jan 2012

100%
complete

Dec 2013

100%
complete

100%
0% complete completed by
Jun 2008

Jun 2014

50%
retention
of top 20
investors

55%
100%
retention of
completed by
top 20
Jun 2010
investors

Jan 2009

100%
complete

100%
complete

Jan 2010

100%
complete

100%
complete

N/A

100%
0% complete completed by
Jun 2011

Asset Management - Key Result Area 3
17 ASSET MANAGEMENT
Facilities Planning

Update the Water Facilities Master Plan in conjunction
with the 2015 Urban Water Management Plan.

18 ASSET MANAGEMENT
Capital Financing

Prepare a Long Range Financing Plan to determine the
best fit and structure of an upcoming debt issue. Take
into account such things as reserves, bond ratings,
coverage ratios, insurance, and political climate to
position the Water Authority to achieve the minimum net
cost of funds when debt financing capital improvements.

19 ASSET MANAGEMENT
Capital Financing

Conduct outreach programs to investors and credit
rating agencies to assure them of our financial stability
and ability to pay our obligations.

20 ASSET MANAGEMENT
Facilities Operation
& Maintenance
21 ASSET MANAGEMENT
Facilities Operation
& Maintenance

Adopt an integrated asset management plan that will be
used to support all budget proposals related to water
assets for the next two-year budget.
Water Authority board will adopt a policy regarding
funding of asset replacement.

/1 = Objective met /2 = Objective on track /3 = Objective not met
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10%
complete

0% complete

Water Supplies Portfolio - Bay Delta - Meena Westford - Dennis Cushman
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

100

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

75

% complete

Board adopted committee goals
and objectives in June 2011.

1

Develop and adopt an updated
work plan for 2011/2012.

2011Jun

2

Participate in the Bay-Delta
Conservation Plan process and
advocate for the completion of the
environmental documentation
process.

2012Jan

100

10

50

Staff continues to monitor the
progress of the BDCP and will
% complete
keep Board apprised of its
activities.

3

Support efforts to implement
interim Bay-Delta fixes by 2012.

2012Jun

100

50

25

% complete

4

Evaluate costs and cost
effectiveness of a long-term Delta
fix when compared to other supply
alternatives.

2012Jun

100

50

25

Staff continues to monitor the
estimated costs of the Delta fix
% complete
and will keep Board apprised of
any new developments.

5

Support and monitor the Delta
Governance process, including
support for San Diego's
representation on the Delta
Stewardship Council.

2014Jun

100

25

25

% complete

6

Effectively communicate and
advocate the Water Authority's
position with California Urban
Water Agencies on Delta
strategies.

25

Staff has successfully
advocated for inclusion of
% complete CUWA's Delta Financing
Principles during public
comment periods.
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2014Jul

100

10

Staff continues to support
interim solutions to Bay-Delta.

Staff continues to monitor the
Delta Governance process.

Water Supplies Portfolio - Brackish and Seawater Desalination - Cesar Lopez - Ken Weinberg
#

Goal

1

Complete Desalinated Water
Conveyance and Integration
Study for the Camp Pendleton
Seawater Desalination project as
part of the update to the Regional
Water Facilities Master Plan.

2

Negotiate, execute, and
implement Water Purchase
Agreement with Poseidon for the
delivery of water from the
Carlsbad Desalination Project to
the Water Authority's aqueduct
system.

3

Complete hydrogeologic,
geotechnical, and oceanographic
studies for the Camp Pendleton
Seawater Desalination project.

4

Achieve annual production of
8,000 acre feet of water supplies
from brackish groundwater
desalination.

5

Obtain Board approval of
Environmental Documentation for
CEQA/NEPA compliance for the
Camp Pendleton Seawater
Desalination project.
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Target
Date

2012Jan

2012Dec

2012Dec

2012Dec

2015Jun

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

100

10

10

0

% complete

Work is proceeding on the
Master Plan to meet the target
completion date.

% complete

WPA drafted; due diligence
activities continuing; WPA
negotiations not yet started
because Carlsbad has not
relinquished WPA with
Poseidon

% complete

NTP was issued to RBF
Consulting for technical studies.
Project kickoff meeting was held
on May 3, 2011. Work is
proceeding to meet the target
completion date.

acre feet of
annual
production

Oceanside's expanded Mission
Basin Desalter is now running at
full capacity. Construction of
Sweetwater's Reynolds Plant
expansion on hold pending
resolution of lawsuits filed by the
City of San Diego.

% complete

Should the Board decide to
proceed, staff anticipates
procuring an environmental
consultant in early 2013,
following the completion of the
Technical Studies as part of the
Master Plan Update.

100

100

8000

100

30

10

6000

0

30

10

8000

0

10

0

6000

0

Comments

Water Supplies Portfolio - Colorado River Water Supplies - Halla Razak - Maureen Stapleton
#

1

Goal

Obtain U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation's project acceptance
for Reaches 2 and 3 of the AllAmerican Canal Lining project.

Target
Date

2010Nov

Revised
Date

2012Oct

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

Fiscal
Year
Actual

90

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Letter of completion sent to
USBR in June 2009; USBR has
not issued a Notice of
Completion due to outstanding
project completion items that
are currently under review by
the USBR.

2

Obtain U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation's project acceptance
for Reach 1 of the All-American
Canal Lining project.

2010Nov

2012Oct

100

100

90

% complete

Letter of completion sent to
USBR in June 2009; USBR has
not issued a Notice of
Completion due to outstanding
project completion items that
are currently under review by
the USBR.

3

Develop and implement the
Cracked Panel Repair Procedure
for the Coachella Canal Lining
project.

2011Apr

2012Apr

100

100

75

% complete

Funding discussion continues;
repairs to start winter 2011.

4

Obtain storage ability in Lake
Mead through the establishment
of an Intentionally Created
Surplus (ICS) sub-account.

2011Jun

2012Jun

100

25

ongoing
discussions
with MWD
produce
agreement for
storage

5

Obtain U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation's project acceptance
for the Coachella Canal Lining
project.

2011Oct

2012Oct

100

50

% complete

USBR acceptance contingent
on cracked panel repair
completion.

6

In cooperation with funding
partner agencies and Mexico,
complete Phase 2 of the
Binational Desalination Plant
project in Baja California, Mexico.

% complete
of Phase 2

Board authorization to proceed
with the phase received in
March 2011, negotiations
continue with the funding
agencies.

Continued on next page
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2011Dec

2012Jun

100

75

50

0

Discussions temporarily on hold
due to pending matters such as
QSA litigation and
Metropolitan's rate case.

Water Supplies Portfolio - Colorado River Water Supplies - Halla Razak - Maureen Stapleton (Continued)
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

7

Obtain resolution of judicial ruling
related to the Quantification
Settlement Agreement contracts.

2011Dec

100

66

66

% complete -18
month process

8

Transfer 150,000 acre feet of
water as described in the
Transfer Agreement Schedule for
calendar years 2010 and 2011.

2011Dec

150000

70000

70000

acre feet

9

Participate in continuing
discussions with the Seven Basin
States and federal government
regarding the feasibility of water
supply augmentation projects
and make recommendations to
the Water Authority for
participation where appropriate.

2012Jun

10

Administer the Quantification
Settlement Agreement Joint
Powers Authority and fund
reasonable environmental
mitigation costs to sustain
environmental permits.

11

Administer Water Authority's
portion of operations,
maintenance, and repair costs
for All-American and Coachella
Canal Lining projects and ensure
costs are within contractual
obligations for the next two fiscal
years.

2012Jun

50

Executed CCLP MOA on
O&M Baseline Index,
Negotiations ongoing on All
American. Coachella Canal
Lining O&M is complete.

12

Develop an action plan to
evaluate the potential extension
of Metropolitan Water DistrictSan Diego County Water
Authority Exchange Agreement
for decision by December 2017.

2012Jun

0

Action Plan to be developed
after Metropolitan's rate case
concludes.
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2012Jun

12468755

70,000 AF transferred,
80,000 AF scheduled for
2012.

25

discussions
produce realistic Discussions continue.
projects

25

Quarterly JPA
meetings and
Implement
Mitigation Tasks
in Annual Budget
- annual budget
only

Water Supplies Portfolio - Metropolitan Water District Water Supplies - Amy Chen - Dennis Cushman
#

1

2

Goal

Execute a comprehensive MWD
Inspection Trip and Education
Plan.

Complete agreement with the
Department of Water Resources
and other State Water Contractor
agencies, as needed, to deliver
transfer water into the Water
Authority's Groundwater Bank
Program in Kern County.

Continued on the next page
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Target
Date

2010Sep

2011Mar

Revised
Date

2011Mar

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Actual

75

25

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Completed two State Water
Project and two Colorado River
Aqueduct Inspection Trips,
which included stops at Water
Authority facilities. Through
these trips, the Water Authority
was able to host over 150
participants from targeted
community organizations,
companies and local agencies.
Inspection Trip and Education
Plan delayed due to higher
priority MWD Activity taking
precedence.

% complete

In light of higher priority issues,
as well as, DWR's preference
that MWD, as a State Water
Contractor, participate in the
delivery agreement, this item
was deferred until further notice.
Staff continues to monitor
DWR/SWP activities for
potential opportunities to
transport water into its storage
programs, including participation
in the Association of California
Water Agencies Water
Transfers Initiative (which is
seeking State policy changes to
facilitate movement of water
between willing buyers and
willing sellers).

Water Supplies Portfolio - Metropolitan Water District Water Supplies - Amy Chen - Dennis Cushman (Continued)
#

3

Goal

Conduct biennial MWD Delegates
and Water Authority planning
session to identify water policy
strategies and integrate into the
MWD Program Work Plan for
2011/2012.

Target
Date

2012Apr

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

50

Fiscal
Year
Actual

50

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

The updated MWD Work Plan
was reviewed and approved by
the Officers and Delegates
December 8; MWD Work Plan
was presented at March 2011
Board Retreat; Work Plan was
well received.

4

Secure Northern and Central
California water to ensure
adequate supplies during dryyears and obtain requisite
approvals to convey the water.

2012Jun

100

50

50

% complete

No changes. As previously
reported, as a result of
decreased water demands and
improved local supply
conditions, the need for
Northern and Central California
dry-year water transfers for
Calendar Year 2011 has
diminished. Staff continues to
monitor conditions, however.

5

Identify and make
recommendations to the Water
Authority on potential partners for
joint groundwater storage
opportunities to achieve water
reliability and build alliances as
appropriate.

2012Jun

100

50

50

% complete

Staff continues to seek and
review potential opportunities.

Continued on next page
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Water Supplies Portfolio - Metropolitan Water District Water Supplies - Amy Chen - Dennis Cushman (Continued)
#

Goal

6

Identify, assess, and make
recommendations to the Water
Authority on key MWD issues that
impact rates and charges,
financial contributions, equitable
distribution of water supply, supply
reliability, and cost efficient
opportunities (Integrated
Resource Plan, supply programs,
annual budget and rates, incentive
programs, etc.).

7

Implement a Water Authority
Directors' instructional plan on
MWD issues. As part of the plan,
accompany three Directors per
year, at the minimum, to MWD
Committee and/or Board
meetings.
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Target
Date

2012Jun

2012Jun

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

50

50

Fiscal
Year
Actual

50

50

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Completed assessment,
discussed with Board Officers
and MWD Delegates, and wrote
position and comment letters to
MWD on the Provisional FY
2012/13 Budget; sale of
replenishment water; draft Long
Range Finance Plan and
demand for recalculation of
MWD's preferential rights. Also
reviewed and provided
evaluation on MWD's Blue
Ribbon Committee, water
supply conditions, participation
and cost-share in Bay-Delta
issues, real property and
income generating proposals,
and legislative items.

% complete

Reviewed MWD issues with
new board members Farrah
Douglas and Gerald Walson
and accompanied Chair Mike
Hogan at MWD during the April
MWD Committee and Board
meetings. Director instructional
plan is complete, but will be
updated as needed.

Water Supplies Portfolio - Recycled Water - Maria Mariscal - Ken Weinberg
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

1

Conduct and prepare a minimum
of five Customer Site Inspections
and Site Review Reports to
encourage recycled water use in
the commercial, industrial, and
institutional sectors.

2

In conjunction with the Regional
Quality Control Board, the
Southern California Salinity
Coalition, and member agencies,
develop standards and guidelines
for the development of Salinity
and Nutrient Management Plans.

2011Dec

100

50

100

0

% complete

Final Salinity and Nutrient
Management Plan Guidelines
were completed. In Nov 2010,
the San Diego Water Board
unanimously adopted
Resolution R9-2010-0125
endorsing the Salinity/Nutrient
Planning Guidelines.

3

Achieve annual distribution and
beneficial reuse of 30,000 acre
feet of recycled water by the end
of 2012.

2012Dec

30000

28000

28396

27103

acre feet of
annual
demand

Reporting Beneficial use totals
from July 2010- June 2011
projected totals.

% complete

In conjunction with P.A. staff,
coordinating efforts on potable
reuse in order to provide
consistent messaging/ info. &
developing an IPR video for
both internal and M.A. use.
Member of the Calif. Potable
Reuse Committee.

4

Develop and implement a
stakeholder information plan to
characterize and address market
barriers to Potable Reuse.
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2011Jun

2014Dec

5

100

5

25

5

25

4

0

Reports have been completed
Site Review for SAIC, UCSD, GNF/Novartis
Reports
and Scripps Westview HOA.
Goal has been completed.

Water Supplies Portfolio - Water Conservation - Bill Rose - Bill Rose
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

100

75

% complete

1

Ensure 100% of the local land use
planning jurisdictions within the
Water Authority's service area will
adopt the regional model
landscape ordinance.

2010Sep

100

100

2

Implement 15 sites throughout the
service area of water efficient
landscaping that meet the regional
landscape ordinance.

2011Jun

15

15

3

Reduce per capita water use by
8.4 gallons per capita day by 2012
to stay on course to reach state
mandated 2015 target of 161
gallons per capita day.

2012Jun

161

161

4

As needed, plan and implement
programs that will achieve shortterm water savings to meet
anticipated or mandated regional
targets if the previous year's
annual gallons per capita day
target is exceeded by 5% or more.

2012Jun
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100

50

154

50

Comments

Goal has been completed.

sites

This project was not included in
the Board priorities established
December 2010.

gallons per
capita per
day

Regional gallons per capita per
day is within targets.

% complete

Current gallons per capita per
day does not dictate the need
for programs to achieve shortterm water savings.

Water Supplies Portfolio - Water Shortage and Drought Response Management - Bob Yamada - Sandy Kerl
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

1

Complete emergency local water
supply implementation plan.

2011Dec

2011April

2

Prepare a 3 year water supply
outlook with dry-year supply
estimates for short-term water
transfers, groundwater banking,
and carryover storage in 2011 and
2012.

May
2012

2011April

3

Identify shortage management
actions based on water supply
conditions in 2011 and 2012.

4

Administer and update
Metropolitan Water District and
Water Authority water supply
allocation programs in 2011 and
2012.
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2012May

2012Jun

2011April

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

100

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

50

50

50

50

Fiscal
Year
Actual

50

100

100

50

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Initial framework developed;
desalination vessel study
finalized; complete plan
development during remainder
of CY 2011.

% complete

Favorable 3-year supply outlook
presented to Board March 2011.
With deactivation of WSDRP,
goal is complete.

% complete

Management actions approved
by the Board in April 2011:
deactivate WSDRP; suspend
allocations; declare end to
drought levels; reinforce
conservation. With deactivation
of WSDRP, goal is complete.

% complete

Allocations terminated April
2011. Participating in MWD
WSAP review. Convened
member agency workgroup May
2011, to update WSDRP
allocation methodology.

Water Facilities - Asset Management - John Galleher - Gary Eaton
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

The team has completed
condition assessment of 97
Flow Control Facilities. Currently
the team is finalizing a project
portfolio which will include a
rehabilitation and repair
schedule for all Flow Control
Facilities.

% complete

O&M is currently finalizing a
proposed 2012/2013 two year
budget and a portfolio of
projects.

1

Complete condition assessment of
97 Flow Control Facilities and
develop a rehabilitation/repair
schedule.

2011Jun

2

Develop comprehensive asset
management budget and update
the project portfolio as part of the
fiscal year 2012/2013 budget
process.

2011Jun

3

Complete condition assessment of
400 pipeline appurtenances and
develop a rehabilitation/repair
schedule.

2011Aug

100

85

100

% complete

The team has completed field
condition assessment of over
400 pipeline appurtenances. A
proposed rehabilitation/repair
schedule has been finalized.

4

Complete condition assessment of
35 major hydraulic control,
pumping, and hydroelectric
facilities and develop a
rehabilitation/repair schedule.

2012Jul

100

50

50

% complete

Preliminary planning and office
work has been completed.
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100

100

100

100

100

100

Water Facilities - Capital Improvement Program - Jeff Shoaf - Frank Belock
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

1

Complete the San Vicente
Pumping Facilities projects within
budget and prior to completion of
the San Vicente Pipeline, to
provide a means to pump
emergency and carryover storage
to the second aqueduct from the
San Vicente Reservoir.

2010Oct

2011Mar

100

100

100

99

% complete

Project complete. Notice of
Completion for the equipment
supplier was filed in March
2011. Final testing and
integration of the facility into the
Water Authority's Aqueduct
system was completed in April
2011.

2

Complete San Vicente Pipeline on
revised schedule and budget to
provide a means to transport
emergency and carryover storage
to and from the second aqueduct
and the San Vicente Reservoir.

2010Nov

2011Jan

100

100

100

85

% complete

Project complete. Notice of
Completion was filed in January
2011.

3

Complete the Lake Hodges
facilities on revised schedule and
budget to link Lake Hodges to the
Water Authority's aqueduct
system, ultimately providing
20,000 acre feet of emergency
storage for regional use.

2011Jun

2012May

% complete

Connection in the generator
failed during testing of the
facility and the units are in the
process of being rebuilt.

4

Develop best management
practices to execute a successful
Capital Improvement Program.

2011Dec

% complete

A draft CIP Best Management
Practices document has been
completed and is currently being
circulated for comments.

Continued on the next page
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100

100

100

75

90

90

90

40

Water Facilities - Capital Improvement Program - Jeff Shoaf - Frank Belock (Continued)
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

5

Complete the San Vicente Dam
Raise and Carryover Storage
project on schedule and within
budget and initiate filling of the
expanded reservoir to ultimately
provide 152,000 acre feet of
emergency and carryover storage.

2013Apr

100

40

30

15

% complete

Contractor continuing grading
access roads for future marina.
Trial placement of the RCC was
successfully completed and
approved by both the designer
and the California Division of
Safety of Dams (DSOD).

6

Complete the San Vicente Marina
Facilities project on schedule and
within budget to replace the
existing marina facilities removed
as part of the San Vicente Dam
Raise and Carryover Storage
project.

2014Dec

100

10

10

5

% complete

Proposals for professional
design services currently under
evaluation.

7

Complete the San Vicente Bypass
Pipeline project on schedule and
within budget to replace the
existing bypass pipeline inundated
as part of the San Vicente Dam
Raise and Carryover Storage
project.

% complete

Basis of Design Report has
been received and review is
underway. Construction phase
has been deferred to FY2015 as
part of the reprioritized CIP as
recommended by the CRACA
Ad-hoc Committee.
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2015Dec

100

20

5

0

Water Facilities - Facilities Security and Emergency Preparedness - Gary Stine - Gary Eaton
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

1

Complete Golden Guardian 2011
Catastrophic Flood multijurisdictional emergency response
exercise.

2011Jun

100

100

100

% complete

2

Complete Golden Guardian 2012
Catastrophic Earthquake multijurisdictional emergency response
exercise.

2012Jun

100

0

0

% complete

3

Develop the Water Annex
segment of the San Diego County
Operational Area Plan for
emergency response.

2011Aug

100

85

100

% complete

The Water Annex was
completed and adopted by the
County Board of Supervisors.

4

Update existing vulnerability
assessment of critical facilities, in
accordance with the Department
of Homeland Security Protected
Critical Infrastructure Information
program.

2013Dec

100

30

50

% complete

Received assessment report
from Department of Homeland
Security. Report under review.

5

Update existing Supervisory
Control and Data Acquisition
System (SCADA) vulnerability
assessment using the Department
of Homeland Security's Control
System Cyber Security SelfAssessment Tool, comparing
results with past SCADA
assessments.

2012Dec

% complete

Initial coordination meeting and
training completed. Prioritizing
recommendations for
implementation.
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100

40

50

ARKStorm exercise completed
June 13 at MCAS Miramar.

Water Facilities - Operations and Maintenance - Joe Wegand - Gary Eaton
#

Goal

1

Complete the implementation of
the online water ordering project.

2

Integrate the Hodges Pumped
Storage project into aqueduct
operations.

3

4

Complete construction and
integration of the Communication
Facilities Capital project with
existing data communication
system.

Resolve six right-of-way
encroachment cases.

Target
Date

Revised
Date

2010Jul

2010Dec

2011Sep

2012Jun

2012Jun

Sep
2013

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

100

100

100

100

6

100

50

3

85

25

2

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Goal completed. Online water
ordering system is operational.

% complete

Subsystem testing is on hold
pending resolution of turbine
repair. Training continues as
well as documentation
preparation.

% complete

After substantial procurement
delays caused by the vendor,
the Radio Path Study is
underway. It will allow
finalization of design and
eventual construction. Project
completion is now estimated to
be Sept 2013.

cases

Two cases have been resolved.
The third case may be held up
due to lawyer involvement.
Although this year's target is in
question, the overall goal can
still be achieved.

5

Integrate the San Vicente projects
into Aqueduct Operations.

2012Dec

100

50

100

% complete

Operational testing is complete.
CDPH has issued an amended
system permit to add San
Vicente as a regional source of
water. The pump station is
currently being used to move
stored water out of San Vicente
Reservoir.

6

Develop an online reporting
system that allows member
agencies to access Water Quality
information.

2012Dec

100

50

100

% complete

The system is complete and is
being used successfully by
member agency staff.

222 of 512

Core Business - Climate Change and Sustainability - Cheryll Stewart - Sandy Kerl
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

100

100

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

FERC issued Preliminary Permit
on 7/2/2010

% complete

The Climate Registry GHG
reporting software was released
in August 2010. The baseline
GHG inventory was completed
in December 2010.

1

Obtain new Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission permit for
San Vicente Pumped Storage
project.

2

Calculate greenhouse gas
baseline inventory, including direct
and indirect emissions.

3

Conduct first energy audit, in
participation with SDG&E and
member agencies, to maximize
energy efficiencies.

2011Apr

2012 Apr

1

1

0

# of audits
complete

No viable responses were
received with the initial
solicitation. SDG&E has revised
the RFP. Their contracting
department issued the updated
RFP in June 2011.

4

Evaluate and recommend
changes to water supply planning
and design standards to
incorporate impacts of climate
change.

2011Jun

2012 Dec

100

100

10

% complete

To be included with Master Plan
update which will conclude at
the end of calendar year 2012.

5

Reduce waste from facilities by
5% through recycling efforts.

2011Dec

5

0

0

% reduction
in waste

6

Complete San Vicente Pumped
Storage Feasibility Study.

Continued on next page
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2010Jul

2010Dec

2011Dec

100

100

100

30

100

25

% complete

Following receipt, evaluation
and staff selection of a
consultant, award of a contract
was placed on hold pending
further information from SDG&E
related to the project.

Core Business - Climate Change and Sustainability - Cheryll Stewart - Sandy Kerl
#

7

8

Goal

Determine a range of climate
change impacts to water supplies
through improved modeling and
regional downscaling techniques,
to meet the needs for the longterm water resource planning.

Provide 20% of facility electrical
needs via cost effective solar
power contracts.
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Target
Date

2012Jun

2013Dec

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

20

Fiscal
Year
Target

0

0

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

25

0

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

This SIO/SDSU project was
funded by a SD Foundation
grant and RISA funding through
Scripps Institution of
Oceanography. A preliminary
data request was provided at
the initial meeting. Model
development is underway. A
follow up data request has been
received. The Water Authority is
currently gathering data and
responding to this request now.

A Power Purchase Agreement
for construction and operation of
solar at three sites was
% of facility
approved in October.
electrical
Construction is underway at all
needs
sites. Completion is expected at
provided from
Twin Oaks in May 2011, at
solar
Escondido in July 2011, and
Kearny Mesa in early August
2011.

Core Business - Environmental Management - Larry Purcell - Ken Weinberg
#

Goal

Target
Date

1

Develop and recommend strategy
to integrate AB32 greenhouse gas
reduction requirements into CEQA
environmental compliance
activities.

2

Complete Natural Communities
Conservation Plan/Habitat
Conservation Plan and obtain
long-term Endangered Species
Act permits for construction and
operation of facilities.

3

Complete wetland mitigation
banking agreements for
construction and operation of
facilities.

2011Dec

4

Obtain long-term Clean Water Act
and Fish and Game wetland
permits for construction and
operation of facilities.

2012Jun
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Revised
Date

2011Jun

2011Jun

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

2011Dec

100

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

100

70

50

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

90

35

20

Prior
Year
Actual

90

50

20

5

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Strategy to be implemented
through Program EIR RFP
released early May, contract
award at July Board

% complete

CEQA/NEPA completed, wildlife
agency permits expected by
December 2011. Permits
delayed due to reduced staffing
at permitting agencies.

% complete

Finalizing bank service areas
with agencies. Banking
instrument format finalized.
Negotiating watershed issues
with RWQCB.

% complete

Programmatic General Permit
contract awarded March 2011.
Agency staffing resources could
be future impediment.

Core Business - Financial Planning - David Shank - Eric Sandler
#

1

Goal

Complete the Comprehensive
Reliability and Cost Assessment
process to confirm the level and
cost of service elements of the
Water Authority's rates and
charges.

Target
Date

2011Mar

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

2

Achieve an annual average
interest rate on long-term fixed
debt that is lower than the
adjusted 30-year average
Municipal Market Data (5.73%) for
fiscal years 2010 and 2011.

2011Jul

5.73

5.73

3

Achieve an 80% customer
satisfaction score on the annual
Member Agency Finance Officer
Customer Service Survey for
calendar years 2010 and 2011.

2012Jan

80

80

Continued on next page
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Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

4.7

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

This year's CRACA process was
modified to focus on the CIP
and be completed for January 1,
2011.

4.85

interest rate

The Water Authority's cost of
funds continues to outperform
the long-term adjusted 30-year
average rate. The debt
portfolio's performance is
enhanced by the 2010 Build
America Bonds, which on a net
basis carry an interest rate of
3.99%.

100

customer
satisfaction

This goal is on schedule.

0

Core Business - Financial Planning - David Shank - Eric Sandler
#

4

Goal

Address expiring liquidity facilities
for the Water Authority's Series 2
and 3 Commercial Paper (e.g.
renegotiate, replace, etc.).

Target
Date

2012Dec

Revised
Date

2011Dec

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

0

Fiscal
Year
Actual

50

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

0

% complete

In March, the Board approved
the short-term debt strategy that
included replacing $250M of the
expiring liquidity facilities and
issuing a $100M short-term
fixed rate note. Staff is
negotiating bank agreements for
replacement facilities and
expects to conclude
negotiations and have the new
liquidity facilities in place by the
end of June. As part of this
effort, staff was able to
negotiate a reduced fee for
Series 1, which resulted in an
annual cost savings of
$220,000. Staff obtained Board
approval in June for the shortterm fixed rate note process.

5

Achieve the Rate Stabilization
Fund target fund balance.

2013Jun

100

90

89

Based upon the current water
sales projection, the RSF yearend balance is not expected to
% of target achieve the target level. A new
fund balance target date will be developed
based upon adopted calendar
year 2012 rates and charges
and updated water sales data.

6

Address expiring liquidity facility
for the Water Authority's Series 1
Commercial Paper (e.g.
renegotiate, replace, etc.).

2013Jul

100

0

0

% complete

This goal is on schedule.

7

Obtain Board approval of the
updated Long-Range Financing
Plan.

2013Dec

100

0

0

% complete

This goal is on schedule.

Continued on next page
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Core Business - Financial Planning - David Shank - Eric Sandler
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

8

Secure a "one notch" credit
rating upgrade by one of the
three credit rating agencies.

2014Jun

100

0

0

% complete

This goal is on schedule.

9

Achieve and maintain 50% of the
top 20 municipal bond investors
in our investor base.

2014Jun

50

50

85

% of
investors

This goal is on schedule.

10

Achieve 1-1/2 times investor
subscription on negotiated longterm debt issues.

2014Jun

1.5

1.5

7

times
subscribed

This goal is on schedule.

11

Expand investor base by a
minimum of five new investors
for each new long-term debt
issue.

2014Jun

5

0

investors

This goal is on schedule.

12

Issue debt as necessary to fund
the Capital Improvement
Program.

2015Jun

100

100

% funded

This goal is on schedule.
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100

Core Business - Government Relations Outreach - Jeff Volberg - Dennis Cushman
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

3

3

1

1

Work for the passage of three
Water Authority sponsored bills in
the 2010 legislative session.

2010Sep

2

Obtain board approval for updated
Legislative Policy Guidelines for
2011.

2010Dec

100

100

3

Provide speakers to at least 75%
of the region's local government
policy makers to ensure they
understand the importance of
connecting development with
good water policy, support the
Water Authority's long-term
direction, and endorse water
conservation.

2011Jan

75

4

Provide at least one briefing for
each San Diego, state, and
federal legislators on the Water
Authority Capital Improvement
Program projects, its efforts to
ensure water supply reliability and
deal with drought conditions and
regulatory restrictions, and the
need to diversify the region's
water supply portfolio.

2011Jan

100

Continued on next page
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Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

sponsored
bills

Two sponsored bills were
introduced. One passed, but
was vetoed by the Governor.

100

% complete

The Board approved the 2011
Legislative Policy Guidelines at
its meeting on December 9,
2010.

75

75

% of policy
makers

100

100

% of
legislators

Core Business - Government Relations Outreach - Jeff Volberg - Dennis Cushman (Continued)
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

5

Pursue and secure a federal
appropriation of $1.5 million for a
desalination facility at Camp
Pendleton, $5 million per year for
member agency recycling projects
under Title XVI, and
appropriations for other Water
Authority projects.

2011Oct

6.5

0

0

millions of $

6

Secure $100 million in water bond
funding for San Vicente Dam
Raise that is made available by
the Safe, Clean and Reliable
Water Supply Act of 2010 upon its
passage by the voters.

2011Dec

100

100

0

The water bond measure was
millions of $ moved from the 2010 ballot to
the 2012 ballot.

7

Pursue and secure $115 million in
state funding, including water
bond funding, to support regional
and local projects and programs,
including water recycling,
conservation, and seawater
desalination.

2015Jan

115

115

0

millions of $

8

Pursue and secure federal Water
Resources Development Act
authorizations for Water Authority
and member agency projects.

2015Jun

10

5
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authorizations

Core Business - Information Technology - Matt Brown - Marilyn Young
#

1

2

Goal

Implement Recovery Time
Objectives better than industry
standards for major applications.

Go live on the upgraded
PeopleSoft Enterprise Resource
Planning software.

3

Go live on an upgraded
Electronic Document
Management System.

4

Achieve an Information
Technology Risk rating of "low,"
according to industry standard
vulnerability assessment
methodology.

5

Go live on an upgraded Maximo
Computerized Maintenance
Management System.
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Target
Date

Revised
Date

2010Dec

2010Dec

2011Jun

2012Nov

2013Jul

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

2011Jan

100

100

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

100

100

30

0

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

100

100

22

0

Prior
Year
Actual

50

5

0

20

0

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Complete. Recovery Time
Objectives are the time period
required to reactivate a major
application after a disruption.
Our backup server room to
house our critical applications is
located in Escondido Facility
and is fully operational.

% complete

PeopleSoft went live in January.
The project was a complete
success and was completed
under budget. Staff has already
adapted to the new software
version and business
processes.

% complete

The Onbase Document
Management System was
completed. This software is now
the repository of record for our
critical documents, including
Board documents and member
agency agreements.

% complete

Staff is continuing to work on an
action plan to lower our IT
security risk. Our latest
assessment in 2009 resulted in
an "average" rating.

% complete

The IT Policy Group adopted a
new IT initiative for FY2012 to
re-evaluate Maximo and identify
options for replacing or keeping
Maximo. Plans for funding a
major upgrade or replacement
are on hold.

Core Business - Infrastructure Planning - Dave Chamberlain - Ken Weinberg
#

1

Goal

Complete an untreated water
availability assessment and a
treated water service area
enhancement study as part of
the Regional Water Facilities
Master Plan.

2

Complete the updated Regional
Water Facilities Master Plan.

3

Complete an operating plan to
manage the Water Authority's
combined 170,000 acre feet of
surface and groundwater
carryover storage pools.
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Target
Date

Revised
Date

2011Jun

2012Jun

2012Dec

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

2012Dec

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

50

50

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

50

25

Prior
Year
Actual

0

10

0

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

A preliminary untreated water
availability assessment has
been completed, and new
facilities required to expand the
Twin Oaks WTP service area
are recommended in the
2012/2013 CIP budget.

% complete

Work on the Master Plan is
proceeding on schedule to meet
the revised completion date.
The date was revised to align
with preparation of a Climate
Action as part of the Master
Plan Program Environmental
Impact Report.

% complete

Storage requirements are being
evaluated in the 2012 Master
Plan. Work is proceeding on the
Master Plan to meet the target
completion date.

Core Business - Public Affairs Outreach - Denise Vedder - Jason Foster
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

100

100

100

0

% complete

New website launched in
October 2010.

1

Complete upgraded website
development project for
sdcwa.org and launch
redeveloped site with improved
navigation, design, functionality,
and content management
system.

2010Nov

2

Complete 2010 evaluation and
an internal communications
tactics and launch internal
communications plan that
strengthens staff alignment with
Strategic Plan and Business Plan
goals.

2010Dec

100

100

100

0

% complete

Employee survey completed by
9/30/10. Plan submitted to GM
office for review, implementation
underway

3

Plan and launch an outreach
campaign in support of Water
Conservation's water efficient
landscape demonstration site
project.

2011Jun

100

50

0

0

% complete

Board decided not to move
program forward.

4

Mobilize local business leaders
and groups to provide advocacy
or other support to at least two
key Water Authority goals,
projects, or milestones. (Water
Authority goals to be identified
annually.)

# of issues
receiving
support

Extensive support from
business community and
legislators for water bond and
MWD rate challenge. Evaluating
additional issues for support in
2011.

Continued on next page
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2011Dec

10

2

1

0

Core Business - Public Affairs Outreach - Denise Vedder - Jason Foster (Continued)
#

Goal

Target
Date

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

33% for total contract and
purchase order dollars awarded
($7.3M/$21.9M) through March
31, 2011.

Water Authority biennial public
opinion survey conducted in
April 2011.

5

Achieve or exceed small
business participation
percentage, based on total
procurement dollars as
established by the Board of
Directors for two-year budget
periods.

2011Dec

20

20

30

25

%
participation,
not including
contracts
awarded for
San Vicente.

6

Conduct public outreach that
achieves or sustains more than
80% support for the water supply
diversification strategies
contained in the Strategic Plan.

2012Jun

80

80

80

0

% support

7

Support Water Resources
conservation programs and
policies with communications
and community relations
initiatives that help sustain 90%
or greater public acceptance of
water conservation as an
important civic duty.

2012Jun

90

90

92

%
acceptance

8

Obtain $1 million in grants,
sponsorships, in-kind, or other
contributions to advance
conservation and water supply
awareness.

2012Jun

1000000

200000

9

Conduct outreach activities that
build 50% or greater support
among business, community
leaders, and other key audiences
that support Board actions to
adopt the necessary water rates
and charges.

Continued on next page
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2012Dec

50

50

104200

187500

0

Data gathered via Water
Authority survey in 2009.

$ or in-kind Hans Doe grant applications in
sponsorships process, will be applied next
obtained
quarter, if awarded.

% support

Outreach being conducted via
presentations, a community
forum, and development of a
mobile app to accomplish this
goal.

Core Business - Public Affairs Outreach - Denise Vedder - Jason Foster (Continued)
#

Goal

10

Support achievement of Strategic
Plan conservation goals by
conducting conservation-themed
education programs that reach
1,500 teachers and 50,000
students in the San Diego
County region.

11

Plan and execute public outreach
strategies, plans, and tactics that
achieve or sustain 67% or
greater awareness among
residents that indirect potable
reuse is a safe and acceptable
part of the region's drinking water
supply.

2014Jun

67

67

12

As needed, plan and execute
drought management marketing
and advertising campaigns if
Water Resources determines
that water use projects may
exceed regional allocation
targets.

2014Jun

100

0
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Target
Date

2012Dec

Revised
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

51500

Fiscal
Year
Target

51500

Fiscal
Year
Actual

43800

67

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

Comments

71428

Figures include school
assemblies, Splash lab, and in# of students class presentations. Third/fourth
and teachers quarter: Teachers = 1630
reached
Students = 42163. Goal not met
annually
this year due to discontinuation
of Dr. Wilderness program,
which will resume next year.

53

Results of April 2011 Public
% of
Opinion Poll indicate 67%
residents who
acceptance of advanced treated
believe it is
recycled water as an addition to
safe to drink
the drinking water supply.

0

% complete

Did not need to activate
outreach this year.

Core Business - Water Resources Planning - Dana Friehauf - Ken Weinberg
#

Goal

1

Complete water demand forecast
model update, taking into
account potential climate change
impacts.

2

Complete 2010 Urban Water
Management Plan to comply with
California Water Code Sections
10610-10656.

3

Secure the San Diego Planning
region's allocated share of
Integrated Regional Water
Management grant funding from
Proposition 84.

Target Revised
Date
Date

2010Dec

2010Dec

2011Jun

4

Update the San Diego Integrated
Regional Water Management
Plan in accordance with state
requirements.

2011Dec

5

Complete Annual Water Supply
Reports in 2011 and 2012 as
required by Water Authority
Administrative Code Section
8.00.050 (except during Urban
Water Management Plan year).

6

Implement a long-term water
demand and supply database to
replace the PRIMA software
currently used.
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2011June

2011June

2015June

2013June

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

100

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Target

100

100

100

Fiscal
Year
Actual

100

100

30

Prior
Year
Actual

40

20

10

Qualifier

Comments

% complete

Revised date reflects SB 1478
6-month extension. Water
demand forecast complete and
included in 2010 UWMP.

% complete

Revised date reflects SB 1478
6-month extension. Work
proceeding on schedule to
complete UWMP by revised
target completion date.

% complete

Awarded Prop 84 IRWM
Planning grant. Submitted
implementation grant
application, January 2011.
Revised date reflects updated
DWR timeline on availability of
funds.
Awarded Prop 84 IRWM
Planning grant. Revised date in
order to apply for and utilize
DWR planning grant. Preparing
RFP for IRWM services,
including plan preparation.
Anticipate award in July 2011.

100

75

15

0

% complete

2012Dec

100

0

0

0

% complete

2013Jun

100

0

0

0

% complete

Core Business - Workforce Management - Christina Johnson - Susan Leone
#

Goal

Target Revised
Date
Date

Long
Term
Status

Long
Term
Target

Fiscal
Year
Target

Fiscal
Year
Actual

Prior
Year
Actual

Qualifier

1

Gain agreement to memoranda
of understanding with bargaining
groups in accordance with Board
direction.

2010Jul

100

100

100

% complete

2

Evaluate and deploy competency
management e-solution and
implement associated
management reporting.

2010Sep

100

100

100

% complete

3

Achieve employee turnover less
than 6% after factoring out
retirements for calendar years
2010 and 2011.

2011Dec

6

6

5.57

.7

4

Achieve 50% of vacancies for
which internal candidates
successfully compete for
calendar years 2011 and 2012.

2011Dec

50

50

60

50

%

5

Integrate a mentoring program
into Water Authority business
practices.

2011Dec

100

70

70

10

% complete

6

Complete cross-departmental
workforce forecast for fiscal
years 2011 and 2012.

2012Jun

100

50

50

100

% complete

7

Graduate five employees from
the Certified Public Management
Program.

2013Aug

5

2

1

3

# of
graduates
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Comments

less than 6% 5.57% (does not include layoffs)
vacancy rate 6.96% (includes layoffs)

Integrated with budget process

Reduction of budget

~

San Diego County Water Authority

July 20, 2011

Attention: Administrative and Finance Committee
Response to May 31, 2011 San Diego County Grand Jury Report, "San Diego County
Water Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow." (Action)
Staff recommendation
Approve response to May 31, 2011 San Diego County Grand Jury Report, "San Diego
County Water Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow. "
Alternatives
Do not approve the recommended response or modify the response.
Fiscal Impact
None.
Background
The San Diego County Grand Jury was established to investigate, evaluate, and report on the
actions of local governments and special districts, to determine whether they can be made more
efficient and effective. Each year the Grand Jury releases a series of reports aimed at improving
the operations of the organizations it evaluates. The 19 members of the Grand Jury represent the
citizens of San Diego County and are nominated by Superior Court judges to serve a one-year
term.
Discussion
The 2010/2011 Grand Jury made it a significant focus of their work to review water rate issues in
San Diego County. They sought to understand the region's water supply system and the factors
that result in water rate increases. As part of the investigation, the Water Authority made
presentations to the Grand Jury, briefings were held at the Water Authority, and Grand Jury
members participated in water facilities tours to learn about current and historical water issues
affecting our region.
The Grand Jury released its report, "San Diego County Water Rates: High Today, Higher
Tomorrow, " on May 31, 2011. California law requires agencies to which the Grand Jury's
recommendations are directed to respond. The Water Authority has prepared a response to the
three findings and five recommendations included in the Grand Jury's report. The proposed
letter is included as Attachment 1 to this report, and is inclusive of seven attachments referenced
in the letter.
Staff recommends the Board approve the pro~osed response to the Grand Jury Report.

Prepared by: Alexandra Schnell, Management Analyst
Approved by: Dennis A. Cushman, Assistant General Manager
Attachment:
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1. Proposed Water Authority response to the San Diego County Grand Jury
report on water rates

Attachment 1

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

July 28, 2011
MEMBER AGENCIES

The Honorable Kevin A. Enright
Presiding Judge
San Diego County Superior Court
220 W. Broadway
San Diego, CA 92101

Carlsbad

Municipal Water District
City of Del Mar
City of Escondido
City of National City

City of Oceanside

Dear Presiding Judge Enright:

City of Poway
City of San Diego

The San Diego County Water Authority has reviewed the San Diego County
Grand Jury report on water rates, San Diego County Water Rates: High Today,
Higher Tomorrow, May 31, 2011. The Water Authority commends the Grand
Jury for its thoughtful examination of the factors that influence water rates in our
region, and for the significant time and effort expended by the Grand Jury in
reviewing our region's water reliability issues and producing the report.

Fallbrook

Public Utility District
Helix Water District
Lakeside Water District

Olivenhoin
Municipa l Water District

Olay Water District
Padre Dam
Municipal Woter District

Camp Pendleton
Marine Corps Base

In accordance with California Penal Code §933(c), the Water Authority offers the
following responses to the Grand Jury's findings and recommendations:

Rainbow
Municipal Water District

Finding 01: CWA is under represented on MET's board of directors.

Ramona

Municipal Water District
Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Water District

Response: The San Diego County Water Authority agrees with Finding 01.

San Dieguito Water District
Santa Fe Irrigation District
South Bay Irrigation District
Vallecitos Water District

Valley Center
Municipal Water District
Vista Irrigation District
Yuima
Municipal Water District

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County of San Diego

The Water Authority is under represented on the board of directors of the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). Representation on
the MWD board can be measured in two ways: 1) by the number of directors
each agency appoints to the MWD board; and 2) more importantly, by the power
- or weighted vote - cast by each member agency. By both measures, the
Water Authority is under represented on the MWD board.
Representation of each of MWD's 26 member agencies is determined by the
Metropolitan Water District Act, passed by the California Legislature in 1927
("MWD Act"). MET was organized in 1928 under the MWD Act. At the time the
Legislature passed the MWD Act, 100 percent of MWD's revenues were derived
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from property taxes 1 and voting rights were allocated on the basis of assessed
valuation. Hence, at that time, and for several decades thereafter, there was a
direct nexus between the revenues paid by each member agency - property
taxes - and its voting rights at MWD. Today, there is no nexus between MWD
member agencies' payments to MWD and their representation on MWD's board
because, while representation is still tied to assessed value, property taxes
provide less than 5 percent of MWD's revenues. For the last four decades,
water sales have accounted for the vast majority of MWD's revenues - indeed,
water sales today provide approximately 80 percent of MWD's revenues. The
Water Authority is the largest purchaser of MWD water, and pays up to 25 cents
of every dollar MWD spends.
Under the MWD Act, representation rights are determined as follows:
•

Number of directors: There are 26 MWD member agencies including 13
founding members and the rest of the member agencies including the
Water Authority that were annexed later to the MWD service territory.2
The number of directors each agency is entitled to appoint to the MWD
board is based upon the total assessed value of land in each agency's
service area relative to the total assessed value of all property in the
MWD service area. Each agency is entitled to a minimum of one director,
regardless of how low the assessed value of property is in the agency's
service area or how little water the agency purchases (MWD Act §51).
Additional directors may be appointed for each 5 percent of assessed
value (MWD Act §52). While the Water Authority provides approximately
25 percent of all MWD revenues, it has only four MWD directors out of 37
on its board, or approximately 11 percent of the total board members.

•

Weighted vote: Under MWD Act §55, each agency receives one vote for
each $10 million in assessed valuation. 3 Again, while the Water Authority

1 The water rights of MWD's member agencies are also tied to assessed valuation (MWD Act §135). The
Water Authority's right to MWD water - called its "Preferential Right" - is currently only 17.47 percent,
despite the fact that the Water Authority's total historical financial payments to MWD exceed this
amount. The Water Authority filed a lawsuit against MWD in 2001 challenging the formula by which
Preferential Rights are calculated and seeking a judicial declaration whether Preferential Rights are
enforceable. The court's decision in that action has helped guide the Water Authority's subsequent
investment decisions in seeking alternative water supplies that are more reliable than MWD is able to
offer and which return a dollar of value for a dollar paid.
2 Annexations to the MWD service territory require full payment, in arrears, of all property taxes that
would have been paid by the annexed territory had it been within the MWD service area from the
agency's inception. In the case of the Water Authority, in addition to the back taxes, it also contributed
to MWD as a requirement of annexation Colorado River water rights owned by the City of San Diego.
3 Section 55 reads: "Each member of the board shall be entitled to vote on all questions, orders,
resolutions and ordinances coming before the board, and shall be entitled to cast one vote for each ten
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provides up to 25 percent of MWD's revenues, its weighted vote is only
17.99 percent. Today, voting by assessed valuation creates a disconnect
at MWD between who has the power to make spending decisions, and
who actually pays for those decisions.

Finding 02: CWA member agencies have not communicated clearly to
their customers about the reasons for water rate increases.
Response: The San Diego County Water Authority partially agrees with Finding
02, with a clarification.
The Water Authority works with its 24 member retail agencies to maximize the
communication of regional water issues while maintaining the retail agencies'
flexibility to adjust messages to fit the diverse characteristics and circumstances
in their respective service areas.
The Water Authority helps facilitate effective regional communication on
important water issues through the Joint Public Information Council, a body of
public information officers and other outreach staff representing the Water
Authority's member agencies. The Council meets regularly to discuss and
coordinate communication and outreach issues.
The Water Authority and its member agencies have leveraged their
communication resources to successfully execute public outreach campaigns
vital to achieving high-priority water supply reliability objectives. For example,
for the last several years, the primary focus of collaborative communication
efforts has been drought response. In 2007 the Water Authority and its member
agencies collaborated to develop the "20-Gallon Challenge," a comprehensive
public outreach campaign designed to inform the region of the urgent need to
reduce water use because of imminent cutbacks to the region's imported water
supplies. The Water Authority and its member agencies invested more than $2
million on mass-market advertising and related public outreach activities
designed to persuade the public to reduce their water use. Member agencies
actively participated in the campaign in a variety of ways. Among them:
providing links to the regional campaign's website; including messages in billing
statements and newsletters; funding local advertising; participating at public
events; and making presentations to civic groups and other organizations. In
addition, the City of San Diego also designed, funded and implemented a
million dollars ($10,000,000), or major fractional part thereof, of assessed valuation of property taxable
for district purposes in the member public agency represented by him as shown by the assessment
records of the county and evidenced by the certificate ofthe county auditor. However, each member of
the board shall have at least one vote, but no member public agency shall have votes exceeding in
number the total number of votes of all other member public agencies. As used in this section, 'major
fractional part' means a fractional part larger than one-half."

241 of 512

The Hon. Kevin A. Enright
July 28, 2011
Page 4

comprehensive and complementary public outreach campaign throughout the
city.
The "20-Gallon Challenge" campaign helped drive a decline in regional water
use that began in 2008 and continued through early 2011. The decline in water
use exceeded regional goals and helped the region's member agencies avoid
significant financial penalties for exceeding its water supply allocation from the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. Attachment 1 is a sampling of
public outreach materials developed and distributed by the Water AuthOrity and
its member agencies.
The region's water supply and rate-related issues are inherently complex and
extremely challenging to communicate effectively to the public served by the
Water Authority. Adding to the inherent complexity of the subject matter, the
Water Authority must not only communicate in an environment of an everchanging hydrology - including drought and in some years, torrential rains - it
must often also counter MWD misinformation campaigns on core initiatives.
Further complicating the issue is that the rates the public ultimately pays are set
by the Water Authority's 24 member agencies, and those rates vary.
Nevertheless, outreach efforts by the Water Authority and its member agencies
have helped achieve consistently high levels of public support for the region's
water supply reliability strategies. This support is documented in regular public
opinion polling commissioned by the Water Authority, which has consistently
shown public support of water supply diversification efforts at 80 percent or
higher since 2003.
The Water Authority also acknowledges that the need to effectively
communicate issues related to water rates with the public is increasing, due to
growing public concern about rising water rates following several consecutive
years of significant rate increases and economic recession.
The Water Authority distributed the Grand Jury's report to its member agencies.
In June 2011, general managers of the Water Authority's member agencies
formed a work group to discuss and consider additional strategies and tactics for
communicating the reasons for higher water rates, the importance of continued
investments in water reliability projects and the need for a permanent
commitment to water conservation.
Additional steps to expand public outreach on water rate issues are more fully
addressed in the response to Recommendation 11-61.
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Finding 03: Water rates will undoubtedly continue to increase because of a
combination of expanding needs in the region, debt from CIP and
conservation measures.
The Water Authority agrees with Finding 03. with a clarification.
The Water Authority agrees that water rates will continue to increase. However,
it is important to clarify the facts and circumstances that will cause water rates to
continue to increase.
First, although the Water Authority and its member agencies are making the
investments necessary to diversity San Diego's water supply portfolio and
protect the region from the impacts of overspending at MWD, the increasing cost
of water and transportation service from MWD today remains the single largest
driver of San Diego rate increases in San Diego county. The Water Authority is
doing everything possible to control spending decisions at MWD, but it has
relatively little ability to do so given its limited voting power, as described above.
As described elsewhere in this letter, the Water Authority has filed a lawsuit at
MWD challenging MWD overcharges for transportation service. Other examples
of the Water Authority's ongoing efforts to contain spending at MWD are
reflected in Attachment 2, correspondence from the Water Authority to MWD
regarding MWD's spending and other financial practices.
The Water Authority's $3.8 billion Capital Improvement Program represents a
multi-decade investment in water supply and infrastructure reliability to support
the economy and quality of life of the San Diego region. Those investment
decisions reflect many years of analysis and thoughtful deliberation by the Water
Authority Board of Directors to balance water reliability with rate payer
affordability. Planned debt service payments to pay for the Capital Improvement
Program will contribute to increasing water rates but have been programmed in
such a way as to minimize impacts to the consumer to the extent possible and
ensure equity between current and future beneficiaries of these investments.
Over time, by having greater control over the region's own water supply, San
Diego will be far less impacted by current and future spending decisions at MWD
and other uncertainties associated with imported water supplies.
Finally, it is important to recognize that the "expanding needs" for new supplies
in the San Diego region are principally due to the need to bolster the reliability of
the region's water supplies due to the uncertainties surrounding the future
availability of imported water from Metropolitan - not the demands of population
growth or new development. In fact, under SBx7-7, the Water Conservation Act
of 2009, the Water Authority's retail member agencies are required to reduce per
capita water use by 20% by 2020. The Grand Jury is correct in its assessment
that implementation of water conservation measures may actually serve to
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increase rather than decrease water costs to consumers. This is because, as
water conservation is achieved, water sales and revenues are reduced - but the
Water Authority and its retail member agencies must still pay the fixed costs of
other water supply reliability programs against a diminishing sales base.
Additionally, historic sources of low-cost water supply are no longer available
and must be replaced by more expensive sources of supply. Conservation is
discussed in further detail below.
Figure 1 depicts the cost components that currently comprise the wholesale cost
of treated water from the San Diego County Water Authority.

Figure 1

MWD is Biggest Driver of Water Rates
Estimated CY 2012
Wholesale Costs per Household •

Payments to MWD for
water and transportation
comprise 55% of the
wholesale cost of water

• MWDCosts

• liD/USA Costs

Water Authority
Treatment

QSAWater
Supplies 8.6%

• Water Authority
Operating

Water Authority
Costs 34.7%

• Water Authority
Facilities

TOTAL: $48/month

• Based upon 0.5 AF of consumption a year

244 of 512

7

The Hon. Kevin A. Enright
July 28, 2011
Page 7

Figure 2 is the Water Authority's most recent five-year rate forecast that depicts
a range of expected water rate increases: 4

Figure 2

2011 Rate Forecasts
"All-in" Treated Water Rate
$1,700
$1,600
u.
:$

4It

$1,500
$1,400
$1,300

Adopted 2012
$1,148
(7.7% Increase)

$1,200
$1,100
$1,000

Recommendation 11-61: Evaluate and improve public outreach efforts to
educate the ratepayers about efforts to diversify and stabilize rates in the
future.
Response: Recommendation 11-61 has already been implemented, and is
continuing.
While there is always room for improvement, it is important to note that the
Water Authority has already implemented a number of measures that address
this recommendation, and is exploring additional ways to effectively and
efficiently communicate with ratepayers in the future.

Rates shown are dollars per acre-foot of water. An acre-foot of water is approximately 326,000 gallons.
An average household of four people uses one-half acre-foot of water per year.

4
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The Water Authority engages in a comprehensive public outreach program to
help it communicate water-related issues to key stakeholders and the general
public. The Water Authority uses a variety of tools to communicate with the
public, including news releases and other media relations, a speaker's bureau
program, websites, electronic newsletters, publications ranging from fact sheets
to annual reports, facility tours, community events, and a Facebook page.
The need to diversify the region's water supplies, and the rate impacts
associated with making investments in major water supply reliability projects or
supply-related challenges, have consistently been a core focus of these
outreach efforts. These messages have been featured in more than 360
speaker's bureau presentations Water Authority staff and board members have
made to civic groups, local government agencies, business associations, elected
public officials and others since June 2007 (Attachment 3).
The Water Authority also communicates the reasons for water rate increases
through the media. It distributes news releases on approved rate increases and
the reasons why rate increases are necessary, and also regularly distributes
news releases on key reliability projects or rate-related issues as important
updates occur. The Water Authority also shares those news releases directly to
the public through its electronic newsletters, website, and, since 2010, through
social media via Facebook. Water Authority staff also frequently give interviews
on rate-related issues to local print, TV, radio, and online news outlets.
Interviews or information related to Water Authority water rates and the reasons
for rate increases have resulted in 73 media reports since June 1, 2010. A
sample TV news appearance discussing rates is included in this response
(Attachment 4).
The Water Authority also has a dedicated "Rates and Charges" section on its
website, www.sdcwa.org, which displays the Water Authority's rates and
charges in specific detail. The section also features a Frequently Asked
Questions area that explains the various factors that have caused water rates to
rise in recent years.
Additional measures that have recently been implemented include:
•
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In June 2010, the Water Authority extensively updated its Speakers
Bureau presentation material to dedicate more time and visuals to
explaining the Water Authority lawsuit challenging MWO's 2011 and 2012
water rates and how water supply reliability investments, debt financing,
and supply challenges have shaped the Water Authority's budget and
rates (Attachment 5). Since that time, the Water Authority has delivered
this presentation at more than 50 member agency public meetings,
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business and civic group meetings, briefings with state legislators and
Administration officials, the news media and other audiences.
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•

The Water Authority's website, www.sdcwa.org, was extensively
redeveloped in October 2010. The new site features more prominent
space on the home page dedicated to explaining the Water Authority's
long-term supply diversification strategy ("Enhancing Water Supply
Reliability") and key programs or projects related to that strategy ("Top
Issues"). The upgraded website also incorporates increased multimedia
functionality to help the Water Authority convey crucial information more
visually, and added new digital communication features. These features
include RSS feeds, which allow ratepayers to receive automatic alerts
when specific pages or topics they are interested in are updated, and
page-capture technology that allows ratepayers to copy website pages
and share them with others via social media.

•

In early 2011, the Water Authority produced a fact sheet titled "Budget at
a Glance," which graphically and visually explains the major components
of the Water Authority's budget and also describes cost-control measures
being taken to manage rate impacts. The fact sheet also helps convey
the value of wholesale treated water by explaining how $1 will buy less
than one liter of bottled water, or will buy 300 gallons of wholesale
drinking water. The fact sheet is distributed at public events and
speaker's bureau engagements (Attachment 6).

•

On May 31, 2011, the Water Authority launched a new public outreach
program called 'Water Talks." Water Talks are free community forums
that give the public the opportunity to directly discuss key water issues
with senior Water Authority staff. The first forum, themed "Investing in
Reliability," focused directly on the Water Authority's supply diversification
strategy, the factors driving the Water Authority's budget and rates, and
the MWD rate challenge. The Water Authority and its member agencies
promoted the forum in the media and to business and community groups
throughout the county, and approximately 65 people attended. The
Water Authority asked attendees to fill out a feedback survey and
received 14 responses. The respondents indicated the presentations
were very informative and very understandable. To expand the reach of
the event, the Water Authority has posted the forum's PowerPoint
presentations on SlideS hare and videos of staff delivering the
presentations on YouTube. (Links to the presentations and videos are
available at http://www.sdcwa.org/water-talks.) Future Water Talks forums
will be conducted at locations around San Diego County on a quarterly
basis.
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In addition, the Water Authority plans to further enhance its public outreach
efforts by offering a free mobile device application, or "app," that provides
convenient access to important Water Authority news, video, and board
documents through a user's mobile phone. The Water Authority envisions this
will be a key communications tool for providing the region's business and
community leaders, and ratepayers with important information related to supply
diversification efforts and rates as the percentage of the population that seeks
information primarily through mobile devices grows. More information on this
project, including its planned implementation date, is provided in the Water
Authority's response to Recommendation 11-63.
Recommendation 11·62: Aggressively explore and advocate for fair
representation on the board of the Metropolitan Water District.
Response: Recommendation 11-62 has already been implemented. and is
ongoing.
The Water Authority has aggressively explored and advocated for fair
representation on the MWD board, and continues to do so. As noted in the
response to Finding 01 above, due to the antiquated provisions in MWD's
governing act, the Water Authority's representation on MWD's board of
directors, the weight of its vote and its water rights ("Preferential Rights") are all
disproportionately lower than the Water Authority's total financial payments to
MWD. Changing these provisions of the MWD Act requires state legislation.
As background, the Water Authority Act, under which the Water Authority
organized in 1946, contained similar provisions to the outdated provisions in the
MWD Act. However, in 1997, the Water Authority board sponsored legislation
that modified the Water Authority Act to match its member agencies' total
financial contributions to their voting power for decision making at the board.
Achieving similar changes in the MWD Act or another fair basis of representation
has been the long-standing policy of the Water Authority board of directors. The
Water Authority's Legislative Policy Guidelines, which are the Board of Directors'
current adopted policy positions and guide the Water Authority's advocacy
programs in Sacramento and Washington, D.C., state the following:
It shall be the Water Authority's policy to support legislation that:
•
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Amends the Metropolitan Water District Act to change voting
allocation on its Board of Directors based on a member agency's total
financial contribution to MWD, and in a manner similar to the voting
allocation method of the County Water Authority Act.

The Hon. Kevin A. Enright
July 28, 2011
Page 11

The Water Authority has an active legislative advocacy program in Sacramento
and Washington. As it has done in the past, the Water Authority will continue to
pursue opportunities to amend the MWD Act that to provide fair and equitable
representation for the Water Authority and all MWD member agencies.

Recommendation 11-63: Establish a digital outreach and communications
program that incorporates social media on County Water Authority and
member agencies websites that enhances their ability to reach and
educate ratepayers.
Response: Recommendation 11-63 has already been implemented. and is
being expanded.
In May 2009, the Water Authority developed a digital (social media) outreach
plan to enhance its communications and outreach efforts with member agencies,
media and the general public. The program included launching an upgraded
Water Authority website and implementing new social media tools and tactics,
such as Facebook and Twitter.
In October 2010, the Water Authority launched its upgraded website, which
integrates digital media tools such as RSS feeds and a subscription service that
improve the public's ability to stay informed on water-related issues, including
rates. More details on the website's rate-related content and digital
communications capabilities are provided in the Water Authority's response to
Recommendation 11-61.
In conjunction with the upgraded website, the Water Authority implemented
social media tools, including a Facebook Fan page, YouTube channel and a
SlideShare site. Timely issues or news items, including issues related to supply
reliability or water rates, are posted to the Water Authority's Facebook page as
another vehicle for enhancing public access to Water Authority information. The
Water Authority also uses an email subscription service to distribute electronic
newsletters that include articles related to supply reliability, rates, and other
topics. The Water Authority's SlideShare site is used to increase public access
to Water Authority presentations, including speaker's bureau presentations
made to community and business groups. The Water Authority's member
agencies are encouraged to link to the Water Authority's website in their own
communication tools so that their customers can access and use this
information.
By August 2011 , the Water Authority expects to launch a new communications
tool, a mobile device application, or "app," that can automatically deliver news
and videos related to water reliability, rates, and other issues directly to
ratepayers via their mobile phones. The app will be available at no cost for
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download on the top three smartphone platforms - Apple's iPhone, Android, and
Blackberry. App users will receive automatic alerts on their smartphone when
updated content is available through the app. The app project is currently in the
design phase. Once launched, the Water Authority will promote the new app to
the public directly, and it will encourage its 24 member agencies to promote the
app directly to their customers through their own outreach programs.

Recommendation 11-64: Consider an economic reward for conservation
measures taken by ratepayers.
Response: Recommendation 11-64 has already been implemented by the Water
Authority and its member agencies, to the extent practicable.
The Water Authority and its member agencies employ a comprehensive strategy
to improving water conservation. Although financial incentives were needed in
the past to encourage conservation at the retail level, that is generally no longer
the case. Today, water consumers are motivated to conserve water because
water has become more expensive.
As the regional wholesale water supplier for San Diego County, the Water
Authority does not directly set rates to retail water customers. However, the
Water Authority supports the implementation of water-conserving rate structures
by retail water agencies to encourage conservation. The majority of the Water
Authority's member agencies already have adopted tiered residential rate
structures. These feature inclining block rates, in which the agency charges
increasing rates for consumption over a certain amount per billing period. For
example, the City of San Diego currently has three tiers for single-family
residential customers. The price per unit of water increases at the higher tiers,
so that customers with the lowest water use pay less per unit overall than higher
users. Inclining block rates encourage conservation by providing a consistent
price signal to the customer.
Legislation and regulation also playa major role in reducing water use. The
Water Authority has sponsored and supported both legislation and regulation
designed to improve water use efficiency, such as requirements to install waterefficient fixtures and landscapes in new construction.
The Water Authority has worked with its member agencies for more than 20
years to develop and implement conservation programs and measures that
encourage residents, businesses and the agricultural sector to use water
efficiently. Many of those conservation measures focused on providing
economic incentives directly to ratepayers to encourage greater indoor water
use efficiency. For example, the Water Authority provided financial vouchers or
rebates to offset part of the cost of retrofitting indoor devices, such as toilets,
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showerheads and high-efficiency clothes washers, with more efficient fixtures.
Over the past two decades, more than 600,000 toilets and 600,000 low-flow
showerheads were retrofitted in San Diego County under these programs.
Studies have shown that most residential water use occurs outdoors. Therefore,
the focus of the Water Authority's water conservation measures has shifted to
consumer education and implementation of outdoor water efficient practices and
behaviors. This new strategy emphasizes performing residential and
commercial water use audits and surveys, and providing "how-to tools" that
. show residential and commercial water users how to implement water use
efficiency improvements that are effective and sustainable. To help advance
this market transformation, incentives to ratepayers to retrofit their outdoor
landscapes to more water-efficient designs, equipment and plant choices are
provided on a limited basis. This approach is supplemented by device or other
incentives made available directly to the region's water users through MWD's
SoCal Water$mart program (for residential customers) and Save-A-Buck
program (for commercial customers).5 Incentives are also provided by some
Water Authority member agencies to meet the needs of their respective service
areas.
In addition, the Water Authority recently developed a software tool, known as
WaterSmart Target, which enables retail water agencies to establish water
budgets for irrigation accounts and monitor their performance. This web-driven
landscape measurement tool and water budget program provides a landscape
water use target based on a property's square footage and local climate
conditions. The water budget is compared to the property's actual water use to
gauge performance and identify savings potential. This budget software tool
allows the ratepayer to understand their water use and implement measures to
cut back accordingly.
The Water Authority appreciates the frustration water ratepayers feel when a
gallon of water saved does not translate to a dollar saved on the monthly water
bill- and, is working hard to educate the public why this is the case. Together,
the Water Authority's conservation approaches combined with programs
implemented by its member agencies, provide a sensible, effective and fiscally
responsible framework to achieve long-term, sustainable enhancements to
regional water use efficiency in a way that is cost-effective for water agencies
and equitable for water ratepayers.

In a recent action, the MWD board voted to terminate all conservation and local water supply subsidy
agreements but these direct consumer rebates with the Water Authority, in retaliation for the lawsuit
challenging MWD's water rates. San Diego County ratepayers will pay more than $23 million to MWD
this year to pay for these programs. See Attachment 7, June 14, 2011 News Release.

5
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Recommendation 11-65: Increase the investment in diverse technologies
such as desalination and reclamation. It is imperative to bring these
sources online in anticipation of higher rates in San Diego County.
Response: Recommendation 11-65 has been implemented, and is ongoing.
The Water Authority and its member agencies have invested and will continue to
invest in the development of local water supply projects within the Water
Authority service area. Historically, the cost of imported water purchased from
MWD was substantially less than the cost of developing local water supplies
such as recycled water and seawater desalination. However, as the cost of
MWD water has gone up - and is projected to continue to increase - local water
supply development has become cost effective. Today, the Water Authority and
its member agencies are actively pursuing a variety of local water supply
projects.
Local projects reduce the region's dependence on water purchased from MWD
and help provide a diverse and reliable supply mix for the region. The Water
Authority and its member agencies are better able to control the operations and
costs associated with local water supplies than they are imported water supply
costs charged by MWD. Moreover, in contrast to MWD, direct investment in
local water supplies produces a dollar of value for a dollar paid.
Many of the Water Authority's member agencies have developed innovative
local water supply and storage facilities over the years, including surface water
reservoirs, brackish groundwater recovery and recycled water projects. The
Water Authority has also cost-shared technical studies to develop new recycling,
groundwater recovery and seawater desalination projects including the City of
Oceanside's desalination pilot-demonstration and feasibility study, and Padre
Dam Municipal Water District/Helix Water District EI Monte Valley Recycled
Water Recharge Project Studies. The Water Authority has local water supply
development agreements with 11 water and wastewater agencies for a
combined project yield of more than 30,000 acre-feet/year.
The Water Authority may also add seawater desalination to the region's water
resource portfolio. The Water Authority is negotiating the purchase of water
from the Carlsbad Desalination Project, a fully-permitted, privately developed
desalination project at the Encina Power Station site in the City of Carlsbad.
This project could produce up to 56,000 acre-feet annually by 2016. The Water
Authority is also evaluating the feasibility of two other regional seawater
desalination projects on Camp Pendleton, and in Rosarito, Mexico.
The Water Authority is working cooperatively with its member agencies to
ensure the need for, regional benefit and cost-effective integration of its water
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supply projects with the plans of its member agencies. As part of this effort, in
2005, the Water Authority, City of San Diego and County of San Diego formed a
Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) for developing an Integrated
Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) and began applying for IRWMP
grant funding under Proposition 50 and Proposition 84. The Water Authority is
the lead agency for management of and disbursement of grant funding received
through the IRWMP. To date, the San Diego Region has been allocated $34
million in grant funding from the Department of Water Resources. A significant
portion of this funding supports development of new water supplies and
improvements that sustain local water supplies in the San Diego Region.
Examples of the types of projects include development of non-potable recycled
vvater supplies, indirect potable reuse, desalination, and water quality
improvement and protection. The San Diego Region will be eligible for an
additional $59 million in funding from Proposition 84.
The Water Authority and its member agencies are committed to expanding
investments in cost effective local projects, to ensure a reliable supply of water
for the San Diego region and reduce dependence on water purchased from
MWD. By investing in local water supply projects in San Diego County, we
improve local control, supply reliability and long-term cost certainty over the
region's water supply.
For further details on the region's local water supplies and planned local water
supply development projects, see the Urban Water Management Plans on file
for the Water Authority and each of its 24 member agencies.
The San Diego County Water Authority sincerely appreciates the considerable
time and effort spent by the 2010-2011 San Diego County Grand Jury in
producing its report on San Diego County water rates.
Sincerely,

Michael T. Hogan
Chair
Board of Directors
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Attachment 1: Samples of public outreach materials
Attachment 2: Correspondence from the Water Authority to Metropolitan Water
District regarding MWD spending and financial practices
Attachment 3: List of Speaker's Bureau presentations since June 2007
Attachment 4: Sample television news story
Attachment 5: Sample Speaker's Bureau materials on rate issues
Attachment 6: Water Authority "Budget at a Glance" fact sheet
Attachment 7: June 14, 2011 Water Authority news release on MWD retaliation

254 of 512

Attachment 1

Samples of Public Outreach Materials
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o Girl Scouts.
San Diego-Imperial Coundl

Girl Scouting builds girls of courage, confidence,
and character, who make the
world a better place.

Thank you for buying
Girl Scout Cookies!
You have purchased much more than just a box
of delicious cookies; you are also supporting
America's leading business and financial literacy
program, where girls develop valuable life skills.
To purchase more cookies, contact my leader at:

~

(or visit www.GirIScoutCookies.org )

Conserve water ... help Girl Scouts make
the world a better place!
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San Diego County
Water Authority
Use these tips to save water inside and outside
your home. For more tips and rebates for homes
and businesses, visit 20GallonChallenge.com.

TIP
Adjust sprinklers to prevent
overspray and runoff.
Repair leaks & broken
sprinkler heads.
Add 2"to 3" of mulch around
trees & plants to reduce
evaporation.
Upgrade to a "smart irrigation
controller" that automatically
adjusts watering times for
hotter weather, and shuts
down the system when it rains.
Use a broom instead of a hose
to clean driveways and
sidewalks.
Install covers on pool and spas
to reduce evaporation.
Wash only full loads of clothes.

Fix leaky toilets.
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POTENTIAL SAVINGS

FACT SHEET

Conservation
has been a way of
life in San Diego
County for many

Save Water Now

years, but it's
especially important
now that mandatory water use restrictions are in
effect. Historic dry conditions in California,
coupled with regulatory restrictions to our water
deliveries from the State Water Project (which
provides about 30 percent of San Diego County's
water) have created a water shortage and make
it essential for residents and businesses to
increase conservation immediately.

The good news is, you CAN help by taking on
the 20-Gallon Challenge! If every person can
save 20 gallons of water a day, that will significantly help the region by allowing more water to
stay in storage to meet future demands . And
saving water is easier than you might think.

A few simple
changes can
make a big
difference.
Keep in
mind that
more than
50 percent
of residential
water use in
San Diego is
spent on
landscape irrigation and other outdoor purposes,
so make sure you think inside AND outside to
maximize water savings.
For. ideas on how to save water in and
around your home, look at the tips on this flier,
visit 20gallonchallenge.com, or contact your local
water supplier for specific water restrictions that
may apply in your community.

INDOOR TIPS FOR RESIDENTS
TIP LEGEND

No cost - Easy to do

low cost - More effort required

Conservation Tip

Estimated Savings

Run the dishwasher only when full

2-4.5 gallons per load

Don't leave water running when rinsing dishes

2.5 gallons per minute

Turn off water when brushing teeth

2 gallons per minute

Shorten showers

2.5 gallons per minute

Don't use the toilet as a wastebasket

1.6 gallons per Hush

Wash only full loads of clothes

15-50 gallons per load

Fix leaky toilets

For information on water wasted due to leaks, visit the WaterWiser Drip Calculator at

http://www.awwa.org/advocacy/Iearn/ conserve/dripcalc.cfm
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OUTDOOR TIPS FOR RESIDENTS
TIP LEGEND

No cost - Easy to do

Low cost - More effort required

lHighet cosl - Most effort required I

Landscape Irrigation

...

~""""'------

Conservation Tip

Estimated Savings

Water only in the late evening or early morning hours
to reduce evaporation and interference from wind.

20-25 gallons per day

Don't overwater!
1) Reduce each irrigation cycle by 1-3 minutes, or eliminate one
irrigation cycle per week. Use the landscape calculator
hHp:/ /apps.sandiego.gov/landcalc and watering index at
hHp:/ /www.bewaterwise.com/. Also check with your local water
agency far specific limits on watering schedules.

15-25 gallons per minute;
up to 250 gallons per cycle

2) Water only after the top inch of soil is dry.

3) Reset irrigation controllers and replace batteries in the spring and fall.
Adjust sprinklers to prevent overspray and runoff.

15-25 gallons per day

Repair leaks and broken sprinkler heads.
Add 2" to 3" of mulch around trees & plants to reduce evaporation.

Other Outdoor Ideas
Conservation Tip

Estimated Savings

Use a broom instead of a hose to clean driveways and sidewalks.

8-18 gallons per minute

Adjust your pressure reducer (if you have one) to keep
pressure between 40 and 60 p.s.i .

Varies

Don't leave the hose running while washing your car.
Get a self-closing nozzle for your hose.

8-18 gallons per minute
20 gallons per day per leak

San Diego County

Water Authority
~~1' Overland Ave.

San Diego, G\

92123-1233
(858) 52H)700
www.sdcwa.org

For additional water conservation information visit the following web sites:
www.bewaterwise.com and www.h2ouse.org
For commercial and industrial water conservation tips, resources and programs,
visit 20galloncha!lenge.com
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La conservaci6n de agua ha
sido una parte de nuestras vidas
el Condado de San Diego
eDge en
por muchos anos, pero es espeAhorre el Aguo yo
cialmente importante que
ahorremos ahora que las restricciones obligatorias de
uso de agua estan en vigencia. Las condiciones secas
historicas que se dan en California conjuntamente con
las restricciones normativas a nuestras distribuciones
de agua por parte del Proyecto de Agua Estatal (el
cual provee aproximadamente un 30 por ciento del
agua del Condado de San Diego) han creado escasez
de agua, por 10 tanto, es esencial que los habitantes y
negocios aumenten 10 conservacion inmediatamente.
jla buena noticia es que tu puedes AYUDAR 01
aceptar el reto de ahorrar 20 galones 01 dia! Si cada
persona ahorra 20 galones de agua diarios, ayudaro
significativamente a 10 region, ya que mas agua podro
quedarse almacenada para satisfacer la demanda en
el Futuro. Y ahorrar agua es mas focil de 10 que piensas. Unos pocos cambios pueden hacer una gran
diFerencia.
-<ge

cha

Toma en
cuenta que
mas del 50
por ciento del
consumo de
agua en el
area urbana
de San Diego
es utilizado
para regar
jardines y
para otros
prop6sitos 01
aire libre. Asi
que procura conservar agua tanto afuera como adentro de tu hogar para ahorrar 10 mas posible.
Para obtener mas ideas sobre como ahorrar agua
en tu hogar, lee los consejos listados en este circular,
visita nuestro sitio 20gallonchallenge.com, 0 comunicote con tu proveedor de agua local para obtener las
restricciones especificas sobre el uso de agua aplicables a tu comunidad.

CONSEJOS PARA EL INTERIOR DEL HOGAR
LEYENDA

Sin costa y facil de hacer

Ahorros Aproximados

Consejos Para Conservar Agua

Utiliza la lavadora de platos solamente cuando este lIena.

2-4.5 galones por lavada

No dejes el agua corriendo mientras lavas platos.

2.5 galones por minuto

Apaga

10 lIave cuando te laves los dientes.

2 galones por minuto

Toma duchos mas cortos.

2.5 galones por minuto

Solamente utiliza la lavadoro de ropa cuando
tengos suficiente ropo sucia para lIenaria.

15-20 galones por cicio de lava do

Repora las lIoves de agua que tengon fUgas.

Para obtener mas informacion sobre el desperdicio de agua debido a fugos, visita 10 pagina de 10 Calculadora de Goteas de
Agua (WaterWiser Drip Calculator) en Internet: http://www.awwa.org/advocacy/Iearn/conserve/ dripcalc.cfm
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CONSEJOS PARA EL EXTERIOR DEL HOGAR
LEYENDA

Sin costo y focil de hacer

Irrigacion de Jardineria Ornamental
Consejos Poro Conservar Agua

Ahorros Aproximados

Solo riega por 10 noche 0 antes del amanecer para
disminuir 10 evaporacion y 10 interferencia del viento.

20-25 galones por dia

No riegues mas de 10 necesario:
1) Riega solamente 2 0 3 dias a la semana 0 utiliza 10 calculadora
de 10 contidad de irrigacion que puede ser eliminada, visitando
http://apps.sandiego.gov/landcalc y el indice de riego en
http://www.bewaterwise.com/. Tambien consulta con tu agencia de agua
local para obtener los limites especificos de los horarios de riego.

15-25 galones por cada minuto
que el imines del tiempo de riego

2) Riega cuando yeas que una pulgada de la parte superior de la
tierra ya esta seco.
3) Si tienes un sistema de riego, ajusta los controles y reemplaza

las batedas en

10 primavera y el otono.

40 galg.nes par dia

3i3-.G0 gGIenes> IllQr dis
)l

par ~da;mil fl>~ (!ci<:Idr~0s

d~elie:n~ ~ GOma

Otras Ideas
Consejos Para Conservar Agua

Ahorros Aproximados

Usa una escoba en lugar de la manguera para limpiar tus aceras y patios.

8-18 galones por minuto

Si tienes una valvula de reduccion de presion de agua, ajustala para
mantener 10 presion entre 40 y 60 p.s.i

Varia

No dejes 10 manguera prendida mientros lavas tu auto. Com pro una
boquilla para tu manguera que se cierre cuando no este en uso.

8-18 galones por minuto

Para obtener mas informaci6n sobre 10 conservaci6n del agua, visita los siguientes sitios en ellnternet:
www.bewaterwise.com y www.h2ouse.org
Para obtener consejos y programas sobre c6mo conservar agua en usos comerciales 0 industriales, visita
20gallonchallenge.com

•.•.....••................•.•............•....•.......•.......................................................................................
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Win Tickets to these
Great Attractions!
III

LEGOLAND

C.ALIFORNIA

«0

San Diego County
Water Authority

With your parents help, fill out
the online pledge form and
your name is entered into
a monthly drawing
See reverse for details

San Diego County Water Authority and its 24 retail member agencies
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Win Tickets to these
Great Attractions!

...~

SeaWorld. LEGO..:JD
CALIFORNIA
San Diogo

SAN DIEGO

:3i!ri~·

ZOO

ANIMAL PARI(_

wild

To qualify, visit
With your parents help, fill out the online
pledge form. Student names will be
entered in a monthly drawing to win
4 tickets to one of these fun attractions.
Six students will be selected each month.

TO ENTER:
Step 1 Go online to:
http://20gallonchallenge.com/mypledge.html
Step 2

Fill in all your information.

Step 3

Click OTHER where you see:
"How did you hear about the

20-Gallon Challenge?"
Step 4

Write your school's name
in the box below OTHER.

Step 5

Complete the pledge and submit
the form. Only NEW pledges are
eligible for the contest.
The winners will be contacted.

With your parents,
visit 20gallonchallenge.com
click on School Zone for
San Diego County
more information.
Water Authority
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San Diego County Water Authority and its 24 retail member agencies

I.

These tips can help you save more water outside your
home. For more information on rebates, indoor
conservation tips as well as commercial and industrial
water tips and programs, visit 20gallonchallenge.com

Adjust sprinklers to prevent
overspray and runoff.
Repair leaks & broken sprinkler heads.
Add 2" to 3" of mulch around trees &
plants to reduce evaporation.
Upgrade to a "smart irrigation
controller" that automatically adjusts
watering times for hotter weather,
and shuts down the system when
it rains.
Use a broom instead of a hose to
clean driveways and sidewalks.
Repair leaking hose bibs.
Install covers on pool and spas to
reduce evaporation.
Install or adjust your pressure
reducer to keep pressure between
30 and 55 p.s.i.
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f.

San Diego County
Water Authority

NeiGHBOrS HelPING
NeiGHBOrS save waTer
Every day, thousands of gallons of water
are wasted by broken and leaky sprinklers
or by overwatering landscapes. We can't
afford to let these wasteful practices
continue. Our region is facing likely water
supply shortages this year.
To help stop water waste, the San Diego
County Water Authority is providing
you with door hangers so you can alert
neighbors to potential problems in their
yards where water is being wasted.
We need everyone's help to make water
conservation a way of life in San Diego
County. For additional door hangers for
you to print out and distribute, as well as
water-saving tips and rebates, visit:

20gallonchallenge.com
or call 858-522-6512

265 of 512

I.

Estos consejos te pueden ayudar a ahorrar mas agua en el exterior
de Iu hogar. Para obtener mas informacion acerca de reembolsos,
consejos para el interior del hogar, 0 consejos y programas para
empresas y sitios industriales, visita 2OgaI1oncha1lenge.com

Ajusta Ius aspersores para reducir el
desperdicio y escurrimiento de agua.
Repara fugas yaspersores .rotos.

Pon de 2 a 3 pulgadas de mantillo
alrededor de Ius arboles y plantas.
Instala un "control inteligente de riego"
que automaticamente a;uste el tiempa de
riego cuando los dias sean calurosos y que
apague el sistema cuando lIueva.
Usa una escoba en lugar de la manguera
para limpiar las aceras y patios.
Repara fugas en las boquillas de las
mangueras.

Instala cubiertas en Iu alberca y/ 0 jacuzzi
para reducir la evaparacion .

Instala 0 ajusta la valvula de presion de
agua para mantenerla entre 30 y 55 libras
par pulgada al cuadrado (p.s.il.
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eSTIM8DoveCINO:
Nuestro region esta enfrentando una serio escasez de agua. Por 10
consiguiente, es mas importante que nunca no desperdiciar agua.
Mientras pasoba frente a tu coso, me di cuenta de 10 siguiente:

D Tus aspersores estan regando el pavimento.
Por favor ajusta las cabezas de los aspersores para
prevenir el desperdicio y los escurrimientos de agua.

D Tu sistema de riego estaba encendido mientras lIovia.
Cuando el reporte del estado del tiempa indique lIuvia, por favor
apaga tu sistema de riego inmediatamente y dejalo apagado
par hasta una semana, 0 mas, despues de una tormenta.

D Tu sistema de riego tiene un aspersor roto y/o tiene

fugas. Por favor haz las reparaciones necesarias
inmediatamente. Un aspersor roto puede desperdiciar 10
galone5 de agua par minuto 0 100 galones durante un cicio
de 10 minutos. La fuga e5ta localizada en:

D Tu sistema de riego esta encendido todos los dias.
La mayoria de jardines necesitan ser regados solamen!e 2 0 3
dias a 10 semana y menos en el inviemo. Para determinar
cuando es necesario regar, prueba 10 humedad de tu jardin
enterrando una palo 6 tus dedos en 10 tierra. Cuando 10 tierra
este seea a una profundidad de 1 a 2 pulgadas, es tiempa de
regar.

D Tus aspersores estan encendidos durante el dia.

Por favor riega unicamente antes del amanecer y despues
del atardecer para reducir 10 perdido de agua debido a 10
evaparaci6n y viento.
lee el reverso para obtener mas consejos sobre 10
conservacion de agua en el exterior del hogar.

~
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The San Diego County Water Authority,
in response to serious WIler supply
challenges, is reducing water deliveries
to local water agencies by 8percent
starting July 1.

MWD's other member agencies effective July l.
Water Authority officials estimate the allocation
will reduce water deliveries to the San Diego
regio.n by 13 percent.
To help prepare the San Diego region for water
shortages, the Water Authority created a Model
Drought Response Ordinance. It has four levels,
each with recommended water-use restrictions
designed to achieve demand reduction during
water shortages.

To help achieve this mandatory reduction in
water use, the Water Authority has declared a
Level 2 "Drought Alert" condition. This action
enables the Water Authority's 24 member retail
agencies to activate
mandatory water
use restrictions
for residents and
businesses. Some
Drought Alert
agencies are also
(Up to 20% mandatory conservation)
implementing
WeAre Here
tiered water rates
that charge more
for excessive
water use.

..

Water use restrictions may vary by
retail agency. It's critical for residents and
businesses to check with their local water
provider to make sure they understand the rates
and restrictions in their community, and to
immediately increase conservation efforts.
Many water agencies around the state are grappling with supply shortages. Three straight years
of drought conditions, diminished water storage
levels, and regulatory restrictions on water
deliveries from Northern California have combined to severely limit water supplies around
much of California. The regulatory restrictions
are expected to affect water supply reliability
in the years ahead.
These challenges prompted the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California, the Water
Authority's main supplier, to allocate deliveries
to the San Diego County Water Authority and
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More information on the
Water Authority's Model
Drought Response
Ordinance, along
with links to drought
response ordinances
for each retail water
agency, is available at
www.sdcwa.org.

Water-saving tips
and other conservationrelated resources for
residents and businesses
are available at www.20gaLLonchaUenge.com.

Enhancing Water Supplv Reliabllitv
Drought Management
The Water Authority has implemented plans and
strategies lor managing the region's water resources eHectively during times 01 limned supply.
In 2006, the Water Authority adopted a Drought Management
Plan that includes steps the region will take during times of
water shortages. Developed in cooperation with the Water
Authority's 24 member agencies, it lays out orderly, progressive actions to be taken as supply challenges escalate.
(To view the plan visit www.sdcwa.org/manage/pdf/DroughtManagementPlan Fi naL pdf.)
In accordance with the plan, the Water Authority has heavily
promoted voluntary water conservation. In 2008, cumulative
savings from long-term conservation rebate and other programs helped save more than 53,000 acre-feet of water.
Outreach and advertising campaigns urging extraordinary
conservation succeeded in saving another 31,000 acre-feet.

San Diego County Water Authority
Water Supply Diversification in 2010*
Dry Year Transfer 2%

Local Surface Water 2%

Con,servlltion 8%

Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California 62%

' Projected available supply.

Water Supply Diversification by 2020
Recycled
Water

Seawater
Desalination
10%

The Water Authority also is securing short-term, or "dryyear" transfers to augment existing supplies. In 2008, the
Water Authority secured 23,000 acre-feet of dry-year transfers, as well as storage agreements with facilities in the Central Valley for holding the water until it's needed. The Water
Authority is working to secure 20,000 acre-feet of dry-year
transfers in 2009.

Supply Diversification
The Water Authority Is executing along-term
strategy to enhance the reliability 01 our region's
water supply.
This strategy includes diversification of the region's
water supply sources and major investments in regional
infrastructure.
This plan is already enhancing regional supply reliability.
In 1991, the San Diego region was 95 percent reliant on
supplies from the Metropolitan Water District. Through
developing new local and imported supplies and boosting
conservation, in fiscal year 2010 the San Diego region will
have reduced its reliance on MWD supplies to 62 percent.
This is a major reason the impact of MWD's 13 percent supply
reduction has been reduced to 8 percent in San Diego County.
The Water Authority is executing a $3.7 billion Capital
Improvement Program to further improve regional water
delivery and storage capacity. Major projects include raising
San Vicente Dam in East County by 117 feet to provide up to
152,100 acre-feet of additional storage, and connecting Lake
Hodges to the region's water distribution system.
The Water Authority continues to work with local agencies to
develop Local suppLies such as groundwater, recycled water,
seawater desaLination, and conservation. By 2020, these
supply sources are projected to meet 40 percent of the
region's water demands.
The Water Authority also has a long-term (45 to 75 years)
water conservation and transfer agreement with the Imperial
Irrigation District. The deaL reached in 2003, will provide San
Diego County with 60,000 acre-feet of reliable water in 2009
and will increase to 200,000 acre-feet annually by 2021.

Groundwater
6%

Imperial Irrigation District
Water Transfer
22%
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(An acre-foot is about 326,000 gallons, enough water to
meet the needs of two average households for a year.)

The Water Authority also has a separate llO-year agreement
to receive water conserved by lining parts of the CoachelLa
and All-American canals. These projects provide 80,000 acrefeet of water to the region annually.

Attachment 2

Correspondence from the Water Authority to Metropolitan Water District
regarding MWD spending and financial practices
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May 31. :WII

John Laird. Secretary
Califomia Natural Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street. Suite 1311
Sacramento. ('A 95814

Oear Secretary Laird:
We wish to congratulate you on renewing the effort to advance the Bay Delta Conservation Plan
(BOCP). with an increased emphasis on transparency and broader inclusiveness for stakeholders.
Establishing workgroups for the most critical issue areas in the BOCP will provide vital input from
various interests, and help develop solutions that are broadly acceptable.
In particular. focusing attention on the plan for financing the implementation of the BOCP is critical.
as this isslie has received inadequate attention so far. The documents released to date have offered
some total cost estimates. but critical details remain to be addressed such as cost allocation. the ability
ancl willingness of prospective end users to pay. as well as the financial commitments from the BOCP
applicants to cover not only the infrastructure, but also associated mitigation costs. In addition, there is
no consensus on how the ecosystem restoration element ofthe BOCP will be paid tor.

272 of 512

Secretary John Laird
May 31. 2011
Pag~ 201'3

The recently published National Research Council study has provided an important service in
underscoring the importance of a ful1 and thorough review of alternative water supply scenarios,
including those that would lessen the pressures upon the Delta. None of us would consider signing a
contract to purchase a home without first assessing whether we can afford it and determining how we
would finance the purchase. Given the huge cost estimates associated with the BOCP. we must
approach this program in a similar manner.
For these reasons. we support your decision to fonn a Financing Working Group. We respectfully
recommend that you begin this important work as soon as possible and not delay until the fall as
indicated in the work group announcement. The total project cost is intrinsically linked to all aspects
of the planning process, and therefore this work should proceed immediately to ensure that cost
considerations funy inform the BDCP process. We look forward to working with you and the other
stakeholders to ensure that the BDCP has a viable tinancing plan before any decisions are made to
select an altemative.
Thank you for your consIderation of our views.

Steve Rothert.. Calif()rnia Regional Director
American Rivers

Kim Delfino. Calit{)rnia Program Director
Defenders of Wildlife

Michael Sweeney. Mayor
City of Hayward

Alexander R. Coate, General Manager
East Bay Municipal Utility Oistlict

Jerry Brown. General Manager
Contra Costa Water District

Cynthia Koheler. California Water Legislative
Director
Environmental Defense Fund
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Secretary Jolm Laird
May· 3 I , 2011
Page:3 of3

David Nesmith. Facilitator
Environmcntal Water Caucus

~~
Barry Nelson. Senior Policy Analyst, Westem
Water Program
Natural Resources Defense Council

Jonas Minton. Senior Water Policy Advisor
Planning and Conservation League

Maureen A. Stapleton. General Manager
San Diego County Water Authority

Michael Carlin. Deputy General Manager
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Mark Watton. General Manager
Otay Water Distlict
Gary Bobker, Program Director
The Bay Institute

cc:

Senators Dianne Feinstein & Barbara Boxer
Members of Califomia Congressional delegation
Keruleth Salazar. Secretary of the Interior
David Hayes. Deputy Secretary ofthe Interior
Michael Connor. Commissioner. Bureau of Reclamation
Donald Glaser. Director. USBR Mid-Pacific Region
Governor J eITY Brown
Gerald MeraL Deputy Secretary. Natural Resources Agency
Mark Cowin. Acting Director. Department of Water Resources
John McCamman. Acting Director, Department of Fish and Game
Members of the California Legislature
Delta Stewardship Council
State Water Resources Control Board
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June 21,2011
Mr. Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California
P.O. Box 54135
Los Angeles, CA 90054
Dear Mr. Kightlinger:
Bay Delta Conservation Plan, Metropolitan Delta Action Plan

As Member Agency managers of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, we
wish to reaffirm our support for the ongoing Bay Delta Conservation Plan process as an
essential component of long-term water reliability for our six-county region. We also express
our confidence in the democratic process of the Metropolitan Board of Directors to ultimately
decide whether to invest in long-term BDCP conveyance improvements.
Recent presentations by one Metropolitan member agency to legislators and State officials
have raised the issue of whether there is in Southern California a "willingness to pay" for a
reliable water conveyance system in the Delta as part of a plan that also restores the estuary.
The long-term reliability of the State Water Project supply is at risk without long-term
conveyance and ecosystem improvements. We support the on-going BDCP process to review
a full array of conveyance alternatives in order to identify a defensible, cost-effective,
scientifically based package of water system/ecosystem improvements. We express our
complete confidence in the Metropolitan Board's ability to make a sound decision about
proposed investments to fix the Bay-Delta and that Metropolitan's water rate structure will
ensure a fair, cost-of-service-based allocation of costs among Metropolitan's member
agencies.
Over the years we have supported Metropolitan's decisions to construct the Inland Feeder
project, which has finished refilling Diamond Valley Lake in a matter of months; a "pay as you
go" policy to limit the debt burdens on future ratepayers; and the new long-term Integrated
Resources Plan that takes into account local necessary changes while emphasizing water use
efficiency/conservation measures and cost-effective local supply development as the
primary tools to meet future, increased water demands. These projects and policies have
been of benefit to all agencies within Metropolitan's service area.
Through its Board-approved Delta Action Plan, we are confident that Metropolitan is on a
path to considering water supply and financial issues relating to BDCP in the tradition it has
fairly reviewed and deliberated previous key matters. We urge Metropolitan to continue its
constructive engagement with BDCP and to use its Member Agency workgroup process to
ensure full discussion, transparency, fairness and adherence to its underlying financial policy
principles.
Sincerely,
SEE MEMBER AGENCY SIGNATORIES ON 3rd PAGE
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Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
June 21, 2011

Bay-Delta Conservation Plan
Page 2
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Richard Hansen
Three Valleys MWD

John Rossi
Western MWD

John Mundy
Las Virgenes MWD

Robert Beste
City of Torrance

Kevin Hunt
MWD of Orange County

Nina Jazmadarian
Foothill MWD

Rich Nagel
West Basin MWD

AJ.Pack
Eastern MWD

Don Calkins
City of Anaheim, Pub. Utilities

Gil Borboa
City of Santa Monica

Dave Gustavson
City of Beverly Hills
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William O. Mace, Jr. P.E.
City of Burbank
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-?~I~
David Schickling
City of Fullerton

Shane Chapman
Upper San Gabriel Valley MWD

--. -7i;~.~-/ ~~~

~~~S>

Tom Love
Inland Empire UA

James B. McDaniel
Los Angeles DWP

Peter Kavounas
City of Glendale

Raymond L. Burke
City of Santa Ana

Phyllis Currie
City of Pasadena

Matt Ballantyne
City of San Marino

~b~
Susan Mulligan
Calleguas MWD

0l~4AJAI Hernandez
City of San Fernando

cc:

Kevin Wattier
Long Beach Water Department

Honorable John Laird, California Secretary of Resources
Chairman John V. Foley, Metropolitan Board of Directors
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January 5, 2011

MEMBER AGENCIES

Brian Thomas
Chief Financial Officer
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

Carlsbad
Municipal Woter DistrIct

Re: Draft Long Range Finance Plan

City of Dol M<Jr
City of Escond,do
City of Notional C,ty
CIty of OceanSIde
City of Poway
City af Son Diogo

Dear Mr. Thomas:
We have reviewed the Draft 2010 Long Range Finance Plan (fmance plan or plan) made available
December 1, 2010 and provide the following comments.

Fallbrook
Public Utility District
HelIx Wotor District

Lakoslde Woter Distnct

Ollvonho.n
Oloy Water DIstrict

Padre Dam
MUOIcipal Water District

Camp Pendleton

Morine

Corp~

The principal objective of the fmance plan is to provide the member agencies with a lO-year rate
forecast based on MWD's planned capital projects expenditures and resources plan
implementation. The rate forecast contained in the finance plan is important to the member
agencies because we will rely upon it, both to forecast our own rates and to plan local
investments. Unfortunately, the draft plan has such serious flaws that it does not achieve its
intended purpose: providing a meaningful range ofrates upon which the member agencies can
rely to produce their own forecasts and plan local investments.

80so

Rainbow
Municipal Water Distric.t

We note two fundamental problems with the draft fmance plan.

Romona
MUnicipal Woter District

Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Water District

San Oieguito Water DistTid
Sonlo Fl!' Irrj90~on Distrid

South Boy Imgohon District
Vollec.itoi Water District

ValloyConler
Municipal Water District

Vista Irrigotion Distnct
YUlmo
MuniCipal Water District

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County of Son Diogo

First, this plan cannot be reconciled with the 2010 IRP resources strategy adopted by the MWD
board of directors. MWD is either going to invest to the limited level and extent described in the
draft finance plan - which reflects current levels of investment in conservation and local project or, it is going to implement the expansive resources strategy described in the 2010 IRP adopted
by the board of directors. You can't have it both ways. IfMWD is going to invest in seawater
desalination and storm water recovery projects as described in the 2010 IRP, then it must include
the costs of those investments in the fmance plan. On the other hand, if MWD staff's
recommendation is to continue expenditures at today's level, the fmance plan should clearly state
that, and describe how the expanded resources strategy described in the 2010 IRP would be
accomplished.
Second, the core assumptions used to develop the rate forecasts are unrealistic because they fail to
take into account known factors that could have a material impact on MWD water sales over the
next ten years. The calculation of forecasted high rates in the plan assumes "low" deliveries of
1.8 million acre-feet while other parts ofthe plan states - we believe, correctly - that the low
delivery potential is 1.3 million acre-feet. As you know, MWD's rates are highly sensitive to
volume of water delivered, thus, the forecasted "high" rates could be off significantly.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply 10 the San Diego region
~lNleO

ON aecycu:o PAPER

277 of 512

Mr. Brian Thomas

January 5, 2011
Page 2
On a related note, MWD must factor into the finance plan member agencies' projected demands
on MWD, or, non-demands as a result of conservation and other ''rolling off" MWD imported
water supplies. As you know, these numbers will be available in mid-20l1 through updates to
each agency's Urban Water Management Plan. MWD should use the time between now and then
to discuss ways to stabilize MWD revenues without developing supplies for which there may be
no buyers and result in rate increases that are higher than necessary. MWD must focus its finance
plan on securing firm commitments to pay for existing fixed costs before it embarks upon new
spending programs. It is imperative for MWD's short- and long-term fiscal sustainability to
ensure MWD spending is supported by member agencies' firm contractual commitments to pay
for MWD projects and programs.

Finally, you have already announced that MWD intends to conduct a review of the rate structure
later this year, including the current cost-of-service methodology which is at issue in the Water
Authority's litigation challenging the 2011 and 2012 rates. For the reasons described in the
complaint, we believe that MWD's current cost-of-service methodology is flawed because it
improperly misaIlocates supply related costs to rate categories other than supply. The draft
finance plan is flawed because it is based on the same flawed cost-of-service methodology.
Fmther work on the finance plan should be integrated with the Urban Water Management Plans
of the member agencies and MWD's 2011 review of the rate structure. In its current form. the
finance plan does not accomplish its intended purpose.
The Water Authority looks fOIWard to participating in these discussions in 2011.
Sincerely,

~~ .Ci'~
Dennis A. Cushman
Assistant General Manager
Cc: Water Authority MWD Delegates
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October 11, 2010

MEMBER AGENCIES
Carl.bed
Municipal Watar DI.trlct

City of Dol Mor

Timothy Brick
Chairman of the Board
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P. O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

City 01 Escondido
City 01 Nalionol City
City

or Oceanside
City of Poway

Cily 01 Son Diogo

Fallbrook
Public Utility O.Slnel
Helix Water District

Lakeside Waler DIStrict
Ohvenhoin

Municipal Water Di,fric1
OkJY Woror District

Padre Darn
Municipal Wafer Disuict

Re: Adoption of2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update - OPPOSE
Dear Chainnan Brick:
We reviewed the fmal draft 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update (Final Draft), made available
by MWD on October 1, and proposed to be adopted at the October 12,2010 board meeting. We
regret to inform you that we cannot support the Final Draft. Although the Final Draft corrected
certain data inconsistencies in the prior draft, it fails to address the Water Authority's substantive
concerns stated in its September 10,2010 letter, a copy of which is attached and incorporated by
reference. We renew the comments described in our September 10 letter and offer the following
brief supplemental comments on some of the key issues.

Camp Pendleton

Monne Corps BOJe
Rainbow
Ml.ln1cipol Waler District
Romona

Municipal Waler OislrlC:

Rtncon d-el Diablo
Municipal Water Dhtric:t
Son 01.gulto Water District
Sonta f. Imgohon District
South Boy Irngatlon Dislrid

VOIle<.ItOl Wotor Dis'lIc!

Volley Center
Municipal ""ator Diskict

Vista Irrigation District
Yuimo

Municipal Waler Di!lotnd

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
Counly 01 Son Diego

Reliability Objective. The supply reliability objective is proposed to be expanded from meeting
100% of full-service demands at the retail level under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions to
include an additional 500,000 acre-feet of water supply to be developed as an "Uncertainty
Buffer." Despite the report stating that the 2010 IRP reliability is "true" to the reliability goal
established under the prior IRPs, the implementation of an Uncertainty Buffer raises the reliability
objective far beyond the prior IRPs. We do not believe that this reliability objective would be
adopted by the board if it had been provided with accurate information regarding the cost for
exceeding 100% reliability, and how high water rates will have to go to achieve this objective.
Cost. We have previously commented on the dearth of information provided to the board
regarding the true cost ofIRP implementation. The board memo transmitting the Final Draft says
only that a reliable water supply will "come at a cost" and states that, historically, the national
cost of water and sewer maintenance has increased at a rate of 2 percent above inflation. It goes
on to state that projections in the IRP "show that MWD's future rate increases would be at or
below these historic noons for the industry." This statement is misleading at best and is
inconsistent with actual rate increases MWD has experienced over the past few years - when it
was not embarked upon the kind of spending program described in the IRP.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply 10 the San Diego region
PP.INTtO ON RECYCLEO PAPfR
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Over the last five years alone (2008-2012), MWD has increased its rates by almost 55% -- or an
average of 11 % per year. With these rate increases, MWD has put its water rates in uncharted
territory, where it is completely disconnected from historical CPI averages. In a presentation on
MWD's Long Range Finance Plan just one week ago (Oct. 4), MWD staffprojected rate
increases averaging 6 percent per year over the next 10 years -- but that figure does not include
any spending associated with implementing the local Uncertainty Buffer water supply projects
contemplated in the IRP. Moreover, many of the cost assumptions used to develop the rate
impact analysis are conspicuously low. From 2008 to 2020, MWD projects that it will more than
doubled its water rates (increasing its untreated Tier 1 rate from by 144 percent, from $351 to
$857 an acre-foot), and again, those projections do not include any costs for implementing IRP
local Uncertainty Buffer water supply projects. In its public outreach on the IRP, MWD staff did
not inform the public or stakeholders that it expects to more than double water rates by 2020, and
that those water rate increases will be further exacerbated by the additional over-investment in
IRP supply projects. Because this information was not accurately disclosed in the IRP, it also
does not provide a substantive analysis of the impact these rate increases will have on demand
and MWD sales. Again, we reiterate that this IRP is not a financially sustainable plan for
MWD's future.

Conservation and Water Use Efficiency. The Final Draft includes within the Core Resources
Strategy retail compliance with water use efficiency targets mandated by SBX 7-7. However, it
relegates the 200,000 acre-feet of regional water use efficiency to the "Uncertainty Buffer." Both
conservation targets should be included as part of the Core Resources Strategy. The Final Draft
mischaracterizes the 200,000 acre-feet of increased regional water use efficiency as an
"Uncertainty Buffer." Increasing conservation should not be a "buffer," but rather, it should be
foundational to the plan. Because of the mischaracterization, the Final Draft proposes to overdevelop 200,000 acre-feet more of Core Resources Strategy projects than would be necessary to
meet projected demands. If MWD indeed plans to immediately begin implementing the 200,000
acre-feet of regional water use efficiency programs (and the Final Draft states it will be fully
implemented by 2020), then it must reduce the dry-year demand target in the Core Resources
Strategy on an acre-foot for acre-foot basis. This would mean reducing the dry-year demand
target in the Core Resources Strategy from 1.81 million acre-feet per year (in 2035) to 1.61
million acre-feet. Consistent with this action, investments in supply projects identified in the
Core Resources Strategy could be reduced to account for the 200,000 acre-feet oflower demand,
resulting in a lower forecast for water rates. In order to develop programs for the procurement
of cost-effective efficiency supplies, MWD must send accurate pricing signals regarding the cost
of its current water supply and future water supply resources. A thoughtful consideration of this
subject would require substantial revisions to the IRP as it is now proposed for adoption.
Water Supply Allocation and Long-Term Conservation Plan Development and Coordination.
The Long Term Conservation Plan (LTCP) draft recently distributed to member agency staff
states that it will establish a new direction for MWD conservation programs and be amended to
conform to the IRP. The LTCP draft further anticipates that the IRP would specify MWD and
member agencies' respective roles in achieving the conservation targets. The"Final Draft,
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however, does not suggest any substantive changes in MWD conservation programs, nor does it
address MWD and member agencies' respective responsibilities in meeting the target.
MWD must also change its Water Supply Allocation Plan so that water conservation is verified,
recognized and rewarded as part of the supply allocation. In spite of past opposition at MWD,
measurement and verification are essential components of successful water use efficiency
programs. A fresh look at MWD's water conservation programs might also be tied into the IRP
targets for the Bay Delta and other water supply resources within the core resources strategy.
We hope to work with MWD staff and stakeholders to reform MWD's long term conservation
program to support these outcomes. A copy of our August 16,2010 letter on the subject of
MWD's LRCP is attached and incorporated herein by reference.
CEQA. MWD staffhas stated that CEQA review of the IRP Update is not required because the
IRP is not a document that controls future decision-making in a manner that could result in the
possibility of a significant effect on the environment. However, MWD staff has also stated that it
intends to take immediate action to implement projects and programs identified in the draft IRP
should it be adopted by the Board.

The Final Draft makes it apparent that MWD views the IRP as a controlling policy document
that is the first step in the implementation of a major new direction for MWD, including a new
water supply program, which warrants full environmental review before the MWD board votes
to approve the IRP. This is a point we previously made to Brian Thomas in our September 22
letter regarding the draft official statement and we reiterate it here. A copy of our September 22,
2010 letter is attached and incorporated herein by reference.
Lack of MWD Response to Comments on the IRP Provided in Letters and Stakeholder Forums.
MWD received numerous comment letters from other agencies and stakeholders whose
questions have not been answered, nor their concerns addressed by the Final Draft, including a
host of questions asked by the Water Authority's member agency managers during the
Stakeholder Forum conducted in San Diego. We seriously question the need to move forward
now with adoption of the Final Draft when answers to important questions have not been
provided. Moreover, no time has been allowed for its distribution to, or consideration by the
hundreds of cities, counties, agencies, taxpayers and water ratepayers who will be affected by the
IRP.
In closing, we would like to reiterate that the San Diego County Water Authority fully supports
investments in water supply reliability for Southern California. However, a real plan is needed
for MWD that reflects the ongoing efforts ofMWD member agencies and others to develop costeffective local water supplies to replace imported water supplies previously available from
MWD. MWD should focus its efforts on what should be its core competency - rmding workable
solutions for a Delta Fix as soon as possible. MWD's recently announced intention to venture
into the local water supply development business will unnecessarily drive up costs for all
purchasers ofMWD imported water supplies and invite controversy at every step of the way.
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On behalf of the San Diego delegation, and for the reasons stated in this letter, we do not support
the Final Draft 2010 IRP, or its adoption by the board of directors at the October board meeting.

Fern Steiner

Attachment 1: Water Authority's comment letter on 2010 IRP Update dated September 10, 2010
Attachment 2: Water Authority comment letter on MWD Water Conservation Program dated
August 16,2010
Attachment 3: Water Authority's comment letter on MWD's draft official statement dated
September 22,2010
cc:
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MWD Board of Directors
Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager
Water Authority Board of Directors
Mayor Jerry Sanders
San Diego County Taxpayers Association
Industrial Environmental Association
San Diego County Farm Bureau
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce
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September 10, 201 0

MEMBER AGENCIES
CtllbOoo

Cil\l CIt Dal Mar

Jeffrey Kightlinger
General Manager
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
POBox 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
Re: 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update

Ci,., 01 f",ondido

Dear Jeff:
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Water Authority staffhas completed its review of the draft 2010 Integrated ResoW"CeS
Plan Update (draft IRP). We plan a broader outreach effort to our region's cities, stakeholders
and communities once we have complete information and a revised draft IRP document. Given
that the current draft IRP has only been available since July, and since the revised draft won't be
available until sometime later in September, we reiterate our request that the October timeline for
adoption of the IRP be extended to allow for broader distribution of the revised draft IRP here
and in other parts of the MWD service territory. This outreach should then be followed by
additional public meetings ofMWD's board so that the merits of the revised draft IRP can be
fully deliberated in a transparent setting after MWD responds to all the current comments and
questions.
Changed Circumstances

Some fa

IrTtger\Ofl

Dutner
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OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
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The water supply and cost environment have fundamentally changed since the IRP was
last updated in 2004. Twenty percent water conservation is now legally required at the retail
level by 2020. Replenishment deliveries by MWD have been interrupted indefinitely. Severe
cutbacks of water supplies from the Bay-Delta are now a way of life for the foreseeable future.
We must plan for impacts of climate change. As a result of these and other changed
circumstances - and taking into account the reasonably anticipated cost of a Delta Fix conservation and local projects that once warranted subsidies have become cost effective
compared to MWD's current and projected water rates. For this reason, many of the more than
250 retail water agencies and cities in the MWD service territory are now in the process of
expanding conservation programs and developing local water supply projects.
Although the draft IRP refers generally to some of these changed circumstances, it does
not recommend any changes in the basic MWD business model to address them. The draft IRP
plan essentially assumes the same base resource mix and adds a massive, undefined "Buffer
Supply" to mitigate undefined and unquantified uncertainties. Instead of asking how it may best
coordinate, encourage and integrate with planned conservation and local water supply
development that is already under way throughout the service territory, MWD proposes to
embark on a massive spending program.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diego region
""N!fD ON RIiCYClfD PAPH
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Stranded Costs and Stranded Historie Imported and Low Cost Water
MWD's IRP strategy will drive MWD's rates up drastically and lead to lower
water sales by MWD as local agencies develop lower-cost supply alternatives. With the
Buffer Supply strategy in the draft IRP, MWD is setting itself up for a perfect stonn of
skyrocketing water rates and plummeting water sales. This course of action amounts to a
fiscal death-spiral for MWD and is financially unsustainable.
While it is not possible to determine from the draft IRP precisely what the current
core supplies are or how the proposed Buffer Supply will be developed as MWD projects
and member agency projects (or any iteration thereot), one thing is very clear from the
draft IRP: MWD is embarking on a course ofaction that will result in abandonment of
MWD's historic investments in water supply infrastructure and low-cost core water
supplies in favor offar more expensive water. A graph illustrating this practical effect of
the IRP is included as Attachment 1 to this letter. That graph shows that MWD's Buffer
Supply strategy will lead to 500,000 acre-feet of imported water being stranded by MWD
each year, in favor of more expensive local supplies developed by MWD at a cost of
more than $1 billion annually on MWD's rates (2035). It is imperative that MWD take
the time now to refine this draft IRP to avoid creating stranded water and the associated
stranded costs we will be asking our ratepayers to cover for decades to come.

Detailed Comments on July Draft IRP
Our detailed comments are included in Attachment 2 to this letter in the following
broad subject matter categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Water Rate Impacts
Conservation
Commitment to the Delta
Stranded Costs
Why Abandon Historic Investments and Low Cost Water?
Respect for Local Autonomy
Definition ofRegion
Outdated Reliability Goal
Need to Integrate Member Agency and Local Planning Data
Failure to Identify Key Issues to Maximize Surface Storage. Groundwater
Storage and Conjunctive Use
The Problem with Water Insurance. aka "Buffer Supply"
"Adaptive Management" Inadequately Defined
Inaccurate and Incomplete Data
Process Concerns
Recommendations

Mr. Kightlinger
September 10, 2010
Page 3
We met with our member agency managers to obtain their perspectives,
comments and questions. The August 10 IRP forum in San Diego was well attended by
our agency managers and many questions and comments were presented to you directly
at that time. A list of those questions is included as Attachment 3 to this letter.
\
We request that MWD staff distribute a revised draft IRP once it has an
opportunity to respond to comments and questions raised here and at the IRP Stakeholder
Forums, and to review and reconcile the data in the report so that it is both internally
consistent and consistent with MWD's Regional Urban Water Management Plan.
Please let us know what the timeline is for receiving your written responses to this
letter and the questions asked at the IRP Stakeholder Forums. We hope to work with you
to complete an IRP that will provide a solid roadmap for the future for all of Southern
California.
Sincerely,

~~-t-~
Maureen A. Stapleton
General Manager
Attachment 1: Stranded Imported Water in 2035
Attachment 2: Comments on MWD's July Draft 2010 IRP Update
Attachment 3: Questions posted at San Diego IRP Fonun
cc:
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MWD Member Agency Managers
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Water Authority Member Agency Managers

Attachment 1
ATIACHMENT 1- STRANDED IMPoRTED WATER IN 2035
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Attachment 2
ATTACHMENT 2 - COMMENTS ON MWD's JULY DRAFf 2010 IRP UPDATE
WATER RATE IMPACTS

With the unprecedented recommendation to develop 25% more water than MWD demands
require, the draft IRP is extremely light on its analysis of potential rate impacts. The only rate
analysis included in the draft was a table in Section 3 prepared for the board's strategic policy
discussion and not related to the recommendation to implement the Buffer Supply. Presumably,
the supplies being developed under the Core Resources Strategy would generally be lower in
cost than those under Buffer and Foundational Actions. The implementation of the Buffer Supply
will require substantial financial investment by MWD and its member agencies. A critical
analysis of potential rate impacts and the impact rate increases will have on demand must be
completed and deliberated by the board before it takes a policy direction on the IRP and
implementation of a Buffer Supply.

In mid-August, MWD's staffpresented a ''2010 IRP Average Rate Analysis" on four
implementation strategies for the IRP. The presentation showed the difference in the rate
increase between the Core Resources Strategy - one that MWD admits meets all projected dryyear demand - and the plan's recommended strategy to develop 500,000 acre-feet of additional
Buffer Supplies is only 2 percent, a deceptively and alluringly low number that obscures the
actual difference in cost ratepayers would experience between implementing the Core Resources
Strategy and anyone of the three Buffer Supply strategies. The difference amounts to up to $537
per acre-foot in 2035 - a 36% difference in water rates in that year; this is not insignificant.
More troublesome, however, are some of the assumptions that went into the rate analysis. MWD
currently funds about $20 million for its water conservation programs, which it projects would
result in about 10,000 acre-feet of new conservation annually. Both the 20x2020 retail mandate
and 20x2020 regional consistency require investment far beyond the current conservation effort.
Under the 20x2020 regional consistency analysis, staff estimated 580,000 acre-feet of water use
efficiency beyond that anticipated through current conservation programs is needed. Yet, only
$20 million is assumed in the analysis to achieve the conservation goal that is significantly
higher than what the current investment is producing. Similarly, the rate impact for Buffer
implementation assumes MWD continues the $250 acre-foot subsidy for local projects
development at the same time it is proposing investments in local water supply development that
greatly exceed this cost. Another example: in the MWD-Developed Buffer Supply scenario
wherein MWD assumes financial responsibility for 500,000 acre-feet of conservation and local
supply development, MWD's operations would surely grow, yet the rate analysis shows zero
cost difference in the Departmental O&M from the Core Resources Strategy; this appears to be
an unrealistic assumption. Another example: zero cost has been assigned to account for the
project development costs and risks associated with the Foundational Actions component of the
plan.
MWD's failure to calculate or acknowledge the true cost of water by basing the rate impact
analysis on unrealistic assumptions does a disservice to Southern California ratepayers and only
pushes the hard decisions to another day. We request that a more realistic set of cost
assumptions be used to conduct the rate analyses associated with the IRP and that this
information be available for full discussion and deliberation by MWD's board of directors.
1

287 of 512

Attachment 2

CONSERVATION

The Water Conservation Act of2009 (the Conservation Act, or 20x2020) established new
methodologies, water use targets and reporting requirements. The Act's requirements apply to
mban retail water suppliers. Although MWD and its wholesale member agencies have a
supporting role, primary responsibility for compliance with the law falls to each retail agency
within MWD's service territory. The draft IRP does not address these requirements or explain
how a regional program would integrate with, or support these retail conservation programs.
MWD's recent board memo on water conservation concluded that accounting for conservation at
the individual member agency level would be too difficult and would threaten the efficacy of
MWD's Integrated Resources Plan, Water Supply Allocation Plan and other programs. We
respectfully disagree, and point out that local agencies already do so as part of their Urban Water
Management Plans (and other plans). It is imperative that the MWD board consider changed
circumstances and legal requirements to ensure that any future regional conservation program
integrates with local programs, and avoids creating conservation disincentives through the
pricing structure, water supply allocation plan, or otherwise.
While the draft IRP appears to assume a regional compliance approach, the Conservation Act
provides that mban retail water suppliers must achieve and report compliance on an individual
basis unless certain prerequisites for regional compliance and reporting are met. Among other
things, regional compliance requires the written consent of each retail agency. MWD should
factor this legal requirement into its analysis in the revised draft IRP.
Indeed, as a wholesale water provider, MWD's role in conservation must be carefully evaluated
in light of these new legal requirements. Since it is unlikely that all retail water suppliers within
MWD's service territory will elect to report as part ofMWD's regional water management
group, MWD must account for that as the regional program is being developed. MWD must
carefully assess how a regional program can fairly integrate with the individual programs its
member agencies, and their respective retail agencies, choose to implement to ensure that each
retail agency and group of ratepayers is carrying its legally required, fair share of the cost.
Changes will also be necessary to MWD's water shortage allocation plan in order to encourage
conservation. The City of Long Beach has presented a number of ideas and approaches to
address this concern that should be thoroughly evaluated and considered. We also believe that
MWD's wholesale price structure discourages conservation by disguising the true cost of
alternative water supplies. By continuing to offer regional subsidies to retail agencies to meet
water use efficiency targets that are legally required of them, MWD is actually discouraging
water conservation - unless, that is, MWD pays for it. Any regional program must start where
the legal requirement on the retailers ends, otherwise, MWD is simply robbing Peter to pay Paul
and rewarding free riders. And, by subsidizing compliance with the retail 20x2020 targets, funds
that MWD collects from some of its member agencies will be benefitting (subsidizing)
compliance of other member agencies while providing no commensurate benefit to the "donor"
agencies, because those donor agencies do not receive "credit" toward their own 20x2020
compliance goals for spending money (via the MWD subsidies) in other retailers' service areas.
2
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These donor agencies must additionally spend their own rate money to meet their own
compliance requirement.

As noted earlier, we believe that measurement and verification are essential to any water use
efficiency program, and is in fact, required for compliance. We would note that the data MWD
uses to support the conservation section of the IRP is, except for the current demographic data
from SCAG and SANDAG, outdated (AttachmentA.1, Attachment C-2) (1997). One of the
recommendations in the 1997 report was that MWD expand the coverage of its conservation data
base to include the many MWD member agencies with respect to which conservation data was
not available. (See IRP Attachment A-I at Attachment C-40)
We believe there is an important role for MWD in water conservation but that its programs must
change in order to address the concerns described above. The draft IRP fails to address these
important considerations.
COMMITMENT TO THE DELTA

Many agencies and stakeholders are reading the draft IRP recommendation to ''immediately'' and
"aggressively" implement 500,000 acre-feet of Buffer Supply as a signal that MWD is
abandoning, or does not believe that it will be successful in fixing the Delta. This comes as a big
surprise to our community, which worked tirelessly on the 2009 water bill package and water
bond. We do not support changing course and believe that we must 'd iligently pursue and protect
our investment in the Delta and State Water Project. The Delta Community is also counting on
our continued support. It is our understanding from the infonnation provided by MWD that the
Core Resources Strategy includes both a Delta Fix and continuation of existing Colorado River
programs contemplated by the Quantification Settlement Agreement. We believe this is the
correct approach and consistent with MWD's core mission.
This having been stated, the Water Authority is open to having a candid discussion with MWD,
the Delta Community and all interested parties about the nature and extent of the Delta "Fix," if
MWD has grown skeptical of the prospects for success in the Delta. In the meantime, and unless
and until a conscious decision is made - with the benefit of analysis and input from all affected
parties - we believe the call for a Buffer Supply sends the wrong message vis-A-vis MWD's
intentions in the Delta - and an expensive message at that
STRANDED COSTS

Since the drought in the early 1990's, MWD's water management strategy has been to invest in
storage to take advantage of the hydrologic cycles to best utilize low-cost, available water.
Today, this investment, which stands in excess of 5 million acre-feet of storage capacity, has
served the region well during the current supply challenges. But, rather than continuing this
management strategy to optimize the historic investment in the State's water supply
infrastructure and MWD's own low-cost imported water, the draft IRP proposes to shift course
in favor of MWD developing local water supplies at a high cost to its ratepayers.
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The development of the Buffer Supplies would lead to a similar outcome. If these supplies are
not needed - and the draft indicates that demands for the Buffer Supplies will not exist - then the
costs to develop them are truly in excess of need and stranded and, therefore, will be stranded
costs. A graphic illustration of the stranded costs is shown below in Figure A.
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It is important that MWD integrate its planning with those of its member agencies so that it does
not find itself with stranded investments and future unexpected rate increases due to poor
planning.
WHY ABANDON HISTORIC INvEsTMENTS AND Low COST WATER?

Staff's rate analysis released in mid-August sheds light on the following facts: the immediate
implementation of Buffer Supply, whether limited to regional consistency Water Use Efficiency
of200,OOO acre-feet or the entire 500,000 acre-feet inclusive oflocal projects would result in
abandonment oflike amounts oflower-cost imported water, even after it has obligated its share
of the Delta Fix improvements. Case in point, in 2035, with Buffer Supply inclusive of Water
Use Efficiency only, MWD's own rate analysis showed it would forgo a like amount of imported
water due to reduction in sales. The situation worsens ifMWD implements the entire 500,000
acre-feet of Buffer Supply, under both MWD-Incentivized and MWO-Developed Buffer Supply
scenarios, 500,000 acre-feet of imported water is forgone. Why would MWD spend billions of
dollars to develop new supplies and, at the same time, plan to forego use of those supplies?
REsPECT FOR LOCAL AUTONOMY

The key question addressed in the draft IRP focuses on the "role" ofMWD. But, with due
respect, we believe it's the wrong question. The focus should not be on MWD's "role," but on
how the most reliable, cost-effective water supply can be provided to water ratepayers, being
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mindful that not every retail water supplier or even every "region" within the vast MWD service
territory will answer that question the same way. MWD's "top-down, all-in" planning model in
which it will assume responsibility over local water supply development fails to take into
account the many cities, local agencies and groundwater managers who grapple with local water
supply development issues every day. It is an open question what role these agencies and water
suppliers would like MWD to play, but it is certainly important to ask. Historically, the answer
to that question would be easy: they want funding to help support local water supply
development. We believe that there is a role MWD can play in helping to support local projects
including funding mechanisms for local supply development. But the rules must be firm and
fair, laid out in advance, and equitable to all parties.
DEFINITION OF REGION

Given the dramatic shift in the draft IRP from imported water supplier to local supply developer,
MWD should take a step back and ask itself, its member agencies and, critically - the hundreds
of cities, counties, water suppliers, groundwater managers and other local districts - how they
define their "region" for purposes oflocal water supply development. MWD has been Southern
California's principal "regional" imported water supplier. That does not mean that it will be
efficient or even logical for MWD to become Southern California's ''regional'' local water
supplier. The State, for example, recognizes nine separate IRWM planning groups that are
wholly or partially within the MWD service territory. What makes sense for ''regional'' local
water supply development needs to be discussed between and among all interested parties, not
just MWD and its member agencies, and be defined in a manner that is practical, workable and
equitable to all parties. It is likely that not all local and regional agencies desire to be under the
planning umbrella ofMWD and its member agencies - whose member agencies often have
goals, priorities and objectives that are different than their own.
OUTDATED RELIABILITY GoAL

By declaring allegiance to the 1952 Laguna Declaration, the draft IRP misses a critical
opportunity to signal that it is no longer "business as usual" in Southern California or at MWD.
Indeed, where and how to establish the reliability goal was not even discussed as part of the IRP
process. In today's water-scarce, high-rate environment, our customers want a choice about the
level of ''regional'' reliability they want to pay fOf.
But the draft IRP goes even further, it advocates a reliability goal of developing core supplies to
meet full-service dry year demands at the retail level under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions,
plus developing a Buffer Supply of 10% of retail demand, plus completing project planning for
an array of additional projects based on undefined ''uncertainty'' (the Foundational Actions).
This "Laguna Declaration-Plus" approach is excessive, impractical and fiscally imprudent. It
also flies in the face of California's changed circumstances and Southern California's
conservation ethic.
Before staff recommends the highly aggressive supply development outlined in the draft IRP, it
should communicate with each of its member agencies to detennine the extent to which those
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agencies intend to rely upon MWD to meet their future supplemental water supply needs. As
aptly noted in the 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force Report,
"[It was troubling] to learn, for example, that some of the member agencies most
strongly supporting big-ticket projects ... also had the most aggressive plans to
reduce their future MWD water purchases and develop independent supplies. In
effect, such agencies appear to want MWD to develop costly backup capacity-or
insurance-for their local supply strategies, while seeking to shift the costs for
these benefits on to Metropolitan and other agencies and customers." - BRTF
Report at page 23.
Just as in the past, it is clear that some of the MWD member agencies most strongly supporting
the draft IRP are doing so precisely because they believe that it will allow them to become less
dependent upon MWD.
NEED TO INTEGRATE MEMBER AGENCY AND LOCAL PLANNING DATA

The draft IR.P identifies the need for only 16,000 acre-feet oflocal projects to achieve the Core
Resources Strategy target in 2015 and only 46,000 acre-feet by 2025 and through the end of the
planning horizon (2035). According to the draft IRP, this will result in 100% supply reliability
under all hydrologic conditions to meet dry-year demand. It is important to note that in reaching
the 100% reliability assessment, the plan has taken into account regulatory and environmental
constraints on supplies from the Bay-Delta in the years before mid- and long-tenn Delta
improvements are completed.
Based upon review of the limited data included in Appendix A.5 of draft IRP, it appears that as
much as 750,000 acre-feet oflocal water supply is already being planned by MWD member
agencies. It is unclear whether this list includes all supply projects that are being planned by
cities, groundwater managers, replenishment districts, utilities and other agencies and water
suppliers throughout Southern California. Given that the draft identifies only 46,000 acre-feet of
local projects is needed to achieve Core Resources strategy's 100% reliability goal, the draft IRP
fails to grapple with the reality that MWD sales will be reduced. not increased in the future. If
properly coordinated, this trend can be a positive outcome for MWD and all of Southern
California. But MWD threatens to disrupt the positive economic impacts of this shift by
proposing to over-invest in new water supplies in an ill-fated and illusory attempt to increase its
own sales. Failure to coordinate with the many cities, water districts, and utilities beyond MWD
member agencies places all Southern California water ratepayers at risk.
The draft IRP also does not provide projected supplies under average- and wet-year hydrologic
conditions and their frequencies of occurrence. The draft shows only how MWD's storage would
fare under ""average" conditions. Figures 4-5 and 4-6 reflect very healthy storage conditions for
MWD, but lack data for member agencies to assess how their surface reservoir or groundwater
basins could be augmented for dry year use.
In summary, although the IRP by definition is intended to be an integrated plan that takes

member agency and retail supply plans into account as part ofMWD's regional planning, the
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IRP draft fails to do so. This presents grave risk to MWD and Southern California water
ratepayers.
Finally, MWD's historic and principal role has been to deliver water to Southern California
imported from the Colorado River and State Water Project. The subsidy programs were
originally created to "encourage" conservation and development oflocal water supplies that were
otherwise not cost-effective, and, in order to "send the right message" to Northern California
where it was seeking to maintain its State Water Project entitlement. The rationale was that by
supporting these local water supply investments, the costs of securing additional imported water
supplies and/or infrastructure were "avoided," and thus the payment ofMWD subsidies
benefited the region as a whole. MWD should take the time now as part of the IRP planning
process to consider the appropriate role of subsidies generally, and including whether subsidies
are encouraging or impeding desired outcomes.
FAILURE TO IDENTIFY KEy ISSUES TO MAxIMIZE SURFACE STORAGE, GROUNDWATER
STORAGE AND CONJUNCTIVE USE

The draft IRP says that Metropolitan has "gradually shifted from being exclusively a supplier of
imported water to collaborating with its member agencies on regional water supply planning
issues." This statement does not capture the momentous change that is being recommended for
adoption in the draft 2010 IRP, which will place MWD in control of planning, outreach, all state
and federal funding and decision-making about local project development. While the draft
promises that MWD will "collaborate" with agencies outside of their own member agencies. it
appears that it has not collaborated with them in proposing this new role for MWD in the first
place. Willingness to allow MWD to become the regional master facilities planner may also
vary by region.
MWD's principal, historic role has been as a supplemental, imported wholesale water supplier to
its member agencies. While "collaboration" with its member agencies is indeed important,
MWD is announcing in the draft IRP a substantially different and enhanced role for itself in the
future, including ''master planning" for significant local water supply resources over which it has
no legal jurisdiction or expertise. The draft IRP does not so much represent a "gradual shift" as a
takeover strategy for local water supply development in which MWD will be in charge oflocal
water supply development through its regional master planning process. For example, MWD is
declaring that it will be in charge of ' 'master planning" for the following activities:
1. Recycled water development, including creation of a regional finance committee that will
determine how all state and federal funding dollars are best spent (Table 5-5);
2. Preparation of salt management plans and groundwater basin management plans (Table
5-7);

3. Seawater desalination ''integration'' (Table 5-10) and funding mechanisms (Table 5-13);
and,
4. Stonnwater captme, including regional master planning, implementation of pilot projects
and development of subsidy programs (Table 5-19).
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MWD's newly announced role as "master planner" for all Southern California local water supply
development goes far beyond the function of "collaboration" described above. Given that it has
little expertise in groundwater and developing local projects, staffing and budget increases will
undoubtedly be on the horizon. These efforts will duplicate those of the many local water
suppliers, replenishment districts and groundwater managers who are already engaged at the
local level.
In lieu of these proposed changes, MWD should follow the same, more cautious guidelines it
suggests for graywater (see page 5~36), namely,
1. Do not establish subsidies to pay for graywater;
2. Focus instead on reviewing and suggesting standards and pursuing changes to legislation
and regulations to support graywater development;
3. Work with local entities to create model guidelines for permitting processes; and,
4. Assist with public infonnation efforts as requested and appropriate.
Finally, the draft IRP fails to address the most fundamental questions that must be addressed by
MWD at the wholesale level, including: 1) how available imported water supplies will be
managed; and 2) what policies are needed to assure fair access to facilities in order to move
water stored in groundwater basins in and out of, and within the MWD distribution system.
THE PROBLEM WITH WATER INSURANCE, AKA "BUFFER SUPPLY"

The draft IRP recommends implementation of the Buffer Supply as an insurance policy against
uncertainties, but does not provide a quantitative analysis or risk assessment to show how the
500,000 acre-feet of supply development was derived. For this reason, the Buffer Supply is
pwely speculative.
The Buffer Supply is also financially unsustainable under the current rate structure, since
agencies would only pay for the "insurance" when they file a "claim" for the water. The cost of
maintaining a large "standby" supply will be extraordinarily expensive, force MWD rates to
increase exponentially, and, drive water purchasers away from MWD in search oflower cost
supplies that they can control. Here again, the 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force had it right:
"Reliability, quality and other water supply specifications cannot be made
independently from the willingness ofMWD customers to pay for such services.
Member agencies may want, for example, the insurance provided by major
investments to increase MWD standby capacity, but if forced to commit funds for
such capabilities, they may actually prefer far lower levels of protection than a
hypothetically "costless" water supply guarantee." -- BRTF Report at page 9.
While the draft IRP itself is silent on the cost of the Buffer Supply. MWD's mid-August rate
analysis showed startling costs of the Buffer Supply, in terms of sky-high water rates, stranded
water supply and stranded costs. The two charts included with these comments were developed
based upon this mid-August rate analysis.
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Furthermore, the draft IRP appears to ignore the fact that MWD already has a substantial
"Buffer" in which it has invested, namely, MWD's vast storage program. MWD has 5 million
acre-feet of storage, which the draft IRP indicates will be full on average. The draft IRP also
says that if the Core Resources Programs are implemented, the region could have an excess of I
million acre-feet of water d\D'ing dry years, when storage and transfers are factored in. If the
500,000 acre-feet Buffer Supply is implemented, without MWD taking any water from its
storage, the region will have more water than required to meet demands including filling all
available storage. The bottom line is that the draft IRP fails to factor in that the very purpose of
the existing storage is to provide the same dry year assurance that is proposed to be filled by the
new Buffer Supply.

"ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT" INADEQUATELY DEFINED
Although the draft IRP says that MWD will employ an "adaptive management" strategy, the
draft also concludes that an aggressive approach to immediately implement the Buffer Supply is
required. In general, it is not possible to discern from the draft IRP what the timing or ..triggers"
are for any of the "adaptive" actions. The draft IRP is also inconsistent with statements made by
MWD staff at the August 10 San Diego Stakeholders Fonun with regard to timing of adaptive
management actions described in the draft IRP.
At its own August 20 member agency managers' meeting, MWD staff stated that it plans to only
recommend immediate implementation of the regional consistency Water Use Efficiency Buffer,
and leave the implementation of the Local Resources Buffer to occur only when certain trigger
events take place, such as failure to obtain the environmental documentation for a Delta
conveyance facility by a date-certain (yet to be specified). This is a very different position than
the draft's aggressive approach to implement local projects as delineated within the draft IRP as
follows:
Page 4-20, "Implementing a Supply Buffer," states, in part: "... a 'planning' Buffer was
introduced during the 2004 Update. The 2010 IRP Update proposes to expand the
concept of a planning Buffer and create an actual hedge against demand Wlcertainty, by
implementing a supply Buffer equivalent to 10 percent of total retail demand.
Metropolitan will collaborate with the member agencies to implement this Buffer through
complying with the 20X2020 legislation, and by implementing aggressive adaptive
actions to meet any remaining portion of the 10 percent Buffer." (Emphasis added.)
On page ES-8, the draft states: "Maximizing regional benefits through economies of scale
and minimizing the cost of redundancy is important to adaptability. The 2010 IRP
Update will hedge against demand, supply and environmental uncertainties by
implementing a supply Buffer equivalent to 10 percent of total retail demand. This
Buffer will be implemented through meeting 20X2020 water use efficiency goals, and by
implementing aggressive adaptive actions to meet the remaining portion of the 10 percent
Buffer through local supplies and transfers. This approach is consistent with maintaining
reliable baseline supplies and advancing local and regional solutions." (Emphasis added.)
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In its outreach materials used at the IRP Public Forums, MWD has an executive
summary, page ES-IO, that states the Buffer Supply will be " ...developed through
collaboration with the member agencies on aggressive actions." And, on Figure ES-4,
Component 2 box reads "aggressive adaptive actions for the remainder." (Emphasis
added.)
It is impossible to reconcile the oral comments made by MWD staff at the August 10
Stakeholder Forum and the August 20 MWD Member Agency Managers meeting with the
conflicting Verbiage in the draft IRP docwnent.
It is also completely unclear what "adaptive management" means or how it will be employed by
the MWD staff once the IRP is adopted by the board. Substantially more detailed planning and
transparency is required before board adoption so that the member agencies can better
understand what is intended by the draft IRP.
INACCURATE AND INCOMPLETE DATA

The Core Resources Strategy is the heart ofMWD's current water supply planning. It is
essential that the draft IRP provide a full description of the components of the Core Resomces
Strategy. And yet, it is not possible to discern the details of the Core Resomces Strategy due to
the fact that there is inconsistent data presented throughout Sections 4 and 6 of the draft IRP.
These are the key sections of the report that present analyses of the available water supplies and
need to develop additional supplies.
To ensure a sustainable resource plan that clearly outlines a path for long-term reliability, it is
fundamental that the draft IRP start with a more comprehensive evaluation of the Core Resource
Strategy. The Core Resource Strategy serves as the foundation of the plan. The analysis should
include an identification of what actions can be taken to strengthen the core strategy in order to
maximize investments already made in imported supplies. The evaluation should include an
assessment that clearly identifies the risks associated with implementation of the core strategy
and takes adaptive measures to mitigate those risks. This assessment would provide a linkage
between the Core Resource Strategy and the timing and type of adaptive management strategies
recommended. Transparency in the process is critical to providing the member agencies the data
and information needed to plan accordingly in their UWMP and resource plans.
In addition to the internal inconsistencies, the data included in the draft IRP is also inconsistent
with data included in MWD's recently released draft Regional Urban Water Management Plan
(RUWMP). The Water Authority suggests that MWD staff conduct a workshop with the member
agency managers to work through this detail so that MWD's Core Resources Strategy can be
presented in a manner that may be better understood and inconsistencies with MWD's RUWMP
can be reconciled.

To cite just a few examples. seawater desalination is listed as existing production on Table 4-6
but as a yet-to-be-developed Core Resource on Table 4-8. There is no indication how the
groundwater, local surface water and Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA) supplies listed in Table 4-7
were projected. And, it is unclear why there is an increase in groundwater supplies during this
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planning horizon, but a decrease in surface water. The data for LAA also differs between the IRP
and RUWMP. These and other inconsistencies and lack of foundational data are not "details" to
be ''worked out later" - rather, this is foundational infonnation required in order to meaningfully
assess MWD's current supplies and the need to develop additional supplies.
Beyond the internal inconsistencies in the draft IRP, there is also insufficient infonnation
provided on the plans of cities, groundwater agencies, replenishment districts, utilities and water
suppliers throughout the Southland to implement conservation and other local water supply
programs that will substantially reduce the amount of water purchases from MWD in the future.
While the draft notes that there are approximately 250 retail agencies that supply water to the
pUblic, the draft IRP analysis has failed to account for the plans and timing of plans that many of
these 250 retail agencies have to both conserve water and develop local resources. Although
Appendix A.5 includes a list of member agency area projects, it does not provide analysis to
show how these projects will reduce the demand for MWD supplies. It also does unclear whether
it includes projects of the many agencies, sub-agencies and utilities who presently buy water
from MWD member agencies. MWD must work with its member agencies to develop an
accurate and agreed upon list of projects as well as project timing, and eliminate inconsistencies
before it finalizes the draft IRP.
Moreover, MWD's methodology limits its accounting oflocal supplies to existing, under
construction and "committed" projects (a term not defined in the draft IRP). All other planned
local projects are included as part ofMWD's own ''regional'' target, with the explanation that,
" ... [t]his recognizes the uncertainty in local supplies and avoids over and under allocating local
supply targets to individual agencies" (see Appendix A.1-22, "Projected Active Conservation: A
New Approach). This approach appears grounded in MWD's past experience and the notion that
local water suppliers cannot be relied upon to develop local supplies and, therefore, MWD must
step in and take over responsibility for local supply development. This asswnption fails to take
into account the substantially changed circumstances and that many local water supply projects
that were once uncompetitive with the price of imported water are now cost-effective - without
any subsidies from MWD - when compared to even the conservatively projected cost ofMWD
water. There are also better mechanisms to hold local water suppliers accountable to the region
for completion of projects than the theoretical no-cost or low-cost water supply Buffer
"insurance" recommended in the draft IRP.
The realistic regional demand "gap" cannot reasonably be estimated without taking into account
the existing and planned actions ofMWD's member agencies and other local water suppliers.
The draft IRP notes that Metropolitan has historically provided between 45 and 60 percent of the
municipal, industrial, and agricultural water used within its service area. However, enhanced
conservation and development oflocal water supplies will result in a dramatic reduction in water
demand on MWD. Implementing any of the Buffer Supply strategies in the draft IRP will lead to
unavoidably higher rates and inversely declining sales.
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PROCESS CONCERNS

While there have been a large nwnber of meetings and IRP-related ''processes,'' the process
overall has been both "top down" and "disintegrated," with no meaningful opportunity for nonMWD member agency participants to shape the outcome. This shortcoming is all the more
important given the draft IRP proposes that MWD become responsible for, or compete with
many local projects that are currently within the jurisdiction of cities, local agencies and
groundwater managers. The 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force made similar observations about the
then-pending IRP process:
"Although both the IRP and rate structure efforts largely involve member
agencies in setting functional objectives, perfonnance standards and the
development of background materials such as the Strategic Resources
Assessment-and to some extent, other outside participants-the precise role of nonMWD participation in IRP and rate structure discussions often seems limited to
commenting on Metropolitan-generated objectives rather than considering de
novo functional objectives and perfonnance standards." - Blue Ribbon Task
Force Report (BRTF Report) at page 8.
"As different resource, reliability and operational goals are considered, IRP
participants are not presented with fully articulated alternative models. The
current practice is to make marginal changes in an assumed base resource mix in
response to new, cost, technological, political or other concerns. This practice
may limit the participants' understanding about the implications of different
options, and artificially constrain the range of choices they take into account." -BRTF Report at page 12.
"Despite a heavy meeting schedule, and nwnerous specialized committees and
subcommittees, the Board often seems to be presented with limited options and
choices for final approval largely defined and developed by MWD staff, rather
than conduct an independent inquiry of relevant matters." - BRTF Report at page
74.
These observations are as accurate regarding the current draft IRP and IRP process as they were
more than 15 years ago. The 2010 draft IRP has been available for public review only recently,
and although volwninous, contains limited infonnation. The revised draft IRP will apparently
not be available until later in September, with board adoption scheduled for October. This
schedule and process does not allow for meaningful distribution or review of the draft IRP by
those who are impacted through the adoption of the IRP. MWD staffhas been portraying the
draft IRP as implementation of the will of the people, rather than as a recommendation of MWD
staff. But, of the almost 19 million people who live and work in Southern California, less than
350 people attended the four stakeholder workshops combined - and, many of those participants
were MWD and member agency staff and consultants. Moreover, the stakeholders were being
asked to comment on a draft report in which fundamental questions remain to be answered.
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Given that MWD is proposing to change its historic role as imported water supplier - which is
the principal responsibility most local agencies now associate with MWD - it is vitally important
that sufficient time be allowed for distribution to city councils, county board of supervisors,
groundwater managers, replenishment districts, water districts, utilities, and other local entities
which will bear the expense of, or otherwise be impacted by MWD's new role. MWD and its
member agencies should not simply assume that all agencies and stakeholders will welcome this
new role for MWD or the associated rate increases that will be necessary to implement this
course of action.
RECOMMENDATIONS

MWD uses the IRP as a foundation for its RUWMP. Thus, the draft IRP should reflect the clear
professional recommendation of MWD staff. Is that the case? If so, we recommend you say so
when the revised draft IRP is released. As it stands in the draft IRP, this is unclear.
At a minimum, we recommend that MWD provide a full 60-day review period between the
release of a revised draft IRP, including responses to all comments and questions, and the first
MWD board meeting to consider the revised draft. We also recommend at least two public
meetings of the board to consider and deliberate the revised draft IRP. This time frame would
still allow adoption of the IRP in advance of the RUWMP. Although the update process stated
more than a year ago, the recommendations were made available for the first time in July 2010
when draft report was posted online. We were quite surprised with the recommended strategy,
especially since the draft's own data indicates the excessiveness of such a recommendation. The
draft recommends an adaptive strategy that included three components: Core Resources Strategy,
Buffer Implementation, and Foundational Actions.
The draft IRP clearly indicated that the implementation of the Core Resources Strategy would
meet projected dry-year demands under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions, with MWD's 5
million acre-feet of average storage capacity above 60 percentile and probability of dry-year
shortage diminishing to zero past 2015 (with only than less than 1 percent shortage in 2015). Yet,
it recommends moving forward with all three components concurrently, including aggressively
pursuing Buffer Supply implementation (in contrast to 2004 IRP's planning buffer) and at the
same time developing large-scale projects so they are ''ready to proceed" under Foundational
Actions.
The forthcoming revised draft IRP must integrate member agency plans and projects into the
discussion, and before implementation ofprojects that exceed demand, member agencies'
commitment to pay for these supplies must be obtained and proper choice and structure be set in
place to ensure MWD does not strand water nor investments under the new supply strategy.
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ATI'ACHMENT 3 - QUESTIONS POSED AT SAN DIEGO IRP FORUM
RELIABILITY GoALS

•

•
•
•

Doesn't the IRP's reliance on the almost 60 year old Laguna Declaration - drafted at a time
when Southern California was almost completely dependent on imported water - send the
wrong message in today's limited resource and escalating cost environment? Is that a smart
message in the water bond campaign?
Why didn't MWD reconsider the central question of the where the regional reliability goal
should be set?
Why should everyone have to pay for the same reliability standard if they want to conserve
more and pay less?
How has MWD accounted for the dampening effect higher prices will have on water
demand?

SUPPLY AND PLANNING BUFFER

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Has MWD done a survey of each of its member agencies and other local agencies and
utilities to determine what projects they are developing now or plan to develop in the near
future? Don't you need this kind of infonnation in order to determine what supply "gap"
exists?
Will MWD staff agree to collect this infonnation about local projects development and make
it available before asking the board to adopt this IRP?
What is the rationale for an MWD Buffer Supply equal to 10% of retail demand? What is
that number based on?
What is MWD's assumption in the IRP about who will pay for the core and Buffer supplies?
Is there a breakdown of this by region or project? Isn't this infonnation necessary to define
even broad parameters of a real plan?
Is staff recommending the implementation of both core and Buffer supplies because it does
not believe it will be successful in the Delta Fix? If not, why does this draft recommend
moving forward now with implementation of both supplies?
Can you be more specific about the risks and uncertainties you believe justify the expenditure
of current ratepayer dollars? What are the "trigger points" that would warrant increased
spending?
What is the level of commitment to developing the resources identified in the Buffer? And is
there a certain date by which those resources will be developed?
Why are recycled water and seawater desalination identified as part of the Buffer supplies?
What is the size and composition of the Buffer?
What is the process by which the region will make the decision to deploy elements of the
Buffer? And are there risks associated with each trigger level?

MWD'sRoLE

•

Isn't our current water supply allocation the result of challenges to our imported supplies?
Since this has been MWD's historical role, shouldn't MWD focus its efforts and regional
dollars on securing the Delta Fix and filling the Colorado River Aqueduct?
1
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MEMBER AGENCY'S ROLE

•

•
•
•

Does the IRP asswne and recognize that the 20x2020 requirement is a retail obligation?
Given that, why should MWD subsidize member agencies to meet this local mandate? Isn't
this rewarding bad behavior?
What is the IRP asswnption about the project cost that would qualify for a financial
"incentive" from MWD?
Won't MWD by definition be investing in the most expensive sources of supply? [Comment:
Ifnot, why would the local agency need an "incentive"?]
How does Met intend to ensure fairness among its member agencies in the collection and
redistribution of incentive money for conservation and local projects?

PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS

•
•
•
•

What is MWD's assumption on who will implement the 20x2020 mandate?
What are MWD's planning assumptions for the on-line dates for the member agency projects
described in the Appendix?
What are MWD's assumptions for supply conditions under normal and wet years?
What assumptions does the report make about how surplus water in any given year will be
used? Will it go first to refill MWD's storage? Do you assume that discounted
replenishment rates will be available at any time in the future? If so, under what conditions?

COST ANALYSIS

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the cost assumptions for core and Buffer Supply projects?
What is the estimated rate impact as a result of implementing the core strategies? Is this
impact based on an assumption the current rate structure remains unchanged?
What would the implementation of Buffer Supply add to water rates?
What about the Foundational Actions? How much would those activities add to water rates?
Will MWD do a new rate structure analysis and cost of service study for IRP programs and
projects before adopting the IRP?
How does MWD ensure its core supply investments would not be stranded?
Is MWD going to require firm contractual commitments from each of its member agencies to
pay for all of this supply development?
How do preferential rights relate to the availability of Buffer Supply water? Are they
enforceable if a member agency claims them?
Do you have any analysis available to show the "balancing" between resource investment
and cost considerations?

nMING

•

•

IRP sets forth MWD's policy for future supply development and is an especially important
document given changed water supply environment. Why the rush to get the report adopted
so quickly?
Are you willing to recommend extending the time for MWD staff to answer our questions
before we are required to comment further on the report?

2
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August 16, 2010
Timothy Brick
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
PO Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

MEMBER AGENCIES
CorIobod
Munlclpol WafII' Oi,trid
City c1DeIMGl

Re:

City cI EoconcIido
City of No~onol City

August 2010 Board Memo 9-1, MWD Water Conservation Program

Dear Tim:

City cI 0':.....1de
City cI "-or

Board Memo 9-1 addresses what is described as an "opt in/opt out" approach for MWD's water
conservation program. The memo concludes that accounting for conservation at the individual
member agency level would be too difficult and would threaten the efficacy ofMWD's
Integrated Resources Plan, Water Supply Allocation Plan and other programs. Although we
strongly support increased conservation, we respectfully disagree with the analysis and
conclusions stated in the Board Memo. The MWD board must consider changed circumstances
and legal requirements to ensure that any future regional program integrates with local programs,
and, avoids creating conservation disincentives through the pricing structure, water supply
allocation plan, or otherwise.

Cily 01 Son Diego
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The Water Conservation Act of2009 (the Conservation Act) established new methodologies,
water use targets and reporting requirements. The Act's requirements apply to urban retail water
suppliers. Although MWD and its wholesale member agencies have a supporting role, primary
responsibility falls to each retail agency within MWD's service territory. The board memo does
not address these requirements or explain how a regional program would integrate with or
support these retail conservation programs.

Rainbow
Moniclpal WalO' Oillrict

Ramona
MUniCIpal W""'r Oiolricl

R_delOiobio
Monicipal Waler Oillrid
Son OioguilO Waler Oillricl
Sonia Folrrigalioft Oi.trlcl

Soulh Boy lITigation Dillricl

Although the Board Memo appears to assume a regional compliance approach, the Conservation
Act provides that urban retail water suppliers must achieve and report compliance on an
individual basis unless certain prerequisites for regional compliance and reporting are met.
Among other things, regional compliance requires the written consent of each retail agency.

VollecllOl Wall< Oillrid

VoIIoyCenIer
Monicipal_ Ohlricl
VIIto IttigohOn District
Yuimo

Municipal Water Dillricl

As a wholesale water provider, MWD's role in conservation must be carefully evaluated in light
of these new legal requirements. Since it is unlikely that all retail water suppliers within MWD's
service territory will elect to report as part ofMWD's regional water management group, Mw:o
must account for that as the regional program is being developed. MWD must carefully assess
how a regional program can fairly integrate with the individual programs its member agencies
choose to implement to ensure that each retail agency and group of ratepayers is carrying its
lawful and equitable share of the cost.

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County cI Son Diego
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Turning to some of the other key issues, we believe that changes in MWD's water shortage
allocation plan are necessary to encourage further conservation. The City of Long Beach has
presented a number of ideas and approaches to address this concern. We also believe that
MWD's wholesale price structure discourages conservation by disguising the true cost of
alternative water supplies. By continuing to offer regional subsidies to retail agencies to meet
conservation targets that are already required, MWD is actually discouraging water conservation.
This element of the current plan creates free riders, and, fails to ensure that each member agency
pays its fair share or that all MWD water ratepayers are treated fairly.
As noted earlier, the board memo also states that water conservation at the member agency level
would be difficult to quantify and measure and could be labor intensive in verification; however,
we believe that measurement and verification are essential to any water use efficiency program,
and is in fact, required for compliance.
Finally, the board memo states that consideration of different approaches to conservation would
require MWD to reconsider its message under the Laguna Declaration. The Laguna Declaration
has been included in the IRP draft as a statement that MWD will provide all of the water anyone
needs at any time under any hydrologic condition. But we believe the Laguna Declaration is not
a reason to refuse to consider changes in MWD's conservation program. To the contrary, we
believe that MWD should reconsider whether the Laguna Declaration properly reflects California
law and public policy, or, Southern California's conservation ethic. Our ratepayers have said that
they want a choice whether to conserve more in lieu of paying for 100% water supply reliability
100% of the time. It is imperative that MWD work with its member agencies to ensure that we
can offer them that choice.
We would like to reiterate that the Water Authority strongly supports increased conservation. We
believe there is an important role for MWD but that MWD' s water conservation program must
change in order to address the concerns described in this letter.
Sincerely,

Fe
cc:
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Steiner on behalf of the Water Authority's MWD Delegation
MWD Board of Directors
SDCWA Board of Directors

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • Son Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

September 22. 20 I0
Brian Thomas
Assistant General Manager/Chief Financial Officer
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
700 N. Alameda Street
Los Angeles. CA 90012

MEMBER AGENCIES
Cambad
MunicipJl_ Ofdricl
CilyJo.IMar

City J Escondido

Dear Brian:

City 01 National af)'
af)' 01 ac-..ido

On the afternoon of September 16, you distributed to members of the Board of Directors
Appendix A ofMWD's Draft Official Statement for an upcoming refunding bond sale and
asked for comments to be submitted by noon today; given the tight deadline. we limit our
comments in this letter and the attachments to only the most significant issues and concerns
with Appendix A. These comments are presented to you by the four of us as directors
representing the San Diego County Water Authority. We request that you respond to the
questions presented in this letter and make the necessary modifications to Appendix A of the
Official Statement before it is finalized and issued. We believe additional time is warranted
to schedule a full board review of the issues noted in this letter and in our IRP Comment
Letter discussed below.

City of Poway
City 01 San Diogo

Fallbroalt
Publio Ulilily Dblrld
HoII. WaIor Dlslrld
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2010 Integrated Resources Plan

Rainbow
Municipal_ OisIricl

On page A-3. fourth paragraph, MWD makes only passing reference - and does not disclose

R_
MunicipaiWalor Ofstrld

key facts - about its 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update. The document states that the
IRP ·' ... is expected to be completed in late 2010." In fact, the IRP is expected to be
presented by MWD staff to the Board of Directors for adoption at its October 12. 2010
meeting - only 13 days after the initiation of bond sales covered by this Official Statement.
Appendix A fails to disclose material facts about the 2010 IRP that should be disclosed to
potential investors. including but not limited to MWD's plan to develop so-called "buffer"
water supplies in the amount of up to 500.000 acre-feet per year, at a cost of billions of
dollars over the next 25 years. On September 10. 2010. the Water Authority submitted to
MWD extensive comments on ,the IRP. A copy of that letter is attached and the questions
and comments incorporated herein (IRP Comment Letter). We request that MWD provide a
substantive discussion in Appendix A regarding potential legal and financial implications
from the shift from MWD's historic role as a supplemental imported water supplier to local
water supply developer; that identifies the breadth of the IRP implementation strategies
under consideration, and the extent of costs and future water rates that would be necessary to
implement the IRP recommendation. Appendix A Should also include a discussion - here
and elsewhere - on the effects higher water rates are expected to have on MWD sales.
Experience over the past several years clearly shows a nexus between sharply higher water

Rincon dol Diablo
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rates and conservation (demand reduction) by customers (ratepayers). MWD should disclose the
impacts of its IRP strategies that would lead to water rates exceeding $2,000 an acre-foot by 2035 if
not sooner and the impacts increasing water rates would have on water demands on MWD. Further,
as discussed at length in the IRP Comment Letter, how will MWD ensure that there will be
customers to pay for its regional local water supply projects when so many agencies are in the
process of developing local water supply projects of their own for which their retail customers will
pay through retail water rates. This concern should also be discussed in connection with the renewal
of purchase orders at page A-I.
We are also concerned that the discussion is misleading about the purpose and importance of the IRP
in the development and implementation ofthe "Preferred Resource Mix." Responding to questions
about the necessity of CEQA review prior to adoption of the draft IRP update, MWD staffhas stated
that such review is not required because the IRP is not a document that controls future decisionmaking in a manner that could result in the possibility of a significant effect on the environment.
However, MWD staffhas also stated that it intends to take immediate action to implement projects
and programs identified in the draft IRP should it be adopted by the Board. When viewed in its
entirety, the discussion ofthe IRP and the Preferred Resource Mix suggest the IRP is viewed by
MWD as a controlling document that would be the first step in the implementation of a major new
supply program and would be subject to CEQA. If this is not the case, MWD must make that clear
and should also provide assurance that CEQA compliance will be accomplished before any actions
are taken to implement any of the programs or projects contemplated as part of the draft IRP's
Supply Buffer.

Seawater Desalination Project Subsidies
On page A-4 and again on page A-31, under Seawater Desalination, MWD mischaracterizes the
Carlsbad seawater desalination project and the status of the incentive payment agreement with MWD
relating to this project. MWD also fails to disclose the fact that MWD has initiated termination
proceedings on incentive payment agreements with the Water Authority and its member agencies,
and, that it is MWD that has refused to sign the Carlsbad Seawater Desalination Project agreement
approved by its own board on November 10, 2009.
In the Seawater Desalination Sections of Appendix A on Pages A-4 and A-31, Metropolitan
addresses the status of member agency agreements for incentive funding for seawater desalination
projects, including the Water Authority's incentive funding agreement. Metropolitan states that
"SDCWA has not executed the proposed agreement." This statement would mislead the reader to
conclude that but for SDCWA's execution, the agreement would be in effect today. That is not true.
The Water Authority's incentive funding agreement, approved by the Metropolitan Board on
November 10, 2009 and by the Water Authority Board on December 17,2009, includes rate structure
integrity language that allows Metropolitan to terminate the agreement should the Water Authority
file litigation to challenge Metropolitan's rate structure. Following the Water Authority'S initiation
of litigation in June 2010 (briefly discussed on page A-47) challenging Metropolitan's rates and
charges, Metropolitan's Board initiated termination of existing Water Authority funding agreements
that include rate structure integrity language. On August 25,2010, in a letter to the Water Authority
from Metropolitan's General Manager (attached), the Water Authority was notified that
"Metropolitan's Board of Directors also directed staff to defer execution" of the Water Authority's
seawater desalination incentive funding agreement" ... as termination proceedings would begin
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immediately upon execution." These facts regarding the Carlsbad Seawater Desalination Project
agreement should be stated on pages A-4 and A-31.

Near-Term Delta Actions
On page A-25, under Near-Term Delta Actions, MWD discusses the potential supply benefit of the
proposed Two-Gate System and other "near-term" actions to improve water supply and ecosystem of
the Delta. However, MWD does not provide a timeline estimate of when it expects the Two-Gate
project to be in place and producing improved supply reliability of approximately 150,000 acre-feet
per year in certain years. We request an estimated operational date for the Two-Gate project be
added to this discussion.

Five-Year Supply Plan
On page A-26, under Local Resources, MWD projects that 122,000 of additional, new supply could
be online by 2014 from recycled water treatment plants, groundwater recovery plants, desalination
plants and new hookups to existing recycled water plants. This figure seems optimistic based on the
experience. If MWD indeed projects this level of implementation, it is not our belief that the costs
associated with such level of local resources development have been included in the budget or water
rates adopted for 2011 or 2012. We request that the estimated costs and associated water rate
increases be added to this discussion. In addition, given the long lead time generally associated with
the development of such projects, we believe MWD should describe the process by which it will be
able to implement local projects of this magnitude within the timeline described in the O.S.

Significant Exposure to Reduced Sales
On page A-29, Appendix A describes a construction project that will provide an interconnection
between the Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency and the Los Angeles Aqueduct. Under an
agreement with MWD, the City of Los Angeles will be able to acquire and move into the LA
Aqueduct supplies obtained independently ofMWD. This section notes that the annual quantity of
supplies moving into the LA Aqueduct through the interconnection is " ... not to exceed the supplies
lost to the City as a result of its Eastern Sierra environmental obligations, including water for the
Lower Owens River Project and Owens Lake Dust Mitigation Project ...." That amount, Appendix A
notes, was 98,000 acre-feet from April 2009 to March 2010. However, MWD does not disclose that
the City of Los Angeles currently purchases water used to offset the use of its own Eastern Sierra
supplies for environmental purposes from MWD, and that the interconnection with AVEK will allow
LA to reduce its purchase from MWD on an acre-foot-for-acre-foot basis. Reduction of sales by
approximately 100,000 acre-feet per year will have a material effect on MWD revenues and on
MWD's water rates. And yet, on page A-30, MWD asserts that the City of LA's "future reliance on
Metropolitan supplies may increase with implementation of these (Eastern Sierra environmental)
projects." The motivation for LA to pursue the interconnection with A VEK in the first place is its
apparent belief that it can acquire independent supplies at a lower cost than MWD's supply cost.
Therefore, in contrast to the statement on page A-30, it is more likely LADWP will acquire any
additional environmental offset water needed from sources other than MWD.

Future Water Sales and Receipts
On Page A-69, and again at A-71 to A-72, MWD projects steady growth in water sales over the next
five years from 1.77 million acre-feet in the current fiscal year (2011), to 2.11 million acre-feet in FY
2015, " .. . reflecting a return to average weather conditions." This projection appears to attribute the
current low water demands on MWD (and reduced sales) to a single factor: weather. A return to
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normal weather, the report implies, will result in returning sales to pre-shortage levels. No
discussion or consideration is provided to what effect other factors -most notably higher water rates
- have had, and continue to have in suppressing water demand and sales. The O.S. also fails to
discuss or take into account the recently passed 20x2020 legislation requiring 20% conservation at
the retail level. Appendix A should provide an analysis of the impacts higher water rates and
conservation requirements are having on demand and sales, and factor those impacts into projections
of future water sales (e.g. the next five fiscal years and beyond).
Page A-72 notes that because oflower-than-budgeted water sales in the current year (160,000 acrefeet lower than budgeted), MWD will make a draw of$34 million from its Water Rate Stabilization
Fund. However, on September 17, 2010, at the MWD Member Agency Managers meeting, MWD
management reported that the net draw from the Water Rate Stabilization Fund this year is projected
to be $100 million. MWD should reconcile these two figures and ensure the number reflected
Appendix A is the correct one.

We believe the comments contained in this letter and the attachments must be addressed through
substantive modifications to Appendix A and request those changes be made to ensure MWD
provide accurate and adequate disclosure to potential investors.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

t-H~~~
Director

~ocf~
Director

Attachments
Cc:
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JeffK.ightlinger, General Manager

Fern Steiner
Director

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
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May 16,2011

MEMBER AGENCIES

Thomas DeBacker
Interim Chief Financial Officer
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
700 N. Alameda Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Carlsbad
MuniCipal Water District

Dear Mr. DeBacker:

City 01 DoilAar
Oty of Escondido
City 01 Nat,onol City
City of Oceonside

c,tyo! Poway

Oly 01 Son Diogo
Fallbrook
PublIc Utility District
HeliX Water District

We have reviewed Appendix A ofMWD's Draft Official Statement (Draft OS), distributed to
members of the Board of Directors on May 6,2011 for an upcoming bond sale. As you know,
the Water Authority's MWD representatives have sent two prior letters regarding Appendix A
dated September 22 and December 9, 2010, respectively, copies of which are attached and
incorporated by reference. Although MWD made specified changes as described in your
response letters dated September 23 and December 13, respectively, we do not believe that MWD
has addressed the following concerns.
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OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County of Soo Diogo

2010 Integrated Resources Plan (IRP) is Inconsistent with Finance Plan
MWD has stated that the purpose of the IRP is to serve as a long-term planning guideline for
resources and capital investments. The 2010 IRP strategy proposes the overdevelopment of
water supplies by as much as 500,000 acre-feet (AF) annually. The Draft OS does not reflect the
policy or cost implications of such a strategy. Indeed, MWD's Long Range Finance Plan does
not "square" with the IRP and neither document describes the significant cost implications of
such a business plan.
Water Sales are Overstated and Rate Increases are Understated
The water sales indicated in the Draft OS for 2010111 are inconsistent with actual water sales,
now projected to be 1.44 million acre-feet. Future water sales projections in subsequent years are
also overly optimistic and inconsistent with sales trends. MWD does not have the ability to
sustain sales in the 2 million AF range continuously without substantial investments and
associated rate hikes - which could further depress rather than encourage water sales. Indeed,
MWD acknowledged this rate pressure in its board memo last month recommending the sale of
discounted water due in part to the budget and other fiscal constraints its member agencies are
facing.
Projected rate increases of "one and two percent above the annual rate of inflation (projected at
3.5 percent per year)" is similarly unrealistic taking into account the investments MWD must
make to sustain current levels of water supply availability, let alone the ambitious plans described
in the IRP. Moreover, while MWD acknowledges that, "no member agency ofMWD is
obligated to purchase water from MWD," there is insufficient disclosure of the extent to which
MWD member agencies are currently pursuing plans to secure water supplies outside ofMWD.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diego region
P!iINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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Indeed, MWD itself is paying subsidies to its member agencies to purchase less of its water in the
future.

Water Wheeling and Exchange Reporting is Misleading
The Draft OS mischaracterizes revenues from transportation of the Water Authority's QSA water
as water "sales" revenues. This treatment is misleading and appears to artificially inflate MWD
water sales revenues.
Storage Portfolio "Take" Capacity is in Error
The Draft OS states that MWD's in-region conjunctive use program includes more than 115,000
acre-feet of extraction capacity per year. This is inconsistent with MWD's May 2011 WSDM
report indicating a 2011 "take" capacity of only 62,000 acre-feet annually - which included
35,000 acre-feet of extraction capacity from the North Las Posas groundwater basin which is no
longer accessible to MWD.

Need for Funds; Inadequate Disclosure re: Reserves
Last December, we questioned why MWD is selling bonds given upward water rate and
downward water sales trends. We now know that these trends are also having a highly negative
impact on MWD financial reserves - a fact that is inadequately described in the Draft OS. But
for the one-time revenues from the Calleguas settlement and sale of surplus property, MWD's
reserves would be below the board established minimum level. Continuing to issue debt will
further exacerbate MWD's dire fmancial situation and is not sustainable.
We request that the Draft OS be modified to address these issues and ensure MWD provides
adequate disclosure to potential investors.
Sincerely,

'fo~
Fern Steiner
Director
Attachments
cc:
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MWD Board of Directors
Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
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April 11, 2011

MEMBER AGENCIES
Carlsbod
Monlclpol Water DistrIct

City of Del Mar
City 01 Escondido
City 01 Natienal City
City of Oceanside
City of Poway

John V. (Jack) Foley
Chairman
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
Board Agenda Item 8-4: Approve proposed biennial budget for fiscal years 2011112 and 2012/13OPPOSE
REQUEST TO REOPEN 2011112 BUDGET AND FOR SPECIAL BOARD WORKSHOP TO
CONSIDER REVISED 2011112 BUDGET AND PROVISIONAL 2012/13 BUDGET
Dear Chairman Foley:
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We have reviewed Board Memo 8-4 (budget board memo) dated March 30, 2011, and the
PowerPoint Presentation for the Finance and Insurance Committee meeting that was posted on the
MWD Web site Friday afternoon. We believe new financial information contained in the
PowerPoint represents material changes to the information the board has previously been provided.
Because ofthls, it would be premature to adopt any budget at Tuesday's board meeting. We
request, and hope that you will agree to defer action on the budget this week and, instead, promptly
schedule a Special Board Workshop to give the board an opportunity to reconsider the assumptions
included in the 2011/12 and 2012/13 budgets.

BaJo

Ra inbow

MuniCipal Waler DistricT

New Financial Information
The PowerPoint shows that:

Ramona
MUMIcipal Water Dil lticl

Rincon dol Diablo
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•

MWD water sales are trending to be 291,000 acre-feet below budget this year. Not
including the Water Authority's QSA supplies (161,000 AF this year), if this trend proves
right, MWD's water sales for the year would be 1.475 MAF, the lowest figure in more than
two decades.

•

From a fiscal standpoint, if the sales trend continues, the budget shortfall this year would be
$194 million. MWD plans to cover this revenue shortfall in large part by drawing down its
reserves by $126 million. This is nearly twice the amount included in the budget board
memo, which stated that $64 million would be withdrawn from reserves.
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OTHER
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•

It appears that this latest forecasted withdrawal of$126 million may cause the Rate
Stabilization Fund (RSF) to dip below the board policy minimum level this year. Because
not enough cuts are being proposed for 2011112, the projected budget assumes using RSF
to meet the revenue gap. Ifwater sales in the coming budget year track this year, they
would be nearly 165,000 acre-feet below the 1.8 MAF sales assumption, leading to an
additional revenue shortfall. This revenue gap - combined with the "escrow account"
MWD shows reserved against available funds in the RSF - could deplete the RSF fund as
soon as next year.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply /0 the San Diego region
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Projected Water Sales
In spite of these clear and alarming trends - and actual results included in the new financial
information - the proposed budget assumption of 1.8 MAF of water sales for both 2011112 and
2012/13 poses significant fiscal risks to MWD. Those risks are compounded by assumptions in the
budget that MWD sales will return to 2 MAF in 2013/14 andfollowing years. Given actual
experience over the past three years - and state law requiring retail agencies to achieve 20 percent
reductions in per-capita consumption by 2020 - we do not believe these sales projections are
prudent assumptions for budgeting purposes. While we recognize that the MWD board will likely
lift water supply allocation this week, there is no evidence to suggest that action will result in
MWD sales returning to these levels. To the contrary, we believe that MWD water sales in the next
fiscal year will more likely track this year since many MWD member agencies - most notably the
City of Los Angeles - will be taking advantage of low-cost local water supplies following this
favorable water year. These facts should compel the board to use more conservative water sales
projections, especially when facing the prospect of depleting the Rate Stabilization Fund.

Insufficient Cost Reductions to Match Lower Sales Base
Overall, staff has not recommended cost reductions for the 2011/12 fiscal year sufficient to match
the anticipated lower sales forecasts or actual FY 2010/11 results presented in the new financial
information. Because of this, MWD runs the risk of significantly overspending in the coming fiscal
year. We have previously communicated to staff a number of suggestions for reduction of CIP
expenditures that could be achieved by: delaying or deferring additional projects, including ozone
retrofit at Weymouth; using power purchase agreements to achieve solar objectives; and, deferring
investment in Hayfield for water supplies that are not needed for the next few years. There are
other projects MWD should delete from its budgets entirely, including "system integration" for
member agency seawater desalination programs. That project, and other new LRP projects and all
member agency subsidies should be suspended until MWD develops a new budget and financial
plan to illustrate why it makes sense for MWD to pay its member agencies to buy less water at a
time its sales have fallen nearly 300,000 acre-feet below projections.
The specific project deferrals noted above would result in a CIP reduction of at least $115 million,
or nearly 20% over the next two-year CIP budget. Undoubtedly, there are other cost-cutting
measures MWD could, and should adopt within both the CIP and O&M budgets that would be
more consistent with reserve and water sales trends. We want to be clear that the solution to
MWD's reduced sales is not to raise water rates - thus adding to the 56% increase in the Tier 1
Treated Rate approved between 2008 and 2012. Rather, the board must take the time now based on
the new financial information to review all MWD expenditures with a critical eye, and adopt
meaningful reductions that will help MWD stabilize its fmances over the next few years and match
its spending to a lower and more realistic water sales base.

Deferral of OPEB and PAYGo
We are also concerned that the budget does not address or manage MWD's $450 million liability
for other post-employment benefits (OPEB) and that, by failing to do so, is shifting a
disproportionate burden to future ratepayers. Similarly, we believe MWD's total CIP should be
reduced to the extent necessary to achieve an appropriate level of PA YGo funding. MWD should
also budget for the necessary deposits into escrow of increasing amounts annually attributable to
MWD's Exchange Agreement with the Water Authority. This amount could total as much as $120
million to $250 million over the next three to five years, yet has not been accounted for, or even
discussed during the budget process.
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Storage Budget
MWD has failed to meaningfully budget for the costs associated with storing water as part of its
water supply reliability program. The costs of storing water in good years are necessary in order to
achieve this core strategy ofMWD's water resource plans. IfMWD is not going to budget for
these costs - or actually store as much water in its storage accounts as is available in good years
like this - then MWD's entire storage and resource program strategies must be reconsidered.
MWD staffhas consistently stated that constraints in the Delta mean MWD can count on wet-year
supplies in only three of every 10 years - this is one of the three years. We are concerned that
MWD may not be maximizing all opportunities to fill its storage accounts this year, as it appears it
has not budgeted sufficient funds to do so in the past or in the proposed budgets.
Conclusion
Overall, the budgets as proposed by staff evidence a trend toward deferring a disproportionate share
of expenses to the future - solely on the basis of optimistic sales forecasts - rather than grappling
with the very real, difficult budget issues confronting MWD now. Temporary deferral of expenses
to future years to mitigate rate shock as a result of unanticipated events is one thing, but the
prolonged and continued deferrals to the future is not prudent nor sustainable. Similarly, the
continued dipping into reserves to meet revenue gaps that could be minimized by cutting
expenditures is equally imprudent. This practice could result in depletion of the Rate Stabilization
Fund, breach of revenue bond debt service coverage requirements and/or accelerated or mid-year
rate hikes as soon as 2012. These are neither desirable, nor acceptable outcomes when the board
has other, more responsible options available to it to manage our water supplies - and finances - in
an era of declining sales. We recommend that the board reopen the adopted 2011112 budget to
better match expenditures to projected sales and revenues.
In closing, we would note that the MWD budget reflects the ongoing challenges of having very
high fixed costs and minimal fixed revenues. The time for the board to address and correct this and
the other fundamental policy issues outlined in this letter is long overdue.

Sincerely,

~)JV\) 1'~t>W
Jim Bowersox
Director
Cc:
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Lynne Heidel
Director

Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager

Keith Lewinger
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

November 29, 2010
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City of o.t MIl,

CII)' of Escondido
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Carolyn Schaffer
Associate Resource Specialist
Metropolitan Water District
700 N. Alameda Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City 01 Oceanside

Cil)'oIPoway

RE: Metropolitan's Draft Long Term Conservation Plan

C"rIy 01 San Diego

Public
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Dear Ms. Schaffer:

Helix Wator Dillricl
Lakeside Water Di.bid

OI.....haln
Municipal Walll, Di.lrid

Padre Dam
Municipal Wale< Disttict
Camp Pendleton
Marine Corps 8aoe

Rainbow
Municipal Water Dillrld

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Metropolitan's Draft Long Term
Conservation Plan. The Water Authority's comments are attached.
I look forward to discussing these comments and those of the other Metropolitan member
agencies at the meeting on Wednesday, December 1,2010.
Sincerely,

Ramona

Municipal Water Dhbid
Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Wale' Dislrict
SOt'! Dieguifo Water District

William J. Rose
Water Conservation Program Executive

Scnre Fe Irrigation District
South Bay Irrigolfan Dis/rid

Vallecito. Wahl' Di.trict
Val/eyCenler
Municipal Waler Dislrict

WJR:tp
Enclosure: Long Term Conservation Plan Comments
cc: Amy Chen, MWD Program Chief

Visla Irrigotion District

Yuima
Municipal Water District

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County of San Diego
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Summary Comments on MWD's Long Term Conservation Program (LTCP)l

The LTCP must recognize that conservation is a core supply
•

The LTCP should clearly state that the 20% water use efficiency target is a core
water supply and not part of the "uncertainty buffer." MWD should also reduce its
target of alternative water supplies to be developed by the amount of water included
in the water use efficiency target.

•

The LTCP should reflect that retail agencies have choices of compliance options to
meet the 2Ox2020 requirements. After taking into account the cumulative
.
conservation of the retail agencies within its service territory, MWD should develop
additional "water use efficiency" supplies as part of core water supplies. The cost of
these supplies should be competitive with the avoided cost of alternative water
supplies available to be developed by MWD. As a supplemental, wholesale water
supplier - and particularly in the current high rate environment - MWD must develop
lower cost supplies first.

Metropolitan's wholesale conservation programs should be grounded on a requirement that
each retail agency pay for its own state-mandated 20 x 2020 compliance
•

The LTCP should account for the 20x2020 compliance target as determined by the
member agency, or by the retail subagencies served by the member agency. The
MWD target cannot be established until the retail agencies have selected their
respective compliance targets and methodologies. MWD should make it clear that
retail agency compliance with statutory requirements is the foundation of the LTCP.

•

The LTCP should provide a structure to integrate retail compliance with 20x2020
requirements and allow for trading of conservation credits. MWD should not pay
subsidies to retail agencies to meet compliance requirements. MWD can facilitate
retail compliance by creating a structure to allow for voluntary trading of
conservation credits among member agencies.

• MWD's LTCP as drafted encourages free riders and creates disincentives to water
conservation in Southern California. Wholesale pricing that understates the true cost
of water sends a contrary price signal and obstructs market transformation at the retail
level

•

MWD must determine whether it has authority to grant subsidies. Before adopting
the LTCP, MWD must evaluate its legal authority to pay subsidies to member
agencies or retail sub-agencies to pay for 20x2020 compliance. This analysis is

1 This Summary is intended to provide general comments and recommendations on the LTCP rather than respond in
detail to the most recent draft. It is difficult to provide meaningful comments on the draft due to the draft's failure to
define key terms or distinguish between conservation mechanisms that have widely differing costs and
implementation features.
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particularly important because of the recent passage of Proposition 26 by California
voters.

• Retail agencies are in the best position to implement market transformation.
Consumer conservation measures are imposed and implemented at the retail level.
MWD can support implementation at the local level by working with industry groups
and statewide retail suppliers like Home Depot and Rainbird. But MWD does not
have the authority to regulate conservation at the retail level, and retail agencies need
to have maximum flexibility as conservation programs make short term water use
reductions more challenging.

Measurement and verification are essential components of conservation
•

Sound conservation programs r~quire measurement and verification of conservation
savings. Measurement of water conservation solely by reference to average per
capita water use throughout the MWD service territory as proposed by the LTCP is an
insufficient foundation to support the expenditure of regional dollars and does not
recognize the legal obligation all retail agencies have under current state law.

•

MWD must implement a system to account for MWD water supplies that are
available to each of its member agencies in order to have a baseline against which to
measure conservation. MWD's water supply allocation plan should accommodate
voluntary trading among member agencies.

MWD must send correct pricing signals in order to lay the foundation for conservation
•

Price to the end user is a significant factor affecting conservation - as the price of
water goes up many consumers will choose to use less. Significant research on retail
price elasticity has already established this premise. MWD must reform its wholesale
rate structure to send correct pricing signals to its member agencies to develop local
supplies or increase conservation efforts. Wholesale pricing is an important
component of market transfonnation at the retail level.

•

MWD should eliminate subsidies for water conservation. Instead, MWD should
create and manage a "grid" through which retail conservation can be valued and
traded. This is a more appropriate and productive role for MWD and truly represents
something it has the unique ability to do as a regional agency serving all of Southern
California

MWD must rewrite the LTCP to define key terms and distinguish conservation options

•
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The LTCP must define key terms and distinguish various conservation approaches in
order to assess which programs are better implemented by MWD at the wholesale
level and which programs are better implemented at the retail level. As drafted, the
LTCP does not distinguish regulations, subsidies, devices and full scale water
reclamation projects, even though these various methods of conservation have

-2-

dramatically different costs and implementation considerations at the wholesale and
retail level.

•
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In its current form the LTCP essentially says that MWD will make the conservation
plan up as it goes along and essentially do "more" of what it has been doing in the
past. This approach fails to grapple with problems of the past or provide creative
leadership for the future of California water supply planning and management.
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San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue. San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

August 16, 2010

MEMBER AGENCIES
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City 01 Poway
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Fallbrook
Public Utility District
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Rainbow
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Ramona
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San Dleguilo Weier Distrid
Santo Fe IrrigoNan Oislrid

Timothy Brick
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
PO Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
Re:

August 2010 Board Memo 9-1, MWD Water Conservation Program

Dear Tim:
Board Memo 9-1 addresses what is described as an "opt inlopt out" approach for MWD's water
conservation program. The memo concludes that accounting for conservation at the individual
member agency level would be too difficult and would threaten the efficacy ofMWD's
Integrated Resources Plan, Water Supply Allocation Plan and other programs. Although we
strongly support increased conservation, we respectfully disagree with the analysis and
conclusions stated in the Board Memo. The MWD board must consider changed circumstances
and legal requirements to ensure that any future regional program integrates with local programs,
and, avoids creating conservation disincentives through the pricing structure, water supply
allocation plan, or otherwise.
The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (the Conservation Act) established new methodologies,
water use targets and reporting requirements. The Act's requirements apply to urban retail water
suppliers. Although MWD and its wholesale member agencies have a supporting role, primary
responsibility falls to each retail agency within MWD's service territory. The board memo does
not address these requirements or explain how a regional program would integrate with or
support these retail conservation programs.

Soulh eoy IrrigaHan District
Valleeilos Wale, District

Con"',

Vollay
Municipal Wator Dillrict
Visto Irrigohon D,strtct

Yuima
Municipal Wa1e' Dislricl

OTHER

REPRESENTATIVE
Coonty of San Diego

Although the Board Memo appears to assume a regional compliance approach, ~e Conservation
Act provides that urban retail water suppliers must achieve and report compliance on an
individual basis unless certain prerequisites for regional compliance and reporting are met.
Among other things, regional compliance requires the written consent of each retail agency_
As a wholesale water provider, MWD's role in conservation must be carefully evaluated in light
of these new legal requirements. Since it is unlikely that all retail water suppliers within MWO's
service territory will elect to report as part ofMWD's regional water management group, MWD
must account for that as the regional program is being developed. MWD must carefully assess
how a regional program can fairly integrate with the individual programs its member agencies
choose to implement to ensure that each retail agency and group of ratepayers is carrying its
lawful and equitable share of the cost.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable waf8r supply to the Son Diego region
PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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Turning to some of the other key issues, we believe that changes in MWD's water shortage
allocation plan are necessary to encourage further conservation. The City of Long Beach has
presented a number of ideas and approaches to address this concern. We also believe that
MWD's wholesale price structure discourages conservation by disguising the true cost of
alternative water supplies. By continuing to offer regional subsidies to retail agencies to meet
conservation targets that are already required, MWD is actually discouraging water conservation.
This element of the current plan creates free riders, and, fails to ensure that each member agency
pays its fair share or that all MWD water ratepayers are treated fairly.
As noted earlier, the board memo also states that water conservation at the member agency level
would be difficult to quantify and measure and could be labor intensive in verification; however,
we believe that measurement and verification are essential to any water use efficiency program,
and is in fact, required for compliance.
Finally, the board memo states that consideration of different approaches to conservation would
require MWD to reconsider its message under the Laguna Declaration. The Laguna Declaration
has been included in the IRP draft as a statement that MWD will provide all of the water anyone
needs at any time under any hydrologic condition. But we believe the Laguna Declaration is not
a reason to refuse to consider changes in MWD's conservation program. To the contrary, we
believe that MWD should reconsider whether the Laguna Declaration properly reflects California
law and public policy, or, Southern California's conservation ethic. Our ratepayers have said that
they want a choice whether to conserve more in lieu of paying for 100% water supply reliability
100% of the time. It is imperative that MWD work with its member agencies to ens~e that we
can offer them that choice.
We would like to reiterate that the Water Authority strongly supports increased conservation. We
believe there is an important role for MWD but that MWD's water conservation program must
change in order to address the concerns described in this letter.
Sincerely,

Fe
cc:

Steiner on behalf of the Water Authority's MWD Delegation
MWD Board of Directors
SDCWA Board of Directors

I
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San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

July 20,2011

Andy Hui
Manager, Regional Supply Unit
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
700 N. Alameda Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

MEMBER AGENCIES
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Re: Comments on Long Term Conservation Plan Working Draft Version 11

Oty 01 Nononol Cdy
City 01 Ocaon,\de

Dear Andy:

City rJ PONaf
CityoiSonD_

This letter provides the Water Authority's comments on the latest draft of MWD's Long
Term Conservation Plan (LTCP Draft 11).

follb.ooI.
Public lJtIIity Oiolricl
Holi. Woow Dk"Iet

The LTCP Draft 11 is obtuse. It is not possible to understand from the document what
programs MWD intends to implement or even how or if water conservation will be
measured by MWD or its member agencies. A board workshop should be scheduled so
that the policy objectives and role of MWD in achieving those objectives may be clearly
defined. Although the LTCP Draft 11 suggests creation of a Program Advisory
Committee, the draft does not provide sufficient policy guidance to permit delegation of
program implementation or further deliberation and decision-making by the member
agencies. MWD's board of directors has a fiduciary responsibility to address these issues
with more clarity and accountability than is provided in the draft LTCP Draft 11.

OIMonholn
MuOlclpal Wotor ()isftid
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Mun,clpol Wale< DiClft<!
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Rincon dol 0;01>10
M:.nidpol Wotw OlJlrlcl
San DlogullO WaIor OWrict
Sonlo F. 1,"II"ti"" Dislticl
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The Water Authority has previously provided significant comments on prior drafts of
the LTCP, which have not been incorporated into or addressed in the LTCP Draft 11.
The Water Authority's representatives on MWD's board of directors sent a letter in
August 2010 providing comments on Board Memo 9-1, MWD Conservation Program
(Attachment 1). The key recommendations contained in that letter were:

~1goIion I);JIricI

y",-

MunoctpolWater O.."lc/

OTHER
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•

MWD's LTCP must take into account the responsibilities all retail water
suppliers have under the Water Conservation Act of 2009 (the
Conservation Act) and structure a regional program that accounts for,
integrates with and supports retail conservation programs.

A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diego region
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•

M"Wl)'s LTCP must require measurement and verification at the retail level
to assure that its member agencies are in compliance with the Conservation
Act, as a prerequisite to participation in MWD regional conservation
programs.

LTCP Draft 11 fails to achieve either of these core objectives.
By letter dated September 10,2010, the Water Authority staff provided comments on
the conservation component of the 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update (Attachment
2 at page 2). Although these comments relate directly to M"Wl)'s long term
conservation objectives and policies, LTCP Draft 11 fails to address these comments.

Key recommendations regarding the LTCP were again provided in November 2010
(Attachment 3), including the following:
•
•

•
•
•

The LTCP must recognize that conservation is a core supply, and MWD
must adjust its supply program investments accordingly to match demands.
M"Wl)'s wholesale conservation programs should be grounded on a
requirement that each retail agency pay for its own state-mandated 20 x
2020 compliance.
Measurement and verification are essential components of conservation.
M"Wl) must send correct pricing signals in order to lay the foundation for
conservation.
M"Wl) must rewrite the LTCP to define key terms and distinguish
conservation options.

LTCP Draft 11 also fails to incorporate or address these recommendations.
MWD must recognize that retail water suppliers have primary responsibility to establish
and implement water conservation and that MWD's regional conservation objectives
should target water use efficiency beyondwhat retail water suppliers are mandated to
accomplish under the Conservation Act. MWD's proposed use of regional ratepayer
dollars to fund subsidies to its member agencies to meet their conservation mandates is
inconsistent with the law and good public policy. Subsidizing required retail
conservation would reward agencies that have not invested in water conservation,
punishing those who have done the right thing. MWD must treat regional
conservation investments as part of its core water supply strategy and adjust its capital
and financing plans so that the regional supply benefit of additional conservation
beyond the 20 x 2020 retail mandate is achieved.
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The LTCP Draft 11 purports to establish a"target of 141 gallons per capita per day
(GPCD) for the MWD region, but wholesale water suppliers are not required to
establish and meet targets for daily per capita water use. The legal mechanism for
wholesale water suppliers to serve that role is through a voluntary alliance of urban
retail water suppliers documented by a formal agreement among those suppliers. MWD
cannot assume that role without the written consent of each retail agency. Although
the LTCP appears to propose a regional conservation plan, the draft fails to take into
account any Department of Water Resources requirements for establishing a regional
alliance. See
http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiencylsb7I docs/MethodologiesCalculatingBaselin
e Final 03 01 2011.pdf.
LTCP Draft 11 mentions "avoided cost" but no definition is provided. The LTCP must
define how "avoided cost" is calculated and MWD capital and financing programs must
be adjusted to ensure regional benefit.
The LTCP must also update the analysis of the "gap" the LTCP is intended to fill.
Currently, the LTCP Draft 11 is based on the 1996-2005 average water use; however,
substantial additional water conservation has already been achieved at the retail level
and by MWD. The conservation target should be restated after recent water
conservation and retail agencies' state-mandated requirements have been factored in.
LTCP Draft 11 seems to suggest, based on historical patterns over the past twenty years,
that recent achievements in water conservation will be short term or actually followed
by an increase. However, the same circumstances do not exist today - when Southern
California is facing long-term, regulatory supply shortages - as we had in the past during
hydrologic drought cycles. The review of this issue should also take into account that
the cost of water has also increased substantially and this factor will continue to
contribute to reduced water sales by MVVD and its member agencies.
Planning for MWD investments in local recycled water projects, if any, must be part of
the conservation plan and regional benefit must be demonstrated. MWD should
certainly pursue all low cost conservation measures before considering any investment
of regional ratepayer dollars in local recycled water projects. Under the current water
supply conditions, rate structure and IRP, there is no evidence that one member
agency's recycled water project provides any benefit to other MWD member agencies.
LTCP Draft 11 states that "adaptive management" is needed to "rebalance" the
conservation and recycled water targets that comprise the IRP water use efficiency
target. This should be explained in the next draft.
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The draft LTCP states that MWD's efforts will "focus on its strengths and opportunities
as a large regional wholesale water agency." We believe this is the right approach for
MWD, and that there are indeed, important roles MWD could play in achieving water
conservation over and above the retail targets for 2020. However, this will require
MWD to design a LTCP that factors in the retail urban water conservation that is
required by each of its member agencies and to develop a regional plan in which the
avoided cost of conservation above existing legal requirements base line can be
measured. Unfortunately, the current draft fails to achieve this level of analysis or
clarity.

Si~~~
;Z.::ord
Public Affairs Senior Manager
Attachment 1: Comment letter on MWD Water Conservation Program, August 16,2010
Attachment 2: Comment letter on MWD 2010 IRP, September 10,2010
Attachment 3: Comment letter on MWD's Draft LTCP, November 29, 2010
cc: Water Authority MWD Delegates and Board of Directors
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San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

August 16,2010

MEMBER AGENCIES
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Timothy Brick
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
PO Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
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Re:

August 2010 Board Memo 9-1, MWD Water Conservation Program

Dear Tim:
Board Memo 9-1 addresses what is described as an "opt in/opt out" approach for MWD's water
conservation program. The memo concludes that accounting for conservation at the individual
member agency level would be too difficult and would threaten the efficacy ofMWD's
Integrated Resources Plan, Water Supply Allocation Plan and other programs. Although we
strongly support increased conservation, we respectfully disagree with the analysis and
conclusions stated in the Board Memo. The MWD board must consider changed circumstances
and legal requirements to ensure that any future regional program integrates with local programs,
and, avoids creating conservation disincentives through the pricing structure, water supply
allocation plan, or otherwise.
The Water Conservation Act of2009 (the Conservation Act) established new methodologies,
water use targets and reporting requirements. The Act's requirements apply to urban relilil water
suppliers. Although MWD and its wholesale member agencies have a supporting role, primary
responsibility falls to each retail agency within MWD's service territory. The board memo does
not address these requirements or explain how a regional program would integrate with or
support these retail conservation programs.

South Bay Imgalion Dillrid
Vallecitos Wahl, District
Valley Cent,,,
MuniCIpal Water Dillrict

Voila ''''gallon I)r",rct
Yuirna

Although the Board Memo appears to assume a regional compliance approach, the Conservation
Act provides that urban retail water suppliers must achieve and report compliance on an
individual basis unless certain prerequisites for regional compliance and reporting are met.
Among other things, regional compliance requires the written consent of each retail agency.

Muniapal Wale, Distncl

OTHER
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As a wholesale water provider, MWD's role in conservation must be carefully evaluated in light
of these new legal requirements. Since it is unlikely that all retail water suppliers within MWD's
service territory will elect to report as part ofMWD's regional water management group, MWD
must account for that as the regional program is being developed. MWD must carefully assess
how a regional program can fairly integrate with the individual programs its member agencies
choose to implement to ensure that each retail agency and group of ratepayers is carrying its
lawful and equitable share of the cost.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply 10 the San Diego region
PRINTED ON RECYCI£D PAl'ER
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Turning to some of the other key issues, we believe that changes in MWD's water shortage
allocation plan are necessary to encourage further conservation. The City of Long Beach has
presented a number of ideas and approaches to address this concern. We also believe that
MWD's wholesale price structure discourages conservation by disguising the true cost of
alternative water supplies. By continuing to offer regional subsidies to retail agencies to meet
conservation targets that are already required, MWD is actually discouraging water conservation.
This element of the current plan creates free riders, and, fails to ensure that each member agency
pays its fair share or that all MWD water ratepayers are treated fairly.
As noted earlier, the board memo also states that water conservation at the member agency level
would be difficult to quantify and measure and could be labor intensive in verification; however,
we believe that measurement and verification are essential to any water use efficiency program,
and is in fact, required for compliance.
Finally, the board memo states that consideration of different approaches to conservation would
require MWD to reconsider its message under the Laguna Declaration. The Laguna Declaration
has been included in the IRP draft as a statement that MWD will provide all of the water anyone
needs at any time under any hydrologic condition. But we believe the Laguna Declaration is not
a reason to refuse to consider changes in MWD's conservation program. To the contrary, we
believe that MWD should reconsider whether the Laguna Declaration properly reflects California
law and public policy, or, Southern California's conservation ethic. Our ratepayers have said that
they want a choice whether to conserve more in lieu of paying for 100% water supply reliability
100% of the time. It is imperative that MWD work with its member agencies to ensure that we
can offer them that choice.
We would like to reiterate that the Water Authority strongly supports increased conservation. We
believe there is an important role for MWD but that MWD's water conservation program must
change in order to address the concerns described in this letter.
Sincerely,

Fe
cc:
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Steiner on behalf of the Water Authority's MWD Delegation
MWD Board of Directors
SDCWA Board of Directors

San Diego County Water Autho'r ity
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September 10, 2010
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Jeffi'ey Kightlinger
General Manager
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
POBox 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
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Re: 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update
Dear Jeff:
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Water Authority staff has completed its review of the draft 2010 Integrated Resources
Plan Update (draft JRP). We plan a broader outreach effort to our region's cities, stakeholders
and communities once we have complete infonnation and a revised draft JRP document. Given
that the current draft JRP has only been available since July, and since the revised draft won't be
available until sometime later in September, we reiterate our request that the October timeline for
adoption of the JRP be extended to allow for broader distribution of the revised draft IRP here
and in other parts of the MWD service territory. This outreach should then be followed by
additional public meetings ofMWD's board so that the merits of the revised draft IRP can be
fully deliberated in a transparent setting after MWD responds to all the current comments and
questions.
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The water supply and cost environment have fundamentally changed since the IRP was
last updated in 2004. Twenty percent water conservation is now legally required at the retail
level by 2020. Replenishment deliveries by MWD have been interrupted indefinitely. Severe
cutbacks of water supplies from the Bay-Delta are now a way of life for the foreseeable future.
We must plan for impacts of climate change. As a result of these and other changed
circumstances - and taking into account the reasonably anticipated cost of a Delta Fix conservation and local projects that once warranted subsidies have become cost effective
compared to MWD's current and projected water rates. For this reason, many of the more than
250 retail water agencies and cities in the MWD service territory are now in the process of
expanding conservation programs and developing local water supply projects.
Although the draft IRP refers generally to some of these changed circumstances, it does
not recommend any changes in the basic MWD business model to address them. The draft IRP
plan essentially assumes the same base resource mix and adds a massive, undefined "Buffer
Supply" to mitigate undefined and unquantified uncertainties. Instead of asking how it may best
coordinate. encourage and integrate with planned conservation and local water supply
development that is already under way throughout the service territory, MWD proposes to
embark on a massive spending program.
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diego regian
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Stranded Costs and Stranded Historic Imported and Low Cost Water

MWD's IRP strategy will drive MWD's rates up drastically and lead to lower
water sales by MWD as local agencies develop lower-cost supply alternatives. With the
Buffer Supply strategy in the draft IRP, MWD is setting itself up for a perfect stonn of
skyrocketing water rates and plummeting water sales. This comse of action amounts to a
fiscal death-spiral for MWD and is financially unsustainable.
While it is not possible to determine from the draft IRP precisely what the current
core supplies are or how the proposed Buffer Supply will be developed as MWD projects
and member agency projects (or any iteration thereof), one thing is very clear from the
draft IRP: MWD is embarking on a course ofaction that will result in abandonment of
MWD's historic investments in water supply infrastructure and low-cost core water
supplies in favor offar more expensive water. A graph illustrating this practical effect of

the IRP is included as Attachment 1 to this letter. That graph shows that MWD's Buffer
Supply strategy will lead to 500,000 acre-feet of imported water being stranded by MWD
each year, in favor of more expensive local supplies developed by MWD at a cost of
more than $1 billion annually on MWD's rates (2035). It is imperative that MWD take
the time now to refine this draft IRP to avoid creating stranded water and the associated
stranded costs we will be asking our ratepayers to cover for decades to come.
Detailed Comments on July Draft IRP

Our detailed comments are included in Attachment 2 to this letter in the following
broad subject matter categories:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Water Rate Impacts
Conservation
Commitment to the Delta
Stranded Costs
Why Abandon Historic Investments and Low Cost Water?
Respect for Local Autonomy
Definition ofRegion
Outdated Reliability Goal
Need to Integrate Member Agency and Local Planning Data
Failure to Identify Key Issues to Maximize Suiface Storage, Groundwater
Storage and Conjunctive Use
The Problem with Water Insurance, aka "Buffer Supply"
"Adaptive Management" Inadequately Defined
Inaccurate and Incomplete Data
Process Concerns
Recommendations

Mr. Kightlinger
September 10,2010
Page 3
We met with our member agency managers to obtain their perspectives,
comments and questions. The August 10 IRP forum in San Diego was well attended by
our agency managers and many questions and comments were presented to you directly
at that time. A list of those questions is included as Attachment 3 to this letter.
We request that MWD staff distribute a revised draft IRP once it has an
opportunity to respond to comments and questions raised here and at the IRP Stakeholder
Forums, and to review and reconcile the data in the report so that it is both internally
consistent and consistent with MWD's Regional UIban Water Management Plan.
Please let us know what the timeline is for receiving your written responses to this
letter and the questions asked at the IRP Stakeholder Forums. We hope to work with you
to complete an IRP that will provide a solid roadmap for the future for all of Southern
California.
Sincerely,

Maureen A. Stapleton
General Manager
Attachment 1: Stranded Imported Water in 2035
Attachment 2: Comments on MWD's July Draft 2010 IRP Update
Attachment 3: Questions posted at San Diego IRP Forum
cc:
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MWD Board of Directors
MWD Member Agency Managers
Water Authority Board of Directors
Water Authority Member Agency Managers

Attaclunent 1
ATIACHMENT 1- STRANDED IMPoRTED WATER IN 2035
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Attachment 2
ATTACHMENT 2-COMMENTS ON MWD'SJULY DRAFI' 2010 IRP UPDATE
WATER RATE IMPACTS

With the unprecedented recommendation to develop 25% more water than MWD demands
require, the draft IRP is extremely light on its analysis of potential rate impacts. The only rate
analysis included in the draft was a table in Section 3 prepared for the board's strategic policy
discussion and not related to the recommendation to implement the Buffer Supply. Presmnably,
the supplies being developed under the Core Resources Strategy would generally be lower in
cost than those under Buffer and Foundational Actions. The implementation of the Buffer Supply
will require substantial financial investment by MWD and its member agencies. A critical
analysis of potential rate impacts and the impact rate increases will have on demand must be
completed and deliberated by the board before it takes a policy direction on the IRP and
implementation of a Buffer Supply.
'
In mid-August, MWD's staffpresented a ''2010 IRP Average Rate Analysis" on four
implementation strategies for the IRP. The presentation showed the difference in the rate
increase between the Core Resources Strategy - one that MWD admits meets all projected dryyear demand - and the plan's recommended strategy to develop 500,000 acre-feet of additional
~uffer Supplies is only 2 percent, a deceptively and alluringly low nmnber that obscures the
actual difference in cost ratepayers would experience between implementing the Core Resources
Strategy and anyone of the three Buffer Supply strategies. The difference amounts to up to $537
per acre-foot in 2035 - a 36% difference in water rates in that year; this is not insignificant.

More troublesome, however, are some of the assumptions that went into the rate analysis. MWD
currently funds about $20 million for its water conservation programs, which it projects would
result in about 10,000 acre-feet of new conservation annually. Both the 20x2020 retail mandate
and 20x2020 regional consistency require investment far beyond the current conservation effort.
Under the 2Ox2020 regional consistency analysis, staff estimated 580.000 acre-feet of water use
efficiency beyond that anticipated through current conservation programs is needed. Yet, only
$20 million is assmned in the analysis to achieve the conservation goal that is significantly
higher than what the current investment is producing. Similarly. the rate impact for Buffer
implementation assmnes MWD continues the $250 acre-foot subsidy for local projects
development at the same time it is proposing investments in local water supply development that
greatly exceed this cost. Another example: in the MWD-Developed Buffer Supply scenario
wherein MWD assmnes financial responsibility for 500,000 acre-feet of conservation and local
supply development, MWD's operations would surely grow, yet the rate analysis shows zero
cost difference in the Departmental O&M ftom the Core Resources Strategy; this appears to be
an unrealistic assumption. Another example: zero cost has been assigned to account for the
project development costs and risks associated with the Foundational Actions component of the
plan.
MWD's failure to calculate or acknowledge the true cost of water by basing the rate impact
analysis on unrealistic assumptions does a disservice to Southern California ratepayers and only
pushes the hard decisions to another day. We request that a more realistic set of cost
assmnptions be used to conduct the rate analyses associated with the IRP and that this
information be available for full discussion and deliberation by MWD's board of directors.
1
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CONSERVATION

The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (the Conservation Act, or 20x2020) established new
methodologies, water use targets and reporting requirements. The Act's requirements apply to
mban retail water suppliers. Although MWD and its wholesale member agencies have a
supporting role, primary responsibility for compliance with the law falls to each retail agency
within MWD's service territory. The draft IRP does not address these requirements or explain
how a regional program would integrate with, or support these retail conservation programs.
MWD's recent board memo on water conservation concluded that accounting for conservation at
the individual member agency level would be too difficult and would threaten the efficacy of
MWD's Integrated Resources Plan, Water Supply Allocation Plan and other programs. We
respectfully disagree, and point out that local agencies already do so as part of their Urban Water
Management Plans (and other plans). It is imperative that the MWD board consider changed
circumstances and legal requirements to ensure that any future regional conservation program
integrates with local programs, and avoids creating conservation disincentives through the
pricing structure, water supply allocation plan, or otherwise.
While the draft IRP appears to assume a regional compliance approach, the Conservation Act
provides that urban retail water suppliers must achieve and report compliance on an individual
basis unless certain prerequisites for regional compliance and reporting are met. Among other
things, regional compliance requires the written consent of each retail agency. MWD should
factor this legal requirement into its analysis in the revised draft IRP.
Indeed, as a wholesale water provider, MWD's role in conservation must be carefully evaluated
in light of these new legal requirements. Since it is unlikely that all retail water suppliers within
MWD's service territory will elect to report as part ofMWD's regional water management
group, MWD must account for that as the regional program is being developed. MWD must
carefully assess how a regional program can fairly integrate with the individual programs its
member agencies, and their respective retail agencies, choose to implement to ensure that each
retail agency and group of ratepayers is carrying its legally required, fair share of the cost.
Changes will also be necessary to MWD's water shortage allocation plan in order to encourage
conservation. The City of Long Beach has presented a number of ideas and approaches to
address this concern that should be thoroughly evaluated and considered. We also believe that
MWD's wholesale price structure discourages conservation by disguising the true cost of
alternative water supplies. By continuing to offer regional subsidies to retail agencies to meet
water use efficiency targets that are legally required of them, MWD is actually discouraging
water conservation - unless, that is, MWD pays for it. Any regional program must start where
the legal requirement on the retailers ends, otherwise, MWD is simply robbing Peter to pay Paul
and rewarding free riders. And, by subsidizing compliance with the retail 20x2020 targets, funds
that MWD collects from some of its member agencies will be benefitting (subsidizing)
compliance of other member agencies while providing no commensurate benefit to the "donor"
agencies, because those donor agencies do not receive "credit" toward their own 20x2020
compliance goals for spending money (via the MWD subsidies) in other retailers' service areas.
2
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These donor agencies must additionally spend their own rate money to meet their own
compliance requirement.
As noted earlier, we believe that measurement and verification are essential to any water use
efficiency program, and is in fact, required for compliance. We would note that the data MWD
uses to support the conservation section of the IRP is, except for the current demographic data
from SCAG and SANDAG, outdated (Attachment A.l, Attaclunent C-2) (1997). One of the
recommendations in the 1997 report was that MWD expand the coverage of its conservation data
base to include the many MWD member agencies with respect to which conservation data was
not available. (See IRP Attaclunent A-I at Attaclunent C-40)
We believe there is an important role for MWD in water conservation but that its programs must
change in order to address the concerns described above. The draft IRP fails to address these
important considerations.
COMMITMENT TO THE DELTA

Many agencies and stakeholders are reading the draft IRP recommendation to "immediately" and
"aggressively" implement 500,000 acre-feet of Buffer Supply as a signal that MWD is
abandoning, or does not believe that it will be successful in fixing the Delta. This comes as a big
surprise to our community, which worlced tirelessly on the 2009 water bill package and water
bond. We do not support changing course and believe that we must ·d iligently pursue and protect
our investment in the Delta and State Water Project. The Delta Community is also counting on
our continued support. It is our understanding from the infonnation provided by MWD that the
Core Resources Strategy includes both a Delta Fix and continuation of existing Colorado River
programs contemplated by the Quantification Settlement Agreement. We believe this is the
correct approach and consistent with MWD's core mission.
This having been stated, the Water Authority is open to having a candid discussion with MWD,
the Delta Community and all interested parties about the nature and extent of the Delta "Fix," if
MWD has grown skeptical of the prospects for success in the Delta. In the meantime, and unless
and until a conscious decision is made - with the benefit of analysis and input from all affected
parties - we believe the call for a Buffer Supply sends the wrong message vis-a-vis MWD's
intentions in the Delta - and an expensive message at that.
STRANDED COSTS

Since the drought in the early 1990's, MWD's water management strategy has been to invest in
storage to take advantage of the hydrologic cycles to best utilize low-cost, available water.
Today, this investment, which stands in excess of 5. million acre-feet of storage capacity, has
served the region well during the current supply challenges. But, rather than continuing this
management strategy to optimize the historic investment in the State's water supply
infrastructure and MWD's own low-cost imported water, the draft IRP proposes to shift course
in favor ofMWD developing local water supplies at a high cost to its ratepayers.

3
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The development of the Buffer Supplies would lead to a similar outcome. If these supplies are
not needed - and the draft indicates that demands for the Buffer Supplies will not exist - then the
costs to develop them are truly in excess of need and stranded an~ therefore, will be stranded
costs. A graphic illustration of the stranded costs is shown below in Figure A.
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It is important that MWD integrate its planning with those of its member agencies so that it does
not find itself with stranded investments and future unexpected rate increases due to poor
planning.
WRY ABANDON HISTORIC INvESTMENTs AND Low COST WATER?

Staff's rate analysis released in mid-AUgust sheds light on the following facts: the immediate
implementation of Buffer Supply, whether limited to regional consistency Water Use Efficiency
of 200,000 acre-feet or the entire 500,000 acre-feet inclusive ofloca1 projects would result in
abandonment oflike amounts of lower-cost imported water, even after it has obligated its share
of the Delta Fix improvements. Case in point, in 2035, with Buffer Supply inclusive of Water
Use Efficiency only, MWD's own rate analysis showed it would forgo a like amount of imported
water due to reduction in sales. The situation worsens if MWD implements the entire 500,000
acre-feet of Buffer Supply, under both MWD-Incentivized and MWD-Developed Buffer Supply
scenarios, 500,000 acre-feet ofimported water is forgone. Why would MWD spend billions of
dollars to develop new supplies an~ at the same time, plan to forego use of those supplies?
REsPECT FOR LOCAL AUTONOMY

The key question addressed in the draft IRP focuses on the ''role'' ofMWD. But, with due
respect, we believe it's the wrong question. The focus should not be on MWD's ''role,'' but on
how the most reliable, cost-effective water supply can be provided to water ratepayers, being

4
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mindful that not every retail water supplier or even every "region" within the vast MWD service
territory will answer that question the same way. MWD's "top-down, all-in" planning model in
which it will assume responsibility over local water supply development fails to take into
account the many cities, local agencies and groundwater managers who grapple with local water
supply development issues every day. It is an open question what role these agencies and water
suppliers would like MWD to play, but it is certainly important to ask. Historically, the answer
to that question would be easy: they want funding to help support local water supply
development We believe that there is a role MWD can play in helping to support local projects
including fimding mechanisms for local supply development. But the rules must be finn and
fair, laid out in advance, and equitable to all parties.
DEFINITION OF REGION

Given the dramatic shift in the draft IRP from imported water supplier to local supply developer,
MWD should take a step back and ask itself, its member agencies and, critically - the hundreds
of cities, counties, water suppliers, groundwater managers and other local districts - how they
define their ''region'' for purposes ofloca1 water supply development. MWD has been Southern
California's principal ''regional'' imported water supplier. That does not mean that it will be
efficient or even logical for MWD to become Southern California'S ''regional'' local water
supplier. The State, for example, recognizes nine separate IRWM planning groups that are
wholly or partially within the MWD service territory. What makes sense for ''regional'' local
water supply development needs to be discussed between and among all interested parties, not
just MWD and its member agencies, and be defined in a manner that is practical, workable and
equitable to all parties. It is likely that not all local and regional agencies desire to be under the
planning umbrella ofMWD and its member agencies - whose member agencies often have
goals, priorities and objectives that are different than their own.
OUTDATED RELIABILITV GoAL

By declaring allegiance to the 1952 Laguna Declaration, the draft IRP misses a critical
opportunity to signal that it is no longer ''business as usual" in Southern California or at MWD.
Indeed, where and how to establish the reliability goal was not even discussed as part of the IRP
process. In today's water-scarce, high-rate environment, our customers want a choice about the
level of ,'regional" reliability they want to pay for.
But the draft IRP goes even further, it advocates a reliability goal of developing core supplies to
meet full-service dry year demands at the retail level under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions,
plus developing a Buffer Supply of 10% of retail demand. plus completing project planning for
an array of additional projects based on undefined ''uncertainty'' (the Foundational Actions).
This "Laguna Declaration-Plus" approach is excessive, impractical and fiscally imprudent. It
also flies in the face ofCalifomia's changed circumstances and Southern California's
conservation ethic.
Before staff recommends the highly aggressive supply development outlined in the draft IRP, it
should communicate with each of its member agencies to determine the extent to which those
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agencies intend to rely upon MWD to meet their future supplemental water supply needs. As
aptly noted in the 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force Report,
"[It was troubling] to learn, for example, that some of the member agencies most
strongly supporting big-ticket projects ...also had the most aggressive plans to
reduce their future MWD water purchases and develop independent supplies. In
effect, such agencies appear to want MWD to develop costly backup capacity-or
insurance-for their local supply strategies, while seeking to shift the costs for
these benefits on to Metropolitan and other agencies and customers." - BRTF
Report at page 23.

Just as in the past, it is clear that some of the MWD member agencies most strongly supporting
the draft IRP are doing so precisely because they believe that it will allow them to become less
dependent upon MWD.
NEED TO INTEGRATE MEMBER AGENCY AND LOCAL PLANNING DATA

The draft IRP identifies the need for only 16,000 acre-feet oflocal projects to achieve the Core
Resources Strategy target in 2015 and only 46,000 acre-feet by 2025 and through the end of the
planning horizon (2035). According to the draft IRP, this will result in 100% supply reliability
under all hydrologic conditions to meet dry-year demand. It is important to note that in reaching
the 100% reliability assessment, the plan has taken into account regulatory and environmental
constraints on supplies from the Bay-Delta in the years before mid- and long-term Delta
improvements are completed.
Based upon review of the limited data included in Appendix A.5 of draft IRP, it appears that as
much as 750,000 acre-feet oflocal water supply is already being planned by MWD member
agencies. It is unclear whether this list includes all supply projects that are being planned by
cities, groundwater managers, replenishment districts, utilities and other agencies and water
suppliers throughout Southern California. Given that the draft identifies only 46,000 acre-feet of
local projects is needed to achieve Core Resources strategy's 100% reliability goal, the draft IRP
fails to grapple with the reality that MWD sales will be reduced. not increased in the future. If
properly coordinated, this trend can be a positive outcome for MWD and all of Southern
California. But MWD threatens to disrupt the positive economic impacts of this shift by
proposing to over-invest in new water supplies in an ill-fated and illusory attempt to increase its
own sales. Failure to coordinate with the many cities, water districts, and utilities beyond MWD
member agencies places all Southern California water ratepayers at risk.
The draft IRP also does not provide projected supplies under average- and wet-year hydrologic
conditions and their frequencies of occurrence. The draft shows only how MWD's storage would
fare under "average" conditions. Figures 4-5 and 4-6 reflect very healthy storage conditions for
MWD, but lack data for member agencies to assess how their surface reservoir or groundwater
basins could be augmented for dry year use.
In summary, although the IRP by definition is intended to be an integrated plan that takes
member agency and retail supply plans into account as part ofMWD's regional planning, the
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IRP draft fails to do so. This presents grave risk to MWD and Southern California water
ratepayers.
Finally, MWD's historic and principal role has been to deliver water to Southern California
imported from the Colorado River and State Water Project. The subsidy programs were
originally created to "encourage" conservation and development of local water supplies that were
otherwise not cost-effective, and, in order to "send the right message" to Northern California
where it was seeking to maintain its State Water Project entitlement The rationale was that by
supporting these local water supply investments, the costs of securing additional imported water
supplies and/or infrastructure were "avoided," and thus the payment ofMWD subsidies
benefited the region as a whole. MWD should take the time now as part of the IRP planning
process to consider the appropriate role of subsidies generally, and including whether subsidies
are encouraging or impeding desired outcomes.
FAILURE TO IDENTIFY KEy ISSUES TO MAxIMIZE SURFACE STORAGE, GROUNDWATER
STORAGE AND CONJUNCTIVE USE

The draft IRP says that Metropolitan has "gradually shifted from being exclusively a supplier of
imported water to collaborating with its member agencies on regional water supply planning
issues." This statement does not capture the momentous change that is being recommended for
adoption in the draft 2010 IRP, which will place MWD in control of planning, outreach, all state .
and federal funding and decision-making about local project development. While the draft
promises that MWD will "collaborate" with agencies outside of their own member agencies, it
appears that it has not collaborated with them in proposing this new role for MWD in the first
place. Willingness to allow MWD to become the regional master facilities planner may also
vary by region.
MWD's principal, historic role has been as a supplemental, imported wholesale water supplier to
its member agencies. While "collaboration" with its member agencies is indeed important,
MWD is announcing in the draft IRP a substantially different and enhanced role for itself in the
future, including "master planning" for significant local water supply resources over which it has
no legal jurisdiction or expertise. The draft IRP does not so much represent a "gradual shift" as a
takeover strategy for local water supply development in which MWD will be in charge oflocal
water supply development through its regional master planning process. For example, MWD is
declaring that it will be in charge of "master planning" for the following activities:
1. Recycled water development, including creation of a regional finance committee that will
determine how all state and federal funding dollars are best spent (Table 5-5);
2. Preparation of salt management plans and groundwater basin management plans (Table
5-7);
3. Seawater desalination "integration" (Table 5-10) and funding mechanisms (Table 5-13);
and,
4. Stonnwater captme, including regional master planning, implementation of pilot projects
and development of subsidy programs (Table 5-19).
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MWD's newly announced role as 'lnaster planner" for al~ Southern California local water supply
development goes far beyond the function of "collaboration" described above. Given that it has
little expertise in groundwater and developing local projects, staffing and budget increases will
undoubtedly be on the horizon. These efforts will duplicate those of the many local water
suppliers, replenislunent districts and groundwater managers who are already engaged at the
10ca1Ievel.

In lieu of these proposed changes, MWD should follow the same, more cautious guidelines it
suggests for graywater (see page 5-36), namely,
1. Do not establish subsidies to pay for graywater;
2. Focus instead on reviewing and suggesting standards and pursuing changes to legislation
and regulations to support graywater development;
3. Work with local entities to create model guidelines for permitting processes; and,
4. Assist with public infonnation efforts as requested and appropriate.
Finally, the draft IRP fails to address the most fundamental questions that must be addressed by
MWD at the wholesale level, including: 1) how available imported water supplies will be
managed; and 2) what policies are needed to assure fair access to facilities in order to move
water stored in groundwater basins in and out of: and within the MWD distribution system.
THE PROBLEM WITH WATER INSURANCE, AKA "BUFFER SUPPLY"

The draft IRP recommends implementation of the Buffer Supply as an insurance policy against
uncertainties, but does not provide a quantitative analysis or risk assessment to show how the
500,000 acre-feet of supply development was derived. For this reason, the Buffer Supply is
purely speculative.
The Buffer Supply is also financially unsustainable under the current rate structure, since
agencies would only pay for the "insurance" when they file a "claim" for the water. The cost of
maintaining a large "standby" supply will be extraordinarily expensive, force MWD rates to
increase exponentially, and, drive water purchasers away from MWD in search oflower cost
supplies that they can control. Here again, the 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force had it right:
"Reliability, quality and other water supply specifications carmot be made
independently from the willingness ofMWD customers to pay for such services.
Member agencies may want, for example, the insurance provided by major
investments to increase MWD standby capacity, but if forced to commit funds for
such capabilities, they may actually prefer far lower levels of protection than a
hypothetically "costless" water supply guarantee." -- BRTF Report at page 9.

•

While the draft IRP itselfis silent on the cost of the Buffer Supply, MWD's mid-August rate
analysis showed startling costs of the Buffer Supply, in terms of sky-high water rates, stranded
water supply and stranded costs. The two eharts included with these comments were developed
based upon this mid-August rate analysis.
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Furthermore, the draft IRP appears to ignore the fact that MWD already has a substantial
"Buffer" in which it has invested, namely, MWD's vast storage program. MWD has 5 million
acre-feet of storage, which the draft IRP indicates will be full on average. The draft IRP also
says that if the Core Resources Programs are implemented, the region could have an excess of I
million acre-feet of water during dry years, when storage and transfers are factored in. If the
500,000 acre-feet Buffer Supply is implemented, without MWD taking any water from its
storage, the region will have more water than required to meet demands including filling all
available storage. The bottom line is that the draft IRP fails to factor in that the very purpose of
the existing storage is to provide the same dry year assurance that is proposed to be filled by the
new Buffer Supply.
"ADAPfIVE MANAGEMENT" INADEQUATELY DEFINED

Although the draft IRP says that MWD will employ an "adaptive management" strategy, the
draft also concludes that an aggressive approach to immediately implement the Buffer Supply is
required. In general, it is not possible to discern from the draft IRP what the timing or "triggers"
are for any of the "adaptive" actions. The draft IRP is also inconsistent with statements made by
MWD staff at the August 10 San Diego Stakeholders Forum with regard to timing of adaptive
management actions described in the draft IRP.
At its own August 20 member agency managers' meeting, MWD staff stated that it plans to only
recommend immediate implementation of the regional consistency Water Use Efficiency Buffer,
and leave the implementation of the Local Resources Buffer to occur only when certain trigger
events take place, such as failure to obtain the environmental documentation for a Delta
conveyance facility by a date-certain (yet to be specified). This is a very different position than
the draft's aggressive approach to implement local projects as delineated within the draft IRP as
follows:
Page 4-20, "Implementing a Supply Buffer," states, in part: "...a 'planning' Buffer was
introduced during the 2004 Update. The 2010 IRP Update proposes to expand the
concept of a planning Buffer and create an actual hedge against demand Wlcertainty, by
implementing a supply Buffer equivalent to 10 percent of total retail demand.
Metropolitan will collaborate with the member agencies to implement this Buffer through
complying with the 20X2020 legislation, and by implementing aggressive adaptive
actions to meet any remaining portion of the 10 percent Buffer." (Emphasis added.)
On page ES-8, the draft states: "Maximizing regional benefits through economies of scale

and minimizing the cost of redundancy is important to adaptability. The 2010 IRP
Update will hedge against demand, supply and environmental uncertainties by
implementing a supply Buffer equivalent to 10 percent of total retail demand. This
Buffer will be implemented through meeting 20X2020 water use efficiency goals, and by
implementing aggressive adaptive actions to meet the remaining portion of the 10 percent
Buffer through local supplies and transfers. This approach is consistent with maintaining
reliable baseline supplies and advancing local and regional solutions." (Emphasis added.)
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In its outreach materials used at the IRP Public Forums, MWD has an executive
summary, page ES-IO, that states the Buffer Supply will be " . .. developed through
collaboration with the member agencies on aggressive actions." And, on Figure ES-4,
Component 2 box reads "aggressive adaptive actions for the remainder." (Emphasis
added.)
It is impossible to reconcile the oral comments made by MWD staff at the August 10
Stakeholder Fonun and the August 20 MWD Member Agency Managers meeting with the
conflicting verbiage in the draft IRP document.
It is also completely unclear what "adaptive management" means or how it will be employed by
the MWD staff once the IRP is adopted by the board. Substantially more detailed planning and
transparency is required before board adoption so that the member agencies can better
understand what is intended by the draft IRP.
INACCURATE AND INCOMPLETE DATA

The Core Resources Strategy is the heart ofMWD's current water supply planning. It is
essential that the draft IRP provide a full description of the components of the Core Resources
Strategy. And yet, it is not possible to discern the details of the Core Resources Strategy due to
the fact that there is inconsistent data presented throughout Sections 4 and 6 of the draft IRP.
These are the key sections of the report that present analyses of the available water supplies and
need to develop additional supplies.
To ensure a sustainable resource plan that clearly outlines a path for long-term reliability, it is
fundamental that the draft IRP start with a more comprehensive evaluation of the Core Resource
Strategy. The Core Resource Strategy serves as the foundation of the plan. The analysis should
include an identification of what actions can be taken to strengthen the core strategy in order to
maximize investments already made in imported supplies. The evaluation should include an
assessment that clearly identifies the risks associated with implementation of the core strategy
and takes adaptive measures to mitigate those risks. This assessment would provide a linkage
between the Core Resource Strategy and the timing and type of adaptive management strategies
recommended. Transparency in the process is critical to providing the member agencies the data
and information needed to plan accordingly in their UWMP and resource plans.

In addition to the internal inconsistencies, the data included in the draft IRP is also inconsistent
with data included in MWD's recently released draft Regional Urban Water Management Plan
(RUWMP). The Water Authority suggests that MWD staff conduct a workshop with the member
agency managers to work through this detail so that MWD's Core Resources Strategy can be
presented in a manner that may be better understood and inconsistencies with MWD's RUWMP
can be reconciled.
To cite just a few examples, seawater desalination is listed as existing production on Table 4-6
but as a yet-to-be-developed Core Resource on Table 4-8. There is no indication how the
groundwater, local surface water and Los Angeles Aqueduct (LAA) supplies listed in Table 4-7
were projected. And, it is unclear why there is an increase in groundwater supplies during this
10
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planning horizon, but a decrease in surface water. The data for LAA also differs between the IRP
and RUWMP. These and other inconsistencies and lack of foundational data are not "details" to
be ''worked out later" - rather, this is foundational infonnation required in order to meaningfully
assess MWD's current supplies and the need to develop additional supplies.
Beyond the internal inconsistencies in the draft IRP, there is also insufficient infonnation
provided on the plans of cities, groundwater agencies, replenishment districts, utilities and water
suppliers throughout the Southland to implement conservation and other local water supply
programs that will substantially reduce the amount of water pmchases from MWD in the future.
While the draft notes that there are approximately 250 retail agencies that supply water to the
public, the draft IRP analysis has failed to account for the plans and timing of plans that many of
these 250 retail agencies have to both conserve water and develop local resources. Although
Appendix A.5 includes a list of member agency area projects, it does not provide analysis to
show how these projects will reduce the demand for MWD supplies. It also does \Dlclear whether
it includes projects of the many agencies, sub-agencies and utilities who presently buy water
from MWD member agencies. MWD must work with its member agencies to develop an
accurate and agreed upon list of projects as well as project timing, and eliminate inconsistencies
before it finalizes the draft IRP.
Moreover, MWD's methodology limits its accounting oflocal supplies to existing, under
construction and "committed" projects (a term not defined in the draft IRP). All other planned
local projects are included as part ofMWD's own "regional" target, with the explanation that,
••... [t]his recognizes the uncertainty in local supplies and avoids over and under allocating local
supply targets to individual agencies" (see Appendix A. 1-22, "Projected Active Conservation: A
New Approach). This approach appears grounded in MWD's past experience and the notion that
local water suppliers cannot be relied upon to develop local supplies and, therefore, MWD must
step in and take over responsibility for local supply development This assumption fails to take
into account the substan~ally changed circumstances and that many local water supply projects
that were once uncompetitive with the price of imported water are now cost-effective - without
any subsidies from MWD - when compared to even the conservatively projected cost ofMWD
water. There are also better mechanisms to hold local water suppliers accountable to the region
for completion of projects than the theoretical no-cost or low-cost water supply Buffer
"insurance" recommended in the draft IRP.
The realistic regional demand "gap" cannot reasonably be estimated without taking into account
the existing and planned actions ofMWD's member agencies and other local water suppliers.
The draft IRP notes that Metropolitan has historically provided between 45 and 60 percent of the
municipal, industrial, and agricultural water used within its service area. However, enhanced
conservation and development oflocal water supplies will result in a dramatic reduction in water
demand on MWD.lmplementing any of the Buffer Supply strategies in the draft IRP will lead to
unavoidably higher rates and inversely declining sales.

11
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PROCESS CONCERNS

While there have been a large number of meetings and lRP-related "processes," the process
overall has been both ''top down" and "disintegrated," with no meaningful opportunity for nonMWD member agency participants to shape the outcome. This shortcoming is all the more
important given the draft IRP proposes that MWD become responsible for, or compete with
many local projects that are currently within the jurisdiction of cities, local agencies and
groundwater managers. The 1994 Blue Ribbon Task Force made similar observations about the
then-pending IRP process:
"Although both the lRP and rate structure efforts largely involve member
agencies in setting functional objectives, perfonnance standards and the
development of background materials such as the Strategic Resomces
Assessment-and to some extent, other outside participants-the precise role of nonMWD participation in lRP and rate structure discussions often seems limited to
commenting on Metropolitan-generated objectives rather than considering de
novo functional objectives and perfonnance standards." - Blue Ribbon Task
Force Report (BRTF Report) at page 8.
"As different resource, reliability and operational goals are considered, IRP
participants are not presented with fully articulated alternative models. The
current practice is to make marginal changes in an assumed base resomce mix in
response to new, cost, technological, political or other concerns. This practice
may limit the participants' understanding about the implications of different
options, and artificially constrain the range of choices they take into account." -BRTF Report at page 12.
"Despite a heavy meeting schedule, and numerous specialized committees and
subcommittees, the Board often seems to be presented with limited options and
choices for final approval largely defined and developed by MWD staff, rather
than conduct an independent inquiry of relevant matters." - BRTF Report at page
74.
These observations are as accurate regarding the current draft IRP and IRP process as they were
more than 15 years ago. The 2010 draft IRP has been available for public review only recently,
and although volwninous, contains limited infonnation. The revised draft IRP will apparently
not be available until later in September, with board adoption scheduled for October. This
schedule and process does not allow for meaningful distribution or review of the draft IRP by
those who are impacted through the adoption of the IRP. MWD staffhas been portraying the
draft IRP as implementation of the will of the people, rather than as a recommendation ofMWD
staff. But, of the almost 19 million people who live and work in Southern California, less than
350 people attended the four stakeholder workshops combined - and, many of those participants
were MWD and member agency staff and consultants. Moreover, the stakeholders were being
asked to comment on a draft report in which fundamental questions remain to be answered.

12
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Given that MWD is proposing to change its historic role as imported water supplier - which is
the principal responsibility most local agencies now associate with MWD - it is vitally important
that sufficient time be allowed for distnoution to city councils, county board of supervisors,
groundwater managers, replenishment districts, water districts, utilities, and other local entities
which will bear the expense of, or otherwise be impacted by MWD's new role. MWD and its
member agencies should not simply assume that all agencies and stakeholders will welcome this
new role for MWD or the associated rate increases that will be necessary to implement this
course of action.
RECOMMENDATIONS

MWD uses the IRP as a foundation for its RUWMP. Thus, the draft IRP should reflect the clear
professional recommendation ofMWD staff. Is that the case? If so, we recommend you say so
when the revised draft IRP is released. As it stands in the draft IRP, this is unclear.
At a minimum, we recommend that MWD provide a full 60-day review period between the
release of a revised draft IRP, including responses to all comments and questions, and the first
MWD board meeting to consider the revised draft. We also recommend at least two public
meetings of the board to consider and deliberate the revised draft IRP. This time frame would
still allow adoption of the IRP in advance of the RUWMP. Although the update process stated
more than a year ago, the recommendations were made available for the first time in July 201 0
when draft report was posted online. We were quite surprised with the recommended strategy,
especially since the draft's own data indicates the excessiveness of such a recommendation. The
draft recommends an adaptive strategy that included three components: Core Resources Strategy,
Buffer Implementation, and Foundational Actions.
The draft IRP clearly indicated that the implementation of the Core Resources Strategy would
meet projected dry-year demands under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions, with MWD's 5
million acre-feet of average storage capacity above 60 percentile and probability of dry-year
shortage diminishing to zero past 2015 (with only than less than 1 percent shortage in 2015). Yet,
it recommends moving forward with all three components concurrently, including aggressively
pursuing Buffer Supply implementation (in contrast to 2004 IRP's planning buffer) and at the
same time developing large-scale projects so they are ''ready to proceed" under Foundational
Actions.
The forthcoming revised draft IRP must integrate member agency plans and projects into the
discussion, and before implementation of projects that exceed demand, member agencies'
commitment to pay for these supplies must be obtained and proper choice and structure be set in
place to ensure MWD does not strand water nor investments under the new supply strategy.

13
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ATI'ACBMENT 3 - QUESTIONS POSED AT SAN DIEGO IRP FORUM
RELIABILITY GoALS

•

•
•
•

Doesn't the IRP's reliance on the almost 60 year old Laguna Declaration - drafted at a time
when Southern California was almost completely dependent on imported water - send the
wrong message in today's limited resource and escalating cost environment? Is that a smart
message in the water bond campaign?
Why didn't MWD reconsider the central question of the where the regional reliability goal
should be set?
Why should everyone have to pay for the same reliability standard if they want to conserve
more and pay less?
How has MWD accounted for the dampening effect higher prices will have on water
demand?

SUPPLY AND PLANNING BUFFER

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Has MWD done a survey of each of its member agencies and other local agencies and
utilities to determine what projects they are developing now or plan to develop in the near
future? Don't you need this kind of information in order to determine what supply "gap"
exists?
Will MWD staff agree to collect this information about local projects development and make
it available before asking the board to adopt this IRP?
What is the rationale for an MWD Buffer Supply equal to 10% of retail demand? What is
that number based on?
What is MWD's assumption in the IRP about who will pay for the core and Buffer supplies?
Is there a breakdown ofthis by region or project? Isn't this information necessary to define
even broad parameters of a real plan?
Is staff recommending the implementation of both core and Buffer supplies because it does
not believe it Will be successful in the Delta Fix? If not, why does this draft recommend
moving forward now with implementation of both supplies?
Can you be more specific about the risks and uncertainties you believe justify the expenditure
of current ratepayer dollars? What are the "trigger points" that would warrant increased
spending?
What is the level of commitment to developing the resources identified in the Buffer? And is
there a certain date by which those resources will be developed?
Why are recycled water and seawater desalination identified as part of the Buffer supplies?
What is the size and composition of the Buffer?
What is the process by which the region will make the decision to deploy elements of the
Buffer? And are there risks associated with each trigger level?

MWD'sRoLE

•

Isn't our current water supply allocation the result of challenges to our imported supplies?
Since this has been MWD's historical role, shouldn't MWD focus its efforts and regional
dollars on securing the Delta Fix and filling the Colorado River Aqueduct?
I
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MEMBER AGENCY'S ROLE

•

•
•
•

Does the IRP assume and recognize that the 20x2020 requirement is a retail obligation?
Given that, why should MWD subsidize member agencies to meet this local mandate? Isn't
this rewarding bad behavior?
What is the IRP assumption about the project cost that would qualify for a financial
"incentive" from MWD?
Won't MWD by definition be investing in the most expensive sources of supply? [Comment:
If not, why would the local agency need an "incentive"?J
How does Met intend to ensure fairness among its member agencies in the collection and
redistribution of incentive money for conservation and local projects?

PROJECT AsSUMPTIONS

•

•
•
•

What is MWD's assumption on who will implement the 20x2020 mandate?
What are MWD's planning assumptions for the on-line dates for the member agency projects
described in the Appendix?
What are MWD's assumptions for supply conditions under nonnal and wet years?
What assumptions does the report make about how surplus water in any given year will be
used? Will it go first to refill MWD's storage? Do you asswne that discounted
replenishment rates will be available at any time in the future? If so, under what conditions?

COST ANALYSIS

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the cost assumptions for core and Buffer Supply projects?
What is the estimated rate impact as a result of implementing the core strategies? Is this
impact based on an assumption the current rate structure remains unchanged?
What would the implementation of Buffer Supply add to water rates?
What about the Foundational Actions? How much would those activities add to water rates?
Will MWD do a new rate structure analysis and cost of service study for IRP programs and
projects before adopting the IRP?
How does MWD ensure its core supply investments would not be stranded?
Is MWD going to require finn contractual commitments from each ofits member agencies to
pay for all of this supply development?
How do preferential rights relate to the availability of Buffer Supply water? Are they
enforceable if a member agency claims them?
Do you have any analysis available to show the ''balancing'' between resource investment
and cost considerations?

TIMING

•

•

IRP sets forth MWD's policy for future supply development and is an especially important
docwnent given changed water supply environment. Why the rush to get the report adopted
so quickly?
Are you willing to recommend extending the time for MWD staff to answer our questions
before we are required to comment further on the report?

2
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San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

November 29,2010

MEMBER AGENCIES
Corltbad
Municipal Wo!et District

Ciry cI Del MIl,
City 01 Escondido
City cI National City

Carolyn Schaffer
Associate Resource Specialist
Metropolitan Water District
700 N. Alameda Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

City af Oceanside
CityolPowoy

RE: Metropolitan's Draft Long Term Conservation Plan

City 01 Son Diego
Falbrool<
Public Utihty DIIIrict

Dear Ms. Schaffer:

Helix Wale' Dillrict
Lakeside Wale< District

OIr-hain
Munidpol Wo!et Distrid
0I0y Wale, Di.trict

PcxWDom
Municipal Wa.... District

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Metropolitan's Draft Long Term
Conservation Plan. The Water Authority's comments are attached.
I look forward to discussing these comments and those of the other Metropolitan member
agencies at the meeting on Wednesday, December 1, 2010.

Camp Pendlelon
Mari.. CoIps 110M

Rainbow
Munidpol Water Distrid

Sincerely,

Ramona
Municipal Wa.... Distrid

Rincon del Diablo
Municipal Water District
San Disguito Woter Diltrict

William J. Rose
Water Conservation Program Executive

Sonto Fe Irrigotlon District
So\Jtn 60y Irrigation District

Vo'lecitol Woter District

Vollor C• nle '
Municipal Wol.r District

WJR:tp
Enclosure: Long Term Conservation Plan Comments
cc: Amy Chen, MWD Program Chief

Visto Irrigotion District
Yuimo
Municipal Water Districl

OTHER
REPRESENTATIVE
County of Son Diego

L:\WCP\DeptOnIy\Rose\Correspondence\LTCP Comments-Transmittal.docxlnsert file name
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agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diego region

Summary Comments on MWD's Long Term Conservation Program (LTCP)l

The LTCP must recognize that conservation is a core supply
•

The LTCP should clearly state that the 20% water use efficiency target is a core
water supply and not part of the "uncertainty buffer." MWD should also reduce its
target of alternative water supplies to be developed by the amount of water included
in the water use efficiency target.

•

The LTCP should reflect that retail agencies have choices of compliance options to
meet the 20x2020 requirements. After taking into account the cumulative
conservation of the retail agencies within its service territory, MWD should develop
additional "water use efficiency" supplies as part of core water supplies. The cost of
these supplies should be competitive with the avoided cost of alternative water
supplies available to be developed by MWD. As a supplemental, wholesale water
supplier - and particularly in the current high rate environment - MWD must develop
lower cost supplies first.

Metropolitan'S wholesale conservation programs should be grounded on a requirement that
each retail agency pay for its own state-mandated 20 x 2020 compliance

• The LTCP should account for the 20x2020 compliance target as determined by the
member agency, or by the retail subagencies served by the member agency. The.
MWD target cannot be established until the retail agencies have selected their
respective compliance targets and methodologies. MWD should make it clear that
retail agency compliance with statutory requirements is the foundation of the LTCP.

• The LTCP should provide a structure to integrate retail compliance with 20x2020
requirements and allow for trading of conservation credits. MWD should not pay
subsidies to retail agencies to meet compliance requirements. MWD can facilitate
retail compliance by creating a structure to allow for voluntary trading of
conservation credits among member agencies.
•

MWD's LTCP as drafted encourages free riders and creates disincentives to water
conservation in Southern California. Wholesale pricing that understates the true cost
of water sends a contrary price signal and obstructs market transformation at the retail
level

•

MWD must determine whether it has authority to grant subsidies. Before adopting
the LTCP, MWD must evaluate its legal authority to pay subsidies to member
agencies or retail sub-agencies to pay for 20x2020 compliance. This analysis is

1 This Summary is intended to provide general comments and recommendations on the LTCP rather than respond in
detail to the most recent draft. It is difficult to provide meaningful comments on the draft due to the draft's failure to
define key terms or distinguish between conservation mechanisms that have widely differing costs and
implementation features.
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particularly important because of the recent passage of Proposition 26 by California
voters.

• Retail agencies are in the best position to implement market transformation.
Consumer conservation measures are imposed and implemented at the retail level.
MWD can support implementation at the local level by working with industry groups
and statewide retail suppliers like Home Depot and Rainbird. But MWD does not
have the authority to regulate conservation at the retail level, and retail agencies need
to have maximum flexibility as conservation programs make short term water use
reductions more challenging.

Measurement and verification are essential components of conservation
•

Sound conservation programs require measurement and verification of conservation
savings. Measurement of water conservation solely by reference to average per
capita water use throughout the MWD service territory as proposed by the LTCP is an
insufficient foundation to support the expenditure of regional dollars and does not
recognize the legal obligation all retail agencies have under current state law.

•

MWD must implement a system to account for MWD water supplies that are
available to each of its member agencies in order to have a baseline against which to
measure conservation. MWD's water supply allocation plan should accommodate
voluntary trading among member agencies.

MWD must send correct pricing signals in order to lay the foundation for conservation
•

Price to the end user is a significant factor affecting conservation - as the price of
water goes up many consumers will choose to use less. Significant research on retail
price elasticity has already established this premise. MWD must reform its wholesale
rate structure to send correct pricing signals to its member agencies to develop local
supplies or increase conservation efforts. Wholesale pricing is an important
component of market transformation at the retail level.

•

MWD should eliminate subsidies for water conservation. Instead, MWD should
create and manage a "grid" through which retail conservation can be valued and
traded. This is a more appropriate and productive role for MWD and truly represents
something it has the unique ability to do as a regional agency serving all of Southern
California

MWD must rewrite the LTCP to define key terms and distinguish conservation options
•

The LTCP must define key terms and distinguish various conservation approaches in
order to assess which programs are better implemented by MWD at the wholesale
level and which programs are better implemented at the retail level. As drafted, the
LTCP does not distinguish regulations, subsidies, devices and full scale water
reclamation projects, even though these various methods of conservation have
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dramatically different costs and implementation considerations at the wholesale and
retail level.

• In its current fonn the LTCP essentially says that MWD will make the conservation
plan up as it goes along and essentially do "more" of what it has been doing in the
past. This approach fails to grapple with problems of the past or provide creative
leadership for the future of California water supply planning and management.
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San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 921 23-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (S5S) 522-6568 www.sdcwa.org

April 25, 20H

MEMBER AGENCIES

John V. (Jack) Foley, Chainnan
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153
Re: Board Memo 5-1 - Sale of discounted water
Dear Chainnan Foley:
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We have reviewed Board Memorandum 5-1 regarding the sale of discounted water by MWD and would
like the following comments to be placed in the record by this letter and its attachment. The sale of
discounted water by MWD at this time raises many questions and concerns, which we have organized and
discuss in detail in Attachment 1 to this letter. We request that the staff respond in writing to these
questions and concerns prior to the board taking any action.
Given the staffs own analysis, which describes its concerns about the perfonnance and equity of the
existing Replenishment Service Program (replenishment program) - it acknowledges that there is an
"imbalance" between MWD costs and benefits under the Program (page 4) - we are surprised that the staff
recommendation is nonetheless to support the sale of discounted water under the replenishment program.
While the recommended action takes into account the budgetary and fiscal constraints the member
agencies have, it does not analyze or meaningfully address the unprecedented bUdgetary and fiscal
constraints plaguing MWD. Our board's fiduciary duty is to MWD - not the member agencies. We fail to
meet that duty if we vote to sell discounted water under a program that does not provide commensurate
benefit~ to MWD. This is all the more important at a time when we are confronting a nearly $200 million
budget shortfall in the current fiscal year.
The board memo is clear on its face that the replenishment program does not provide a proper foundation
for the sale of discounted water. The Water Authority does not support the sale of discounted water by
MWD under these conditions. But if the board chooses to do so in order to generate sales in the current
fiscal year, then it should be made available to all ofMWD's member agencies, rather than limited to
replenishment sales.
Sincerely,
.)

Y.)t\t )-i' f-jt1tt·t.Yj
OTHfR
REPRESENTATIVE

Jim Bowersox
Director

Lynne Heidel
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

Attachment I: Issues Associated with the Sale of Discounted Water by MWD
cc:

Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager

A public agency providing a safe and reliable waler svpply fo the Son Diego region
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Attaehment 1
Board Memorandum 5-1- April 16, lOllSpeeial Board Meeting
Issues Assoeiated with the Sale of Discounted Water by MWD
I. The real issue before the board is priee - not loeal water storage.

The board memo talks about "optimizing the reliability of water supply into the service area,"
but it is apparent that the real issue before the board is the price. MWD has already adopted a
2010/ II Water Management Program for local storage that allows member agencies to purchase
additional water for local storage while protecting them from Water Supply Allocation Plan
(WSAP) penalties. Some member agencies have purchased supplies under this program, but
others have held out in hopes of receiving discounted replenishment water.

2. MWD should be fully utilizing its own dry-year storage portfolio, rather than selling
water at a discount to its member agencies.
The board memo states that MWD is facing the "unexpected challenge" of managing and storing
water in 2011. This is a very perplexing statement and calls into question MWD's water supply
management capabilities. Storing water in good years is at the very heart of the water supply
reliability program MWD developed through its Integrated Resources Plan (IRP).
Nine years ago, when MWD lost 662,000 AF of surplus water on the Colorado River annually, it
shifted to a water supply reliability strategy that depends heavily on storing water in wet years in
order to meet water demands during subsequent dry years. When this strategy was initially
employed, MWD was counting on having water supplies that were "surplus" to its needs and
available for storage seven out of every 10 years. To implement this strategy, MWD established
rates and collected revenues from its member agencies and paid billions of dollars to create the
dry-year storage accounts that today are in excess of 5 MAF. The Water Supply and Drought
Management (WSDM) plan attached to the board memo shows a 2011 storage put capacity of
more than 1 MAF.
More recently, MWD staffhas consistently stated that the constraints in the Delta now mean that
MWD can count on wet-year supplies being available for storage in only three of every 10 years;
this is one of those three years. But rather than filling its own storage accounts, MWD statT is
recommending selling this water at a discount to its member agencies.
We also find it troubling that for the first time - and in the context of a recommendation to sell
water at a discount - the board has been informed that "some of the storage programs and
locations" are "less desirable choices" for storage management. Further, that there are
"increased risks of future losses from those programs, potential cost implications, and concerns
about future dry-year performance." Given this description, it is difficult to understand why
MWD made these "less desirable" dry-year storage investments in the first place. We request
that a complete review of the dry-year storage program be placed on the agenda at the next board
meeting and before the board takes action to sell the water that is available for storage at a
discount.
A fmal note on MWD's dry-year storage portfolio relates to the budget. It is not possible to
manage a dry-year storage account without incurring costs associated with the put and take of
water into and from storage. The fact that MWD failed to adequately budget these costs is
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certainly no excuse to sell discounted water now in order to generate cash-flow. We request an
analysis of how staff has budgeted these costs in the past and how it proposes to budget the costs
associated with its dry-year storage program in the next and subsequent budget years. We also
request a schedule of all costs and capital investments associated with developing new water
supplies that will be needed to replace the water now proposed to be sold at a discount.

3. The sale of discounted water will displace full-service sales and exacerbate MWD's
current budget and fiscal crisis.
The board letter is completely silent on the most damaging consequence of selling discounted
water: every acre foot sold at the proposed discount will displace an acre-foot sale of water out
ofMWD's dry-year storage program at the full-service rate. The promise that this discounted
water sales program will increase revenues to MWD focuses only on the revenues from
discounted water sales and associated near-term fiscal c~nsequences. Ignored in the board memo
entirely is the indisputable truth that agencies that would have purchased water at the full service
rate - either this fiscal year or in a subsequent year - will instead purchase that water at a
discount through the direct discount of up to $143 per acre-foot and by avoiding future full
service rate increases. MWD will not "make money" by selling water at a discount, it will lose
money - 200,000 acre-feet of discounted water sales results in the loss of potentially more than
$28 million in revenues. The impact of the lost revenues may not be fully realized in FY 2012,
but will certainly be felt in the future.

It is apparent that the reason some MWD member agencies are holding back from purchasing
water at the full service rate is precisely because they are waiting to buy it at a discount. That's a
smart move for the member agency,but is certainly not in MWD's best interest.
The MWD board is legally required annually to adopt a cost of service and revenue requirement
and fix rates that, taken together with other revenue sources, will be sufficient to pay MWD's
fixed costs and other expenses. The MWD board has failed to do this and, instead, continues to
rely upon inflated sales projections to support its water rates, budget and overspending. At its
last meeting, the board was presented with information that projected MWD sales in the current
fiscal year are trending to be 291,300 acre-feet below budget. At its meeting on the budget,
MWD staff also assessed the value of its water in storage using full service rates. There is no
way to reconcile the board's actions in adopting cost of service and revenue requirements with
the proposed sale of discounted water.

4. The board memo does not provide a policy or legal basis for the sale of discounted water
for replenishment.
The board memo presents a detailed list of concerns with the replenishment program (page 2),
notably:
• Questionable and unquantifiable performance and expectations;
• Potential of shifting water sales within a year as opposed to generating true longer-term
storage;
• Potential offset of full service sales;

2
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•
•
•
•

Unequal distribution of costs and benefits among participating and non-participating
agencies;
Questions on whether water was being stored for future use as opposed to being
purchased to refill overdraft;
Difficulties in measuring and verifying in-lieu deliveries to storage; and
Cash-flow and budgeting issues associated with the frequency under which replenishment
supplies are available.

Each of these seven concerns should be significant enough to dissuade the board from approving
discounted replenishment sales. Taken together, however, the seven concerns represent perhaps
the most troubled program in MWD's recent history. It is a confounding disconnect, therefore,
that the board is being asked to forge ahead with the program without regard to these concerns.
The board memo, as writte~ is very clear that there are significant questions about the
performance and equity of the replenishment program. We request that the staff present a
further analysis and respond to the "disconnect" between the information provided in the board
memo and the staff recommendation for action.

5. The sale of discounted water sends the wrong message at a time when MWD is
promising to pay substantial costs associated with a Delta Fix.
IfMWD's member agencies are - as is clear from the board memo - unable or unwilling to pay
for MWO's current fixed costs, how can MWD credibly commit to pay the additional costs
associated with a Delta Fix? Will MWD's member agencies not be subject to the same
"budgetary and fiscal constraints" when faced with the costs of a Delta Fix and other IRP
investments? If this is indeed the economic reality - that current full service rates are too
expensive to encourage MWD water sales to its member agencies - then the MWD board must
reconsider MWD's entire water resources strategy. Ifwe can't afford to pay our current fixed
costs then it is difficult to see how we can afford to pay the billions of dollars of investment
outlined in the 2010 IRP, including the Delta Fix being negotiated by management, seawater
desalination projects and a host of other projects.
The continued disconnect between the board's decisions to spend money and the member
agencies' willingness to pay for MWD projects is threatening MWD's very financial viability.

3
351 of 512

San Diego County Water Authority
4677 Overland Avenue • San Diego, California 92123-1233
(858) 522-6600 FAX (858) 522-6568 www.sdcwa .org

June 13,2011

MEMSERAGENCIES

Jack Foley, Chairman
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

Carlsbad
Municipal Water Di$irict

City 01 Del Mor

Re: Board Memo 8-6 - Consolidated Agreement for Chino Basin Desalination Program OPPOSE

City 01 Escondida
City 01 NOlienal City
Cily of Ocoan"d.
City of Poway
City of Son DIogo
Fallbrook
Public Ulillty Dislncl

Dear Chairman Foley and Members of the Board of Directors,
We have reviewed June Board Item 8-6 regarding the consolidation of local resources program
agreements for the Chino Basin Desalination Program and must inform you that we cannot
support approval of this item for reasons described below
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No Showing of Regional Benefit
While the Chino Basin Desalination program is undoubtedly a wise local water supply project,
Board Memo 8-6 fails to establish a regional benefit that would support the payment ofMWD
subsidies to pay for the project. No regional benefit is established by saying that, under this
agreement MWD will pay less than it would pay under a different agreement with MWD- unless
that agreement provides a regional benefit. Although the board memo states that MWD would be
helping avoid the spread of contamination and the potential loss of additional groundwater
resources, MWD does not have any water rights or other interest in the Chino groundwater basin.
There is no indication that MWD has acquired any water or storage right or other regional benefit
that would support its payment of these local water supply costs. While we strongly support local
water supply development, we do not believe that San Diego County's ratepayers may reasonably
be required to fund local water supply projects solely for the benefit of other MWD member
agencies, especially at a time when MWD's own water sales are already plummeting.
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The Analysis is Flawed Because it Depends on Outdated Facts
In addition to the above concerns, there is no rational basis for including a replenishment
assessment (RA) as an eligible project cost when calculating MWD's subsidy payments. The
inclusion ofRA makes clear that this project requires replacement water to sustain the production.
The 1991 memorandum that purportedly supports inclusion of these costs is outdated and based
on the notion that expanded groundwater use will be helpful during "drought" periods; written at
a time when replenishment water continued to be available during non-drought periods. Today's
reality is just the opposite - with imported water expected to be available for storage in only three
out of every 10 years and with MWD highly dependent on storage of this water to meet water
supply demands in dry years. It does not make sense for MWD to subsidize one member
agency's purchase of imported water to replenish groundwater basins - for any reason. It is time
A public agency providing a safe and reliable water supply to the San Diega region
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for a complete overhaul ofMWD's LRP program to reflect current water supply and fmancial
realities.

Agreement is Inconsistent with Board Policy Accounting for Grant Funding
The board's existing LRP policy is to reduce project costs by 100% of grant funding. This is
done to ensure equity and that the recipient agency does not pay less for its subsidized local water
supply project than the cost ofMWD water. Under the proposed agreement, this protection is
arbitrarily reduced by half - the result being that the rest ofMWD's member agencies pay more
in order for one member agency to pay less.

Agreement Violates Board Policy and Terms for All LRP Funding Agreements
At the time the Water Authority's Carlsbad seawater desalination project came before the board
of directors, the following motion was passed by the board of directors:
Adopt the CEQA determination and authorize the General Manager to enter in an
SDP agreement with SDCWA and its retail agencies for 56,000 AFY under terms
included in this letter provided that the SDP agreement will terminate if (A)
Metropolitan determines that it will no longer (i) provide incentives or other
fmancial support to its member agencies for seawater desalination, water recycling
or groundwater recovery projects through the Local Resources Program, Seawater
Desalination Program or similar programs; or (ii) utilize the Water Stewardship
Rate, or a similar charge to fund the Local Resources Program, Seawater
Desalination Program or other similar programs; or (iii) include the Water
Stewardship Rate as a charge for all water conveyed on the system; and (B) the
member agency included in such SDP agreement or a delegate from that member
agency votes in favor of such determination. These provisions would apply only so
long as all new agreements contain similar provisions.
In accordance with this board policy, all subsequent LRP funding agreements have included this
condition on funding. But the proposed agreement under Board Memo 8-6 violates this board
policy by providing a ftrm fmancing commitment instead of an agreement that that is consistent
with board policy and can be terminated by MWD on the conditions noted above. While we
agree that a ftxed fmancing commitment improves the project proponent's ability to secure bond
funding and other fmancing, that is exactly the argument that was made by the Water Authority
and rejected by the MWD board when it adopted the board policy it is now disregarding. MWD
is administering subsidy programs in an inconsistent and arbitrary and capricious manner.

MWD Should Collect the $6 Million Overpayment to CDA and Increase Oversight
According to the board memo, CDA has been paid $6 million more than it was entitled to receive
under the existing agreement. Given MWD's current and projected budget deftcits and rate
pressures, MWD should require repayment of this money now, rather than "ftnance" it as part of a
new agreement. Clearly, additional auditing and oversight is also needed to better track payments
to member agencies under the LRP program.
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Effect of Disqualification of the Water Authority from Subsidy Program Benefits
The Water Authority pays more to support MWD's conservation and local supply programs than
any other MWD member agency. By MWD's own estimate, the Water Authority averages $22.5
million annually in Water Stewardship Rate payments; yet, under MWD board policy and action
under the RSI clause, the Water Authority and the ratepayers it serves are ineligible for program
benefits. The Water Authority hereby makes formal demand that MWD cease collection of
Water Stewardship Rate dollars from the Water Authority's ratepayers so we may fund our own
conservation and local water supply development projects directly. The Water Authority will
commit to spend these dollars on water conservation and local supply development in San Diego
County so that there will be no net impact to MWD in achieving its articulated water
conservation and local water supply development objectives. Those MWD member agencies that
choose to "pool" their funding for the development of local water supplies would remain free to
do so.
For these reasons, the Water Authority delegates do not support item 8-6.
Sincerely,

Jim Bowersox
Director

Lynne Heidel
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

cc: Jeff Kightlinger, MWD General Manager
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1 Regional Chamber of Commerce

6n107

Stapleton/Steiner

2 San Dieguito/Santa Fe ID(Encinitas City Council)

6/19/07

St!!2leton/Steiner

3 Latino Leadership/MABPA

6/21/07

Cushman/Jacoby

4 Poway Chamber of Commerce

6/26/07

Cushman

5 South County EDC

6129/07

Weinberg

6 Vista ID BOD

7/3/07

Stapleton/Steiner

7 Rincon BOD

7/10/07

Stapleton/Steiner

8 Olivenhain MWD

7/13/07

Sta~eton/Steiner

9 Oceanside Utilities Commission

7/17/07

Cushman

10 San Diego City Council
San Diego Regional Hispanic Chamber of
11 Commerce

7118/07

Stapleton/Steiner

7/19/07

Cushman

12 Building Industry Association
HelixlLakeside/Otay/Padre Dam/City
13 10/Sweetwater

7/20/07
7/20/07

Weinberg/Friehauf
Stapleton/Steiner/Eaton/
FosterlYamada

14 Del Mar City Council

7/23/07

Stapleton/Steiner

15 San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce

7/26/07

Stapleton

16 San Marcos Chamber of Commerce

811/07

Foster

17 National City Chamber

8/1/07

Penunuri

18 Oceanside City Council

8/8/07

Steiner/Cushman

19 Northwest Civic Association/South Bay Forum

8/13/07

Foster

20 Poway City Council

8/14/07

Steiner / Cushman

21 Vallecitos WD

8115/07

Steiner/Cushman

22 Crossroads II

8116/07

Penunuri

23 Valley Center BOD

8/20/07

Stapleton/Steiner

24 SD County Taxpayers Association

8/21/07

Stapleton

25 Escondido City Council

8/22/07

Stapleton/Steiner

26 Yuima BOD

8/27/07

Stapleton/Steiner

27 Rainbow BOD
San Diego Regional Economic Development
28 Corporation - Investor's Breakfast

8/28/07

Stapleton/Cushman

8/30/07

Cushman/Wornham

29 Escondido Kiwanis

8/30/07

Cushman

30 Cal Trans - Landscape Architects

9/5/07

Driver

9/6/07

Foster
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31 California Restaurant Assoc - SD BOD
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32 Council of Water Utilities

9/6/07

Driver

33 San Diego Bay Council
First Friday Breakfast (South Bay YMCA/Chula
34 Vista Chamber)

9/6/07

Foster

917107

Foster

35 County Science Advisory Board

9/12/07

Stapleton

36 California Urban Water Conservation Council

9112107

Foster

37 California Landscape Contractors Association
Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce - Business
38 Vitality Committee

9/18/07

Portillo

9/20107

Friehauf

39 Fall Home and Garden Show

9/22/07

Driver

40 Maritime Museum Docents

9/25/07

Penunuri

41 Industrial Environmental Association

9/26/07

CushmanlEaton

42 San Ysidro Business Association

9/26/07

Foster

43 Farm Bureau Water Forum
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 - Breakfast
44 Forum

9/27107

Friehauf

9/27107

Hess

45 Gardening Under Mediterranean Skies

9/30107

Driver

46 Science Leadership Network

10/3/07

Foster

47 CitylCounty Manager's Meeting

1014/07

Stapleton

48 Disputes Resolution Board Conference

10/6/07

Griffis

49 California Association of Institutes

10/8/07

50 San Diego City Council

10/8/07

Driver
Stapleton/Steiner/Hents
chke

51 Food and Beverage Association BOD
Department of Water Resources Drought
52 Workshop

10/8/07

PenunurilStephenson

10111/07

Friehauf

53 Construction Managers Association

10/11/07

Rodgers

54 San Diego Chamber CEO Roundtable

10/15/07

Stapleton

55 Fallbrook Town Hall Meeting

10/17107

Steiner

56 California Association of Community Managers

10/19/07

Driver

57 Bonita Optimists

10/25/07

Penunuri

58 Austin Chamber of Commerce
Southeastern Economic Development
59 Corporation: Go Green Event

10/30107

Stapleton

1117107

Driver

60 Conservation Garden Fall Landscape

11/10107

Penunuri

61 CSU San Marcos Leadership Class

11/15/07

Foster

11/21/07

Stapleton

357 of 512

62 Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce
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63 San Ysidro Business Association

11/27107

Foster

64 Master Gardener's Association

11/27107

Driver

65 Santee Kiwanis

11/29/07

Reed/Penunuri

66 County Planning Commission Workshop

11/30107

CushmaniWeinberg

67 Lawrence Welk Resort Executive Staff

11/30107

Driver

68 SMART Conference - Science and Math teachers 12/1107

Penunuri

69 Rancho Penasquitos Kiwanis

12/3/07

Penunuri

70 SANDAG

12n107

Stapleton

71 SD Regional Chamber - Biotech Committee

12n107

Yamada

72 La Mesa City Council

12111/07

Stapleton

73 Bonita Encore

12/13/07

Portilio/Penunuri

12119/07

Foster

74

San Diego Regional Economic Develoment
Corporation - Infrastructure Committee
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San Diego Hotel Motel Association, Board of
1 Directors

1/10108

Foster

2 Australian-American Leadership Dialogue

1/15/08

Foster

3 Southern California Mayor's Summit

1/16/08

Steiner

4 League of Women Voters, San Diego Chapter 1/17/08
Asian Business Association Rice Club
5 Luncheon
1/22/08

Cushman

6 Naval Base Point Loma - Facilities Managers

1/22/08

Penunuri

7 Society of Marketing Professionals

1/29/08

Economides

8 Jack in the Box Employee Event

1/31/08

Penunuri

9 Lake San Marcos Community Task Force
2/4/08
San Diego Regional Economic Development
10 Corporation, BOD
2/13/08
Asociation of Civil Engineers, Young Members
11 Group
2/19/08

Penunuri
Steiner 1 Stapleton

12 Imperial Beach Chamber of Commerce

2/28/08

Penunuri

13 Cox Communications Earth Day
San Diego Apartment Association Building
14 Managers Meeting

3/6/08

Robinson

3/11/08

Stephenson

15 Poway Leadership Institute
National Association of Women Business
16 Owners

3/14/08

Weinberg

3/19/08

Penunuri

17 San Diego Downtown Rotary

3/20108

Cushman

18 Bonita Business and Professional Association

3/25/08

Penunuri

19 AlGA
3/29/08
Afternoon Scholars - Reuben H. Fleet Science
20 Center
4/7108

Penunuri

Foster

Penunuri

Bombadier

21 Building Owners and Managers Association
San Diego Bar Association, Environmental
22 Section

4/8/08

Stephenson

4/10108

Weinberg

23 American Association of University Women

4/10108

Roy

24 Del Mar Seacoast Republican Women's Group 4/23/08

Penunuri

4/24/08

Penunuri

25 Institute of Management Accountants
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26 Turner Construction Management Class
National Association of Industrial Office
27 Properties

4/24/08

Penunuri

5/1/08

Foster

28 Del Mar Rotary

5/1/08

Lanspe~

29 SDSU Water Policy Class

5/6/08

Penunuri

30 Urban Land Institute Young Leaders

5/14/08

Stapleton

31 Green Plumbers Workshop
5/21/08
San Diego Regional Hispanic Chamber of
32 Commerce
5/29/08
City of San Diego Independent Rate Oversight
33 Committee
6/2/08

Penunuri

Cushman

34 Rancho Bernardo Rotary

Penunuri

6/3/08

Otero I Penunuri

35 National Association of Women in Construction 6/10108
San Diego Apartment Association
36 Sustainability Conference
6/10108
City of San Diego Natural Resources and
37 Culture Committee
6/25/08

Stapleton

38 SCOOP Marketing Class

6/25/08

Penunuri

39 Bonsall Sponsor Group

7/1/08

Foster

40 San Diego Museum of Man

7/12/08

Foster

41 EI Cajon Lions Club
Elite Service Disabled Veterans Business
42 Group

7/21/08

Penunuri

7/24/08

Penunuri

43 USD Generation of the Third Age

7/31/08

Penunuri

44 Corky McMillan Employees (2)

7/31/08

Otero

45 Susan Davis Water Forum
Chartered Property Casualty Underwriters
46 Society

8/11/08

Yamada

8/24/08

Penunuri

47 Aaron Price Fellowes

8/29/08

Penunuri

48 San Diego Regional Chamber Employees

8/29/08

Penunuri

49 International Facility Management Association

9/8/08

Penunuri

50 Del Mar City Council

9/22/08

Lanspery

51 Cal State San Marcos - Senior Learning

9/22/08

Penunuri
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52 Port of San Diego 'Green Ideas'

9/23/08

Penunuri

53 SDSU Water Policy Class

9/25/08

Penunuri

54 Paths to Partnerships Regional Forum

10/2/08

Penunuri

55 Hillcrest Town Council

10/14/08

Foster

56 Volunteer San Diego

10/15/08

Penunuri

57 Mission Valley Rotary

10/16/08

Otero

58 Aviara Women's Club

11/12/08

Robinson

59 Lake Hodges Native Plant Society

11/24/08

Portillo
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1 Lakeshore Gardens Community Association

1/17/09

Penunuri

2 Imperial Beach Kiwanis

1/13/09

Penunuri

3 Lake San Marcos Kiwanis

1/16/09

Penunuri

4 Industrial Environmental Association

1/21/09

Roy

5 Leadership North County (North County EDC)

1/27/09

Friehauf

6 Women's Environmental Council - SD Chapter

1/28/09

Penunuri

7 San Diego Hotel Engineers Association

1/29/09

Swanson

8 University Women

1/30/09

Roy

9 Point Lorna Optimists

2/3/09

Penunuri

10 Community Associations Institute

2/13/09

Portillo

Cuyamaca College Water/Wastewater Treatment
11 Class

2/17/09

Swanson

12 Naval Base Point Lorna Building and Facilities

2/19/09

Penunuri

13 AO Reed Employees

2/23/10

Swanson

14 County of San Diego - Restaurant Workshop

2/24/09

Swanson

15 San Dieguito Water District

2/25/09

Cushman

San Diego Taxpayers Association Issues/Asian
16 Business Association Gov't Affairs Committees

2/27/09

Lewinger/
Cushman

17 City of Del Mar

3/2/09

Yamada

18 Otay Water District

3/4/09

Belock

19 UCSD Extended Studies Program

3/4/09

Stephenson

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce - Water
3/5/09
20 and Energy Committee

Bond/Belock

21 Santee Chamber of Commerce - BOD

3/5/09

Foster

22 San Diego County Farm Bureau - BOD

3/5/09

Friehauf
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23 Metro Wastewater JPA

3/5/09

Cushman
Worn ham 1

California Chamber of Commerce - Issues

24 Committee

3/5/09

St~(>leton

25 Conservation Action Committee

3/9/09

Foster

26 League of Cities - Executive Committee

3/9/09

Lanspery

27 Padre Dam

3/10109

Cushman

28 Sierra Club Conservation Committee

3/10109

Steiner

29 County of San Diego - Restaurant Workshop

3/10109

Swanson

30 Olivenhain Municipal Water District

3/11/09

8elock

31 Water Education Foundation Executive Briefing

3/12/09

Lanspery

32 Sustainable Urban Landscape Conference

3/12/09

Michelon

33 Conservation Garden Plant Sale

3/14/09

Robinson

3/16/09

Wornham 1
Cushman

35 Conference

3/16/09

Sandler

36 American Council of Engineering Companies

3/17109

Bianes

37 Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce - BOD

3/18/09

Lanspery

38 Helix Water District

3/18/09

Cushman

39 SDSU Arts and Letters Alumni Board

3/18/09

Saxod

40 Optimists of EI Cajon

3/18/09

Robinson

41 Peninsula Lions Club

3/18/09

Penunuri

42 Building Industry Association

3/20109

Weinberg

3/24/09

Lanspery

3/25/09

Saxod 1 Belock

3/25/09

Steiner 1 Belock

Munic~al

Water District

Building Owners and Managers Association -

34 Governmental Affairs Committee
IMN Annual California Muncipal Finance

43

Carlsbad City Council 1 Carlsbad Municipal Water
District

44 San Ysidro and Otay Chamber of Commerce
45

City of San Diego Natural Resources and Culture
Committee
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County of San Diego - Environmental Health
46 Advisory Board

3/25/09

Roy

47 Chula Vista Interagency Water Task Force

3/30109

Yamada

48 City of Escondido

4/1109

Lewis 1 Dailey 1
Lanspery

49 Downtown Rotary #33

4/2/09

Cushman

National Association of Industrial and Office
50 Properties - Governmental Affairs Committee

4/2/09

Wight 1
Cushman

51 Rancho Bernardo Continuing Education

4/2/09

Penunuri

52 LAFCO

4/6/09

Cushman 1
Weinberg

53 UCSD Sustainability Class

417109

Friehauf

54 San Diego County Apartment Association

417109

Foster

San Diego Regional Economic Development
55 Corporation - BOD

4/8/09

Wornham 1
Stapleton

Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce - Sustainability
56 Seminar

4/10109

Swanson

57 County Health Dept. Executive Staff

4/14/10

Swanson

SD County Apartment Association - Conservation
58 Seminar

4/14/09

Penunuri

59 Food and Beverage Association

4/15/09

Roy

60 Tierrasanta Community Council

4/15/09

FriehauflGage

BIOCOMllndustrial Environmental Association
61 Recycled Water Workshop

4/16/09

Weinberg

62 Santa Fe Irrigation District

4/16/09

Hogan 1 Belock

63 Center for Sustainable Energy

4/20109

Swanson 1
Portillo

64 North County Inland Older Adult Program

4/20109

Powayl
Penunuri

Cuyamaca College WaterlWastewater Treatment
65 Class

4/21110

Swanson

66 Mom Business Associates

4/22/09

Penunuri

67 Invitrogen - Life Technologies

4/22/09

Rose

68 Kearny Mesa Community Council

4/22/09

Penunuri
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69 San Diego Regional Chamber of commerce - BOD

4/23/09

Stapleton

California Center for Sustainable Energy 70 WaterlEnergy Workshop

4/23109

Stephenson

71 International Society of Automation

4/23/09

Rodgers

72 San Diego River Park Foundation Watershed Forum 4/24/09

Barrett

73 HME Manufacturing - Employees

4/24/09

Otero

74 Johnson and Johnson - La Jolla

4/24/09

Roy

Conservation Garden Spring Show (10 year
75 anniversary)

4/25/09

Penunuri

76 National University EcoFair

4/25/09

Roy

77 Meeting

4/27109

Stephenson

78 San Dieguito Watershed Group

4/27109

Stadler

79 California Garden Clubs Annual Meeting

4/27109

Gage

San Diego Regional Economic Development
80 Corporation - Investor's Breakfast

4/28/09

Worn ham I
Cushman

81 Ramona Rotary

4/28/09

Mcintosh 1
Foster

82 Ramona Real Estate Association

4/28/09

Landstedt

83 La Mesa Lions

4/28/09

Otero

84 Ramona Rotary

4/28/09

Foster

85 SMART Growth Meeting - East County

4/30109

Friehauf

86 California Clean Innovation Conference

511109

Yamada

87 Food Not Lawns

512/09

Dobalian

88 South County Economic Development Council

5/5/09

Watton / Belock

89 Bill Howe Plumbing Employee meeting

5/5/09

Penunuri

90 SANDAG Board Meeting

5/8/09

Muir I Lanspery

91 League of Cities - Monthly Luncheon

5/11/09

Lewis 1
Lanspery

SDG&E/So Cal Gas Communication Managers
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92 Apartment Association Annual Conference

5/12/09

Penunuri

93 Vistage CEO Group 12

5/13/09

Wight/
Penunuri

94 Industrial Environmental Association

5/14/09

Roy

American Public Works Association - San Diego
95 Chapter

5/14/09

Arant / Belock

96 Vistage Key Group 720

5/14/09

Wight/
Penunuri

Port of San Diego - Integrated Pest Management
97 Workshop

5/19/09

Portillo

98 SDG&E Account Executives

5/20/10

Swanson

California Center for Sustainable Energy 99 Water/Energy Workshop

5/22/09

Swanson

100 The New Majority

5/26/09

K. Williams /
Cushman

Downtown Partnership - Environmental
101 Sustainability Committee

5/27/09

Cushman

102 San Diego County Purchasing Officers

5/27/09

Penunuri

103 Regional Board Secretaries

6/2/09

Penunuri

SO County Dept. of Environmental Health - Staff
104 meeting

6/2/09

Stadler

105 Past Grand Jurors Association

6/3/09

McMillan /
Penunuri

106 San Carlos Area Council

6/3/09

Rose

107 Ramona Community Planning Group

6/4/09

McIntosh /
Cushman

108 Catfish Club

6/5/09

Johnson /
Belock

109 San Diego State Parks employees

6/5/09

Portillo

Asian Business Association Government Affairs
110 Committee

6/8/09

Penunuri

Port of San Diego - Environmental Advisory
111 Committee

6/11/09

Barrett / Rose

112 Distinguished Lecture Series - UCSD Spring 2009

6/11/09

Lanspery

113 Institute of Real Estate Management

6/16/09

Portillo

114 Surfrider Membership Meeting

6/16/09

Roy/Gage
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115 Tierrasanta Kiwanis Club

6/17/09

Smith / Belock

116 Vista Irrigation District

6/17/09

H. Williams/
Lanspery

117 Encinitas Rotary

6/17/09

Bond /
Cushman

118 La Jolla Professional Men's Society

6/18/09

Lewinger /
Cushman

119 San Diego County Taxpayers Association - BOD

6/19/09

Lewinger /
Cushman

120 Escondido Senior Wranglers

6/19/09

Robinson

121 San Marcos City Council

6/23/09

Ferguson /
Lanspery

122 Councilman DeMaio's Water Open House

6/23/09

Penunuri

123 Gemolcmicallnstitute - Em~loyees

6/24/09

Gage/Penunuri

124 Navy Station - Sub Base

6/25/09

Robinson

125 Mobile Home Park Association

6/25/09

Swanson

126 University Club

6/26/09

Worn ham

127 Escondido Rotary

7/7/09

Dailey

128 Bonsall Community Group

7/7/09

Foster

129 Cubic Corp Employees

7/7/09

Lopez

130 Industry Facility Managers Association

7/8/09

Swanson

131 Collwood Park Association

7/8/09

Penunuri

132 Executive Associates

7/13/09

Wight/
Penunuri

133 Valley Center - Rates and Charges hearing

7/20/09

Lanspery

134 San Diego County Bar Association

7/22/09

Belock

135 Boy Scout Troop 229

7/22/09

Robinson

136 Carl DeMaio Conservation Forum

7/22/09

Penunuri

County of San Diego Strategic Planning Support
137 Team

7/28/09

Friehauf
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138 Wesley Palms Retirement Community

7/29/09

Wight/
Penunuri

139 Parsons-Brinkerhoff employees

7/29/09

Balben

140 Camp Pendleton Housing Facilities

8/5/09

Michelon/Marisc
allPenunuri

141 Petco Green Fair

8/5/09

Robinson

142 Carl DeMaio Conservation Forum

8/5/09

Gage

143 Landsystems

8/5/09

Penunuri

144 CCSE Sustainability Fair - Business

8/6/09

Swanson

145 CCSE Sustainabillty Fair - Residential

8/9/09

Michelon

146 UCSD Extention Class

8/19/09

Stephenson

147 Oceanside City Council Workshop

8/20/09

Martin /
Cushman

148 Escondido Senior Anglers

8/21/09

Penunuri

149 Congresswoman Susan Davis Conservation Forum 8/25/09

Rose

150 Olivenhain MWD - Rates and Charges Hearing

8/26/09

Lanspery

151 Birch Aquarium

8/26/09

Penunuri

152 Coronado Rotary

9/2/09

Lanspery

153 Lambda Alpha

9/8/09

Stapleton

Cuyamaca College Water/Wastewater Treatment
154 Class

9/8/09

Swanson

155 Del Mar Kiwanis

9/11/09

Penunuri

156 Citizens For Good Government

9/14/09

Lanspery

San Diego North Chamber of Commerce - Public
157 Policy

9/17/09

Belock

158 12-30 Club of La Jolla

9/23/09

Lanspery

159 San Diego Port Tenants

9/24/09

Michelon

160 City of Oceanside - Public forum on water rates

9/29/09

Cushman
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161 San Diego City Council

10/5/09

Stapleton

162 Santa Fe Irrigation District Landscape class

1017/09

Otero

163 Mission Valley Soroptimists

10/13/09

Foster

164 SDG&E Account Executives

10/14/09

Penunuri

165 Oceanside Rotary

10/16109

Robinson

166 Committee

10/19/09

Penunuri

167 San Diego Historical Society

10/29/09

Yamada

168 Corporation - Strategic Meeting

11/10109

Belock

169 Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce - BOD

11/18/09

Lewis 1
Cushman

170 SDGE Account Executives

11/18/09

Stephenson

171 UCSD Association of Environmental Professionals

12/3109

Stephenson

Asian Business Association Government Affairs

San Diego Regional Economic Development
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1 League of Cities

1/11/10

Cushman

2 UCSD Water Seminar - Muir College
San Diego County Taxpayers Association3 Transportation Committee
Asian Business Association - LegislativelPolicy
4 Committee

1/19/10

Rose

1/21/10

Saxod 1 Cushman

1/25/10

Penunuri

5 AGWT/AGWA Conference

2/8/10

Cushman

6 Association of General Contractors

2/8/10

Stift 1 Penunuri

7 Industrial Environmental Association

2/11/10

Roy

8 East County Leadership Series

2/12/10

Belock

9 ASCE National Engineers Banquet

2/19/10

Belock

10 Conservation Action Committee

3/8/10

Foster

11 Poway Leadership Institute

3/10/10

Weinberg

12 NAIOP - Legal Affairs Committee
Building Owners and Managers Association 13 Legislative Affairs

3/12/10

Foster

3/15/10

Cushman

14 ASCE Young Members Forum
Sustainability Alliance of Southern California 15 Water Energy Nexus Panel

3/16/10

Gage

3/16/10

Rose

16 Brickman Operations

3/17/10

Penunuri 1 Shumate

17 Del Mar City Council

3/22/10

Stapleton

18 BIA Education Panel
City of Encinitas Water Awareness Week
19 Homeowners Series

3/23/11

Roy

3/26/10

Otero

20 Business Alliance

3/30/10

Stapleton

21 City County Managers Association

4/1110

Stapleton

22 Central Basin Municipal Water District
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 23 Water and Energy Committee

4/7/10

Stapleton

4/8/10

Belock

24 BIOCOM Legislative Committee
San Diego Developmentally Disabled
25 Volunteers

4/9/10

Roy

4/20/10

Penunuri

26 San Diego County Flower and Plant Association 4/22/10
27 Rancho Bernardo Community Council
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28 Naval Base San Diego Earth Day

4/22/10

29 The La Jolla Villagers

4/28/10

Robinson
K. Williams/
Cushman

30 ASCE Young Members Forum

5/18/10

Rodgers

31 MWD Sustainability Forum
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 32 Public Policy Committee

6/10/10

Friehauf

6/15/10

Belock

33 SANDAG - Policy Workshop

7/9/10

Kerl/ Muir

34 City of Poway

7/20/10

Kerl

35 County Grand Jury
Downtown San Diego Partnership 36 Environmental Committee

7/20/10

Cushman

8/18/10

Penunuri

37 American Public Works Association

9/9/10

Belock

38 WaterlWastewater Class at Cuyamaca College 9/16/10

Swanson

39 Industrial Environmental Association

9/15/10

Cushman

40 Greater San Diego Business Association
San Diego Regional Economic Development
41 Corporation -Investor's Breakfast

9/16/10

Penunuri

9/21/10

Cushman

42 San Diego Water/Energy Sustainability
Asian Business Association - Rice Club
43 Luncheon

9/22/10

Friehauf

9/28/10

Stapleton

44 Coastkeeper Summit

9/30/10

Cushman

45 Valley Center MWD

10/18/10

Cushman

46 BIOCOM Water Workshop

10/28/10

Chamberlain

47 California Leadership Conference

11/8/10

Kerl

48 National Water Resources Association

11/11/10

Stapleton

49 Climate Club
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 50 Technology Committee

11/19/10

Cushman

11/19/10

Penunuri
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1 Rincon Del Diablo MWD

1/11/11

Cushman

2 Santa Fe Irrigation District

1/20/11

Cushman

3 Fallbrook Public Utility District

1/24/11

Cushman

4 City of San Diego

1/24/11

Stapleton

5 Vallecitos Water District

2/2111

Cushman

6 Ramona Water District

2/22/11

Belock

7 Yuima MWD

2/28/11

Cushman

8 Otay Water District

3/2111

Cushman

9 San Dieguito Water District

3/23/11

Cushman

10 Lakeside Water District

4/6111

Cushman

11 San Diego Taxpayers Assn.

4/21/11

Cushman

12 Padre Dam MWD

4/26/11

Cushman

13 Helix Water District

5/4111

Stapleton

14 City of Escondido

5/4/11

Hogan

15 Carlsbad MWD

617/11

Cushman

16 City of Chula Vista

7119/11

Belock

17 Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce

7/20/11

Cushman

7.r.!!"1P.~
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Attachment 4

Please view the following link for a sample TV news appearance discussing water rates:
http://www.kusi.com/video?clipld-5500921&autostart=true
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Attachment 5

Sample Speaker's Bureau materials on rate issues
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Update on Water Rate Issues

Padre Dam Municipal Water District
April 26, 2011

Drought Headlines from 1990-91
500/0 Water-Delivery Cut
Will Be Blow to ~~ Die!o
• Drought: Me1l'Opolilall Water DiStrIct dlRc:tors
vole a 90% cut in aUocation for qri<:ultwal USCIII·

375 of 512

Regional Water Supply Diversification
2011

17"

o

Metropolitan Water District

•

Imperial Irrigation District Transfer

•

All American &r Coachella Canal Lining

Recycled Water

Conservation

Groundwater

•

o

Seawater Desalination
Local Surface Water

Investing in Water Reliabilty
~ Improving imported water supply reliability
~
~

~

Local supply development
Conservation
Enhancing infrastructure
o

o

Improve regional storage, including emergency
storage
Improve delivery system
• New pipelines, pump stations and related facilities
• World-class pipeline relining program

o

o
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Expand region's water treatment capacity
Canal lining projects

110 Transfer and Canal Lining Projects
Diversify Imported Supply jim prove Reliability
~

Higher priority water than MWD water under the Colorado
River priority system
~ Guaranteed additional water supply for up to 75 years
from the Imperial Irrigation District and 110 years from
the All American and Coachella canal lining projects
liD ,111d e1l1,11 L1111111: Ol'hverll ', 2003-202 J
Acre-Feet
300,000

-

250,000

. IIDW.t.,Transfet
200,000
. Canal Unlng

-

150,000

-

100,000
50,000

--

. I~U

-

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

2012 2013

-

I201~

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Calendar Year

Development of New Local Supplies
• Several hundred million dollars
invested since 1991
o

o

~

17 active non-potable recycling
projects countywide
> 10 MGD brackish groundwater
desalting

Diversification efforts continue
o

o

Recycled water and groundwater
supplies to double by 2020
Seawater desalination
• Carlsbad
• Camp Pendleton
· Rosarito Beach

o

~
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.

Indirect Potable Reuse

Local supplies to provide 30% of
the region's water supply by 2020

Driving Sustained Water Conservation Ethic

1991-2010
80,000 ,---- -- -- - - ,

• Comprehensive, multidecade investment in water
conservation
• Together with member
agencies, instilled sustained
water conservation ethic
throughout region
• 2007-2009: enhanced,
multi-million-dollar mass
communications campaign

60,000 1 - - - - - - - - - - ,
40,000 1---- -20,000

o
_rnan""~_m"'''''cn

_ _ _ _ _ N N N N N
~~g:~g:ggggg

o

20-Gallon Challenge

o

• 2011: 72,000 AF of
conservation savings

11-

.. J!!i;Y
Reduce Sprinkler Times

\·'~:9.;i:·-}.~~+~~~~]t

Infrastructure Investments
~

$3.8 billion Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
o

o
o

o
o
o

o

$1.5 billion Emergency Storage Project
New and expanded surface storage
Water treatment
Pipelines
Pump stations
Power generation
Aqueduct Protection Program
• Pipeline relining program
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Major CIP Investments Since 1991

Pipelines

1991

Pipe
Relining

Regional
Water
Storage

Canal
Linings

2000-2013

Pumplngl
Control
Facilities

Regional
Water
Treatment

2020 _

roject: Olivenhain
Compl~te:

2003

Cost: $1 98 million
·Benefit: .24,000 ~F of storage
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HydroElectric

Lake Hodges Pump House Detail

'2
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Project: All American & Coachella Canal
Lining Projects
Complete: 2010 (AAC) and 2006 (CC)
Cost: $452 million total, including
$198 million from Water Authority

Benefits: 80,000 AF IY for 11 0 Years
~

Project: Twin Oaks Water Treatment Plant"
Complete: 2008
Cost: $1 79 million
·Benefit: 100 MGD advanced membrane
treated supply for region
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· ect: Pipeline Relining Program
Complete: Ongoing
Cost: $787 million
Benefit: Extend the life of 82 miles of
large-diameter imported water
pipeline by 50-75 years

1- "

Project: San Vice,nte Tunnel & Pipeline
System
Complete: 2011
Cost: $459 million

Benefit: Improved Water Delivery
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San Vicente Dam Raise
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(existing dam)

San Vicente Dam Raise

(Rendering)

Water Authority Treated Water Rate:
Where the Dollars Go
$l,026jAF

Water Authority .
Treatment
$36 (3.5", .
Operatlnl Costs
$56 (5.5%,

..

Water Supplies
S682 (66.gQ
20
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Money and the MWD
~

The amount of money the Water Authority sent to
MWD last year:

$241 ,000,000
~

The amount of money at dispute in the Water
Authority's rate lawsuit vs. MWD (over 45 years):

$1 ,300,000,000 $2,100,000,000
21

MWD Rate Increases Major Driver
of Water Authority Rates
• Supply challenges key driver of MWD rates
• MWD's flawed rate structure overcharges the
Water Authority for wheeling transfer supplies
• For the 5-year period 2008 and 2012, MWD
approved rate increases totaling 55 percent for
Tier 1 treated supply
o

MWD rates projected to continue rising

22
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MWD Sales Decline & Rate Increases
2,500,000

-.--------~~~""--------___._ S2 ,500

2,000,000

'il
of!I

2!

~

1,500,000

+-------~~::...----=~~';w!~~~ S1 ,500 ...

...~

1,000,000

500,000

Water Authority Efforts to Contain
MWD Rate Increases
• Engaged at board, management and staff levels
o

o

o

o
o
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Advocating cost containment, CIP deferrals and other
budget reductions
Opposed 2010 Integrated Resources Plan and
overdevelopment of supplies
Opposing unnecessary supply project expenditures
Working to reduce FY 12 & FY 13 budgets
Suing MWD over its rate structure

Water Authority vs. MWD Rate Case
~

MWD has several categories of rates it
charges for the services it provides
o

Among these rate categories are:
• Supply: pays for the cost of water supplies MWD
acquires
• Transportation: a combination of three rates MWD
charges any party that uses MWD's pipelines and other
facilities to transport non-MWD water

25

Water Authority vs. MWD Rate Case
~

The flaw: MWD shifts supply costs to its
transportation rate
o

80% of its State Water Project supply costs
• 2011 SWP costs: $573 million
transportation rate)

o

o

(~$460

million on

100% of its local supply and conservation subsidy
programs
Practice is contrary to public policy; disincentive for:
• Conservation
· Cost-effective local water supply development
• Beneficial use of transportation facilities

26
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The Stakes in the Rate Case
~

MWD overcharging for transporting Water
Authority's Colorado River QSA supplies
o
o
o

161,000 AF/YR in 2011 ; 280,000 AF/YR by 2021
2011 overcharges: $31 million=$62/ AF
2021 overcharges: up to $230 million=$460/AF

~

Over 45 years: $1.3 billion to $2.1 billion
• Water Authority paying under protest
o

Escrow account established at MWD

MWD Overcharges
$1,033 $1,311
$330
Low
High
Next 10 Years _ 35 Year Term _ 45 Year Term
27

Status of Litigation
~
~

Case assigned to San Francisco Superior Court
Judge Kramer
Case has been designated as "complex"
o
o

~

~
~

Assigned to single judge for all purposes
Complex cases generally get more attention and
resources from the judge

Next case management conference is 4/18/2011
Trial court decision expected in early 2012
Appeal by losing party a virtual certainty

28
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Member Agencies Don't Commit to
MWD ... and Don't Plan to
~

The Water Authority has long advocated that MWD
obtain firm contractual commitments from its 26
member agencies for new spending programs.
MWD's answer?
o ': •• to date, most of our board members have said Iwe're
not so sure about that.' And, most of our member
agencies have said 'No. Thanks, but no thanks, because
we prefer this the way it is. '"
o "Should people make those firm commitments going into
the future? 50 far, the member agencies have opted not
to. Thevprefer it the wavit is.
II

- - Excerpts of remarks by MWD General Manager Jeffrey Kightlinger, speaking at an
August 10, 2010 public meeting in San Diego on MWD's draft 2010 Integrated
Resources Plan (lRP).

29

The way it is ...
" ndercharge Overcharge .

2011 Impact of
Misallocated Rates on
MWD Member Agencies
($ In millions)

•

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ BLO

30

389 of 512

The way it is: Disconnect Between MWD's
Spending Decisions and Paying for Them
30.00% ..,...--- - - -- -- --

- - -- -- --

25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%

+-- - - -- - - -___- __- - - - - + - -- - - - -- - -.-.1--__- -- -- + - -_._- _._- - -- -.-.1--__- -----'-__-
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Critical Issues for our Region
~

~
~

Water Authority striving to provide reliable
water supply for region's $186 billion
economy, 1.3 million full-time jobs, and the
quality of life for 3.1 million people
Water Authority needs a reliable supply from
MWD, at an affordable and equitable cost
Water Authority needs a fiscally sustainable
MWD
o

With sound fiscal policies, stable revenues and that
respects ratepayers

12
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Questions

33
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Attachment 6

Water Authority "Budget at a Glance" fact sheet
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@
San Diego County
Water Authority

DIVERSIFICATION
Enhancing Water
Supply Reliability

Budget at a Glance
Sound financial direction and
prudent investments in water supply
reliability are hallmarks of the San
Diego County Water Authority's
management of the region's water
portfolio. This approach ensures the
water supply is effectively managed
to meet the needs of our region's
$186 billion economy and 3.2 million
residents now and in the future, while
keeping rates as low as possible.

How much is the Water Authority's
budget?
The two-year budget for 2010 and 2011
is $1.65 billion. A two-year budget process
allows the Water Authority to focus on process
improvement, program refinement, and capitalize on revenue enhancing opportunities.

What are the funds used for?
The Water Authority's revenues are used
to buy and treat water, and for financing
and constructing major water facilities that
improve our region's water supply reliability.
Total labor and benefits comprise 5.1 % of the
two-year budget.

Estimated Water Authority Expenditures for Fiscal Years 2010 and 2011

Other E:",__ .... i.

Improving
INFRASTRUCTURE

Total Labor
and Benefits
5.1 %

The Emergency Storage
Pro;ect increases the amount
of local water available for
use if the county's imported
water supply connections
are severed in an earthquake or other disaster.

~-.
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What is the Water Authority doing
to control costs?
The Water Authority is taking aggressive
action to manage costs and keep rates as low
as possible. Within the past two years,
we have:
Aggressively contained operating costs
The Water Authority has made
$6 million in mid-year operations
budget cuts.
In fiscal year 2010, cut 15 staff
positions from the ,previous two-year
budget. We are now eliminating an
additional 21 positions, for a total
workforce reduction of 1 2 percent.

o
o

Provided strong oversight at the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
to keep imported water rates as low
as possible
The Water Authority is assertively pursuing
reductions in MWD's budget. Also, the Water
Authority is suing MWD because it believes

San Diego County ratepayers are being improperly overcharged by MWD, the region's
largest imported water supplier, in violation
of state law. These overcharges will cost the
region's ratepayers approximately $35 million this year. More information is available at
www.sdcwa.org/mwdrates.
Continued the long-term supply diversification strategy
The Water Authority's strategy of securing new local and imported water supplies
is improving long-term supply reliability and
reducing vulnerability to increased costs
from MWD.
Executed strategic financial management
The Water Authority has an in-depth
financial planning process that begins months
in advance of developing each two-year
budget. This process identifies, anticipates
and plans for issues that may affect the
Water Authority's reliability mission, and
thus the budget needed to accomplish
that mission . •

o

The cost of imported water supply
is the biggest driver of water
rates. Rate increases from MWD
account for nearly 50% of the
Water Authority's rate increases.

Credit Bureau Ratings
AA+
Fitch
Moody's
Aa2
S&P
AA+
Financial Reporting and
Budgeting Excellence
Twelve-time winner of
the Distinguished Budget
Presentation Award by
the Government Finance
Officers Association of the
United States and Canada
2010 Excellence in
Budgeting Award from
the California Society of
Municipal Finance Officers

0 0000000,

@
San Diego County

Water Authority

4677 Overland Ave.
Son Diego, California
92123-1233
858.522.6700

00

less

than1

liter of
boHled water
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www.sdcwa.org

gallons

gallons of wholesale drinking w~ter

...

. . ~ Prinl.. d on recycled paper

Attachment 7

June 14, 2011 Water Authority news release on MWD retaliation
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San .Die90 County Water-Authority
4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123

News Release
Media Contacts:
Denise Vedder
(858) 522-6709 (Office)
(619) 770-8403 (Cell)
Or:
Donna Nenow
(858) 522-6707 (Office)
(858) 414-8168 (Cell)
June 14,2011

Metropolitan Water District Cancels Funding for Local Water Supply
Projects in Retaliation for Lawsuit Challenging its Rates
Instructs staff to not enter into new agreements
San Diego ratepayers will pay nearly $23 million to the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD) this year to help fund local conservation and water supply
development projects like seawater desalination, groundwater and recycled water - more money
than any other water district in Southern California.
However, in an act of retaliation, the MWD board voted Tuesday to cancel funding to
increase water recycling from a Ramona water facility and for programs to encourage local water
use efficiency and retrofit homes with low-water use landscaping. MWD also said it will refuse
to fund any pending or future local water supply projects in San Diego County.
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"Terminating these programs in San Diego County represents an unmistakable act of
retaliation by MWD," said Water Authority Board Chair Michael T. Hogan. "The impact of
barring the Water Authority from participating in these programs, for which San Diego County
ratepayers pay tens of millions of dollars annually to MWD, is highly punitive, disruptive and
inequitable. "
According to data provided by MWD, only about 35 cents of every dollar paid by San
Diego County ratepayers was returned to the region last year by MWD to fund local water
supply projects and conservation programs, with the remainder funding projects elsewhere in
Southern California. MWD collects about $20 annually on the typical monthly residential water
bill in San Diego County to fund the subsidy programs.
"No other MWD member agency contributes more money to MWD to fund these
projects and programs," Hogan said. "Conservation programs and local water supply projects in
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura counties are being funded at the
expense of San Diego County ratepayers. Now, with MWD's action Tuesday, even less money
will be used for water supply projects in our own region."
Current Water Authority programs terminated by MWD's decision include a $1.3 million
agreement to increase the amount of water recycled from the Ramona Municipal Water District's
San Vicente plant, a $1.2 million agreement to fund low-water use landscape retrofits and
training for homeowners, and about $800,000 annually to support local programs that increase
water use efficiency, such as turfremoval incentives.
The MWD board also instructed its staff to refuse to consider any pending or future local
supply development projects in San Diego County. The pending agreements included the
Carlsbad Seawater Desalination Project, which would have been eligible for up to $14 million in
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annual payments, and an agricultural water conservation audit program, which would have been
eligible for up to $500,000 in annual funding.
MWD's Board had considered terminating two additional agreements that provide
funding for consumer and business rebates for water-efficient devices, but decided not to cancel
those agreements. It is unclear from Tuesday's action what MWD will do once these existing
agreements expire in 2015.
"By refusing to enter into any new agreements, MWD's action means our region will be
denied any benefits under MWD subsidy programs funding local water supply development. As
the few remaining agreements run their course and expire, our ratepayers literally will receive
not one dollar of value in exchange for the more than $20 million annually they are being forced
to pay MWD year in and year out," Hogan said.
Under MWD's subsidy programs, conservation and local water supply development
projects are funded through water rates and charges paid by its member agencies. About six
years ago, MWD included a punitive contract clause - dubbed "Rate Structure Integrity" - in
funding agreements in an attempt to shield MWD from legal or legislative scrutiny of its water
rates and charges. Under that clause, MWD's board can cancel agreements if a member agency
sues MWD or seeks legislative action challenging its water rates.
In June 2010, the Water Authority filed a lawsuit challenging MWD's 2011 and 2012
wholesale water rates. The Water Authority believes that MWD improperly overcharges for the
transportation of water and uses that money to artificially lower the cost ofMWD water. In 2011
alone, the overcharges to the Water Authority are estimated at $31 million. By 2021, if left
unchallenged, the overcharges could grow to more than $230 million dollars annually. The
lawsuit is currently pending in Superior Court in San Francisco.
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To learn more about the lawsuit, visit: http://www.sdcwa.orglmwd-rate-challenge.
###

The San Diego County Water Authority is a public agency serving the San Diego region as a
wholesale supplier ofwater from the Colorado River and Northern California. The Water
Authority works through its 24 member agencies to provide a safe, reliable water supply to
support the region's $186 billion economy and the quality of life of 3.1 million residents.
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Administrative and Finance Committee
Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012. (Action)
Administrative and Finance Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’ recommendation
Adopt the Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Alternative
Do not amend the goals.
Background
The Administrative and Finance Committee is responsible for administrative and finance matters
including rates, fees, charges, and other sources of revenue; budget; audit; investments; human
resources; employer-employee relations; information technology; insurance; risk management;
and other matters of general business operations. During the next two years, the committee
expects to review, discuss, and make decisions pertaining to these matters.
Previous Board action: The Board adopted the Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for
2011 and 2012 on March 24, 2011.
Discussion
The attached report lists amendments to the Administrative and Finance Committee goals for
2011 and 2012. These amendments reflect issues addressed at the March 31, 2011 Board
Retreat. The amended goals were prepared under the direction of the Administrative and Finance
Committee Chair and Vice Chairs. The goals will be formally reviewed at the end of each
calendar year to measure progress.

Prepared by:

Marilyn L. Young, Director of Administrative Services
Eric Sandler, Director of Finance
Susan Leone, Director of Human Resources
Reviewed by: Barbara Wight, Chair, Administrative and Finance Committee

Attachment: Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012
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Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals
Calendar Years 2011 and 2012

Business Plan Goals
Workforce Management
Union Agreements – Approve memoranda of understanding with bargaining groups. (July 2012
– BP # TBD)
Financial Planning
1. Maintain Financial Integrity—The Water Authority’s existing credit ratings
provide ongoing benefit to ratepayers. The committee intends to maintain the
financial integrity of the Water Authority by recommending budget and rate actions
consistent with existing credit ratings and Board-adopted financial policy goals. (June
2011 and June 2013 – BP #1 and 5)
2. Liquidity Facility – Address expiring liquidity facilities for the Water Authority’s
Series 2 and 3 Commercial Paper (e.g. renegotiate, replace, etc.) (December 2012 –
BP #4)
Other Goals
1. Budget – Adopt the multi-year budget for fiscal years 2012 and 2013. (June 2011)
2. Rates – Adopt rates and charges for calendar year 2012 and calendar year 2013. (June
2011 and June 2012)
3. Fiduciary Responsibility – Select third-party Administrator for Defined Contribution
Plan. (January 2012)
4. Business Insurance - Approve business insurance renewal for general liability, property,
and workers’ compensation programs. (June 2011)
5. Fiscal Sustainability—Frame, prioritize and address the various issues raised at the
Board retreat related to fiscal sustainability. This includes issues such as demand growth
within the service area, management of local supply development and impacts on Water
Authority demand (“roll-off”), responsibility for existing long-term financial
commitments, long-term water purchase contracts, rates and charges, and financial
policies. (June 2012)
6. Member Agency Resource Sharing – Continue to work with member agencies to seek
opportunities for sharing resources. (June 2012)
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Administrative and Finance Committee

Board of Directors’ Second Quarter 2011 Payments and Attendance. (Information)
Discussion
The second quarter 2011 payments report includes payments made during each quarter, but not
necessarily expenses incurred in that quarter. Some Board members batch their claims and
submit them all at once, while others submit them on a regular basis. As a result, some
reimbursements include expenses incurred outside the reporting period. Board members are
allowed up to ninety days to submit for reimbursement for meetings attended, however no Board
members have been paid in excess of ten a month.
The Special Assignment column indicates Board officers and Board members who represented
the Water Authority at outside boards during the second quarter 2011 such as: Bud Pocklington
at San Diego Area Wastewater Management District; Mark Muir and Javier Saunders at
SANDAG; Howard Williams and Elsa Saxod at SANDAG Borders Committee and SANDAG
Regional Planning Committee; Bill Knutson and Jim Bond at Colorado River Board; and Jim
Bowersox and Yen Tu at Water Conservation Garden JPA.
The attendance report shows the number of formal and special Board meetings held during the
second quarter 2011 and the attendance record of each Board member.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:

Attachments:
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Petra L. Koenig, Accounting Assistant
Doria F. Lore, Clerk of the Board
Rod Greek, Controller
Shelli Budai Ellison, Administrative Services Manager
Board of Directors’ 2nd Quarter 2011 Payments
Board of Directors’ 2nd Quarter 2011 Attendance

San Diego County Water Authority
Board of Directors
2nd Quarter 2011 Payments
April, May, June

Director
ARANT, Gary
BAILEY, Roger
BOND, James
BOWERSOX, James
BOYLE, Brian
CROUCHER, Gary
DAILEY, Marilyn
DION, Mitch
DOUGLAS, Farrah G.
FERGUSON, Margaret
HEIDEL, Lynne
HILLIKER, Frank
HOGAN, Michael
JUNGREIS, Jeremy
KNUTSON, W.D.
LEWINGER, Keith
LEWIS, Claude
LINDEN, John
McINTOSH, Ralph
MORRISON, Ron
MUDD, Vincent
MUIR, Mark
POCKLINGTON, Bud
PRICE, Hershell
SAUNDERS, Javier
SAXOD, Elsa
SMITH, Richard
STEINER, Fern
TU, Yen C.
WALSON, Gerald R.
WATTON, Mark
WIGHT, Barbara
WILLIAMS, Howard
WILLIAMS, Kenneth
WILSON, Douglas
WORNHAM, Thomas
TOTALS:

Per Diem
Payments
$
3,900.00
3,750.00
750.00
1,650.00
2,700.00
1,050.00
450.00
2,550.00
2,250.00
4,320.00
3,150.00
4,200.00
1,800.00
1,800.00
300.00
900.00
1,500.00
1,050.00
1,350.00
1,800.00
3,750.00
2,700.00
2,280.00
2,400.00
900.00
1,350.00
1,650.00
750.00
2,700.00
1,440.00

Mileage &
Parking
$
617.10
253.47
191.25
252.60
238.68
41.31
23.82
231.54
417.18
785.40
392.70
336.09
191.25
138.72
91.80
116.28
224.40
315.18
(46.32)
166.26
147.90
52.02
425.85
68.34
283.56
130.56

Travel &
Meetings
$
89.00
39.00
1,943.23
638.98
150.00
384.40
75.00
25.00
75.00
110.00
3,406.85
25.00
1,577.26
50.00
1,750.14
410.63

$

$

$ 10,749.49

61,140.00

6,086.94

TOTAL
$

$

4,606.10
4,003.47
941.25
1,689.00
4,895.83
1,288.68
491.31
2,573.82
2,481.54
5,376.16
4,085.40
4,977.10
2,211.09
1,991.25
300.00
900.00
1,525.00
1,188.72
1,516.80
2,026.28
7,381.25
3,015.18
2,258.68
4,143.52
1,097.90
1,402.02
2,075.85
818.34
4,733.70
1,981.19
77,976.43

This report includes expenses paid directly to, or on behalf of each Director, during the months of April, May, June 2011.
Note: Reimbursements reported may be related to expenses incurred outside the quarter.

403 of 512

MWD Rep

Special
Assignment

x

x
x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x

x

SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
Board of Directors
2nd Quarter 2011 Attendance
April, May, June

Director
ARANT, Gary
BAILEY, Roger
BOND, James
BOWERSOX, James
BOYLE, Brian
CROUCHER, Gary
DAILEY, Marilyn
DION, Mitch
DOUGLAS, Farrah
FERGUSON, Margaret
HEIDEL, Lynne
HILLIKER, Frank
HOGAN, Michael
JUNGREIS, Jeremy
KNUTSON, W.D.
LEWINGER, Keith
LEWIS, Claude
LINDEN, John
McINTOSH, Ralph
MORRISON, Ron
MUDD, Vincent
MUIR, Mark
POCKLINGTON, Bud
PRICE, Hershell
SAUNDERS, Javier
SAXOD, Elsa
SMITH, Richard
STEINER, Fern
TU, Yen C.
WALSON, Gerald
WATTON, Mark
WIGHT, Barbara
WILLIAMS, Howard
WILLIAMS, Kenneth
WILSON, Doug
WORNHAM, Thomas
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Formal Board ( 3 )

Special Board ( 3 )

2
2
2
2
0
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
1
2
1
1
2
3
1
3
3
3
3
2
3
3
3
2
3
3
0
3
3
3
2

2
2
3
1
3
0
3
2
3
1
3
2
2
2
2
1
2
3
1
1
1
2
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
1
0
2
2
3
2
2

Total Meetings Attended
(of 6 Held)
4
4
5
3
3
3
6
5
5
4
6
5
5
3
4
2
3
5
4
2
4
5
6
6
5
4
4
4
3
4
3
2
5
6
5
4

July 20, 2011
Attention: Administrative and Finance Committee
Controller’s Report on Monthly Financial Reports (Information)
Financial Reports:
Attached for review by the Administrative and Finance Committee and the Board of Directors are the
following financial reports:
Attachment A: Water Sales Volumes, in acre-feet
Attachment B: Water Sales Revenues, in millions
Attachment C: Water Purchases and Treatment Costs, in millions
Attachment D: Multi-Year Budget Status Report
Attachment E1: Operating Departments/Programs Two-Year Amended Budget, in millions
Attachment E2: Operating Departments/Programs Expenditures, in millions
Attachment F: Schedule of Cash and Investments
The Multi-Year Budget Status Report reflects actual revenues and expenditures, on a budgetary basis,
for the twenty-three month period of July 1, 2009 through May 31, 2011. It compares actual revenues
and expenditures to the adopted budget, as amended by the Board. Except for water sales and
purchases, budgeted amounts for the twenty-three month period are presented on a straight-line basis.
Net Water Sales Revenue1
Net water sales revenue is the Water Authority’s principal source of revenue and is the difference
between the sale of water and the cost of that water. Sales include revenues from variable commodity
charges for supply, treatment and transportation, as well as from fixed charges for customer service
and storage. Cost of water includes payments to water suppliers such as MWD and IID. Attachments
A, B, and C provide detailed information relative to net water sales revenue.
Total acre-feet (AF) of water sold were budgeted to be 1,143,498 for the twenty-three months ended
May 31, 2011, but were actually 866,886 AF, a difference of 24% less volume than anticipated
(Attachment A). Water sales revenue for the twenty-three months ended May 31, 2011 is $732.0
million, which is 20% less than budgeted sales revenue of $909.6 million (Attachment B). The main
reasons for the decrease in sales volume and corresponding sales revenue are the impacts of
mandatory restrictions, continued water conservation efforts across the region, the economy, and the
reduced need for outdoor irrigation due to cooler and wet weather conditions.
In the April board meeting, the Water Authority Board approved the action to end the mandatory
urban and agricultural water supply cutbacks, and to lift the agency’s regionwide call for mandatory
water use restrictions. In taking the action to restore full deliveries, the board reinforced the

1

All information regarding water sales volumes, revenues and costs are based on the original multi-year budget adopted
by the Board in June 2009.
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importance for residents and businesses to continue efficient water use practices to help withstand
future supply shortages.
Total water purchases and treatment costs were budgeted to be $687.4 million for the twenty-three
months ended May 31, 2011, but actual costs were significantly less at $535.4 million, a difference of
22%, due to lower volume of water purchases for both treated and untreated water (Attachment C).
This category includes $53.2 million for the 133,331 AF of water purchased from the Imperial
Irrigation District (IID), as well as $78.0 million for Metropolitan Water District’s conveyance
charges related to IID, Coachella Canal and All-American Canal water.
Although sales volumes are 24% below the adopted budget, net water sales revenue for the twentythree months ended May 31, 2011 is only 11% or $25.5 million below the adopted budget. This is
primarily a result of the Water Authority’s fixed revenues for customer service and storage charges,
which provide a stable source of revenue in the event of reduced sales volumes.
Revenues
As shown in Attachment D, Total Revenues and Other Income were budgeted to be $176.2 million
for the twenty-three months ended May 31, 2011, but actual revenues were significantly less at
$155.9 million or 12% less than budgeted. Investment income of $18.4 million is lower than
budgeted due to lower than anticipated investment earnings. Hydroelectric revenue of $1.7 million is
less than budgeted due to reduced untreated water demand from member agencies. Capacity charge
revenues of $20.6 million are trending higher than budgeted due to a greater number of meter permits
issued by the member agencies than anticipated. Other Income includes grant reimbursements and is
trending less than budgeted because grant expenditures are occurring at a slower rate than originally
anticipated. Contributions in aid of capital assets of $4.8 million are significantly below budget. No
material amounts of contributions in aid of capital assets are anticipated for the remainder of this
budget cycle.
Expenses
As shown in Attachment D, Total Expenditures were budgeted to be $386.3 million for the twentythree months ended May 31, 2011, but actual costs were significantly less at $314.2 million or 19%
less than budgeted. Stored water purchases were budgeted at $10.7 million to test operations at the
Lake Hodges Hydroelectric Facility; however, due to the water levels at Lake Hodges from rainfall,
the testing process was restructured and no water purchases are anticipated this fiscal year.
Equipment replacement of $2.4 million is trending less than budgeted due to the deferral of
replacement of vehicles and computers to mitigate the deficit resulting from reduced water sales.
Other expenditures of $6.4 million are trending less than budgeted due to the timing of expenditures,
and include grants, conservation reimbursement fund, and other miscellaneous expenditures. A major
component budgeted in other expenditures is the Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM)
grant award of $25.0 million, however, expenditures are occurring at a slower rate than originally
anticipated when the budget was developed. Operating expenditures are trending less than budgeted
due to the timing of expenditures, vacancies, and/or programmatic reductions that were identified to
mitigate the deficit resulting from reduced water sales. Operating Departments/Programs budget
reductions total approximately $6.8 million, or 7% of the two-year amended budget (Attachment E1).
The Water Conservation Program reductions are approximately 34% of their two-year budget and
this represents approximately 50% of the total reductions identified for the operating budget.
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Attachment D also shows that CIP Expenditures were budgeted to be $533.5 million for the twentythree months ended May 31, 2011, but actual costs were significantly less at $333.7 million or 37%
less than budgeted. Capital expenditures are trending less than budgeted due to the timing of
expenditures during the twenty-three months of the two-year budget period, as well as savings
attributed with the award of San Vicente Dam Raise Project – Packages 2 and 3.
Cash and Investments (Attachment F)
At the end of the months of May and April 2011, the Water Authority’s cash and investments had an
overall balance of $792.8 million and $859.5 million, respectively. The decrease is primarily due to
debt service payments in the amount of $76.6 million. Approximately 20% of funds are unrestricted
with approximately 80% of funds restricted for specific purposes. In order to maximize investment
return, the Water Authority pools the cash of the Pay As You Go Fund with Unrestricted Funds. The
Rate Stabilization Fund, established by the Board in 2006, is funded at $43.5 million and is
anticipated to remain below the target amount due to recent water supply challenges.

Rod Greek, Controller
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Attachment A
WATER SALES VOLUMES
Budget Versus Actual (in Acre-Feet)
for the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011
1,400,000
1,143,498 AF

1,200,000

‐24%

Acre-Feet (AF)

1,000,000

866,886 AF

800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
-

Budget (a)

Actual

*Budgeted amounts are based on the adopted two year budget, and do not reflect any projected revisions that may have previously been communicated
to the Board.

Fiscal Year 2010 Cumulative Water Sales (AF)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
AF Difference (b)

Jul-09
70,476
54,717
(15,759)

Aug-09
140,959
111,476
(29,483)

Sep-09
204,870
166,277
(38,593)

Oct-09
260,170
215,946
(44,224)

Nov-09
303,733
255,185
(48,548)

Dec-09
343,957
284,634
(59,323)

Jan-10
380,091
313,779
(66,312)

Feb-10
410,411
335,473
(74,938)

Mar-10
445,174
364,072
(81,102)

Apr-10
489,533
396,215
(93,318)

May-10
540,069
443,165
(96,904)

Jun-10
600,753
490,829
(109,924)

-22%

-21%

-19%

-17%

-16%

-17%

-17%

-18%

-18%

-19%

-18%

-18%

Jul-10
70,824
48,575
(22,249)

Aug-10
141,655
97,631
(44,024)

Sep-10
205,881
142,404
(63,477)

Oct-10
261,454
176,075
(85,379)

Nov-10
305,232
210,566
(94,666)

Dec-10
345,655
236,138
(109,517)

Jan-11
381,968
260,544
(121,424)

Feb-11
412,438
284,846
(127,592)

Mar-11
447,373
306,659
(140,714)

Apr-11
491,950
337,843
(154,107)

May-11
542,745
376,057
(166,688)

-31%

-31%

-31%

-33%

-31%

-32%

-32%

-31%

-31%

-31%

-31%

FY10
600,753
490,829
(109,924)

FY11
through
May-11
542,745
376,057
(166,688)

Total
1,143,498
866,886
(276,612)

-18%

-31%

-24%

Cum. Actual AF
% Difference (b/a)

Fiscal Year 2011 Cumulative Water Sales (AF)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
AF Difference (b)
Cum. Actual AF
% Difference (b/a)

Budget
Actual
Difference
% Difference
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Jun-11
603,728
-

Attachment B
WATER SALES REVENUES
Budget Versus Actual (in Millions $)
for the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011
1,000.0

$909.6
‐20%
$732.0

900.0
800.0
in Millions $

700.0
600.0
500.0
400.0
300.0
200.0
100.0
-

Budget (a)

Actual

*Budgeted amounts are based on the adopted two year budget, and do not reflect any projected revisions that may have previously been communicated
to the Board.

Fiscal Year 2010 Cumulative Water Sales (in Millions $)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
Difference (b)

Jul-09
45.1
36.9
(8.2)

Aug-09
90.1
75.0
(15.1)

Sep-09
136.3
117.2
(19.1)

Oct-09
177.0
155.3
(21.7)

Nov-09
210.5
187.4
(23.1)

Dec-09
241.4
211.2
(30.2)

Jan-10
271.5
237.0
(34.5)

Feb-10
298.3
258.1
(40.2)

Mar-10
328.3
284.0
(44.3)

Apr-10
364.3
311.8
(52.5)

May-10
404.4
349.5
(54.9)

Jun-10
450.6
387.9
(62.7)

-18%

-17%

-14%

-12%

-11%

-13%

-13%

-13%

-13%

-14%

-14%

-14%

Jul-10
52.6
39.3
(13.3)

Aug-10
105.1
79.0
(26.1)

Sep-10
153.6
116.2
(37.4)

Oct-10
196.5
144.9
(51.6)

Nov-10
232.2
174.6
(57.6)

Dec-10
265.3
199.3
(66.0)

Jan-11
301.2
225.2
(76.0)

Feb-11
333.0
251.2
(81.8)

Mar-11
368.6
275.5
(93.1)

Apr-11
411.3
307.0
(104.3)

May-11
459.0
344.1
(114.9)

-25%

-25%

-24%

-26%

-25%

-25%

-25%

-25%

-25%

-25%

-25%

FY10
450.6
387.9
(62.7)

FY11
through
May-11
459.0
344.1
(114.9)

Total
909.6
732.0
(177.6)

-14%

-25%

-20%

Cum. Actual
% Difference (b/a)

Fiscal Year 2011 Cumulative Water Sales (in Millions $)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
Difference (b)
Cum. Actual
% Difference (b/a)

Budget
Actual
Difference
% Difference
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Jun-11
513.7
-

Attachment C

WATER PURCHASES AND TREATMENT COSTS
Budget Versus Actual (in Millions $)
for the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011
800.0
$687.4

700.0
‐22%
$535.4

in Millions $

600.0
500.0
400.0
300.0
200.0
100.0
-

Budget (a)

Actual

*Budgeted amounts are based on the adopted two year budget, and do not reflect any projected revisions that may have previously been communicated
to the Board.

Fiscal Year 2010 Cumulative Cost of Water Purchases and Treatment (in Millions $)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
Difference (b)

Jul-09
34.4
27.2
(7.2)

Aug-09
68.8
55.8
(13.0)

Sep-09
107.8
90.8
(17.0)

Oct-09
139.0
123.0
(16.0)

Nov-09
164.4
149.4
(15.0)

Dec-09
190.1
161.9
(28.2)

Jan-10
211.9
180.0
(31.9)

Feb-10
230.6
192.4
(38.2)

Mar-10
251.6
213.9
(37.7)

Apr-10
277.5
235.0
(42.5)

May-10
306.5
261.1
(45.4)

Jun-10
348.9
291.4
(57.5)

-21%

-19%

-16%

-12%

-9%

-15%

-15%

-17%

-15%

-15%

-15%

-16%

Jul-10
39.7
28.6
(11.1)

Aug-10
79.3
57.9
(21.4)

Sep-10
115.7
86.1
(29.6)

Oct-10
147.7
107.0
(40.7)

Nov-10
173.9
129.2
(44.7)

Dec-10
198.2
146.0
(52.2)

Jan-11
224.5
163.4
(61.1)

Feb-11
247.0
182.7
(64.3)

Mar-11
272.4
202.4
(70.0)

Apr-11
303.5
222.2
(81.3)

May-11
338.5
244.0
(94.5)

-28%

-27%

-26%

-28%

-26%

-26%

-27%

-26%

-26%

-27%

-28%

FY10
348.9
291.4
(57.5)

FY11
through
May-11
338.5
244.0
(94.5)

Total
687.4
535.4
(152.0)

-16%

-28%

-22%

Cum. Actual
% Difference (b/a)

Fiscal Year 2011 Cumulative Cost of Water Purchases and Treatment (in Millions $)
Months
Budget (a)
Actual
Difference (b)
Cum. Actual
% Difference (b/a)

Budget
Actual
Difference
% Difference
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Jun-11
379.4
-

Attachment D
San Diego County Water Authority
Fiscal Years 2010 & 2011 Budget Status Report
For the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011
[C]

Revenues = [-B + C]
Expenditures = [B - C]

[C / A]

FY 10 & 11 Budget
23 Months (96%)
Period-to-Date
Amended Budget (a)

FY 10 & 11 Actual
23 Months
Period-to-Date
Actuals

Variance with
Period-to-Date
Amended Budget
Positive (Negative)

%
Actual/
Amended
Budget

$

$

[A]

[B] = [A * 96%]

FY 10 & 11
Two-Year
Amended
Budget

Net Water Sales Revenue
Water sales
Water purchases & treatment
Total Net Water Sales Revenue
Revenues and Other Income
Infrastructure access charges
Property taxes and in-lieu charges
Investment income
Hydroelectric revenue
Other income
Capital contributions:
Capacity charges
Water standby availability charges
Contributions in aid of CIP
Total Revenues and Other Income
Expenditures
Stored water purchases
Debt service
QSA mitigation
Equipment replacement
Other expenditures
Operating departments/programs
(see detail below)
Total Expenditures
Net Revenues before Capital
improvement program (CIP)

$
$

$

$

$

$
$

CIP Expenditures
Net Fund Withdraws

45,551,000
20,846,000
26,876,000
2,613,000
30,867,000

$

$

$

909,557,613 (b)
687,379,773 (b)
222,177,840

(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

43,728,960
20,012,160
25,800,960
2,508,480
29,632,320

12,400,000 (g)
22,245,000 (h)
22,143,000
183,541,000

11,904,000
21,355,200
21,257,280
176,199,360

10,650,000
240,008,000 (j)
22,792,000 (k)
3,805,000
30,646,000 (l)
94,450,815 (m)
402,351,815
9,049,185

$

$

(546,650,815)

11,019,018
2,880,763
1,786,459
4,731,650
5,481,425
5,183,340
2,312,837
2,859,859
28,654,538
4,275,932
5,704,234
10,216,662
9,344,098
94,450,815 (m)

10,224,000
230,407,680
21,880,320
3,652,800
29,420,160

$

$

$

$

732,033,435
535,383,504
196,649,931

43,493,495
18,818,971
18,376,993
1,745,147
26,061,068
20,579,608
22,079,292
4,759,426 (i)
155,914,000

211,592,323
19,852,358
2,423,622
6,366,905

$
$

$

$

$

(177,524,178)
151,996,269
(25,527,909)

76%
73%
86%

(235,465)
(1,193,189)
(7,423,967)
(763,333)
(3,571,252)

95%
90%
68%
67%
84%

8,675,608
724,092
(16,497,854)
(20,285,360)

166%
99%
21%
85%

10,224,000
18,815,357
2,027,962
1,229,178
23,053,255

0%
88%
87%
64%
21%

$

90,672,783
386,257,743

$

73,930,084
314,165,292

$

16,742,699
72,092,451

78%
78%

$

12,119,457

$

38,398,639

$

26,279,182

424%

(333,657,445)

199,814,555

60%

(295,258,806) (n) $

226,093,737

54%

Operating Departments/Programs Detail (see Attachment E2)
$
10,578,257
$
9,836,478
$
741,779
2,765,532
2,024,779
740,753
1,715,001
1,333,331
381,670
4,542,384
3,897,585
644,799
5,262,168
3,990,630
1,271,538
4,976,006
4,565,333
410,673
2,220,324
1,915,950
304,374
2,745,465
2,280,615
464,850
27,508,356
23,198,790
4,309,566
4,104,895
3,691,286
413,609
5,476,065
4,564,631
911,434
9,807,996
4,116,072
5,691,924
8,970,334
8,514,604
455,730
$
90,672,783
$
73,930,084
$
16,742,699

89%
70%
75%
82%
73%
88%
83%
80%
81%
86%
80%
40%
91%
78%

(555,700,000)

Administrative Services
$
Colorado River Program
Engineering
Finance
General Counsel
General Manager & Board of Directors
Human Resources
MWD Program
Operations & Maintenance
Public Affairs
Right of Way
Water Conservation Program
Water Resources
Total Operating Departments/Programs $
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964,292,000
736,432,000
227,860,000

(533,472,000)
$

(521,352,543)

$

San Diego County Water Authority
Fiscal Years 2010 & 2011 Budget Status Report
For the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011

Notes to the Budget Status Report:

a) Period-year-to-date budget amounts are 23/24ths of the two-year budget unless noted.
b) Water sales and water purchases are based on projected acre-feet calculated per month.
c) Property taxes are primarily received in December and April. In-lieu charges in the
amount of $407,321 for fiscal year 2010 and $395,824 for fiscal year 2011 are received
quarterly from the City of San Diego.
d) Investment income excludes unrealized gains or losses, which are non-cash transactions.
e) Hydroelectric sales include Rancho Penasquitos Hydroelectric Plant.
f) Other income includes Build America Bonds (BABs) federal subsidies, grants,
conservation programs and other miscellaneous revenues.
g) Capacity charges are received quarterly in July, October, January and April.
h) Water standby availability charges are received in December and April.
i) Contributions in Aid of CIP (CIAC) includes East County Regional Treated Water
Improvements.
j) Debt Service payments are due semi-annually on May 1 and November 1. Debt Service
includes principal, interest expense, and debt service fees. Amortization expense relating
to long-term debt, such as discounts, premiums, deferred loss on refunding, and cost of
issuance, are excluded because they are non-cash transactions.
k) The QSA mitigation payments includes: QSA JPA contributions of $8.1M in December
2009 and $2.8M in December 2010; IID Socioeconomic Mitigation Settlement payments
of $2.9M in June 2010 and $2.9M in June 2011; and IID Price Reset settlement of $6.0M
in December 2009.
l) Other expenditures include costs incurred for grants, conservation programs and other
miscellaneous expenditures.
m) Amounts include capital equipment purchases.
n) Includes withdraws funded by bond proceeds and other fund balances.
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Attachment E1
San Diego County Water Authority
Operating Departments/Programs
Fiscal Year 2010 and 2011
Two-Year Amended Budget
Two-Year Budget Reductions in Percentages (%)

100.0%

$35.0

$30.0

in Millions ($)

$25.0

$20.0

$15.0

$10.0

$5.0

$-

-858.1%

Two-Year Amended Budget, Net $87.7 Million
Two-Year Budget Reductions $6.8 Million
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Attachment E2
San Diego County Water Authority
Comparison of Amended Budget and Period-to-Date Budget (96% Overall)
to Actual Operating Expenditures by Departments/Programs
For the 23 Months Ended May 31, 2011
Actual Operating Expenditures to Amended Budget in Percentages (%)

100.0%

$35.0

$30.0

in Millions ($)

$25.0

$20.0

$15.0

$10.0

$5.0

$-

-858.1%

Two-Year Amended Budget $94.5 Million

Period-To-Date Amended Budget $90.7 Million

Period-to-Date Actual Operating Expenditures $73.9 Million
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Attachment F
San Diego County Water Authority
Schedule of Cash and Investments
As of May 31, and April 30, 2011

May
Operating Fund

$

Stored Water Fund

64,955,552

April
$

130,813,240

44,689,067

44,561,150

9,262,234

9,307,956

43,456,187

43,456,187

(1)

162,363,040

228,138,533

(1)

117,622,333

113,496,860

CIP/Bond Construction Funds

443,345,072

448,369,549

Debt Service Reserve Funds

69,483,519

69,481,887

Total Restricted Funds

630,450,924

631,348,296

Equipment Replacement Fund
Rate Stabilization Fund
Total Unrestricted Funds
Pay As You Go Fund

Total Cash and Investments

$

792,813,964

$

Target
$

67,000,000

(2)

55,100,000

(3)

859,486,829

Notes:
(1) Total Unrestricted Funds and the Pay As You Go Fund represent the Pooled Funds in the Treasurer's Report.
(2) The Operating Fund target/maximum balance is set to equal 45-days of operating expenditures.
(3) In 2006, the Board adopted a policy governing the Rate Stabilization Fund (RSF). The policy created a target and a
maximum RSF balance. The target balance is set equal to the negative financial impact of 2.5 years of extremely wet
weather and the RSF maximum balance is set equal to the negative financial impact of 3.5 years of extremely wet
weather. Wet weather adversely impacts the Water Authority by reducing water sales and net water sales revenue. The
balance in this fund represents approximately 80% of the targeted value.
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BOARD CALENDAR
AUGUST 2011

•
•

10
11

•
•

25
25

MWD Delegates – 11:30 a.m.
No Special Board meeting this month –
please remove the hold from your calendars
Solar Panel Project Dedication – 8:30 a.m.
R g l Board
Regular
B
d meeting
ti g – 3:00
3 00 p.m.

SEPTEMBER 2011

•
•
•
•

6
7
8
22

SCOOP – 9:30 a.m.
MWD Delegates
e eg es – 11:30
30 a.m.
Tentative Special Board meeting – 1:30 p.m.
Regular Board meeting – 3:00 p.m.

OCTOBER 2011

•
•

5
13

•

27

7/19/2011
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MWD Delegates
D l
– 11:30
11 30 a.m.
Engineering and Operations Tour –
(start time to be determined)
Regular Board meeting – 3:00 p.m.

LEGISLATION, CONSERVATION AND OUTREACH COMMITTEE
AGENDA FOR
JULY 28, 2011

Elsa Saxod – Chair
Frank Hilliker – Vice Chair
Jeremy Jungreis – Vice Chair
Jim Bowersox
Brian Boyle
Gary Croucher
Marilyn Dailey

I.

Farrah Douglas
Vincent Mudd
Mark Muir
Yen Tu
Gerald Walson
Howard Williams
Tom Wornham

1.

Roll call – determination of quorum.

2.

Additions to agenda (Government Code Section 54954.2(b)).

3.

Public comment – opportunities for members of the public to address the
Committee on matters within the Committee’s jurisdiction.

4.

Chair’s report.
4-A Directors’ comments.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1.
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Professional services agreement with Mission Resource
Conservation District for fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow
for DWR’s Integrated Regional Water Management pass-through
grant funding for the operation of the Water Authority’s
Agricultural Water Management Program.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to execute a
professional services agreement with Mission Resource
Conservation District in the amount of $225,000, for fiscal years
2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow for DWR’s Integrated Regional
Water Management pass-through funding for the operation of the
Water Authority’s Agricultural Water Management Program.
(Action)

Lori Swanson

II.

2.

Professional services agreement with Mission Resource
Conservation District for WaterSmart Field Services.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to
execute a three-year professional services contract with a
two-year option for a not-to-exceed amount of $420,000 to
Mission Resource Conservation District for the WaterSmart
Field Services Program. (Action)

Kelly Mooney

3.

Memoranda of Understanding with member agencies that selfperform surveys and audits under the WaterSmart Field Services
Program.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to
enter into separate Memoranda of Understanding between the
San Diego County Water Authority and its member agencies
that choose to implement self-performing surveys and audits
under the WaterSmart Field Services Program for a combined
not-to-exceed amount of $462,000 for fiscal years 2012 and
2013. (Action)

Kelly Mooney

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.

2.

III.

Legislative Issues.
1-A Report by Carpi and Clay. (pickup packet)

Carpi & Clay

1-B

Adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica).
Staff recommendation: Adopt a position of Support
On HR 2018 (Mica). (Action)

Jeff Volberg

Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee
Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Chair and Vice
Chairs’ recommendation: Adopt the Amended Legislation,
Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
(Action)

Elsa Saxod

INFORMATION
1.

Water Authority’s mobile application demonstration.

Jason Foster

2.

Conservation Action Committee report.

Brian Boyle
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IV.

3.

Government relations update.

Jeff Volberg

4.

Status report on legislation and legislative positions.

Alexi Schnell

ADJOURNMENT
Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board

NOTE:
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This meeting is called as a Legislation, Conservation, and Outreach Committee meeting. Because a quorum of the Board may be present,
the meeting is also noticed as a Board meeting. Members of the Board who are not members of the Committee may participate in the
meeting pursuant to Section 2.00.060(g) of the Authority Administrative Code (Recodified). All items on the agenda, including
information items, may be deliberated and become subject to action. All public documents provided to the committee or Board for this
meeting including materials related to an item on this agenda and submitted to the Board of Directors within 72 hours prior to this meeting
may be reviewed at the San Diego County Water Authority headquarters located at 4677 Overland Avenue, San Diego, CA 92123 at the
reception desk during normal business hours.

July 20, 2011
Attention: Legislation, Conservation, and Outreach Committee
Award a professional services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District for
fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow for DWR’s Integrated Regional Water
Management pass-through grant funding for the operation of the Water Authority’s
Agricultural Water Management Program. (Action)
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to execute a professional
services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District in the amount of
$225,000, for fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow for DWR’s Integrated Regional
Water Management pass-through funding for the operation of the Water Authority’s
Agricultural Water Management Program.
Alternative
Do not approve the agreement.
Fiscal impact
There is no fiscal impact. This action will be funded by a Proposition 50, Chapter 8 Department of
Water Resources Integrated Regional Water Management grant.
Background
The Water Authority has contracted with service providers to operate its Agricultural Water
Management Program (AWMP) since 1990. During this time, there have been more than 1,700
audits on more than 28,000 acres of avocados, citrus, field flowers, and other fruits and ornamentals.
The goal of the program is to provide technical assistance to growers to enable them to irrigate
crops as efficiently as possible to obtain the maximum economic benefit from limited water
resources.
The Water Authority’s AWMP provides technical information to the grower by conducting an
agricultural audit that includes visual observations of the irrigation system, examination of soil and
crop materials, pump testing, and answering the grower’s questions. The growers receive a written
report that summarizes the irrigation system’s hydraulic characteristics and soil profiles and
provides recommendations to improve the overall system efficiency. Local weather data, crop
water demands, and information on cultural practices are also provided. The report explains to the
grower the potential yield improvements and water savings realized from improvements in
irrigation efficiency.
In December 2008, the Water Authority was awarded a $25 million Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) grant from DWR. The grant funds projects to help the San Diego region
expand its local water resources, diversify the region’s supply mix, reduce dependence on imported
supplies and minimize the impact of droughts. Included in this grant is $150,000 for agricultural
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Legislation, Conservation, and Outreach Committee
July 20, 2011
Page 2 of 2
audits and $75,000 for an agricultural water efficiency research project for a total of $225,000 in
agricultural services.
Previous Board actions:
In May 2007, the Board approved an agreement between the San Diego County Water Authority
and Mission Resource Conservation District for operation of the Agricultural Water Management
Program in the amount of $155,000 for fiscal years 2008, 2009, and 2010.
In December 2008, the Board approved Resolution 2008-17 for the acceptance of Proposition 50,
Chapter 8 grant award.
Discussion
In March 2011, as part of the competitive Request for Proposal process, the Water Authority
received proposals from three firms. The evaluation panel included Water Authority and Valley
Center Municipal Water District staff. Based on the evaluation of the written proposals, oral
interviews of all three firms, and cost proposals, the panel determined Mission Resource
Conservation District (Mission) to be the most qualified firm to perform the work.
Mission’s technical expertise and experience in performing agricultural audits, its partnerships with
the U.C. Cooperative Extension Farm Advisors Office, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural
Resource Conservation Service and the local San Diego County Farm Bureau, along with Mission’s
outstanding reputation among local farmers for providing quality water efficiency services, makes
Mission the most qualified firm to continue to implement the Water Authority’s AWMP. Mission
is an independent unit of local government organized under the provisions of Division 9 of the
Public Resource Code of the State of California. As a non-profit entity, it is requesting only actual,
documentable costs for implementing the AWMP, therefore making it the most cost-effective firm
for performing the work.
DWR’s grant funding in the amount of $50,000 per year for fiscal years 2012, 2013 and 2014
equates to a cost of approximately $1,000 per audit for sites of four or more acres and $500 per
audit for sites with a minimum of one acre but less than four acres. This contract term will enable at
least 50 sites per year to be audited and includes follow-up audits. An additional $75,000 of the
grant funding is provided for an agricultural water efficiency research project in fiscal year 2013.
The total grant funding for agricultural services for this contract is $225,000. The requirement for
matching funds has been met by previously expended funds from the Water Authority’s Water
Conservation Program, state and municipal grants.
Due to the special circumstances for this type of service, SCOOP outreach requirements are not
applicable.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:
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Lori Swanson, Water Resource Specialist
Meena Westford, Public Affairs Senior Manager
Jason Foster, Director of Public Outreach and Conservation
Dennis A. Cushman, Assistant General Manager

July 20, 2011
Attention:

Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee

Professional services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District for WaterSmart
Field Services. (Action)
Staff recommendation
Authorize the General Manager to execute a three-year professional services contract with a
two-year option for a not-to-exceed amount of $420,000 to Mission Resource Conservation
District for the WaterSmart Field Services Program.
Alternative
Do not authorize the General Manager to enter into the agreement.
Fiscal impact
Funds in the amount of $198,000 for implementation of the Water Authority’s WaterSmart Field
Services Program are budgeted in Public Outreach and Conservation’s fiscal years 2012-2013
operating budget. Funding beyond fiscal year 2013 is subject to the subsequent budget process.
Customer Service is the related rate category.
Background
Since 1983, the Water Authority has contracted with Mission Resource Conservation District to provide
agricultural audits and landscape audits. In the early 1990s, in response to drought conditions, the Water
Authority expanded its conservation programs to include residential surveys and full landscape audits.
These services were formerly referred to as the Landscape Assistance and Residential Survey Programs
and were performed by VIEWtech, Inc.
In 2004, the Water Authority hired Honeywell International Inc. to implement the Smart Landscape
Program. Honeywell International Inc. chose Mission Resource Conservation District as its
subcontractor to provide field services for the Water Authority’s Landscape Assistance Program. In
October 2009, the Water Authority entered into an agreement directly with Mission Resource
Conservation District to provide landscape field services; that contract will expire on December 31,
2011.
A centralized contractor has traditionally operated the Water Authority’s field services program,
providing surveys, audits, landscape area measurements and irrigation checkups. However, some
member agencies choose to self-perform surveys and audits within their respective service areas.
Currently nine member agencies opt out of the Water Authority’s regional program and instead are
reimbursed directly by the Water Authority at its contractor’s rate to self-perform their own audits and
surveys. A corresponding Board action to renew the Memoranda of Understanding with those member
agencies is on the committee’s agenda this month.
Typically, the Water Authority’s regional program conducts up to 20 surveys per month, 10 audits per
month and approximately five irrigation checkups per month. Landscape measurements are rare, and
performed on an as-needed basis. Future activity levels are uncertain and dependent on market demand.
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The number of participating agencies also varies year to year. Any of the nine self-performing agencies
may choose to opt back into the Water Authority’s regional program.
Previous Board Actions:
In July of 2001 the Board authorized the General Manager to execute an agreement with VIEWtech, Inc.
to administer the Landscape Assistance and Residential Survey Programs in the amount of $960,000.
In May 2004, the Board authorized the General Manager to execute an agreement with Honeywell
DMC Services L.L.C. to administer the Landscape Assistance Program in an amount not-to-exceed
$2,500,000.
In December 2008, the Board authorized a $1,500,000 amendment to increase the total not-to-exceed
amount of the Honeywell International Inc. contract for the Smart Landscape Program.
Discussion
Audits and surveys are essential tools that provide an opportunity for the Water Authority and its
member agencies to identify and implement water conservation measures to help meet the region’s
20x2020 targets. The Water Authority’s WaterSmart Field Services Program includes a residential
survey that is a full-service indoor and outdoor water efficiency evaluation to identify water-wasting
fixtures and practices and provides water-saving recommendations to homeowners. Participants receive
a checklist of recommendations and observations. The landscape full audit targets large commercial,
institutional and public properties and focuses exclusively on outdoor irrigation efficiency. As part of
the landscape full audit, participants receive a multi-page report outlining: 1) a water budget relative to
appropriate water use for the site; 2) potential water and cost savings; and 3) observations and
recommendations. Participants can also receive a shorter version of an Irrigation Checkup, which
includes a listing outdoor/landscape observations and recommendations. Lastly, the Water Authority
provides a landscape area measurement service to provide site-specific data in support of a variety of
conservation programs, such as water budgets.
Prior to the expiration of the current contract, the Water Authority solicited a request for proposals for
the administration and implementation of the WaterSmart Field Services Program. The Water Authority
received five proposals. A selection panel consisting of Water Authority, City of San Diego, and Vista
Irrigation District staff evaluated each proposal based on criteria that addressed scope of work, technical
competence, past performance, organization, schedule, and cost. From the three firms selected for
interview, the panel identified Mission Resource Conservation District as the most qualified and costeffective firm to provide the service.
Due to the limited scope of this project, SCOOP outreach was not required.
Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:
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Kelly Mooney, Water Resource Specialist
Meena Westford, Public Affairs Senior Manager
Jason Foster, Director of Public Outreach and Conservation
Dennis Cushman, Assistant General Manager

July 20, 2011
Attention:

Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee

Memoranda of Understanding with member agencies that self-perform surveys and audits
under the WaterSmart Field Services Program. (Action)
Staff recommendation
Authorize the General Manager to enter into separate Memoranda of Understanding
between the San Diego County Water Authority and its member agencies that choose to
implement self-performing surveys and audits under the WaterSmart Field Services
Program for a combined not-to-exceed amount of $462,000 for fiscal years 2012 and
2013.
Alternative
Do not authorize General Manager to enter into the Memoranda of Understanding.
Fiscal impact
Funds in the amount of $462,000 for reimbursement of surveys and audits provided by member
agencies are budgeted in the Public Outreach and Conservation’s fiscal years 2012-2013
operating budget. Customer Service is the related rate category.
Background
The Water Authority has operated a field services program that includes large landscape audits
since August 1991. The program was later expanded to include home surveys and an
abbreviated audit called an irrigation checkup. The program is now referred to as the
WaterSmart Field Services Program.
In a corresponding board memo, the Water Authority is seeking authorization to enter into a
professional services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District to implement the
WaterSmart Field Services Program on a region-wide basis. The regional service is available to
all 24 member agencies. Nine member agencies have elected instead to operate their own
customized program for landscape audits, home surveys, and inspections in their respective
jurisdictions.
Previous Board Action:
The Board approved an agreement with the city of San Diego in May 2004 as part of a package
of contracts to support landscape conservation programs.
The Board approved an agreement with the city of San Diego in June 2007 for landscape water
conservation programs in the amount of $375,000 for fiscal years 2008, 2009, and 2010.
At the December 2010 board meeting, the Board identified residential surveys and landscape
audits as a core activity for Water Authority conservation programs.

424 of 512

Page 2 of 3

Discussion
Audits and surveys are essential tools that provide an opportunity for the Water Authority and its
member agencies to identify and implement water conservation measures that will help meet the
region’s 20x2020 targets. The Water Authority’s WaterSmart Field Services Program includes
an array of services, including full landscape audits, follow-up audits, an abbreviated audit called
an irrigation checkup, and residential surveys. This service is currently being operated by a
Water Authority contractor. To assist the member agencies’ locally administered programs, any
member agency performing its own services may be reimbursed at the same amount as the Water
Authority’s contractor-provided services as long as the local services meet the same standards as
required of the Water Authority’s contractor. Currently, the following nine agencies selfperform field services:
• City of San Diego
• Helix Water District
• Lakeside Water District
• Olivenhain Municipal Water District
• Otay Water District
• Padre Dam Municipal Water District
• Rincon Del Diablo Municipal Water District
• Sweetwater Authority
• Vallecitos Water District
All field services must be performed by a Certified Landscape Irrigation Auditor (CLIA) or an
individual who has passed the Irrigation Association’s CLIA certification exam and is currently
eligible for certification. The member agencies’ assigned surveyors and auditors must be
knowledgeable in irrigation technology, irrigation scheduling, CIMIS and evapotranspiration,
soil, plant and water relationships, and other related fields. Per each Memorandum of
Understanding with the Water Authority, participating member agencies are required to submit a
copy of certification or documentation proving their inspectors’ eligibility prior to work being
performed or reimbursed.
Several of the participating agencies have reached, or are near reaching, a cumulative funding
amount in their current Memorandum of Understanding with the Water Authority and will
require Board approval to receive additional funding. To expeditiously renew these ongoing
agreements, staff recommends approving a total not-to-exceed amount of $462,000 for the
combined Memoranda of Understanding with all self-performing member agencies. Funding
among the self-performing agencies will be managed to enable the greatest number of audits and
surveys within the cumulative funding limit, and to ensure those audits and surveys are provided
in a timely manner.
Audits and surveys conducted by member agencies also provide the Water Authority with
valuable information about the state of landscape practices in the region. Data from these audits
and surveys has proven instrumental in the design of programs, funding requests, grant
applications, and evaluating the effectiveness of conservation programs.
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Prepared by:
Reviewed by:
Reviewed by:
Approved by:
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Kelly Mooney, Water Resource Specialist
Meena Westford, Public Affairs Senior Manager
Jason Foster, Director of Public Outreach and Conservation
Dennis Cushman, Assistant General Manager

July 20, 2011
Attention: Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee
Adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica). (Action)
Staff recommendation
Adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica)
Alternatives
Do not adopt the recommended position or modify the position.
Fiscal Impact
No direct fiscal impact.
Background
Staff recommends that the board adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica) Clean Water
Cooperative Federalism Act of 2011.
Discussion
HR 2018 (Mica) Clean Water Cooperative Federalism Act of 2011
The Clean Water Cooperative Federalism Act of 2011 is a bipartisan bill that would require the
Environmental Protection Agency to accept water quality standards established by a state. Under
present law, EPA may veto a new state water-quality standard for a previously regulated
pollutant if the EPA determines that the new standard is not consistent with the Clean Water
Act. H.R. 2018 would give each state the final say in whether a revised state water-quality
standard satisfies the Clean Water Act. Furthermore, EPA would not be able to veto a permitting
decision made by a state under the Clean Water Act, including decisions on section 401 and 404
permits.
This bill is sponsored by John Mica (R-Florida), the chairman of the House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee. The ranking member of the committee, Nick Rahall (D-West Virginia)
is a co-sponsor.
The bill was introduced to ensure that the EPA works cooperatively with the states in regulating
water quality. According to the sponsors, this was the original intent of the Clean Water Act. In
recent years, the EPA has overridden state water quality standards, set new criteria and timelines
for Clean Water Act permits, and vetoed state permitting decisions.
Over the past few years, the federal government through the EPA and Army Corps of Engineers,
has been asserting ever-increasing jurisdiction over water through the Clean Water Act. This has
resulted in delays and increased costs of infrastructure projects, even though the states have their
own water quality standards and permit requirements. The Water Authority has opposed bills
that would extend federal jurisdiction under the Clean Water Act. HR 2018 is intended to restore
the balance between EPA and state water quality jurisdiction that was intended in the original
Clean Water Act.
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Staff recommends a position of Support on HR 2018.
Prepared by: Jeffrey A. Volberg, Government Relations Manager
Approved by: Dennis A. Cushman, Assistant General Manager
Attachment:
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A BILL
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To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to preserve the authority of each State to make determinations
relating to the State’s water quality standards, and for
other purposes.
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1

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3
4

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Clean Water Cooperative

5 Federalism Act of 2011’’.
6
7

SEC. 2. STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS.

(a) STATE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS.—Section

8 303(c)(4) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33
9 U.S.C. 1313(c)(4)) is amended—
10
11

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and (B)
as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively;

12

(2) by striking ‘‘(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘(4)(A)’’;

13

(3) by striking ‘‘The Administrator shall pro-

14

mulgate’’ and inserting the following:

15

‘‘(B) The Administrator shall promulgate’’; and

16

(4) by adding at the end the following:

17

‘‘(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A)(ii), the Ad-

18 ministrator may not promulgate a revised or new standard
19 for a pollutant in any case in which the State has submitted
20 to the Administrator and the Administrator has approved
21 a water quality standard for that pollutant, unless the State
22 concurs with the Administrator’s determination that the reemcdonald on DSK2BSOYB1PROD with BILLS

23 vised or new standard is necessary to meet the requirements
24 of this Act.’’.
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1

(b) FEDERAL LICENSES

AND

PERMITS.—Section

2 401(a) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1341(a)) is amended by add3 ing at the end the following:
4

‘‘(7) With respect to any discharge, if a State or inter-

5 state agency having jurisdiction over the navigable waters
6 at the point where the discharge originates or will originate
7 determines under paragraph (1) that the discharge will
8 comply with the applicable provisions of sections 301, 302,
9 303, 306, and 307, the Administrator may not take any
10 action to supersede the determination.’’.
11

(c) STATE NPDES PERMIT PROGRAMS.—Section

12 402(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1342(c)) is amended by add13 ing at the end the following:

emcdonald on DSK2BSOYB1PROD with BILLS

14

ON AUTHORITY OF ADMINIS-

15

TRATOR TO WITHDRAW APPROVAL OF STATE PRO-

16

GRAMS.—The

17

proval of a State program under paragraph (3) or

18

(4), or limit Federal financial assistance for the State

19

program, on the basis that the Administrator dis-

20

agrees with the State regarding—

Administrator may not withdraw ap-

21

‘‘(A) the implementation of any water qual-

22

ity standard that has been adopted by the State

23

and approved by the Administrator under sec-

24

tion 303(c); or

432 of 512
VerDate Mar 15 2010

‘‘(5) LIMITATION

20:50 Jul 08, 2011

•HR 2018 RH
Jkt 099200

PO 00000

Frm 00004

Fmt 6652

Sfmt 6203

E:\BILLS\H2018.RH

H2018

5
1

‘‘(B) the implementation of any Federal

2

guidance that directs the interpretation of the

3

State’s water quality standards.’’.

4

(d) LIMITATION

5 TO OBJECT

TO

ON

AUTHORITY

OF

ADMINISTRATOR

INDIVIDUAL PERMITS.—Section 402(d) of

6 such Act (33 U.S.C. 1342(d)) is amended by adding at the
7 end the following:
8

‘‘(5) The Administrator may not object under para-

9 graph (2) to the issuance of a permit by a State on the
10 basis of—
11

‘‘(A) the Administrator’s interpretation of a

12

water quality standard that has been adopted by the

13

State and approved by the Administrator under sec-

14

tion 303(c); or

15

‘‘(B) the implementation of any Federal guid-

16

ance that directs the interpretation of the State’s

17

water quality standards.’’.

18
19

SEC. 3. PERMITS FOR DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL.

(a) AUTHORITY

OF

EPA ADMINISTRATOR.—Section

20 404(c) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33

emcdonald on DSK2BSOYB1PROD with BILLS

21 U.S.C. 1344(c)) is amended—
22

(1) by striking ‘‘(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘(c)(1)’’; and

23

(2) by adding at the end the following:

24

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any permit if

25 the State in which the discharge originates or will originate
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6
1 does not concur with the Administrator’s determination
2 that the discharge will result in an unacceptable adverse
3 effect as described in paragraph (1).’’.
4

(b) STATE PERMIT PROGRAMS.—The first sentence of

5 section 404(g)(1) of such Act (33 U.S.C. 1344(g)(1)) is
6 amended by striking ‘‘The Governor of any State desiring
7 to administer its own individual and general permit pro8 gram for the discharge’’ and inserting ‘‘The Governor of
9 any State desiring to administer its own individual and
10 general permit program for some or all of the discharges’’.
11
12

SEC. 4. DEADLINES FOR AGENCY COMMENTS.

Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

13 (33 U.S.C. 1344) is amended—
14

(1) in subsection (m) by striking ‘‘ninetieth day’’

15

and inserting ‘‘30th day (or the 60th day if addi-

16

tional time is requested)’’; and

17

(2) in subsection (q)—

18

(A)

19

‘‘(q)(1)’’; and

20
21

by

striking

‘‘(q)’’

and

inserting

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) The Administrator and the head of a department

22 or agency referred to in paragraph (1) shall each submit
emcdonald on DSK2BSOYB1PROD with BILLS

23 any comments with respect to an application for a permit
24 under subsection (a) or (e) not later than the 30th day (or
25 the 60th day if additional time is requested) after the date
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1 of receipt of an application for a permit under that sub2 section.’’.
3
4

SEC. 5. APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENTS.

The amendments made by this Act shall apply to ac-

5 tions taken on or after the date of enactment of this Act,
6 including actions taken with respect to permit applications
7 that are pending or revised or new standards that are being

emcdonald on DSK2BSOYB1PROD with BILLS

8 promulgated as of such date of enactment.
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To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
to preserve the authority of each State to make
determinations relating to the State’s water quality standards, and for other purposes.
JULY 8, 2011
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee
Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
(Action)
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Chair and Vice Chairs’
recommendation
Adopt the Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals for 2011
and 2012.
Alternative
Do not amend the goals.
Background
The Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee is responsible for matters relating to
legislation, lobbying and intergovernmental relations; community relations; media relations;
water conservation programs; and the Small Contractor Outreach and Opportunities Program
(SCOOP). During the next two years, the committee expects to review, discuss, and make
decisions pertaining to these matters.
Previous Board action: The Board adopted the Legislation, Conservation and Outreach
Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012 on March 24, 2011.
Discussion
The attached report lists amendments to the Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee
goals for 2011 and 2012. These amendments reflect issues addressed at the March 31, 2011
Board Retreat. The amended goals were prepared under the direction of the Legislation,
Conservation and Outreach Committee Chair and Vice Chairs. The goals will be formally
reviewed at the end of each calendar year to measure progress.

Prepared by: Jason Foster, Director of Public Outreach and Conservation
Reviewed by: Elsa Saxod, Chair, Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee

Attachment: Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012
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Amended Legislative, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals
Calendar Years 2011 and 2012
Strategic Plan Objectives
1. Per Capita Water Consumption – Support policies and programs that maintain average
regional residential per capita water consumption at or beneath 10% below the baseline
10-year regional average. (January 2015 – SP #2)
2. Water Conservation Ethic – Support programs and outreach efforts that ensure 75% or
more of the region’s residents hold the view of water conservation as one of their most
important civic obligations. (January 2015 – SP #3)
3. Issues Workshops – Encourage committee and board members to host or participate in
workshops for agency boards and other interested local officials to provide a
comprehensive overview of the Water Authority issues and the region’s water supply.
(December 2012 – SP #8)
4. Policymaker Support – At least 75% of the region’s local government policy makers
understand the importance of connecting development with good water policy, support
the Water Authority’s long-term direction, and endorse water conservation. (December
2012 – SP #9)
5. Public Affairs – Participate in and review outreach programs that create broad public
support for and awareness of issues surrounding water, water resources, and water
infrastructure. (January 2015 – SP #15)

Business Plan Goals
Water Conservation
1. Per Capita Water Consumption – Support programs that enable member agencies
to help reduce their per capita water use so the region can reduce its water use by 8.4
gallons per capita per day by 2012 to stay on course to reach the state-mandated 2015
target of 161 gallons per capita per day. (June 2012 – BP #3)
2. Short-Term Savings Programs – As needed, review and approve programs that will
achieve short-term water savings to meet anticipated or mandated regional targets if
the previous year’s annual gallons per capita per day target is exceeded by 5 percent
or more (June 2012 – BP #4)
Government Relations Outreach
1. Bay-Delta – In cooperation with MWD and other Southern California stakeholders,
adopt a comprehensive legislative advocacy plan designed to obtain legislative and
gubernatorial approval of long-term (by 2018) Bay-Delta improvements. (July 2011
– BP #1)
2. Policymaker Support – Encourage committee and Board members to participate in
programs that ensure that at least 75 percent of the region’s local government policy
makers understand the importance of connecting development with good water
policy, support the Water Authority’s long-term direction, and endorse water
conservation. (December 2012 – BP #3)
3. Legislative Briefings – Encourage committee and Board members to participate as
needed as staff provide at least one briefing for each San Diego County, state, and
federal legislator on the Water Authority CIP projects, regarding efforts to ensure
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4.

5.

6.

7.

water supply reliability, and the need to diversify the region’s water supply portfolio.
(Annually – BP #4)
Federal Appropriations – Review and support efforts to pursue and secure a federal
appropriation of $1.5 million for a desalination facility at Camp Pendleton, $5 million
per year for member agency recycling projects under Title XVI, and appropriations
for other Water Authority projects. (October 2011 – BP #5)
Water Bond – Maintain $100 million in funding for local water supply infrastructure
projects in the Safe, Clean and Reliable Water Supply Act of 2010 and help secure
the bond’s passage. (November 2012 – BP #6)
State Appropriations – Review and support efforts to pursue and secure $115
million in state funding, including water bond funding, to support regional and local
projects and programs: including water recycling, conservation, and seawater
desalination. (January 2015 – BP#7)
WRDA Authorizations – Review and support efforts to pursue and secure federal
Water Resources Development Act authorizations for Water Authority and member
agency projects. (June 2015 – BP #8)

Public Affairs Outreach
1. Business Support – Review, support and participate in efforts to mobilize local
business leaders and groups to provide advocacy or other support to at least two key
Water Authority goals, projects or milestones. (Water Authority goals to be
identified annually.) (Annually – BP #4)
2. Small-Business Outreach – Adopt a small-business participation percentage target
for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 based on total procurement dollars. (June 2011 – BP
#5) Note: FY 2010-2011 target is 20%, with San Vicente Package 3 accounted for
separately because of the unique size and nature of that contract.
3. Diversification Strategy Support – Review, support and encourage Board
participation in public outreach activities that achieve or sustain more than 80%
public support for the water supply diversification strategies contained in the
Strategic Plan.; support development and implementation of new community outreach
tactics to educate public about supply diversification strategies and related issues,
such as community forums and mobile phone applications. (June 2012 – BP #6)
4. Conservation Support – Review, support and encourage Board participation in
communications and community relations activities that support Conservation
programs and help sustain 90 percent or greater public acceptance of water
conservation as an important civic duty.; support development and dissemination of
messages that convey the ongoing importance of water conservation amid continuing
investments in water reliability and rising water rates. (June 2012 – BP #7)
5. Rate Education – Review, support and encourage Board participation in outreach
activities that build 50% or greater public support among business, community
leaders, and other key audiences for Board actions to adopt water rates and charges
necessary to provide water reliability. (December 2012 – BP #9)
6. Water Shortage and Drought Management Outreach – Approve, as needed, water
shortage and drought management marketing and advertising campaigns if Water
Resources determines that water use projections may exceed regional shortage
allocation targets. (June 2014 – BP #12)
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Other Goals
1. Conservation Programming – Recommend to the full Water Authority Board
conservation programs for FY 2012-2013. (June 2011)
2. Conservation Goals – Re-evaluate long-term goals and objectives of conservation
program. (December 2012)
3. Sponsoring Legislation – Adopt positions on and/or sponsor legislation that affect the
Water Authority’s interests and the attainment of the Water Authority’s Strategic Plan
and Business Plan goals. (Annually)
4. Legislative Policy Guidelines – Adopt annual Legislative Policy Guidelines that
describe the Board’s policies on legislation, to assist the Water Authority’s staff and
legislative advocates in advocating for the Water Authority on legislation. Add a
summary to each chapter of the Legislative Policy Guidelines that makes the policy
guidelines more useful to board members. (January 2011 – January 2012)
5. Polling Review – Review findings of regular public opinion polling to help develop
recommended changes to outreach and other programs to help achieve Strategic Plan and
Business Plan goals. (April 2011)
6. SCOOP Metrics – Support SCOOP Committee review of best practices for measuring
success of small-business participation programs; consider adoption of recommendations
from SCOOP Committee review. (December 2012)
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July 20, 2011
Attention: Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee
Government Relations Update (Information)
Discussion
This report is an update of the Water Authority’s government relations program.
State Budget
On June 15, the Legislature sent a budget to the Governor. The Governor vetoed the budget the
following day. The Controller decided that the Legislature had not met the terms of Propositions
25 and 58 in passing a balanced budget on time, and decided to withhold the legislators’ pay.
The Legislature worked with the Governor to pass another budget before the end of June. The
final budget was passed on June 29 and signed by the Governor on June 30.
The budget closed a $9.6 billion deficit with a combination of $4 billion in improved revenue
projections, cuts, deferrals of payments, and fee shifts. The budget does not raise taxes or other
revenues. General fund spending totals $86 billion.
The final budget abandoned the idea of an election in 2011 to extend the taxes that expired on
July 1. The budget also included a provision to eliminate redevelopment agencies unless they
agreed to provide a total of $1.7 billion from their tax increment revenues to K-12 education.
With respect to water, the budget of the Department of Water Resources was generally
untouched. The Governor had proposed the elimination of the Colorado River Board (CRB), but
the Legislature rejected the proposal as premature. The proposal would not save any money,
because the CRB is fully funded by the water agencies that receive water from the Colorado
River, and the water agencies have not yet agreed on an alternative entity to take over the
responsibilities of the CRB.
Legislation
The Senate and Assembly have been holding policy committee hearings on bills that came over
from the other house, respectively. The Legislature will take a summer break from July 15 to
August 15. The Water Authority’s sponsored bill, SB 759 (Lieu), passed out of the Assembly on
July 5, and has gone to the Governor for signature.
Lobbyist Activities
Jonathan Clay of Carpi and Clay will provide a separate report of the firm’s monthly activities.
Bob Giroux of Lang, Hansen, O’Malley & Miller reports that he performed the following
lobbying activities on behalf of the Water Authority in June:
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Participated in a conference call with board Chair Michael Hogan, board officers, and
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Chair Elsa Saxod regarding
developments in Sacramento.
Provided strategic advice and information regarding the Water Authority’s legislative
interests.
John White’s activities in May included:
Participated in a conference call with board Chair Michael Hogan, board officers, and
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Chair Elsa Saxod regarding
developments in Sacramento.
Provided strategic advice and information regarding the Water Authority’s legislative
interests.
Washington, D.C.
Congress has been preoccupied with the issue of raising the national debt limit. Republican
members are holding out for major cuts in federal spending, with limited increases in revenue.
The deadline for raising the debt limit is in August.
Despite the failure of federal legislation extending the jurisdiction of the federal government
under the Clean Water Act, the Environmental Protection Agency is asserting extended
jurisdiction itself through regulatory actions. This is of major concern to water agencies because
it could require permits for practically any activities that affect water bodies under the extended
jurisdiction. The Water Authority has consistently opposed legislation extending Clean Water
Act jurisdiction.
Ken Carpi of Carpi & Clay will provide a separate report of the firm’s monthly activities in
Washington, D.C.
Prepared by: Jeffrey A. Volberg, Government Relations Manager
Reviewed by: Dennis A. Cushman, Assistant General Manager
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July 20, 2011
Attention:

Legislation Conservation and Outreach Committee

Status Report on Legislation and Legislative Positions (Information)
Background
Water Authority staff is currently reviewing 81 bills in the state Legislature and Congress for
potential impact on the organization and its member agencies. Some of these bills are
placeholder bills that do not propose substantive changes in the law, but which may be amended
to propose such changes.
The Water Authority’s staff and legislative advocates review each bill in the context of the
adopted 2011 Legislative Policy Guidelines. The Legislative Policy Guidelines provide direction
to staff and the Water Authority’s legislative advocates to communicate support or opposition to
legislation and amendments. Bills for which staff recommends a position are brought before the
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee and the board for consideration.
Discussion
As of July 12, 2011, the board has taken a position of Support on four bills, a position of
Support, if amended on three bills, a position of Support and seek amendments on two bills, a
position of Oppose on four bills, and a position of Oppose, unless amended on one bill. An
Oppose position adopted previously on one bill was dropped when the bill was amended in keeping
with amendments sought by the Water Authority. One bill on which the Water Authority took a
position of Support, if amended has been amended to subject matter no longer relevant to the Water
Authority. The Water Authority is sponsoring two bills in the Legislature, AB 1048 (Harkey)
and SB 759 (Lieu). SB 759 passed in the Legislature and has been enrolled and sent to the
Governor for signature. The board has adopted a Support position on one federal bill.
Water Authority staff and its legislative advocates will continue to track and monitor bills
throughout the legislative session to ensure consistency with board policies, positions and the
2011 Legislative Policy Guidelines. Attached is a matrix outlining current positions on
legislation of interest to the Water Authority as of July 12, 2011. Also attached is a
comprehensive list of bills that are under review and are being monitored by staff and legislative
advocates.
Prepared by: Alexandra Schnell, Management Analyst
Reviewed by: Jeffrey A. Volberg, Government Relations Manager
Reviewed by: Dennis A. Cushman, Assistant General Manager
Attachments: 1. Matrix summarizing the Water Authority’s current positions on 2011-2012
legislation as of July 12, 2011
2. List of legislation under review by Water Authority staff as of July 12, 2011
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011
Bill
Number
AB 19

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Fong

Attachment 1

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Water Charges and Meters: multiunit residential structures

Support, if amended

AB 19 requires the Department of Housing and Community Development to
develop building standards for water submeters in multi-unit residential structures.
The bill requires water agencies to adopt policies that require landowners to install
water submeters and charge their tenants separately for water by the volume of
water delivered. The sought amendment would allow water providers to collect a
fee for time spent inspecting the installation of submeters.

(24-Mar-11)

Status:
Failed passage in policy committee.

AB 134

Dickinson

Appropriation of Water: Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District
AB 134 allows the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) to
file an application to obtain a permit to appropriate an amount of water equal to
the amount of treated wastewater discharged, less carriage losses, if water is
redirected from the Sacramento River or Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The
author has amended the bill to remove the Water Authority's concerns. As
amended, the bill's language is procedurally consistent with existing law to ensure
appropriate review by the SWRCB prior to the award of a permit.

Neutral
(Original position of
'Oppose' (adopted by
Board 24-Feb-11)
removed; bill has been
amended to address the
Water Authority's
concerns).

Status:
Senate Appropriations Committee

AB 229

Lara

Controller: audits

Support, if amended

Status:

(26-May-11)

Bill was amended (7/1/2011) to subject matter no longer relevant to the Water
Authority.
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
AB 275

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Solorio

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Rainwater Capture Act of 2011

Support

AB 275 authorizes landowners to install and operate rain barrel systems for the
collection of rainwater. The collected rainwater may be used for outside uses such
as landscape irrigation, or for limited indoor uses such as toilet flushing. The bill
also authorizes certified landscape contractors to install rain barrel systems.

(24-Mar-11)

Status:
Senate Committee on Environmental Quality

AB 342

Atkins

Office of Planning and Research
In 2006, an executive order was issued by Governor Schwarzenegger that
designated the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as the state executive
branch's liaison to the Department of Defense (DOD). AB 342 would put this
relationship into statute. The Water Authority seeks amendments to the bill to
clarify that OPR shall act as a conduit between local governments, state agencies,
and DOD when dealing with federal issues as well as local matters that have
impacts on federal activities.

Support and seek
amendments
(28-Apr-11)

Status:
Senate Appropriations Committee

AB 457

Wagner

Public Works Contracts: relief for bidders

Oppose

AB 457 would provide attorney's fees to a public works bidder who is not
awarded a contract for a public project, but who successfully challenges the
bidding process for the project in court. Strict guidelines detail how public
agencies, including the Water Authority and its member agencies, award contracts.
AB 457 would encourage meritless bid protests and increase construction costs as
a result of the resulting construction delays. The proposed law is likely to result in
an increase in bid protests and subsequent lawsuits against public entities.

(28-Apr-11)

Status:
Not heard in policy committee; will become a two-year bill.
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
AB 550

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Huber

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: peripheral canal

Oppose

AB 550 would undo a portion of the 2009 Bay-Delta bill package, by prohibiting
the construction of a "peripheral canal" as defined in the bill, unless it is explicitly
authorized by the Legislature. The 2009 Bay-Delta bill package, supported by the
Water Authority, provides a process by which a facility can be approved and built
to move water under or around the Delta, without further debate and authorization
by the Legislature. The bill package was the result of extensive negotiations and
compromise among the stakeholders in the Delta, and is intended to avoid the
need for further legislative action on the issue. A requirement for further
legislative approval could only delay or jeopardize the construction of a project to
achieve the co-equal goals of water supply reliability and environmental
restoration.

(24-Mar-11)

Status:
Not heard in policy committee; will become a two-year bill.

AB 576

Dickinson

Delta Stewardship Council: Delta Plan: financing
The Bay-Delta bill package (Nov. 2009) created the Delta Stewardship Council.
The Council is charged with preparing a Delta Plan and ensuring that actions in
the Delta conform to the plan. No funding has been set aside to cover the
Council's administrative and planning costs. AB 576 provides short-term funding
for the Council through a fee on the State Water Project (SWP) and Central Valley
Project (CVP) contractors. The Water Authority’s Legislative Policy Guidelines
state that the Water Authority will oppose a bill that “imposes a water user fee for
statewide projects or programs, for which the projects or programs are not clearly
defined, the beneficiaries identified, and the reasonable costs identified.” This bill
imposes a fee solely on the SWP and CVP contractors, although the benefits will
extend to many more users of the Delta. The California Urban Water Agencies
(CUWA) has developed a table of the many beneficiaries of state activities in the
Delta, which could be used to spread the costs across a much wider base. As
amended, the bill should:
• Include other beneficiaries besides the SWP and CVP contractors in the
proposed initial fee;
• Spread the Council’s planning and administrative costs more broadly to all
persons or groups that benefit from or cause impacts to the Delta watershed;
• Require that any fees recommended by the Council be developed through an
open, transparent public process and be adopted by the Legislature; and
• Include a funding cap and sunset clause for the initial fee.

Status:
Not heard in policy committee; will become a two-year bill.
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Oppose, unless
amended
(24-Mar-11)

San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
AB 1048

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Harkey

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Water Quality: recycled water and wastewater: fluoride

Sponsor

The state's regional water quality control boards maintain standards for the
concentration of fluoride in recycled and waste water discharges. These standards
are maintained in the regional boards' basin plans. To the extent that
concentrations of fluoride required to be maintained in drinking water exceed the
concentrations allowed in the basin plans, the regional boards may require that
producers of recycled water and wastewater treatment plants remove the excess
fluoride. AB 1048 would prevent the regional board from requiring that
wastewater or recycled water contain a concentration of fluoride that is less than
the concentration required to be maintained in drinking water. State Water
Resources Control Board staff has identified this to be an issue for the San Diego
area only. The Water Authority is pursuing discussions with the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board on this matter.

(27-Jan-11)

Status:
AB 1048 will become a two-year bill while this is addressed.

AB 1354

Huber

Public Works: payment: retention

Oppose

AB 1354 would prohibit the withholding of retention proceeds from public works
contracts with respect to all contracts entered into on or after January 1, 2012.
Retention is an important tool for a public entity, such as the Water Authority or
its member agencies, to obtain contract completion and compliance. This bill
would only allow the withholding of disputed funds from a final payment.

(28-Apr-11)

Status:
Not heard in policy committee; will become a two-year bill.

SB 34

Simitian

California Water Resources Investment Act of 2011

Oppose

SB 34 would impose a charge on each retail water agency, based on the volume of
water it serves for non-agricultural purposes, or on the number of acres served for
agricultural purposes. The revenues from the charge would be placed in a Water
Resources Investment Fund (WRIF), from which half would be allocated to eleven
regions, based on the regional water quality control board regions, for distribution
to integrated regional water management planning entities within each region.
The remaining half would be used by the state to finance various state programs
and projects. The Water Authority's Legislative Policy Guidelines state that the
Water Authority will oppose a bill that "imposes a water user fee for statewide
projects or programs, for which the projects or programs are not clearly defined,
the beneficiaries identified, and the reasonable costs identified." SB 34 imposes
an open-ended fee on water users to fund the state's share of water infrastructure
and water quality projects and programs, as well as to provide funding for
integrated regional water management plans, regulated by the Department of
Water Resources.

(28-Apr-11)

Status:
Senate Appropriations Committee
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
SB 200

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Wolk

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Bay Delta Conservation Plan

Support, if amended

SB 200 requires that any state agency undertaking an action to implement the BayDelta Conservation Plan (BDCP) must ensure that the action is consistent with
specific provisions of the bill. The provisions primarily protect in-Delta residents,
businesses, and local governments from any impacts arising from the BDCP. The
provisions also define the beneficiaries of the BDCP as only those receiving
permits and regulatory assurances under the BDCP and require that only those
beneficiaries pay for implementation of the BDCP.

(28-Apr-11)

Water Authority staff has approached the author with suggested amendments to
the bill. Much of the existing language would be removed and the bill would
instead require that any contract between the state and any wholesale water agency
for implementation of the BDCP include a provision requiring that the wholesale
water agency provide an assured revenue stream to pay for all of the wholesale
water agency’s obligations for the entire duration of the contract. An assured
revenue stream could consist of contracts with member agencies that provide an
assured payment regardless of the member agencies’ actual purchase of water from
the wholesale agency, or a property tax revenue stream.

Status:
SB 200 was not amended as requested by the Water Authority. Not heard in
policy committee; will become a two-year bill.

SB 215

Huff

Invasive Aquatic Species: mussels

Support

Existing law authorizes the Department of Fish and Game to take certain actions
to prevent the spread of zebra and quagga mussels in California. However, the
existing statute will expire on January 1, 2012 unless it is extended. SB 215
extends the statute by five years, to January 1, 2017. The state would continue to
have the authority to inspect boats and facilities for mussels during this extended
period.

(26-May-11)

Status:
Assembly Appropriations Committee
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
SB 328

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Author
Kehoe

SDCWA Position
(Date of Board Action)

Eminent Domain: conservation easements

Support

Under current law, state agencies may acquire easements that conserve parcels of
land from development. This helps the state meet its wildlife habitat goals, as well
as preserve open land for future generations through voluntary transactions with
willing landowners. However, sometimes these conservation easements are
condemned through the eminent domain process by other state agencies for public
purposes. Often the state agency or non-governmental organization that holds the
easement is not informed of the condemnation or given an opportunity to object.
This bill establishes procedures for informing the holders of conservation
easements of condemnation proceedings and gives them an opportunity to object.

(24-Mar-11)

Status:
Assembly Third Reading

SB 607

Walters

State Water Resources Control Board: water quality: brackish
groundwater treatment

Support and seek
amendments

Existing law requires the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to
adopt an Ocean Plan and update it every three years. SB 607 would require the
SWRCB to amend the Ocean Plan to address the discharge of wastewater resulting
from the treatment of brackish groundwater for potable use. This would result in
the adoption of a statewide policy that would prevent the inconsistent application
of standards by the regional water quality control boards.

(26-May-11)

The Water Authority seeks an amendment that would add the discharge of water
resulting from desalination treatment of recycled water to what is addressed in the
Ocean Plan.

Status:
Assembly Appropriations Committee

SB 759

Lieu

Common Interest Developments: artificial turf

Sponsor

SB 759 would ban homeowners' associations (HOA's) from outright prohibiting
the use of artificial turf for landscaping purposes, while allowing HOA's to
implement design guidelines.

(27-Jan-11)

This bill is essentially the same as AB 1793 (Saldaña), sponsored by the Water
Authority in 2010. AB 1793 was vetoed by Governor Schwarzenegger; however,
there is an improved likelihood that Governor Brown will sign the bill if it passes
in the Legislature this year.

Status:
Enrolled and to Governor for consideration.
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San Diego County Water Authority
Summary of Current Positions on 2011-2012 Legislation
as of July 12, 2011

Bill
Number
SB 900

SDCWA Position

Author

Bill Title, Summary & Status

Steinberg

California Regional Water Quality Control Boards: members

Support

Under existing law, no person may be a member of a regional water quality
control board if the person has received a significant portion of his or her income
during the past two years from an entity that is subject to waste discharge
permitting requirements. SB 900 would remove this prohibition.

(23-Jun-11)

(Date of Board Action)

Regional water quality control boards issue permits to dischargers of “waste” into
waters within the boards’ jurisdiction. Under existing law, having received income
from a permitee is considered a conflict of interest that disqualifies a person from
being a member of a board. Unfortunately, this law disqualifies most of the people
with the most relevant knowledge and experience. The permitting decisions made
by regional water quality control boards have a significant impact on urban and
agricultural water agencies. Former employees of water agencies, however, are
disqualified from serving on the boards for two years. Removal of this prohibition
would broaden the pool of qualified applicants for positions on the board and
would increase the knowledge, experience, and sophistication of the boards in
making permitting decisions.

Status:
Assembly Inactive File

S. 519

Reid

Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2011

Support

S. 519 * provides for the continued allocation of power from the Hoover Dam
power plant to existing users and to some new users after the current contracts
expire in 2017. Electrical power from Hoover Dam is a vital power resource for
more than 29 million people in California, Arizona, and Nevada. The
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) is a major contractor for Hoover power,
which it uses to move water from the Colorado River to the coastal plain of
Southern California. Since 1928, Hoover power contractors have invested $1.3
billion to construct, upgrade, operate, maintain, and replace Hoover Dam power
equipment. The contractors will invest another $600 million between 2010 and
2017 when the current contracts expire. This bill provides for continued contracts
starting in 2017 and continuing for a period of 50 years. Hoover power is a lowcost, clean, and renewable source of power. The bill allocates five percent of the
existing allocations to various federally recognized Indian tribes and other eligible
entities. On the whole, the bill provides long-term certainty of power supply for
MWD and other water suppliers that depend on Hoover power to ensure efficient
and reliable Colorado River water deliveries.

(28-Apr-11)

Status:
S. 519 is in the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources.
* H.R. 470 (Heck) is the companion (identical) bill in the House of
Representatives.
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Attachment 2
Legislation Under Review by the Water Authority as of July 12, 2011
CA AB 19

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Fong [D]
Building Standards: Water Meters: Multiunit Structures
no
no
12/06/2010
04/15/2011
Pending
Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee

Requires a water purveyor providing water service to a newly constructed
multiunit residential structure or mixed-use residential and commercial
structure, including a structure that is part of a common interest development,
that submits and application for a water connection after a specified date, to
require the installation of the meter or submeter to measure water to each unit
as a condition of new water service. Requires the submeter to meet specified
requirements. Relates to billing and disclosure.
STATUS:

04/27/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 23

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

In ASSEMBLY Committee on HOUSING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT: Reconsideration granted.
Position: Support if amended (3-24-11)
Smyth [R]
Local Agency Meetings: Compensation Disclosure
no
no
12/06/2010
06/09/2011
To Governor
Enrolled

Amends the Ralph M. Brown Act which requires each legislative body of a local
agency to provide the time and place for holding regular meetings. Authorizes a
convened legislative body whose membership constitutes a quorum of any other
legislative body to convene a meeting of the subsequent legislative body,
simultaneously or in serial order, only if a clerk or member announces the
amount of compensation or stipend, if any, each member will receive as a result
of convening simultaneous or serial meetings.
STATUS:

CA AB 54

07/08/2011

Enrolled.

AUTHOR:

Solorio [D]
Drinking Water
yes
no
12/06/2010
07/11/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
SUMMARY:

Requires a mutual water company that operates a public water system to
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submit a map depicting approximate service boundaries. Disallows expansion
without approval. Requires a company financial reserve fund. Requires company
board member training. Relates to projects funded under the Safe Drinking
Water Revolving Fund. Relates to approval for annexation. Relates to safe
drinking water standards compliance. Requires such companies to levy an
assessment to pay water quality violation related civil fines.
STATUS:

CA AB 83

07/11/2011

In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Jeffries [R]
Environment: CEQA Exemption: Recycled Water Pipeline
yes
no
01/05/2011
Pending
Assembly Natural Resources Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Amends existing law regarding California Environmental Quality Act
environmental impact reports. Exempts a project for the installation of a new
pipeline for the distribution of recycled water within an improved public street,
highway, or right-of-way.
STATUS:

04/11/2011
04/11/2011
CA AB 134

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

In ASSEMBLY Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES: Failed
passage.
In ASSEMBLY Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES:
Reconsideration granted.
Dickinson [D]
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
yes
no
01/12/2011
04/15/2011
Pending
14
Senate Second Reading File

Authorizes the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District to file an
application for a permit to appropriate a specified amount of water that is based
on the volume of treated wastewater that the district discharges into the
Sacramento River and recovers for reuse. Authorizes the State Water Resources
Control Board to grant a permit to appropriate that treated wastewater upon
terms and conditions determined by the board. Requires the board to comply
with specified related requirements.
STATUS:

07/11/2011
NOTES:
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From SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To second
reading without further hearing pursuant to Senate Rule
28.8.
Position: Neutral - bill was amended to address Water
Authority's concerns (original Oppose position, 2-24-11)

CA AB 157

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Jeffries [R]
Safe, Clean and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act
yes
no
01/19/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

Reduces the total amount of bonds authorized to be issued pursuant to the
Safe, Clean and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2012. Makes conforming
reductions to amounts specified to be allocated from these bond funds for
certain purposes.
STATUS:

CA AB 246

06/28/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND WILDLIFE:
Not heard.

AUTHOR:

Wieckowski [D]
Water Quality: Enforcement
yes
no
02/03/2011
03/29/2011
Pending
17
Senate Second Reading File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Authorizes a regional water quality control board to delegate to its executive
officer the authority to apply for judicial enforcement to the Attorney General, a
district attorney, a city attorney of a city with a population that exceeds
750,000, or a city attorney for a city and county. Authorizes a district attorney,
a city attorney of a city with a specified population to bring civil actions under
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act and only upon approval of the Attorney
General.
STATUS:

CA AB 275

07/11/2011

From SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To second
reading without further hearing pursuant to Senate Rule
28.8.

AUTHOR:

Solorio [D]
Rainwater Capture Act of 2011
no
no
02/07/2011
06/07/2011
Pending
Senate Second Reading File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Enacts the Rainwater Capture Act of 2011. Authorizes residential, commercial,
and governmental landowners to install, maintain, and operate rain barrel
systems and rainwater capture systems for specified purposes. Requires a local
agency to notify a public water system of any permit program. Authorizes a
landscape contractor to enter into a prime contract for the construction of such
system, if it is used exclusively for landscape irrigation. Authorizes such
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contractors to design and install exterior parts.
STATUS:

07/06/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 307

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

From SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
Do pass as amended. (7-0)
Position: Support (3-24-11)
Nestande [R]
Joint Powers Agreements: Public Agency: Indian Tribe
no
no
02/09/2011
06/22/2011
Pending
179
Senate Third Reading File

Includes a federally recognized Indian tribe as an agency that may enter into a
joint powers agreement. Prohibits any joint powers authority that includes a
federally recognized Indian tribe from authorizing or issuing bonds pursuant to
the Marks-Roos Local Bond Pooling Act unless the public improvements to be
funded by the bonds will be owned and maintained by the authority or one or
more of its public agency members, and the revenue streams pledged to repay
the bonds are derived from certain entities.
STATUS:

CA AB 342

06/23/2011

In SENATE.

AUTHOR:

Atkins [D]
Office of Planning and Research
yes
no
02/10/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Read second time.

To third reading.

Requires the Office of Planning and Research to serve as the state's liaison to
the United States Department of Defense in order to facilitate coordination
regarding issues that are of significant interest to the state and department.
STATUS:

06/27/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 356

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

In SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To Suspense
File.
Position: Support and seek amendments (4-28-11)
Hill [D]
Public Works Projects: Local Hiring Policies
no
no
02/10/2011
04/25/2011
Pending
A-14
Assembly Inactive File

Prohibits any local agency from mandating that any portion or percentage of
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work on a public works project be performed by local residents or persons
residing within particular areas if any portion of that project will take place
outside the geographical boundaries of the agency. Requires a local agency to
fund any public works project cost increase where the project is funded with
state funds and the agency implements a local resident hiring policy.
STATUS:

CA AB 359

06/03/2011

In ASSEMBLY.

AUTHOR:

Huffman [D]
Groundwater Management Plans
yes
no
02/14/2011
06/30/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:

To Inactive File.

SUMMARY:

Requires a local groundwater management agency to provide a copy of a
resolution of intention to adopt a groundwater management plan to the
Department of Water Resources. Authorizes any person to be placed on the list
to receive plan preparation notices. Requires the existing plan to remain in
effect if the new plan is not implemented. Requires the department to post
specified related information on its Web site. Specifies that groundwater
projects shall include projects of the regional water plan.
STATUS:

CA AB 380

06/30/2011

In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Chesbro [D]
Resources: Watersheds
yes
no
02/14/2011
06/22/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Require the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and the Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection, when implementing a pilot project to protect and
restore the riparian zone in watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids, to
provide the industry, agencies, and the public with the opportunity to
participate in the development of the project in a transparent manner and to
ensure certain project goals. Requires certain documents to be placed on the
department's Internet Web site. Requires regulations.
STATUS:

CA AB 403

07/11/2011

In SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To Suspense
File.

AUTHOR:

Campos [D]
Public Drinking Water Standards: Hexavalent Chromium
yes

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
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URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:

no
02/14/2011
05/19/2011
Pending
43
Senate Second Reading File

SUMMARY:

Requires the Department of Public Health to post its progress on the
establishment of primary drinking water standard hexavalent chromium on the
department's Internet Web site. Includes the adoption of a primary drinking
water standard for hexavalent chromium among the proposed regulations
relating to maximum contaminant levels for primary or secondary water
standards that are subject to a review by the Department of Finance of not
more than 90 days.
STATUS:

CA AB 457

07/11/2011

From SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To second
reading without further hearing pursuant to Senate Rule
28.8 and amend.

AUTHOR:

Wagner [R]
Public Works Contracts: Relief for Bidders
yes
no
02/15/2011
04/25/2011
Pending
Assembly Business, Professions and Consumer Protection
Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Entitles a bidder who successfully challenges the award of a public works
contract determined to be invalid due to errors or omissions of the public entity
to recover costs and attorney's fees incurred in pursuing the challenge. Allows
attorney's fees and costs to be awarded to the public entity under specified
circumstances.
STATUS:

05/03/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 467

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

In ASSEMBLY Committee on BUSINESS, PROFESSIONS &
CONSUMER PROTECTION: Not heard.
Position: Oppose (4-28-11)
Eng [D]
Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply
yes
no
02/15/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

Amends existing law that requires the State Department of Public Healthy, in
collaboration with the Department of Toxic Substances Control and the State
Water Resources Control Board, to develop and adopt regulations governing the
repayment of costs that are subsequently recovered from parties responsible for
the contamination of groundwater. Requires the State of Department of Public
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Health to develop guidelines governing this repayment.
STATUS:

CA AB 531

05/27/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on APPROPRIATIONS:

AUTHOR:

Olsen [R]
Groundwater
no
no
02/15/2011
Pending
ASSEMBLY

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Not heard.

Makes technical, nonsubstantive changes to existing law relating to
groundwater management which encourages local agencies to work
cooperatively to manage groundwater resources.
STATUS:

CA AB 550

02/15/2011

INTRODUCED.

AUTHOR:

Huber [D]
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Peripheral Canal
no
no
02/16/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Prohibits the construction of a peripheral canal that conveys water from a
diversion point in the Sacramento River to a location south of the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, unless expressly authorized by the Legislature.
Requires the Legislative Analyst's Office to complete an economic feasibility
analysis prior to the enactment of a statute authorizing the construction of a
peripheral canal. Prohibits the construction and operation of a peripheral canal
from diminishing water quality.
STATUS:

03/25/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 576

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

To ASSEMBLY Committees on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE and APPROPRIATIONS.
Position: Oppose (3-24-11)
Dickinson [D]
Delta Plan: Financing
yes
no
02/16/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

SUMMARY:

Requires the Delta Stewardship Council to develop a long-term finance plan to
pay for the costs of implementing the Delta Plan by a specified date. Prohibits
the council from adopting new fees for these purposes unless authorized by
statute. Authorizes the council, before adopting and collecting long-term
revenue sources, to seek to obtain early funding contributions from entities that
may benefit from implementation of the Plan and to track those contributions.
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STATUS:

03/31/2011
03/31/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 627

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE.
Position: Oppose, unless amended (3-24-11)
Berryhill B [R]
State Water Resources Development System: Delta
yes
no
02/16/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

Requires the Department of Water Resources undertake an expedited evaluation
and feasibility study with regard to the implementation of a specified Delta
Corridors Plan as part of the State Water Resources Development System.
Requires an assessment of the incorporation of the Two-Gates Fish Protection
Demonstration Project managed by the United States Bureau of Reclamation
into the Plan.
STATUS:

CA AB 640

05/27/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on APPROPRIATIONS:
committee.

AUTHOR:

Logue [R]
Water Discharges: Mandatory Minimum Civil Penalties
yes
no
02/16/2011
04/12/2011
Pending
Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Held in

Authorizes the state Water Resources Board or a regional board, in lieu of
assessing all or a portion of the mandatory minimum penalties against a
publicly owned treatment works (POTW) that serves a small community, to elect
to require that POTW to spend an equivalent amount toward the completion of a
compliance project. Expands the definition of a POTW. Authorizes the state
board to waive specified nonpayment penalties for a POTW that is subject to the
compliance project provisions.
STATUS:

04/12/2011
04/12/2011

CA AB 662
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AUTHOR:
TITLE:

From ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY
AND TOXIC MATERIALS with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AND
TOXIC MATERIALS.
Hueso [D]
San Diego Regional Airport Authority

FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

no
no
02/17/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Local Government Committee

SUMMARY:

Amends the State Aeronautics Act, which requires the establishment of county
airport land use commissions but exempts the County of San Diego from such
requirement. Exempts from the military airport inclusion requirements the
preparation, adoption, or amendment by the authority of an airport land use
compatibility plan for the City of Coronado. Makes declarations as to the
necessity of a special statute for the City.
STATUS:

03/31/2011
03/31/2011
03/31/2011
CA AB 685

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:

To ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT.
From ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT with
author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT.
Eng [D]
State Water Policy
yes
no
02/17/2011
07/11/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

SUMMARY:

Requires all specified relevant state agencies to consider state policy regarding
the right to clean, affordable, and accessible water, when revising, adopting, or
establishing policies, regulations, and grant criteria. Authorizes a regional water
management group to coordinate its planning activities to address or
incorporate into its plan a basin plan developed and adopted by a regional water
quality control board.
STATUS:

CA AB 741

07/11/2011

In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Huffman [D]
Onsite Wastewater Disposal
no
no
02/17/2011
06/09/2011
To Governor
To Governor

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Amends an existing law authorizing a property owner included within an
assessment district for construction of a main trunkline or collector sewer lines,
to request construction plumbing to connect his or her property to the adjoining
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public sewer system, and creates a lien. Relates to funding. Authorize defined
entities, to use this provision for the purpose of converting properties from
onsite septic systems and connecting them to the sewer system and for
replacing or repairing existing sewer laterals.
STATUS:

CA AB 745

07/11/2011

*****To GOVERNOR.

AUTHOR:

Valadao [R]
California Water Plan
no
no
02/17/2011
Pending
ASSEMBLY

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Makes technical, substantive changes to existing law requiring the Department
of Water Resources to update every 5 years the plan for the orderly and
coordinated control, protection, conservation, development and use of water
resources of the state, which is known as the California Water Plan.
STATUS:

CA AB 763

02/17/2011

INTRODUCED.

AUTHOR:

Berryhill B [R]
Water Rights: Administrative Procedures
yes
no
02/17/2011
04/12/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Authorizes the Water Resources Control Board to employ administrative law
judges to conduct hearings and issue decisions and orders relating to water
rights. Authorizes a person who files an application relating to the appropriation
of water to appeal specified determinations for review by a member of the
board or an administrative law judge before the board takes final action on the
application or petition.
STATUS:

04/12/2011
04/12/2011

CA AB 779

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
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From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE.
Fletcher [R]
Municipal Water Districts: Oversight
no
no
02/17/2011
03/30/2011
Pending
Assembly Local Government Committee

SUMMARY:

Authorizes a municipal water district to establish an independent oversight
committee to assist in tracking and reviewing revenues of the district to
advance capital improvements, operations and maintenance of district facilities,
and allocation methodologies. Authorizes an independent oversight committee
to perform specified functions for those purposes.
STATUS:

CA AB 834

03/31/2011

Re-referred to ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL
GOVERNMENT.

AUTHOR:

Hernandez R [D]
Local Government Contracts
no
no
02/17/2011
04/14/2011
Pending
A-13
Assembly Inactive File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Requires the legislative body of a city, county, or district to review any contract
with a private party with a specified total value, that contains an automatic
renewal clause on or before the annual date by which the contract may be
rescinded.
STATUS:

CA AB 838

06/03/2011
06/03/2011

In ASSEMBLY.
In ASSEMBLY.

AUTHOR:

Hill [D]
Environmental Protection: Permits: Regulations
yes
no
02/17/2011
04/25/2011
Pending
Assembly Rules Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

Reconsideration granted.
To Inactive File.

SUMMARY:

Requires the Secretary for Environmental Protection to identify, prior to the
adoption of policies, rules, or regulations by an environmental agency, whether
the policies, rules, or regulations overlap, duplicate, or conflict with existing
policies, rules, or regulations. Requires the establishment of an expedited
conflict resolution process regarding conflicts in the permit process, if the
petitioner or applicant demonstrates that a failure to resolve the conflict will
result in significant pollution.
STATUS:

CA AB 849

04/28/2011

Re-referred to ASSEMBLY Committee on RULES.

AUTHOR:

Gatto [D]
Water: Use Efficiency: Graywater Building Standards
no
no
02/17/2011
06/23/2011

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
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DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

Pending
Senate Second Reading File

SUMMARY:

Repeals the authority of a city, county, or other local agency to adopt building
standards that prohibit entirely the use of graywater. Authorizes the adoption of
standards that differ from the standards adopted by the Department of Housing
and Community Development. Requires that an ordinance enacted pursuant to
this authority include the local climatic, geological, or topographical conditions
requiring different building standards.
STATUS:

CA AB 903

07/06/2011

From SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
Do pass as amended. (7-0)

AUTHOR:

Berryhill B [R]
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Dredging
yes
no
02/17/2011
04/12/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Makes legislative findings relative to the importance of dredging the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Requires the State Water Resources Control
Board to provide priority review of dredging permits in the Delta.
STATUS:

04/12/2011
04/12/2011

CA AB 938

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
SUMMARY:

From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE.
Perez V [D]
Public Water Systems
yes
no
02/18/2011
07/01/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

Amends existing law that establishes the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund and requires total funding of a single project to be determined by an
assessment of affordability. Adds environmental documentation to the costs of a
single project that is required to determine by an assessment of affordability.
Requires that written public notice given by a public water system be in
specified languages. Establishes specified presumptions of compliance if a water
system takes certain actions.
STATUS:

07/01/2011
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In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

CA AB 955

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Huber [D]
Onsite Sewage Treatment Systems
yes
no
02/18/2011
06/13/2011
Pending
Senate Environmental Quality Committee

Requires the regulations or standards of the State Water Resources Control
Board for the permitting and operation of specified onsite sewage treatment
systems to consist of a risk-based, tiered approach. Specifies that the
exemption criteria to be contained in the regulations may also be established by
the state board in addition to the regional boards. Deletes from the local agency
implementation provision the condition that the local agency request
authorization.
STATUS:

06/13/2011
06/13/2011
CA AB 963

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

From SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY with
author's amendments.
In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.
Valadao [R]
Safe Drinking Water: Contaminated Groundwater
yes
no
02/18/2011
04/12/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

SUMMARY:

Requires the State Department of Public Health to develop guidelines to fund
projects for disadvantaged or severely disadvantaged communities and to
govern the selection of projects that considered demonstrated prevention of
illness and adverse public health effects. Requires the department to guidelines
for improving replacement drinking water system in areas with contaminated
groundwater that may not be economically remediated for drinking water
purposes and water acquisition by small communities.
STATUS:

CA AB 977

05/27/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on APPROPRIATIONS:

AUTHOR:

Harkey [R]
Harbors and Ports: Loans: OC Dana Point Harbor
yes
no
02/18/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Not heard.

Relates to the acquisition, construction, and operation of small craft harbors.
Requires the Department of Boating and Waterways to extend all phases of
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certain loan contracts for such purposes between the department and the
County of Orange, OC Dana Point Harbor.
STATUS:

03/31/2011
03/31/2011
03/31/2011

CA AB 983

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

To ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND WILDLIFE.
From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE.
Perea [D]
Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Fund
yes
no
02/18/2011
07/01/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee

Amends existing law that establishes the Safe Drinking Water State Revolving
Fund. Authorizes the State Department of Public Health to take specified actions
to improve access to financial assistance for projects serving small community
water systems. Requires the department to give priority in funding to certain
projects. Authorizes the Department to fund up to 100% of the project costs for
such systems serving severely disadvantaged communities. Authorizes an
extension of loan terms for such communities.
STATUS:

CA AB 1002

07/11/2011

In SENATE Committee on APPROPRIATIONS: To Suspense
File.

AUTHOR:

Butler [D]
California Water Plan: Stormwater Recovery
yes
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Relates to the California Water Plan. Requires the Department of Water
Resources to include in the plan a discussion of strategies relating to
stormwater recovery.
STATUS:

CA AB 1045

03/14/2011

To ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND WILDLIFE.

AUTHOR:

Norby [R]
Local Government: Bonds
no
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Senate Governance and Finance Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:
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Prohibits a local agency from entering into a financial advisory, legal advisory,
underwriting, or similar relationship with an individual or firm that provided or
will provide bond campaign services, as defined, to the bond campaign.
STATUS:

CA AB 1048

06/22/2011

In SENATE Committee on GOVERNANCE AND FINANCE:
Reconsideration granted.

AUTHOR:

Harkey [R]
Water Quality: Recycled Water and Wastewater: Fluoride
yes
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Requires the State Water Resources Control Board to adopt a statewide policy
establishing standards for levels of fluoride in recycled water and wastewater.
STATUS:

03/16/2011
03/16/2011
NOTES:

CA AB 1058

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Withdrawn from ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS
AND WILDLIFE.
Re-referred to ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL
SAFETY AND TOXIC MATERIALS.
Position: Sponsor (1-27-11)
Smyth [R]
Water Quality: Salinity: Agricultural Use
yes
no
02/18/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Committee

Requires the State Water Resources Control Board to adopt a statewide policy
establishing a statewide water quality objective and plan for implementation for
chloride and other measures of salinity that may affect the suitability of water
used for agricultural purposes, in accordance with prescribed requirements.
STATUS:

CA AB 1109

04/26/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AND
TOXIC MATERIALS: Not heard.

AUTHOR:

Chesbro [D]
Drinking Water: Point-of-Use Devices
yes
no
02/18/2011
03/31/2011
Pending
Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
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SUMMARY:

Amends existing law that authorizes the State Department of Public Health to
develop limited emergency regulations governing the permitted use of
point-of-entry and point-of-use treatment by public water systems in lieu of
centralized treatment and limits these regulations to public waters systems with
a specified amount of service connections. Limits the regulations to public
waters systems with an increased amount of service connections. Permits the
regulations to stay in effect until a specified date.
STATUS:

03/31/2011
03/31/2011
03/31/2011

CA AB 1152

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
SUMMARY:

To ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AND
TOXIC MATERIALS.
From ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY
AND TOXIC MATERIALS with author's amendments.
In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY AND
TOXIC MATERIALS.
Chesbro [D]
Groundwater
yes
no
02/18/2011
06/30/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

Amends existing law that authorizes specified entities to assume responsibility
for monitoring and reporting groundwater elevations in all or a part of a
groundwater basin or subbasin to add to the list of those entities. Authorizes
such entity to report elevations using alternate monitoring techniques for
groundwater basins and subbasins meeting prescribed conditions. Requires that
entity to submit information on alternate techniques use. Deletes provisions
regarding groundwater monitoring functions.
STATUS:

CA AB 1180

06/30/2011

In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Bradford [D]
Water: Coastal Powerplants
yes
no
02/18/2011
04/28/2011
Pending
235
Senate Third Reading File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Requires the State Water Resources Control Board to consider an
implementation submitted by a municipally owned power plant in compliance
with the Statewide Water Quality Control Policy on the Use of Coastal and
Estuarine Waters for Power Plant Cooling, and recommendations by the
Statewide Advisory Committee on Cooling Water Intake Structures, if any, and
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direct staff to make recommendations to the policy, if appropriate.
STATUS:

CA AB 1187

07/11/2011

In SENATE.
reading.

AUTHOR:

Fong [D]
Water Plan: Safe Drinking Water
yes
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

From Special Consent Calendar.

To third

Requires the Department of Water Resources to include a specified safe drinking
water plan prepared by the State Department of Public Health in updates of the
State Water Plan. Requires the department to contract with the Department of
Public Health for that purpose.
STATUS:

CA AB 1194

05/27/2011

In ASSEMBLY Committee on APPROPRIATIONS:
committee.

AUTHOR:

Block [D]
Drinking Water
yes
no
02/18/2011
06/27/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee
08/15/2011 10:00 am

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
SUMMARY:

Held in

Amends the Calderon-Sher Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996. Includes cooking,
preparing food and washing food in the definition of human consumption.
Exempts certain public water systems that sell water obtained from a public
water system that is subject to the act, through a submetered distribution
system if each user of the system is charged no more that the rate the user
would be charged by the public water system. Relates to violation citations and
penalties.
STATUS:

CA AB 1200

07/06/2011

From SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
Do pass. To Consent Calendar. (7-0)

AUTHOR:

Ma [D]
Water Quality: Discharges: Sewer Systems
yes
no
02/18/2011
05/04/2011
Pending
Senate Environmental Quality Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Amends the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act that requires a person
who causes or permits any hazardous substance or sewage to be discharged in
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or on any waters of the state, to immediately notify the State Emergency
Management Agency. Requires a public or private entity having authority over
the operation and maintenance to a sewer collection system to report same.
Requires a public sewer and stormwater system to notify the public of a
discharge on or near a recreational beach.
STATUS:

CA AB 1283

06/16/2011

To SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

AUTHOR:

Berryhill B [R]
Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act
no
no
02/18/2011
Pending
ASSEMBLY

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Declares the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation relating to the Safe,
Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2012.
STATUS:

CA AB 1287

02/18/2011

INTRODUCED.

AUTHOR:

Buchanan [D]
Local Government: Audits
no
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Assembly Local Government Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Requires local agencies, defined to include cities, counties, a city and county,
special districts, authorities, or public agencies, to comply with General
Accounting Office standards for financial and compliance audits and prohibits an
independent auditor from engaging in financial compliance audits unless the
auditor completes a quality control review.
STATUS:

CA AB 1354

03/21/2011

To ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT.

AUTHOR:

Huber [D]
Public Works: Progress Payments: Notice: Retention
yes
no
02/18/2011
04/26/2011
Pending
Assembly Business, Professions and Consumer Protection
Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Requires that a contractor pay a subcontractor on a public works project within
7 days after receipt of each progress payment. Relates to the time period for
written notice regarding a claim against the bond of a contractor under a public
works contract. Relates to retention proceeds withheld under a public works
contract. Relates to progress payments made under a public works contract.
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STATUS:

05/03/2011
NOTES:

CA SB 34

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

In ASSEMBLY Committee on BUSINESS, PROFESSIONS &
CONSUMER PROTECTION: Not heard.
Position: Oppose (4-28-11)
Simitian [D]
Water Resources Investment Act of 2011
yes
no
12/06/2010
04/13/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee

Requires revenues and charges collected under the Water Resources
Investment Program to be deposited in the state Water Resources Investment
Program Fund and and a number of regional investment accounts within the
fund. Requires money in the regional accounts be for water-related projects and
programs. Requires state account moneys be appropriated for specified
statewide water-related programs and the Delta plan, mercury contamination in
the Sacrament-San Joaquin Delta, and for related bond debt service.
STATUS:

05/04/2011
NOTES:

CA SB 52

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

From SENATE Committee on GOVERNANCE AND FINANCE:
Do pass to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS. (5-4)
Position: Oppose (4-28-11)
Steinberg [D]
Water Quality: Sacramento Regional Sanitation District
yes
no
12/15/2010
Pending
Senate Environmental Quality Committee

Appropriates funds to the Department of Water Resources from the Safe
Drinking Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River and Coastal
Protection Bond Act of 2006 to provide financial assistance to the Sacramento
Regional County Sanitation District to offset rate increases associated with the
costs of capital improvements to the district's regional sewage treatment plant.
STATUS:

05/02/2011
05/02/2011
CA SB 194

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
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In SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
Failed passage.
In SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
Reconsideration granted.
Governance and Finance Cmt
Local Government: Omnibus Bill
yes
no
02/08/2011
06/13/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

SUMMARY:

Authorizes a county to accept payments by credit card, debit card, or EFT.
Relates to public records. Amends the County Budget Act. Relates to the
maximum amount that a local legislative body may transfer from a special fund
to the general fund, invest in a foreign bank, community service district boards,
general plan public meetings, Subdivision Map Act and conveyances of land,
sanitation employees, local taxation, facilities improvements, local construction
contracts, and business improvement districts.
STATUS:

CA SB 200

06/29/2011

From ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
pass to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS. (7-0)

AUTHOR:

Wolk [D]
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Bay Delta Conservation
yes
no
02/08/2011
03/24/2011
Pending
Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

Do

SUMMARY:

Amends the Delta Reform Act of 2009 that requires the Delta Stewardship
Council to consider the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) for inclusion in a
specified Delta Plan and the authorizes the incorporation of the plan into the
Delta Plan if the BDCP meets certain requirements. Requires any state agency
that is responsible for authorizing or implementing any action of the BDCP to
ensure the action is consistent with specified requirements prescribed by these
provisions.
STATUS:

03/24/2011
03/24/2011
NOTES:

CA SB 214

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

From SENATE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES AND
WATER with author's amendments.
In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES AND WATER.
Position: Support, if amended (4-28-11)
Wolk [D]
Infrastructure Financing Districts: Voter Approval
no
no
02/08/2011
06/21/2011
Pending
58
Assembly Third Reading File

Revises provisions governing the public facilities that may be financed.
Eliminates the requirement of voter approval to issue bonds to finance
infrastructure facilities. Authorizes the legislative body to create an
infrastructure financing district, adopt a financing plan, and issue the bonds by
resolutions. Authorizes a district to finance specified actions and projects.
Prohibits the district from providing financial assistance to a vehicle dealer or
big box retailer.
STATUS:

07/01/2011
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In ASSEMBLY.

Read second time.

To third reading.

CA SB 215

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:

Huff [R]
Invasive Aquatic Species: Mussels
yes
no
02/09/2011
04/26/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee
07/13/2011 9:00 am

SUMMARY:

Extends the repeal, to a specified date, of existing law that generally prohibits a
person from possessing, importing, shipping, or transporting, or from placing,
planting, or causing to be placed or planted in any water within the state,
dreissenid mussels, and authorizes the Director of Fish and Game or his or her
designee to engage in enforcement activities. Provides that a person who
violates, resists, delays, obstructs, or interferes with the implementation of
these provisions is subject to a penalty.
STATUS:

06/28/2011
NOTES:

CA SB 235

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE: Do pass to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.
(13-0)
Position: Support (5-26-11)
Negrete McLeod [D]
Water Conservation Districts: Number of Director
no
no
02/09/2011
06/09/2011
To Governor
To Governor

SUMMARY:

Authorizes a water conservation district with a board of directors consisting of 7
directors, to reduce the number of directors to 5, consistent with specified
requirements. Provides that these provisions do not apply to districts within the
County of Ventura.
STATUS:

CA SB 328

07/08/2011
07/11/2011

Enrolled.
*****To GOVERNOR.

AUTHOR:

Kehoe [D]
Eminent Domain Law: Conservation Easement
yes
no
02/15/2011
06/22/2011
Pending
73
Assembly Third Reading File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Revises the Eminent Domain Law to establish requirements for acquisition of
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property subject to a conservation easement. Requires the person seeking to
acquire the property to give the holder of the conservation easement a notice
containing specified information and an opportunity to comment on the
acquisition. Requires the notice of the hearing on the resolution of necessity to
be sent to any holder of the conservation easement and public entity.
STATUS:

07/07/2011

In ASSEMBLY. Read second time.
Position: Support (3-24-11)

AUTHOR:

Anderson [R]
Undocumented Criminal Immigrants: Costs: Data
yes
no
02/16/2011
03/24/2011
Pending
Senate Public Safety Committee

NOTES:

CA SB 434

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

To third reading.

SUMMARY:

Requires the Secretary of the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to
annually bill the federal government for the costs of incarcerating
undocumented criminal immigrants. Requires the Attorney General to utilize all
available legal resources to obtain reimbursement if the federal government
fails to make payment. Requires the Department of Justice to collect data on
the total number of undocumented immigrant inmates in all state and local
correctional institutions and publish it on its Web site.
STATUS:

CA SB 475

05/03/2011

In SENATE Committee on PUBLIC SAFETY:

AUTHOR:

Wright [D]
Infrastructure Financing
no
no
02/17/2011
06/20/2011
Pending
Assembly Local Government Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Not heard.

Authorizes a local governmental agency to enter into an agreement with a
private entity for financing for specified types of revenue generating
infrastructure projects. Requires an agreement to include adequate financial
resources to perform the agreement. Permits the agreements to lease or license
to, or provide other permitted uses by, the private entity.
STATUS:

06/29/2011
06/29/2011
CA SB 494

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
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In ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
passage.
In ASSEMBLY Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
Reconsideration granted.
Fuller [R]
California Regional Water Quality Control Boards
no
no
02/17/2011

Failed

DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:

Pending
Senate Rules Committee

SUMMARY:

Declares the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that would transfer
responsibility for the investigation and remediation of perchloroethylene
contamination to the regional boards.
STATUS:

CA SB 496

03/03/2011

To SENATE Committee on RULES.

AUTHOR:

Fuller [R]
State Water Resources Development System
no
no
02/17/2011
Pending
Senate Rules Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Makes technical, nonsubstantive changes to a provision that authorizes the
issuance of bond funds in a specified amount for the purposes of the State
Water Resources Development System.
STATUS:

CA SB 571

03/03/2011

To SENATE Committee on RULES.

AUTHOR:

Wolk [D]
Water Commission: Water Plan: Water Resources
yes
no
02/17/2011
04/13/2011
Pending
Senate Appropriations Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Provides for the organization of the State Water Commission as a separate
agency in state government. Enacts the Water Resources Investment Planning
Act to establish regional water planning agencies and a state water investment
plan. Provides the frequency for plan updates. Requires the State Department of
Water Resources and regional agencies to submit related reports to the
commission. Prescribes the contents of the reports and the purpose for
developing the reports.
STATUS:

CA SB 585

04/13/2011

In SENATE. Read second time and amended. Re-referred
to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Kehoe [D]
Energy: Solar Energy Systems: Funding
yes
yes
02/17/2011
07/05/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee
07/13/2011 9:00 am

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
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SUMMARY:

Amends an existing law that requires the Public Utilities Commission, in
implementing the State Solar Initiative, to ensure the total cost over the
duration of the program does not exceed a specified sum, and imposes
monetary limits on programs funded by charges collected from customers of
certain electrical corporations. Requires the commission to fund program
shortfalls by allocating interest accumulated from customer collections and
increasing customer collections. Sets the discount rate for interest.
STATUS:

CA SB 597

07/05/2011

In ASSEMBLY. Read second time and amended.
Re-referred to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.

AUTHOR:

Fuller [R]
Water Companies
no
no
02/17/2011
Pending
Senate Rules Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Makes technical, nonsubstantive changes to provisions making every person,
firm, or corporation, their lessees, trustees, receivers, or trustees appointed by
any court, owning, controlling, operating or managing any water system within
the state subject to the jurisdiction, control and regulation of the Public Utilities
Commission.
STATUS:

CA SB 607

03/03/2011

To SENATE Committee on RULES.

AUTHOR:

Walters [R]
Water Resources Board: Brackish Groundwater Treatment
yes
no
02/17/2011
04/27/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee
07/13/2011 9:00 am

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
SUMMARY:

Requires the Water Resources Control Board to either amend the State Ocean
Plan, or adopt separate standards, to address water quality objectives and
effluent limitations that are specifically appropriate for brackish groundwater
treatment system facilities that produce municipal water supplies for local use.
STATUS:

06/28/2011
NOTES:

CA SB 665

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
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From ASSEMBLY Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY
AND TOXIC MATERIALS: Do pass to Committee on
APPROPRIATIONS. (9-0)
Position: Support and seek amendments (5-26-11)
LaMalfa [R]
Lake and Streambed Alternation: Endangered species
yes
no
02/18/2011

LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

03/24/2011
Pending
Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee

Prohibits the installation of a new natural flow diversion or means of diversion or
substantial alternation that will substantially after a river, stream, or lake,
unless prescribed requirements are met. Exempts from agreements activity
involving drainage, flood control, or waste water treatment facilities in existence
prior to 2008, unless fish and wildlife are adversely affected. Requires
suggesting the use of alternative means of operating those facilities. Relates to
accidental take rules.
STATUS:

CA SB 710

04/26/2011

In SENATE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES AND
WATER: Not heard.

AUTHOR:

LaMalfa [R]
State Water Project: County Services
yes
no
02/18/2011
03/25/2011
Pending
Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Authorizes a county to prepare and adopt a county services impact report
containing a description of the costs of county services related to the operation
of specified dams and reservoirs as State Water Project facilities within the
county. Requires the department to compensate the county for those costs by
compensating the county directly, providing the county with specified services
and facilities, or contracting with the county or service provider to provide the
services or facilities within the county.
STATUS:

CA SB 759

04/25/2011

Re-referred to SENATE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES
AND WATER.

AUTHOR:

Lieu [D]
Common Interest Developments: Artificial Turf
no
no
02/18/2011
03/22/2011
To Governor
To Governor

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Provides that a provision of any of the governing documents of a common
interest development shall be void and unenforceable if it prohibits or includes
conditions that have the effect of prohibiting, the use of artificial turf or any
other synthetic surface that resembles grass. Provides the prohibition would not
preclude the association from applying landscape rules and regulations in
governing documents regarding the installation of such turf.
STATUS:

07/07/2011
NOTES:
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*****To GOVERNOR.
Position: Sponsor (1-27-11)

CA SB 833

AUTHOR:
TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Vargas [D]
Solid Waste: Disposal Facilities: San Diego County
yes
no
02/18/2011
04/25/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

Prohibits a person from disposing of solid waste, causing solid waste to be
disposed of, arranging for the disposal of solid waste, transporting solid waste,
or accepting solid waste for disposal, except at a permitted solid waste disposal
facility. Prohibits the construction or operation of a solid waste landfill disposal
facility in the County of San Diego if the facility is located within a specified
distance of the San Luis Rey River and within a specified distance of Native
American sacred lands.
STATUS:

CA SB 834

06/27/2011

From ASSEMBLY Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES:
pass to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS. (8-0)

AUTHOR:

Wolk [D]
Integrated Regional Water Management Plans: Contents
no
no
02/18/2011
06/29/2011
Pending
55
Assembly Third Reading File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Do

Requires an integrated regional water management plan to address specified
water quality and water supply matters and identify the manner in which the
plan complies with a specified state policy concerning reducing reliance on the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta for water supply and improving regional
self-reliance for water, if the region depends on water for the watershed.
Requires integrated regional water management plans to incorporate that
requirement. Relates to plan funding.
STATUS:

CA SB 837

06/30/2011

In ASSEMBLY.

AUTHOR:

Blakeslee [R]
Residential Real Property Disclosures
no
no
02/18/2011
06/30/2011
Enacted
Chaptered
61

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
ENACTED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
CHAPTER:
SUMMARY:

Read second time.

To third reading.

Revises the disclosure form to require that a transferor of single-family
residential property built and available for use on or before a specified date,
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disclose whether or not the property is equipped with water-conserving
plumbing fixtures.
STATUS:

CA SB 846

06/30/2011
07/01/2011

Signed by GOVERNOR.
Chaptered by Secretary of State.

AUTHOR:

Berryhill T [R]
California Water Plan: Water Data
yes
no
02/18/2011
05/03/2011
Pending
Assembly Appropriations Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Chapter No. 61

Requires the Department of Water Resources to include in the California Water
Plan an assessment of the state's water data system and would prescribe
requirements relating to the content and conduct of the assessment.
STATUS:

CA SB 877

06/28/2011

From ASSEMBLY Committee on WATER, PARKS AND
WILDLIFE: Do pass to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS.
(13-0)

AUTHOR:

Anderson [R]
Public Water Systems: Point-of-use Treatment
yes
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Senate Environmental Quality Committee

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Amends existing law authorizing the Department of Public Health to develop
limited emergency regulations governing the permitted use of point-of-entry
and point-of-use treatment by public water systems in lieu of centralized
treatment and requires that these emergency regulations remain in effect until
a specified date. Limits these regulations to the public water systems with less
than 2,500 services connections. Permits the emergency regulations to remain
in effect until the earlier of a specified date.
STATUS:

CA SB 900

03/10/2011

To SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

AUTHOR:

Steinberg [D]
Regional Water Quality Control Boards: Members
no
no
02/18/2011
05/09/2011
Pending
A-16
Assembly Inactive File

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
LAST AMEND:
DISPOSITION:
FILE:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Amends the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. Deletes provisions of the
act prohibiting a board member from participating in actions that involve the
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member or a waste discharger with which the member is connected. Specifies
that the limitation on the member's financial interest applies only to a
disqualifying financial interest within the Political Reform Act. Relates to
requirements, qualifications, and to disqualifying factors for regional board
members.
STATUS:

07/01/2011

In ASSEMBLY. To Inactive File.
Position: Support (6-23-11)

AUTHOR:

Yee [D]
Environment: Agency
no
no
02/18/2011
Pending
Senate Environmental Quality Committee

NOTES:

CA SB 904

TITLE:
FISCAL COMMITTEE:
URGENCY CLAUSE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Makes a statutory change consistent with the plan that provides that the
California Environmental Protection Agency, created pursuant to the Governor's
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1991, consists of the State Air Resources Board,
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the State Water
Resources Control Board, and each California regional water quality control
board, and the departments of, Pesticide Regulation, Toxic Substances Control,
and Resources Recycling and Recovery.
STATUS:

CA 2 2012

03/10/2011

To SENATE Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

PROPOSITION:

TBA
Safe, Clean, Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act 2012
SBx7 2 (Ch. 3, 2009), AB 1265 (Ch. 126, 2010)
08/10/2010
11/06/2012
08/10/2010

TITLE:
SOURCE:
QUALIFICATION:
ELECTION:
PLACED ON BALLOT:
SUMMARY:

Enacts the Safe, Clean Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2012 which would
authorize issuance of bonds, in a specified amount, to finance a safe drinking
water reliability program. Provides for submission of such bond to the voters in
the November 6, 2012 Statewide General Election.

Federal Bills
US HR 1042

SPONSOR:
TITLE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Baca [D]
Certain Species be Treated as Extinct
03/11/2011
Pending
House Natural Resources Committee

Amends the Endangered Species Act of 1973 to require that certain species be
treated as extinct for purposes of that Act if there is not a substantial increase
in the population of a species during the 15-year period beginning on the date
the species is determined to be an endangered species, and for other purposes.
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STATUS:

US HR 1251

03/11/2011
03/11/2011

INTRODUCED.
To HOUSE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES.

SPONSOR:

Costa [D]
Water Relief in the State of California
03/30/2011
Pending
House Natural Resources Committee

TITLE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Provides congressional direction for implementation of the Endangered Species
Act as it relates to operation of the Central Valley Project and the California
State Water Project and for water relief in the State of California.
STATUS:

US HR 1604

03/30/2011
03/30/2011

INTRODUCED.
To HOUSE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES.

SPONSOR:

Denham [R]
Projects in the Central Valley Project
04/15/2011
Pending
House Judiciary Committee

TITLE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Relates to the Central Valley Project (CVP); relates to permits issued in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act; provides that the
Bureau of Reclamation shall not be required to cease activity pending a review
or legal challenge of a CVP project; relates to judicial proceedings regarding an
authorized CVP project; and defines terms.
STATUS:

US HR 1837

04/15/2011
04/15/2011
04/15/2011

INTRODUCED.
To HOUSE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES.
Additionally referred to HOUSE Committee on JUDICIARY.

SPONSOR:

Nunes [R]
Water-Related Concerns on the San Joaquin River
05/11/2011
Pending
House Natural Resources Committee

TITLE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
LOCATION:
SUMMARY:

Addresses certain water-related concerns on the San Joaquin River, and for
other purposes.
STATUS:

US S 519

05/24/2011

In HOUSE Committee on NATURAL RESOURCES:
to Subcommittee on WATER AND POWER.

IDENTICAL:

US HR 470
Reid [D]
Hydroelectric Power Generated at Hoover Dam
03/09/2011
Pending
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
07/14/2011 10:00 am

SPONSOR:
TITLE:
INTRODUCED:
DISPOSITION:
COMMITTEE:
HEARING:
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Referred

SUMMARY:

Relates to the Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2011; further allocates and
expands the availability of hydroelectric power generated at Hoover Dam, and
for other purposes.
STATUS:

05/19/2011
NOTES:

Subcommittee on WATER AND POWER hearings held.
(Companion Bill: H.R. 470); Position: Support (4-28-11)

Copyright (c) 2011 State Net.
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4677 Overland Avenue
San Diego, California 92123
FORMAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING
The mission of the San Diego County Water Authority is to provide a safe and reliable
supply of water to its member agencies serving the San Diego region.
July 28, 2011
3:00 p.m.
1.

Call to Order.

2.

Salute to the flag.

3.

Roll call, determination of quorum.
3-A Report on proxies received.

4.

Additions to agenda. (Government code Sec. 54954.2(b)).

5.

Approve the minutes of the Special meetings of the Administrative and Finance
Committee of June 7, 2011 and June 9, 2011 and the Formal Board of Directors’ meeting
of June 23, 2011.

6.

Opportunity for members of the public who wish to address the Board on matters within
the Board’s jurisdiction.

7.

PRESENTATIONS & PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.

REPORTS BY CHAIRS
8-A Chairs report: Chair Hogan.
8-B
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Report by Committee Chairs
Water Planning Committee
Engineering and Operations Committee
Imported Water Committee
Administrative and Finance Committee
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee

Director Dion
Director Knutson
Director Watton
Director Wight
Director Saxod

9.

CONSENT CALENDAR

9- 1.

Professional services contract with GHD Inc. for additional site development
evaluations for the Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater Desalination Project.
Award a professional services contract to GHD, Inc., for additional site
development evaluations for the Proposed Camp Pendleton Seawater
Desalination Project for a not-to-exceed amount of $385,000.

9- 2.

Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011and 2012.
Adopt the Amended Water Planning Committee Goals for 2011 and
2012.

9- 3.

Professional services contract for as-needed in-plant and field inspection
support services.
Authorize the General Manager to award a professional services contract to
On-Site Technical Services, for as-needed in-plant and field inspection support
services to support the Capital Improvement Program projects, for an amount
not-to-exceed $5 million for three years.

9- 4.

Change Orders to Archer Western for the ESP-Lake Hodges Pump
Station and Inlet/Outlet Structure project.
Accept Archer Western Change Orders 46 through 51 for $479,727; and
authorize the General Manager to execute a change order for an amount not-toexceed $1,100,000 to extend Archer Western’s contract to support
commissioning activities through commercial operation, increasing the contract
amount to $76,888,656.

9- 5.

Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Adopt the Amended Engineering and Operations Committee Goals for 2011
and 2012.

9- 6.

Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011and 2012.
Adopt the Amended Imported Water Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.

9- 7.

Treasurer’s report.
Note and file the monthly Treasurer’s report.

9- 8.

Metropolitan Water District modification to its annexation charges
for five previously annexed areas within the Water Authority.
Authorize the General Manager to seek property owner and/or voter approval of
Metropolitan Water District’s modification to its annexation charge calculation
for five previously annexed areas within the Water Authority’s service area.
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9- 9.

Response to May 31, 2011 San Diego County Grand Jury Report, “San Diego
County Water Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow”.
Approve response to May 31, 2011 San Diego County Grand Jury Report, “San
Diego County Water Rates: High Today, Higher Tomorrow”.

9- 10.

Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011 and 2012.
Adopt the Amended Administrative and Finance Committee Goals for 2011
and 2012.

9- 11.

Professional services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District
for fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow for DWR’s Integrated Regional
Water Management pass-through grant funding for the operation of the Water
Authority’s Agricultural Water Management Program.
Authorize the General Manager to execute a professional services agreement
with Mission Resource Conservation District in the amount of $225,000, for
fiscal years 2012, 2013, and 2014 to allow for DWR’s Integrated Regional
Water Management pass-through funding for the operation of the Water
Authority’s Agricultural Water Management Program.

9- 12.

Professional services agreement with Mission Resource Conservation District for
WaterSmart Field Services.
Authorize the General Manager to execute a three-year professional services
contract with a two-year option for a not-to-exceed amount of $420,000 to
Mission Resource Conservation District for the WaterSmart Field Services
Program.

9- 13.

Memoranda of Understanding with member agencies that self- perform surveys
and audits under the WaterSmart Field Services Program.
Authorize the General Manager to enter into separate Memoranda of
Understanding between the San Diego County Water Authority and its member
agencies that choose to implement self-performing surveys and audits
under the WaterSmart Field Services Program for a combined not-to-exceed
amount of $462,000 for fiscal years 2012 and 2013.

9- 14.

Adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica).
Adopt a position of Support on HR 2018 (Mica).

9- 15.

Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals for 2011
and 2012.
Adopt the Amended Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee Goals
for 2011 and 2012.

10.

ACTION / DISCUSSION

3
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11.

CLOSED SESSION(S)

11-A

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation and Potential Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) - SDCWA v Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California;
Case No. CPF-10-510830
Government Code §54956.9(c) - One Case

11-B

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation Government Code
§54956.9(a)
Name of Case: QSA Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4353

12.

Action following Closed Session

13.

SPECIAL REPORTS
13-A GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT – Ms. Stapleton
13-B GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT – Mr. Hentschke
13-C SANDAG REPORT – Director Muir
SANDAG Subcommittee: Borders/Regional Planning Committee –
Director H. Williams
13-D AB 1234 Compliance Reports – Directors

14.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS

15.

ADJOURNMENT

Doria F. Lore
Clerk of the Board

NOTE:

The agendas for the Formal Board meeting and the meetings of the Standing Committees
held on the day of the regular Board meeting are considered a single agenda. All information or
possible action items on the agenda of committees or the Board may be deliberated by and become
subject to consideration and action by the Board.

4
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SPECIAL MEETING
ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
June 7, 2011
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Wight called the Special Administrative and Finance Committee meeting to order
at 1:30 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALL
Committee members present were Chair Wight, Vice Chair Bond, Directors Arant,
Bailey, Dion, Hilliker, Price, Saunders, and H. Williams. Committee members absent were ViceChair Croucher, Lewis, Muir, Smith and Wornham. Also present were Directors Boyle, Dailey,
Douglas, Heidel, Knutson, Linden, McIntosh, Mudd, Pocklington, K. Williams, and Wilson. At
that time, there was a quorum of the committee.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of
Finance/Treasurer Sandler, Budget and Analysis Manager Celaya, and Financial Planning
Manager Shank.
3.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no members of the public who wished to address the Committee.

4.

ACTION/DICUSSION
Consideration of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012
and 2013.

Chair Wight announced that at the May Board meeting, the Board had received the
budget document and it had also been placed on the website for all members of the Board to
review. She reviewed the schedule of the two budget workshops, highlighting what items would
be covered on each day and that the Board would consider adoption of the budget at the
June 23, 2011 Board meeting. Chair Wight then turned the meeting over to Ms. Stapleton to
provide an overview of the Recommended Budget.
Ms. Stapleton reviewed the agenda for the workshop presentations, which would
commence with a budget overview followed by a discussion of sources and uses of funds. The
discussion on sources and uses of funds would provide additional details on the Operating
Departments, broken down by Water Authority’s Business Plan Focus Areas: Water Sales
Portfolio, Water Facilities, and Core Business; Capital Improvement Program (CIP); Debt
Service; and other key aspects of the budget, including Lake Hodges Pumped Storage and
Grants.
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Ms. Stapleton presented an extensive budget overview starting with Board input on the
Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013 Budget, which included water sales forecast uncertainty,
conservation funding, external contingencies, organizational efficiencies, CIP, and
communication regarding rates and charges.
Ms. Stapleton described the “new normal” environment and explained some of the risks
and unknowns the Water Authority would face in the upcoming budget period, which include
litigation, water sales, capital project change in conditions, and state and federal actions.
Ms. Stapleton presented and explained sources of funds, which was comprised of water
sales revenues, infrastructure access charges, property taxes and in-lieu charges, investment
income, hydroelectric revenue, other income, capacity charges, water standby availability
charges, contributions in aid of CIP, and net fund withdraws.
Ms. Stapleton then reviewed uses of funds by major categories, including water
purchases and treatment, CIP and debt service. She also reviewed the Operating Departments in
detail beginning with an overview explaining the expenditure categories, labor and benefits
budget by each department, and personnel reductions.
Ms. Stapleton reviewed CalPERS costs and the increasing employee cost share as a result
of the last Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) negotiation process. She noted the next
negotiation process would begin in 2012. Ms. Stapleton concluded the presentation with
answering questions from the Board.
Director Bailey asked how the Water Authority’s debt service was projected. Mr.
Sandler provided the answer. Director Bailey requested a better explanation of the debt service
and how the rate assumptions were projected. He also asked about the impact of deferring CIP
projects on the use of bond proceeds. Ms. Stapleton and Mr. Sandler replied that these requests
would be addressed at the next Budget Workshop on Thursday, June 9, 2011.
Director Mudd asked for additional details and back-up data regarding the Water
Authority’s investment income. He also requested a breakdown in greater detail of the drivers
of the rate and charge increases. Ms. Stapleton replied that would be provided at the next Budget
Workshop on Thursday, June 9, 2011.
Director K. Williams made comments and asked questions regarding the labor and
benefits portion of the budget presentation. He recommended a breakdown of labor and benefits
by department comparing budget versus estimates be provided. Ms. Stapleton replied that
would be provided at the next Budget Workshop on Thursday, June 9, 2011.
Director Douglas requested more information be provided on the Water Authority’s risks
involved with desalination and had questions on the rate stabilization fund and contracting
services to member agencies. Ms. Stapleton and Mr. Sandler answered her questions and Ms.
Stapleton pointed out that on page 34 and 35 of the budget book, there was an explanation of the
various funds for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013.
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Chair Wight had a few questions regarding water sales (2010 and 2011 estimated versus
2012 and 2013 recommended budget) and requested to see in detail the variance in dollars and
how much of the variance (volume versus price) was a direct result of the MWD increase. She
also asked for more information to be provided on the costs allocated in each rate category. Ms.
Stapleton replied that would be provided at the next Budget Workshop on Thursday, June 9,
2011.
Chair Wight announced that the individual operating departments would begin their
presentations. The first one to present was Halla Razak for the Colorado River Program. Ms.
Razak presented the budget for the Colorado River Program. She explained the three focus areas
of the department were QSA Implementation, Canal Lining Program and the Colorado River
Supply Management and Development. She provided a department summary that included
operating labor and benefits and explained that cost containment measures were staff reductions,
reduced funding for various items, and a shift in outreach that would be focused on using “inkind” services. Ms. Razak also covered the performance measures and a look ahead for the
2012 and 2013 budget period. Ms. Razak answered questions from the Board.
MWD Program Chief Chen presented the budget for the MWD program. She explained
the three focus areas were Advocacy & Policy Development, MWD Delegates Support and
Imported Water Management. She provided a department summary that included operating
labor and benefits and explained cost containment measures and reduced funding for various
items, staff reduction, and reprioritization of professional and technical services. Ms. Chen also
covered the performance measures and a forecast for the 2012 and 2013 budget period. Ms.
Chen answered questions from the Board.
Director of Water Resources Weinberg presented the budget for the Water Resources
Department. He explained the three focus areas were Water Supply and Facilities Planning;
Environmental Planning; and Local Project Assistance. He provided a department summary that
included operating labor and benefits, and explained cost containment measures were reduced
and eliminated funding for various items and projects. Mr. Weinberg also covered the
performance measures and a forecast for the 2012 and 2013 budget period. Mr. Weinberg
answered questions from the Board.
Future Director of Engineering, Rose presented the budget for the Engineering
Department. He explained the three focus areas were support of CIP and Asset Management;
management of rights-of-way; and technical support to other departments and agencies. Mr.
Rose provided a department summary and explained the consolidation of the Engineering and
Right-of-Way departments, the differences in the consolidated department, the new structure and
operating labor and benefits. He also covered the performance measures and a forecast for the
2012 and 2013 budget period. Mr. Rose answered questions from the Board.
Director Bailey requested more information on labor and benefits. Ms. Stapleton replied
that would be provided at the next Budget Workshop on Thursday, June 9, 2011.
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Director of Operations and Maintenance Eaton presented the budget for the Operations
and Maintenance Department. He gave a department overview, explained key services, and
provided a department summary including labor and benefits. Mr. Eaton explained cost
containments were reductions in various items such as fleet size and supplies. He also covered
the performance measures and a forecast for the 2012 and 2013 budget period. Mr. Eaton
answered questions from the Board. Chair Wight concluded the Operating Department
presentations and asked the Board if there any further questions.
Director Heidel requested detailed information to be provided regarding program cuts in
the Public Outreach and Conservation Department. Director Dion asked what services and
programs were going to be eliminated by each department. Director Bailey asked about the
existing bond proceeds and how it relates to CIP. Chair Wight requested to see what the original
budgets were for in the CIP schedule. Director Saunders asked to see the assumptions
underlying the Stored Water Fund.
Ms. Stapleton replied that these answers would be provided at the next Budget Workshop
on Thursday, June 9, 2011.
5.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Administrative and Finance
Committee, Chair Wight adjourned the meeting at 4:35 p.m.

_________________________________
Barbara Wight, Chair
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SPECIAL MEETING
ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
June 9, 2011
1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Wight called the Special Administrative and Finance Committee meeting to order
at 1:35 p.m.
2.

ROLL CALL
Committee members present were Chair Wight, Vice Chair Bond, Directors Arant,
Bailey, Hilliker, Lewis, Muir, Price, Saunders, H. Williams and Wornham. Committee members
absent were Vice-Chair Croucher, Directors Dion and Smith. At that time there was a quorum of
the Committee. Also present were Directors Boyle, Dailey, Douglas, Heidel, Jungreis, Knutson,
Lewinger, Linden, Morrison, Pocklington, Steiner, Tu, K. Williams, and Wilson.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of
Finance/Treasurer Sandler, Budget and Analysis Manager Celaya, and Financial Planning
Manager Shank.
3.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no members of the public who wished to address the Committee.

4.

ACTION/DICUSSION
Consideration of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012
and 2013.

Chair Wight announced Ms. Stapleton would respond to the questions from the Budget
Workshop held on June 7, 2011. Ms. Stapleton announced Mr. Sandler would begin the
presentation. Mr. Sandler covered how the Water Authority budgets for investment income. He
stated cash balances were projected to decline 26% primarily driven by Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) expenditures. In addition, he covered bond proceed expenditures, budgeting debt
service, stored water fund sources and uses of funds, and estimated vs. budgeted water sales.
Ms. Stapleton continued the presentation stating the projected increase in water sales revenue
was attributable to an increase in rates and charges. She reviewed the desalination risks and
unknowns, the permitting and regulatory risk, the construction cost risk, the availability of
suitable project sites, and the energy cost risk. She then reviewed the CIP budget adjustments
during Fiscal Years 2010 & 2011. She provided a detailed explanation of the drivers of the
Calendar Year 2012 rate increases, rate policy considerations, and rate policy alternatives. She
provided an overview of programs and services eliminated, programs and services deferred,
followed by programs and services added, programs and service costs added, and reviewed
position reductions. Ms. Stapleton answered questions from the Board members.
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Mr. Hentschke presented the General Counsel’s department budget. He provided
department overview, explanation of key services, cost containment, and the top challenges and
opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. Mr. Hentschke answered questions from the
Board.
Ms. Stapleton presented the General Manager’s department budget and the budget for the
Board of Directors. She provided a department overview, explanation of key services, cost
containment, and the top challenges and opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. Ms.
Stapleton answered questions from the Board. Director K. Williams requested the amount spent
on sponsorships. Ms. Stapleton stated sponsorships were budgeted for $30,000 annually and
reviewed the organizations included in the budget.
Director of Administrative Services Young presented the Administrative Services
department budget. She provided a department overview, explanation of key services, cost
containment, and the top challenges and opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. There
were no questions for Ms. Young.
Mr. Sandler presented the budget for the Finance Department. He provided a department
overview, explanation of key services, cost containment, and the top challenges and
opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. There were no questions for Mr. Sandler.
Director of Human Resources Leone presented the budget for the Human Resources
Department. She provided a department overview, explanation of key services, cost
containment, and the top challenges and opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013.
Director Tu asked if the $700,000 budgeted for unemployment claims would be the maximum
amount paid. Ms. Leone confirmed that $700,000 would be the maximum amount paid and if
the laid off employees found work the amount paid out in unemployment claims would be lower.
Director of Public Outreach and Conservation Foster presented the budget for the Public
Outreach and Conservation budget. He provided department overview including the new
organizational structure which consolidated the Public Affairs Department and the Water
Conservation Program. He explained key services, cost containment, and the top challenges and
opportunities for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013. Director Price asked a question regarding
capitalized overhead and Mr. Sandler provided the answer.
Mr. Belock presented the CIP budget. He reviewed the CIP progress from the past two
years, the future of the CIP, the Board approved CIP deferrals, water treatment issues, and
project costs. Mr. Belock answered questions regarding the CIP budget.
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Mr. Sandler presented the Debt Service budget. He reviewed debt service appropriation,
outstanding debt, historical variable rate debt rates, projected future debt service, Water
Authority credit ratings, value of a strong credit rating; metrics credit agencies watch, projected
senior lien debt service coverage ratio, and debt management. There were no questions for Mr.
Sandler.
Chair Wight announced the budget information regarding Lake Hodges Pumped Storage
and Grants would be deferred to the June 23, 2011 Board meeting.
5.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Administrative and Finance
Committee, Chair Wight adjourned the meeting at 4:40 p.m.

_________________________________
Barbara Wight, Chair
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MINUTES OF THE FORMAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING
JUNE 23, 2011
IMPORTED WATER COMMITTEE
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL
Chair Watton called the Imported Water Committee meeting to order at 9:03 a.m.
Committee members present were Directors Heidel, Knutson, Lewinger, Linden, McIntosh,
Steiner, and Wilson. Chair Watton appointed Director Dion to the committee for the quorum.
Directors Bond, Morrison and Wight were absent. Also present were Directors Croucher,
Dailey, Dion, Douglas, Ferguson, Hogan, Price, Saunders, Saxod, Smith, Walson, and K.
Williams. At that time, there was a quorum of the committee. Director Arant arrived at 9:05
a.m., Director Lewis arrived at 9:06 a.m., Director Bowersox arrived at 9:07 a.m., and Director
Tu arrived at 9:35 a.m. Staff present included General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel
Hentschke, Deputy General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman,
Colorado River Program Director Razak, MWD Program Chief Chen, and others.
ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
There were no additions to the agenda.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no public comments.
CHAIR’S REPORT
Chair Watton discussed the Alternate Delta Plan and the recent meeting that the QSA
Workgroup had with board members from Coachella Valley Water District.
4-A Directors’ comments.
There were no comments made by Directors.
I.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1.
Approve agreement with Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP, for special
counsel services for fiscal years 2012 and 2013.
Staff recommendation: Authorize General Counsel to execute an agreement for
legal and other professional services with Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
for fiscal years 2012 and 2013.
Director Steiner made a motion, Director Knutson seconded, and the motion
passed unanimously to authorize the staff recommendation.

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.
Metropolitan Water District Issues and Activities update.
1-A Metropolitan Water District’s Delegates report.
The delegates reported on the discussions and actions taken at the recent MWD
board meetings.
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1-B

Update on Metropolitan Water District’s 2010 Blue Ribbon Committee
report.

Public Affairs Senior Manager Westford reported on the 2010 Blue Ribbon
Committee report.
1-C

Metropolitan Water District’s termination of funding agreements with the
San Diego County Water Authority.

Ms. Chen reported that as a result of the Water Authority’s rate challenge, the
MWD board voted this month to terminate all subsidy program funding agreements it had with
the Water Authority that contained the rate structure integrity provisions, but funding for the
residential and commercial rebates were kept in place. The MWD board also declined approval
for pending and future agreements.
Director Lewinger requested staff to review the language of the MWD board action for
accuracy and to evaluate the potential to maximize returns on the remaining programs for the
San Diego region. Ms. Stapleton stated that those issues would be reviewed at the next board
officers and delegates meeting.
2.

Colorado River Programs.
2-A Colorado River Board representative’s report.

Director Knutson stated that inflows into Lake Powell were projected to be 139 percent
of normal for the water year and that Lake Mead’s elevation was above 1,100 feet, reducing the
chances of the reservoir falling below the shortage trigger of 1,075 feet over the next several
years. He said that the Colorado River Board approved a $1.6 million budget for the fiscal year
2011-2012, and that the Water Authority’s share was 10 percent. Director Knutson reported that
the Colorado River Board would not be eliminated as part of the Governor’s budget process.
III.

INFORMATION
The following information items were noted and filed:
1.
Colorado River Binational Discussions report.
2.
Metropolitan Water District Program report.
The Committee went into closed session at 10:00 a.m.

IV.

CLOSED SESSION
1.
CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) – SDCWA v Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California; Case No. CPF-10-510830
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2.

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a)
Name of Case: QSA Judicial Council Coordination
Proceeding No. 4353

Mr. Hentschke stated that there was no reportable action.
V.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Imported Water Committee, Chair
Watton adjourned the meeting at 10:51 a.m.
ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL
Vice Chair Croucher called the Administrative and Finance Committee meeting to order
at 10:57 a.m. Committee members present were Vice Chair Croucher, Directors Arant, Bailey*,
Dion, Hilliker*, Lewis, Muir, Price, Saunders*, Smith, H. Williams*, and Wornham. Committee
members absent were Chair Wight and Vice Chair Bond. At that time, there was a quorum of the
Board, however only members of the Committee participated in the vote. Also present were
Directors Bowersox, Boyle, Dailey, Douglas, Ferguson, Heidel, Hogan, Knutson, Lewinger,
Linden, McIntosh, Mudd, Saxod, Steiner, Tu, Walson, Watton, K. Williams, and Wilson.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of
Finance/Treasurer Sandler, Director of Operations and Maintenance Eaton, Director of Human
Resources Leone, Director of Administrative Services Young, Controller Greek, Budget and
Analysis Manager Celaya, and Financial Planning Manager Shank.
*Directors Bailey and Saunders arrived at 10:58 a.m.
ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
There were no additions to the agenda.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no members of the public who wished to speak.
CHAIR’S REPORT
Vice Chair Croucher congratulated the Water Authority Finance department, especially
the accounting section, for receiving the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial
Reporting from the Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada
for the Fiscal Year 2010 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). Vice Chair Croucher
added this was the eleventh consecutive year the Water Authority had received the certificate,
which is considered the highest form of recognition in governmental accounting and financial
reporting.
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Vice Chair Croucher announced a presentation to the Board on the importance of water to
regional economic development had been arranged by Director Wornham. The presentation
would take place at the October Board meeting, and would feature speakers Eric Brunwald of
National University and Marni Cox of SANDAG. The presentation was arranged as a response
to a request made by Director Lewis.
Vice Chair Croucher stated he attended the Water Works presentation facilitated by
Chair Hogan, Mr. Cushman, and Mr. Sandler. Vice Chair Croucher highly recommended the
presentation and encouraged board members to attend future presentations.
Vice Chair Croucher thanked and commended SCOOP Chair Mudd and SCOOP
Manager Yanushka for their efforts to advance SCOOP program activities.
*Director H. Williams arrived at 11:03 a.m.
DIRECTORS’ COMMENTS
Chair Wornham thanked staff for their efforts preparing the General Manager’s
Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013, especially for their efforts to provide
quick responses to board member’s questions arising during the budget hearing process.
I.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1.
Treasurer’s report.
Staff recommendation: Note and file the monthly Treasurer’s report.
2.

Purchase Water Authority Business Insurance – Property, Liability, and Workers’
Compensation.
Staff recommendation: Authorize the General Manager to purchase three lines of
business insurance – property, liability, and workers’ compensation – from the
Special Districts Risk Management Authority in the amount of $844,000 for
coverage of the period July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012, contingent upon Board
approval of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012
and 2013.

Director Price moved, seconded by Director Wornham, and the motion passed
unanimously to approve the consent calendar. The following Directors were absent at the time
of the vote: Bond, Hilliker, and Wight.
II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.
Approval of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012
and 2013.
Staff recommendation: Approve adoption of Resolution No. 2011-12, a
resolution of the Board of Directors of the San Diego County Water Authority
approving the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012
and 2013, for operations and capital improvements and appropriating $1.417
billion consistent with the approved budget.
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Ms. Stapleton provided a presentation on the item. In continuation of the June 7 and 9,
2011 budget hearing presentations, Mr. Belock and Mr. Eaton provided information on the Lake
Hodges Pump Storage facility, and Mr. Weinberg provided information on the Grants
Administration program.
Directors Wornham and Arant stated their support of the recommended budget. Director
Muir thanked staff for their transparency during the preparation of the budget and explained his
rationale for voting no on the item. Director Saunders thanked staff for making the difficult
decisions necessary to reduce the budget by approximately $6.7 million. Director Saunders
requested a review of the carryover storage operating plan be included in the list of off-year
budget projects to determine if carryover storage assets may be used as a source of revenue.
Director Wornham moved, seconded by Director Price and the item came to a vote. The
following Directors voted yes: Croucher, Arant, Bailey, Dion, Lewis, Price, Saunders, Smith,
H. Williams, and Wornham. The following Director voted no: Muir. The following Directors
were absent at the time of the vote: Bond, Hilliker, and Wight.
2.

PUBLIC HEARING: Adopt the Water Authority’s rates and charges for calendar
year 2012 and continue the annual Standby Availability Charge for fiscal year
2011-2012 as currently imposed.
Staff recommendation: Adopt Ordinance No. 2011-01 an ordinance of the Board
of Directors of the San Diego County Water Authority setting rates and charges
for the delivery and supply of water, use of facilities and provision of services.
Adopt Resolution 2011-13 a resolution of the Board of Directors of the San Diego
County Water Authority continuing the Standby Availability Charge.

Vice Chair Croucher opened the public hearing at 11:25 a.m. and asked if there
were any members of the public who wished to address the Board. There were no members of
the public who wished to speak.
Mr. Sandler provided a presentation which included the timeline in respect to rates and
charges, outlined drivers, and described the recommended rates and charges, the financial
performance metrics, and estimated impacts.
Director Bailey inquired whether a mid-year evaluation could be made to
determine if unexpended operating funds could be transferred to the Rate Stabilization Fund
(RSF) to strengthen the fund and assist with the debt service coverage ratio. Mr. Sandler
provided an explanation of the methodology of the Water Authority’s RSF, particularly as it
relates to the debt service coverage ratio. Ms. Stapleton stated an evaluation could be made
during the mid-term budget adjustment process and would include the impacts, if any, of such a
transfer of funds on the debt service coverage ratio.
Directors Walson, Arant, and Saunders asked questions and staff provided answers.
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*Director Hilliker arrived at 11:45 a.m. Vice Chair Croucher closed the public input
portion of the hearing at 11:47 a.m.
Director H. Williams moved, seconded by Director Smith and the item came to a
vote. The following Directors voted yes: Croucher, Arant, Bailey, Dion, Lewis, Price, Saunders,
Smith, H. Williams, and Wornham. The following Directors voted no: Hilliker and Muir. The
following Directors were absent at the time of the vote: Bond and Wight.
Director Lewis requested future public hearings be held after the close of the
business day to allow more members of the public to participate.
3.

Authorize the issuance of 1) Subordinate Lien Water Revenue Refunding Bonds –
Series 2011S-1 – to refund certain outstanding Tax-Exempt Commercial Paper;
and 2) Senior Lien Water Revenue Refunding Bonds – Series 2011A to refund
certain outstanding long-term debt to yield debt service savings.
Staff recommendation: Adopt a resolution authorizing the issuance of
Subordinate Lien Water Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2011S-1, in an
aggregate principal amount not to exceed $100 million for the purpose of
refunding $100 million in outstanding tax-exempt commercial paper; authorize a
negotiated method of sale for the issuance; and approve the selection of firms to
serve as the underwriting team. Adopt a resolution authorizing the issuance of
Senior Lien Water Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2011A, for the purpose of
refunding certain existing long-term debt; and authorize the Director of Finance to
determine the method of sale for the issuance closer to the pricing date.
Approve the forms of financing documents for both refunding bond issuances,
including the Preliminary Official Statements for the 2011S-1 Bonds and the
Series 2011A Bonds.

Mr. Sandler provided an overview of the item and introduced Mr. Shank. Mr. Shank
provided a presentation which included an update of variable-rate debt strategy execution,
discussion of fixed-rate note, and a refunding opportunity related to fixed-rate long-term debt.
Vice Chair Croucher and Director Wornham thanked and commended Mr. Sandler and Mr.
Shank for their efforts in achieving favorable rates despite the difficult financial market.
Director Wornham moved, seconded by Director Price and the motion passed
unanimously. The following Directors were absent at the time of the vote: Wight and
Bond.
III.

INFORMATION
The following items were noted and filed:
1.
Controller’s report on monthly financial statements.
2.
Board calendar.
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IV.

CLOSED SESSION
There were no Closed Session items.

V.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Administrative and Finance
Committee, Vice Chair Croucher adjourned the meeting at 12:03 p.m.
ENGINEERING AND OPERATIONS COMMITEE
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Chair Knutson called the Engineering and Operations Committee to order at 1:01 p.m.
Committee members present were Chair Knutson, Vice Chairs Dailey and Pocklington, Directors
Bailey, Douglas, Ferguson, McIntosh, Mudd, Morrison, K. Williams and Wilson. Directors
Hogan, Lewinger, Saxod and Smith arrived after roll call. There was a quorum of the
Committee. Other Board members present were Directors Arant, Bowersox, Croucher, Dion,
Heidel, Hilliker, Jungreis, Lewis, Linden, Muir, Price, Steiner, Walson, Watton, H. Williams and
Wornham.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of
Engineering Stift, Director of Operations and Maintenance Eaton, Acting Director of Right of
Way Busch, Deputy General Counsel Gallien, Principal Engineer Schuler and Operations and
Maintenance Manager Galleher.
ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
Chair Knutson noted the revised agenda previously distributed, which included the
Pipeline 3 urgent repair informational item.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There were eight members of the public who wished to address the Committee regarding
Action/Discussion item number 1. Construction contract for Pipelines 3 and 4 Miramar Hill to
Scripps Ranch Relining Project, Specification 606, with J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc. and
Spiniello Companies, A Joint Venture.
Mr. Mike Ireland - L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc., Vista, CA 90025
Mr. Mark Williams - L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc., Vista, CA 92081
Mr. Jim Woods - L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc., Vista, CA 92081
Mr. Scott Lane - Monteleone & McCrury, Los Angeles/L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc.
Mr. Joey Sestay – J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc. and Spiniello Companies, A Joint Venture
Mr. Joseph T. Walsh – J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc.
Mr. Sam Silva – Spiniello Companies, Pomona, CA 92003
Mr. Howard Ashcraft – Hanson Bridgett/Spiniello Companies, San Francisco, CA 94105
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CHAIR’S REPORT
Chair Knutson reviewed the current activities of the E&O Lake Hodges Subcommittee
and spoke about the latest good news regarding the San Vicente Dam Raise project. Chair
Knutson recognized Michael Stift, Director of Engineering for his upcoming retirement from the
Water Authority after 22 years.
I.

CONSENT CALENDAR
There were no items on the consent calendar.

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.
Construction contract for Pipelines 3 and 4 Miramar Hill to Scripps
Ranch Relining Project, Specification 606, with J. Fletcher Creamer
& Son, Inc. and Spiniello Companies, A Joint Venture.
Staff recommendation:
1. Deny the bid protest.
2. Authorize the General Manager to award a construction contract to J. Fletcher
Creamer & Son, Inc. and Spiniello Companies, a Joint Venture in the amount
of $18,964,750 for the Pipelines 3 and 4 Miramar Hill to Scripps Ranch
Relining project, Specification 606.

Chair Knutson referred to the eight public speaker requests and called on the speakers in
the following order:
1. Mr. Mike Ireland, Estimator and Project Manager, L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc. spoke in
support of the bid protest. Mr. Ireland provided a handout, in the form of a binder, to the
Board.
2. Mr. Mark Williams, Estimator and Project Manager, L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc., spoke in
support of the bid protest.
3. Mr. Jim Woods, L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc., spoke in support of the bid protest.
4. Mr. Scott Lane, Monteleone & McCrury, Legal Counsel for L.H. Woods & Sons, Inc.,
spoke in support of the bid protest.
5. Mr. Joey Sestay, Attorney representing J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc. and Spiniello
Companies, A Joint Venture, spoke against the bid protest and provided a handout to the
Board.
6. Mr. Joseph T. Walsh, President, J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc., spoke against the bid
protest.
7. Mr. Sam Silva, Division Manager, Spiniello Companies, spoke against the bid protest.
8. Mr. Howard Ashcraft, Legal Counsel for Spiniello Companies, spoke against the bid
protest.
Subsequently, Ms. Schuler gave a PowerPoint presentation, which covered three areas;
overview, evaluation of bid results and bid protest, and staff’s recommendation. Following
further discussion and a few questions from the Committee and Board, Vice Chair Pocklington
moved, Vice Chair Dailey seconded, and the motion passed unanimously to approve the staff
recommendation.
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III.

INFORMATION
Due to time constraints, Chair Knutson referred the Committee to the information
contained in the Board packet for both informational items.
1. Presentation on Annual Aqueduct Operation Plan.
2. Pipeline 3 urgent repair.
IV.

CLOSED SESSION
Mr. Hentschke took the Committee into Closed Session at 2:00 p.m.
1.

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) – Traylor-Shea Joint Venture v SDCWA;
Case No. 37-2009-00090545-CU-BC-CTL
Traylor-Shea Joint Venture v SDCWA;
Case No. 37-2011-00092666-CU-BC-CTL

2.

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel - Potential Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(b)(1) – OMWD – Elfin Forest Reserve

Mr. Hentschke brought the Committee out of Closed Session at 2:44 p.m. and stated that
the actions taken in Closed Session were not reportable.
V.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Engineering and Operations
Committee, Chair Knutson adjourned the meeting at 2:45 p.m.
WATER PLANNING COMMITTEE
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Chair Dion called the Water Planning Committee Meeting to order at 2:52 p.m.
Committee members present were Chair Dion, Vice Chairs Price and Saunders, Directors
Ferguson, Hogan, Jungreis, Linden, Pocklington, Walson, Watton and K. Williams. Directors
Boyle, Heidel, and Steiner arrived at 2:55 p.m. Also present were Directors Arant, Bailey,
Bowersox, Croucher, Dailey, Hilliker, Knutson, Lewinger, McIntosh, Muir, Saxod, Smith, Tu,
H. Williams, Wilson and Wornham. At that time, there was a quorum of the Board and the
meeting was conducted as a meeting of the Board; however, only committee members
participated in the vote.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of Water
Resources Weinberg, Water Resources Managers Purcell, Roy and Yamada, Principal Water
Resources Specialist Friehauf and Senior Water Resources Specialist Gage.
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PUBLIC COMMENT
Chair Dion reported two members of the public had submitted speaker request forms
relative to Action/Discussion Item II.1 and advised that public comment would be provided
when that item would be addressed in the committee meeting.
DIRECTORS’ COMMENTS
There were no comments made by Directors.
CHAIR’S REPORT
Chair Dion thanked Board members for attending the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan
workshops, staff for work done over two years in preparing the Plan, and the public for taking time
to provide comments to improve the Plan. He also remarked on San Diego’s Advanced Water
Purification Facility at the North City Water Reclamation Plant and encouraged Directors to learn
more from Director Roger Bailey.
I.

CONSENT CALENDAR
There were no Consent Calendar items.

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.
Adoption of Water Authority’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.
Staff recommendation: Adopt the resolution approving the Water Authority’s
2010 Urban Water Management Plan and submit the 2010 Plan to the State of
California by July 23, 2011, in order to comply with the Urban Water
Management Planning Act of California Water Code.

Ms. Gage presented information on the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan including a
timeline of work done and how comments received were addressed. An Errata Sheet containing
the following correction was distributed: Table 2-2. Total Regional Baseline Demand Forecast
(Excludes Future Conservation) In footnote 4, replace “Meadowood Development (155AF)”
with “Meadowood Development (460AF).”
Director Price moved and Director Saunders seconded a motion to approve the staff
recommendation. Chair Dion opened the meeting to public comment. Patrick McDonough, San
Diego Coastkeeper, advocated for more reduction, reuse, and recycling strategies to be included
in the Plan. Patti Krebs, Industrial Environmental Association, spoke in favor of the Plan. Chair
Dion opened the discussion for Directors’ comments and questions. Director Saunders
commended staff on the Plan. In response to a question by Director Muir concerning possible
amendments that would be required prior to the next scheduled UWMP update in 2015, staff
reported that an annual report prepared to comply with SB221/610 would reflect changes in
demand and resources. The motion passed unanimously.
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2.

Carlsbad Desalination Project.
2-A Status report on Carlsbad Desalination Project.

Mr. Weinberg provided a status report on the Carlsbad Desalination Project that included
background, current status and next steps. Mr. Weinberg responded to questions posed by
Directors Pocklington, Price, Linden, and Heidel, confirming that workshops could not be
scheduled until remaining conditions precedent had been met; final pricing would be based upon
actual costs and would be addressed in an agreement that staff would bring forward to the Board;
Poseidon’s bond interest rate would be dependent upon Poseidon’s signed contractual agreement
with the Water Authority; and all Project permits have been granted, including the National
Pollution Discharge Elimination permit, which would require renewal later in 2011, and that
Poseidon was in compliance with the California Coastal Commission permit.
2-B

Approve guiding principles for member agency purchase of potential
Water Authority-owned local water supplies from the Carlsbad
Desalination Project and corresponding revisions to the Local Supply
Conveyance and Exchange Policy.
Staff recommendation:
1. Adopt the proposed guiding principles solely for allowing member
agency purchases of potential Water Authority-owned local water
supplies from the Carlsbad Desalination Project.
2. Approve corresponding revisions to the Local Supply Conveyance and
Exchange Policy.

Mr. Yamada presented information on this revision of a board memo continued from
March 2011, addressing questions raised at that time concerning supply definitions, voting
entitlement, financial contribution, and over-subscription and exchanges. Mr. Yamada concluded
his presentation with a review of revised Purchase Principles.
Director Ferguson moved and Director Price seconded a motion to approve the staff
recommendation. Director K. Williams moved to amend the motion by modifying an item in
Purchase Principle #4 from 60 days to 90 days. In response to questions raised by Director
Lewinger concerning the percent limit specified in Purchase Principle #2, Ms. Stapleton
suggested that if agency requests exceeded 49 percent, staff would return to the Board with either
a suggestion on prorating or modifying the percent limit.
Staff responded to questions raised by Directors Muir and Arant concerning
administrative and customer service charges. Mr. Hentschke confirmed that this policy and the
policy change made to the Rate Structure earlier in the Administrative and Finance Committee
were consistent. Director Price posed a question related to the Water Authority constructing and
owning the pipeline for this Project. Mr. Weinberg explained that determination would be
subject to negotiations with Poseidon, and that staff would continue to minimize costs, trading
cost savings for risk as part of the risk assignment. In response to Director Muir’s question
related to setting a precedent, Ms. Stapleton confirmed this policy would not be applied to any
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future project, but would be related only to the Carlsbad Desalination Project due to its unique
circumstances.
Director Watton requested staff prepare an analysis for the ultimate financing of the
plant, because all of Poseidon’s water sales for the Project would be to the Water Authority with
its AA+ credit rating.
Chair Dion advised that more opportunities would arise in the future to explore additional
questions and comments on the project. The motion, as amended, passed unanimously.
III.

INFORMATION
The following item was received and filed:
1.

Water Resources report.

IV.

CLOSED SESSION
There were no Closed Session items.

V.

ADJOURNMENT
Chair Dion adjourned the meeting at 3:50 p.m.

LEGISLATION, CONSERVATION AND OUTREACH
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
Chair Saxod called the Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee to order at
3:55 p.m. Committee members present were Chair Saxod, Vice Chairs Hilliker and Jungreis, and
Directors Bowersox, Boyle, Croucher, Dailey, Douglas, Mudd, Muir, Tu, Walson, H. Williams,
and Wornham. Other Board members present were Directors Arant, Dion, Ferguson, Heidel,
Hogan, Knutson, Lewinger, Linden, McIntosh, Morrison, Pocklington, Price, Saunders, Smith,
Steiner, Watton, K. Williams, and Wilson. At the time, there was a quorum of the full Board and
the meeting was conducted as a meeting of the Board; however, only Committee members
participated in the vote.
Staff present was General Manager Stapleton, General Counsel Hentschke, Deputy
General Managers Belock and Kerl, Assistant General Manager Cushman, Director of Public
Affairs Foster, Water Conservation Program Executive Rose, and Government Relations
Manager Volberg.
ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
There were no additions to the agenda.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no members of the public who wished to address the Committee.
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CHAIR’S REPORT
Chair Saxod reported that the Water Authority held a legislative roundtable with
assembly members Toni Atkins and Brian Jones on June 17, 2011. She also reported that the
Water Authority partnered with the San Diego Horticultural Society to display a water-efficient
garden at the San Diego County Fair from June 10, 2011 through July 4, 2011. Chair Saxod
announced that the exhibit won three awards. She congratulated Steve Hubert in the Public
Affairs department who spearheaded the project.
Chair Saxod stated that the Water Authority held its first “Water Talks” community
forum on May 31, 2011, which was hosted by Board Chair Hogan. Board Chair Hogan provided
a brief report on the community forum.
DIRECTORS’ COMMENTS
There were no Directors’ Comments.
I.

CONSENT CALENDAR
There were no items on the Consent Calendar.

II.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
1.
Legislative Issues.
1-A Report by Carpi and Clay.
Mr. Carpi reported on issues in Washington, D.C. and Mr. Clay reported on issues
in Sacramento.
1-B

Adopt a position of Support on SB 900 (Steinberg)
Staff recommendation: Adopt a position of Support on SB 900
(Steinberg).

Government Relations Manager Volberg provided a presentation, including
summary and recommendation for SB 900 (Steinberg).
Director Jungreis moved, Director Croucher seconded, to adopt staff
recommendation and the motion passed unanimously to adopt a position of Support on
SB 900 (Steinberg).
III.

INFORMATION
1.
Quarterly Water Conservation Garden report.
This report was deferred to the July meeting.
The following items were received and filed:
2.
Small Contractor Outreach and Opportunities Program Quarterly report.
3.
Quarterly report on Public Affairs outreach activities.
4.
Government relations update.
5.
Status report on legislation and legislative positions.
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IV.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Legislation, Conservation and
Outreach Committee, Chair Saxod adjourned the meeting at 4:10 p.m.
FORMAL BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ MEETING OF JUNE 23, 2011
1.

CALL TO ORDER Chair Hogan called the Formal Board of Directors’ meeting to
order at 4:15 p.m.

2.

SALUTE TO THE FLAG Director Croucher led the salute to the flag.

3.

ROLL CALL, DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
Secretary Smith called the roll. Directors present were Arant, Bailey, Bowersox,
Croucher, Dailey, Dion, Ferguson, Heidel, Hilliker, Hogan, Jungreis, Knutson,
Lewinger, Linden, McIntosh, Morrison, Mudd, Muir, Pocklington, Price, Saxod, Smith,
Steiner, Tu, Walson, Watton, H. Williams, K. Williams, Wilson, and Wornham.
Directors absent were Bond, Boyle, Douglas, Lewis, Saunders, Wight and Representative
Slater-Price.
3-A Report on proxies received. Director Hogan was the proxy for Director
Bond.

4.

ADDITIONS TO AGENDA There were no additions to the agenda.

5.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES Director Saxod moved, Director Knutson seconded, and
the motion carried at 91.52% of the vote to approve the minutes of the Special meeting of
the Water Planning Committee of May 23, 2011 and the Formal Board of Directors’
meeting of May 26, 2011.

6.

OPPORTUNITY FOR MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO WISH TO ADDRESS
THE BOARD ON MATTERS WITHIN THE BOARD’S JURISDICTION
There were no members of the public that wished to speak.

7.

PRESENTATIONS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

8.

REPORTS BY CHAIRS
8-A Chairs report: Chair Hogan. Chair Hogan reported he had traveled to Sacramento
with Assistant General Manager Cushman on June 1, 2011. They were invited to
speak to the Board of Supervisors from the five counties surrounding the BayDelta regarding the Water Authority’s perspective for the Bay-Delta fix. In
addition, he encouraged Board members to attend the monthly meetings at the
Metropolitan Water District.
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8-B

Report by Committee Chairs.
Imported Water Committee. Director Watton reviewed the meeting and the
action taken.
Administrative and Finance Committee. Director Croucher reviewed the meeting
and the actions taken.
Engineering and Operations Committee. Director Knutson reviewed the meeting
and the actions taken.
Water Planning Committee. Director Dion reviewed the meeting and the actions
taken.
Legislation, Conservation and Outreach Committee. Director Saxod reviewed the
meeting and the action taken.

9.

CONSENT CALENDAR
Director Ferguson moved, Director Mudd seconded, and the motion carried at 91.52% of
the vote to approve the consent calendar. Directors voting no or abstaining are listed under the
item number.
9- 1.

Approve agreement with Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP, for special counsel
services for fiscal years 2012 and 2013.
The Board authorized the General Counsel to execute an agreement for legal and other
professional services with Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP for fiscal years 2012
and 2013.

9- 2.

Treasurer’s report.
The Board noted and filed the monthly Treasurer’s report.

9- 3.

Purchase Water Authority Business Insurance – Property, Liability, and Workers’
Compensation.
The Board authorized the General Manager to purchase three lines of business
insurance – property, liability, and workers’ compensation - from the Special
Districts Risk Management Authority in the amount of $844,000 for coverage of the
period July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012, contingent upon Board
approval of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal
Years 2012 and 2013.

9- 4.

Approval of the General Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal
Years 2012 and 2013.
The Board approved adoption of Resolution No. 2011-12, a Resolution of the Board
of Directors of the San Diego County Water Authority approving the General
Manager’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Years 2012 and 2013, for operations and
capital improvements and appropriating $1.417 billion consistent with the approved
budget.
Directors Hilliker and Muir voted no on this item.
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9- 5.

Adopt the Water Authority’s rates and charges for calendar year 2012 and continue
the annual Standby Availability Charge for fiscal year 2011-2012 as currently
imposed.
The Board adopted Ordinance No. 2011-01 an ordinance of the Board of Directors
of the San Diego County Water Authority setting rates and charges for the delivery
and supply of water, use of facilities and provision of services. The Board adopted
Resolution 2011-13 a resolution of the Board of Directors of the San Diego County
Water Authority continuing the Standby Availability Charge.
Directors Hilliker and Muir voted no on this item.

9- 6.

Authorize the issuance of Subordinate Lien Water Revenue Refunding
Bonds—Series 2011S-1—to refund certain outstanding Tax-Exempt
Commercial Paper; and Senior Lien Water Revenue
Refunding Bonds—Series 2011A to refund certain outstanding long-term
debt to yield debt service savings.
The Board adopted Resolution 2011-14 a resolution of the Board of Directors of the
San Diego County Water Authority authorizing the issuance of Subordinate Lien
Water Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2011S-1, in an aggregate principal amount not
to exceed $100 million for the purpose of refunding $100 million in outstanding taxexempt commercial paper; authorize a negotiated method of sale for the issuance; and
approved the selection of firms to serve as the underwriting team. The Board
adopted Resolution 2011-15 a resolution of the Board of Directors of the San Diego
County Water Authority authorizing the issuance of Senior Lien Water Revenue
Refunding Bonds, Series 2011A, for the purpose of refunding certain existing long-term
debt; and authorized the Director of Finance to determine the method of sale for the
issuance closer to the pricing date. The Board approved the forms of financing
documents for both refunding bond issuances, including the Preliminary Official
Statements for the 2011S-1 Bonds and the Series 2011A Bonds.

9- 7.

Construction contract for Pipelines 3 and 4 Miramar Hill to Scripps
Ranch Relining Project, Specification 606, with J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc. and
Spiniello Companies, A Joint Venture.
The Board denied the bid protest. The Board authorized the General Manager
to award a construction contract to J. Fletcher Creamer & Son, Inc. and Spiniello
Companies, a Joint Venture in the amount of $18,964,750 for the Pipelines
3 and 4 Miramar Hill to Scripps Ranch Relining project, Specification 606.

9- 8.

Adoption of Water Authority’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.
The Board adopted Resolution 2011-16 a resolution of the Board of Directors of the
San Diego County Water Authority approving the Water Authority’s 2010 Urban
Water Management Plan and the submission of the 2010 Plan to the State of
California by July 23, 2011, in order to comply with the Urban Water Management
Planning Act of the California Water Code.
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9- 9.

Approve guiding principles for member agency purchases of potential Water
Authority-owned local water supplies from the Carlsbad Desalination Project and
corresponding revisions to the Local Supply Conveyance and Exchange
Policy.
The Board adopted the proposed guiding principles solely for allowing member
agency purchases of potential Water Authority-owned local water supplies from
the Carlsbad Desalination Project, with the modification to Purchase Principle #4,
changing 60 days to 90 days. The Board approved corresponding revisions to the
Local Supply Conveyance and Exchange Policy.

9- 10.

Adopt a position of Support on SB 900 (Steinberg).
Adopt a position of Support on SB 900 (Steinberg).

10.

ACTION/DISCUSSION
There were no items under Action/Discussion.

11.

CLOSED SESSION(S)

11-A

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) – SDCWA v Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California;
Case No. CPF-10-510830

11-B

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a)
Name of Case: QSA Judicial Council Coordination Proceeding No. 4353

11-C

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel – Existing Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(a) – Traylor-Shea Joint Venture v SDCWA;
Case No. 37-2009-00090545-CU-BC-CTL
Traylor-Shea Joint Venture v SDCWA;
Case No. 37-2011-00092666-CU-BC-CTL

11-D

CLOSED SESSION:
Conference with Legal Counsel - Potential Litigation
Government Code §54956.9(b)(1) – OMWD – Elfin Forest Reserve
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11-E

11-F

CLOSED SESSION:
Public Employee Performance Evaluation
Government Code §54957 - Title: General Manager
CLOSED SESSION:
Public Employee Performance Evaluation
Government Code §54957 - Title: General Counsel

Mr. Hentschke took the Board into Closed Session at 4:25 p.m. on items 11-E and 11-F.
Mr. Hentschke brought the Board out of Closed Session at 4:30 p.m. and stated there was no
reportable action.
12.

Action following Closed Session.

13.
SPECIAL REPORTS
13-A GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT – Ms. Stapleton announced there was no Special
Board meeting for July 14, 2011.
13-B GENERAL COUNSEL’S REPORT – No report was given.
13-C SANDAG REPORT – Director Muir announced there was nothing to report.
SANDAG BORDERS/REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE – Director H. Williams
announced there was nothing to report.
13-D AB 1234 COMPLIANCE REPORTS – No reports were given.
14.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS - None.

15.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Board, Chair Hogan
adjourned the meeting at 4:35 p.m.

__________________________________
Michael T. Hogan, Chair

_______________________________
Richard K. Smith, Secretary

_______________________________
Doria F. Lore, Clerk of the Board
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Attention:

Board of Directors

General Counsel’s Report – June/July 2011
Purpose
This report discusses certain legal matters receiving attention during the months of June-July
2011.
Significant Developments in Pending Litigation
A bifurcated court trial has been set for August 30 in the litigation challenging the water rates
imposed by the Metropolitan Water District, which is limited to whether IID and UCAN have
standing to participate in the case and whether IID properly asserted a claim that MWD’s rates
violate the Wheeling Statutes (Water Code §§ 1810 et seq.). MWD filed an opening trial brief
for itself and its allied member agencies on July 15. Response briefs are due on August 9, and
MWD’s reply is due August 19. A further case management conference is also scheduled for
August 30. A closed session to discuss this lawsuit, and related litigation matters, has been
scheduled for the July 28 meeting of the Imported Water Committee.
Special Counsel Expenditures
Funds approved for payments to special counsel during June-July 2011 from the General
Counsel’s Operating Budget totaled $386,133.43 for work related to the Metropolitan rate
dispute, QSA litigation, and SDCWA v NIAC. In addition, $2,749.00 was approved for payment
to special counsel from the Conservation Operating Budget for work related to a copyright
matter, $2,112.00 from the Human Resources Operating Budget for work related to a personnel
issue, and $232.50 from Water Resources Operating Budget for work related to proposed
desalination. CIP expenditures during June-July 2011 were $189,612.95 for work related to the
Olivenhain-Lake Hodges Pump Storage Project, the additional aqueduct width project at Twin
Oaks, and Traylor-Shea Joint Venture. The combined payments for fiscal years 09/10 and 10/11
from the General Counsel’s Operating Budget for legal services are $3,355,678.55. The
combined payments for fiscal years 09/10 and 10/11 from the CIP Budget for legal services are
$3,168,456.49.

Prepared by: Daniel S. Hentschke
Attachment: Special Counsel Expenditure Report
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Special Counsel Expenditure Report
(June-July 2011 / FYs 2010 & 2011 End)
Special Counsel

Project

Total $ Expended
FYs 08 & 09 (Fees
& Costs)

OP Budget
Invoices
Approved for
Payment this
Period

Total $ Expended FYs
CIP Budget
10 & 11 (Fees & Costs)
Invoices
Approved for
Payment this
Period

ADR Services (Hon. A. Olivenhain Mediation *
Joseph, Mediator)
Bayerisch Landesbank Commercial Paper Notes, Series
1*
Best, Best & Krieger
EEOC Claim *
Personnel Issues *

IID/SDCWA Transfer
General Legal Matters (As
Assigned)
QSA Litigation

POWER v. IID

$5,592.22 (OP)

$6,445.81

(OP)

$1,629,568.85 (OP)

$42,563.17

$1,531,654.28
$1,174,596.72

(OP)
(CIP)

$4,504.33
$25,403.28

(OP)
(CIP)

$1,071.11

(OP)

$257,668.39

(OP)

$88,441.60

$312,125.17

(OP)

$87,254.14

$547,302.10

(OP)

$7,582.90

(OP)

$61,660.95

(OP)

$5,467.50

(CIP)

$735.00 (CIP)

$187.50
$118.50

(CIP)
(OP)

$2,758.00 (CIP)

$4,012.50

(CIP)

$8,628.11

(CIP)

$9,000.00

(CIP)

$22,598.70 (CIP)
$51,399.18 (CIP)
$2,035.90 (CIP)

Drought Management Plan
Transfer *

$28,207.29 (OP)

Price Reset

$12,150.43 (OP)

Metropolitan Rates
Chapman and Cutler

Commercial Paper Notes, Series
1*

Colantuono & Levin

Metropolitan Rates

Daley & Heft

SDCWA v. Atlantica/Deluca *

$15,862.59 (OP)

SDCWA v. NIAC *

$60,376.30 (OP)

Don Detisch, Law
Offices of
Duncan & Allen

Rancho Penasquitos
Pressure Control Hydroelectric
Facility Project *

San Vicente FERC Project

Frank, Lynn S.
(Mediator)
*

Olivenhain/Lake Hodges FERC
Proj.
TOV WTP *

$20,000.00 (OP)

$13,964.97
$5,467.50

$1,650.66 (CIP)

$35,354.00 (CIP)

Concluded
matters or assignments.
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1
2

(OP)

$160.00

1*

Additional Aqueduct Width
Project-Twin Oaks
Lake Hodges Project *

$14,178.13

$14,482.37 (OP)

POWER II 1 *
POWER III

(OP)

$691.70 (OP)

$1,845.18 (OP)
1*

$8,154.70

$5,719.00 (OP)

Federal Clean Air Act
Challenge / QSA
Audit Letter

(OP)

$3,000.00 (OP)

Retirement Matters *
Brownstein, Hyatt,
Farber, Schreck

$2,075.00

POWER litigation costs charged to the CIP and reimbursable by DWR
$250,000 has been allocated to MWD Programs and $250,000 has been allocated to Finance

$671.50

Budget Allocation
FYs 10 & 11 for
Legal Services
$4,250,000.002
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General Counsel's Report - June-July 2011 (FYs 2010 & 2011 End)
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Special Counsel

Project

Hanson Bridgett
Hawkins, Delafield &
Wood

Employee Benefits *
Proposed Desalination Proj.

Howard Rice
Nemerovski Canady
Falk & Rabkin
JAMS
Jenkins & Hogin
Liebert Cassidy
Whitmore
Mandell Municipal
Counseling
McKenna Long &
Aldridge

TOV WTP *
Metropolitan Rates

Olivenhain Mediation *
IID Arbitration *
Conflict of Interest/Open Meeting
Law Compliance *
Personnel Issue
Capacity Charge Matter *
Moreno Lakeside Pipeline Construction contract-Hartford v.
SDCWA *
Adams Valves v. SDCWA *
TOV WTP *
Coachella Canal Lining Proj. *
Audit Letter
San Vicente Pump Station *
Olivenhain-Lake Hodges Pump
House
San Vicente Dam Raise *

Orrick Herrington &
Sutcliff LLP
Owen Wickersham &
Erickson
Pillsbury Winthrop
Shaw Pittman
Procopio Cory
Hargreaves & Savitch

Reilly & Associates
Richards Watson &
Gershon
Shearman & Sterling
Townsend
Wiener, Howard
(Mediator)
Total:
*

Bond counsel services¹

Total $ Expended
FYs 08 & 09 (Fees
& Costs)

$48,103.89 (OP)
$1,349.50 (CIP)

IRS Audit Matters
Traylor/Shea Joint Venture
(TSJV)
Multiple Tunnel Shift Pay
Audit Letter
Personnel Issue
Water Conveyance Dispute *
Commercial Paper Notes, Series I
*
Trademark *
MWD RSI Mediation

$232.50

3

$675,353.40

3

(OP)

$153,749.55

$466,425.77

(OP)

$7,842.57 (OP)

$2,127.71

(OP)

$11,522.50 (OP)

$76,687.50
$2,117.50

(OP)
(OP)

$61,554.48 (OP)

$2,112.00

4

$16,269.40

4

(OP)

$1,476.00 (OP)
$98,367.45 (CIP)

$4,362.10 (CIP)
$300,408.57 (CIP)
$2,398.48 (CIP)

$749,193.84

(CIP)

$638.50 (OP)

$292.00

(OP)

$604,323.26

(CIP)

$2,760.88

(CIP)

$18,401.14

(OP)

$1,653.00 (CIP)
$162,856.21 (CIP)

$105,760.27

$76,788.61 (OP)
$2,749.00

5

$2,208.00

5

(OP)

$48,545.26 (OP)

$3,940.54

(OP)

$215,306.41 (CIP)

$11,126.25
$282,821.75

(OP)
(CIP)

$255,921.33
$547.50
$11,160.00
$46,139.82

(CIP)
(OP)
(OP)
(CIP)

$12,251.50
$65,462.18

$148,617.63 (CIP)

4

Budget Remaining
in FYs 10 & 11

$9,000.00 (OP)

$2,062,967.74 (OP)
$1,179,338.55 (CIP)

$386,133.43

$13,471.27
$6,000.00

(OP)
(OP)

$189,612.95 $3,355,678.55
$3,168,456.49

(OP)
(CIP)

Concluded matters or assignments.

_______________________________

¹ Includes Bond Counsel Services for QSA issues, revenue debt, IRS audit and proposed desalination project
2
$250,000 has been allocated to MWD Programs and $250,000 has been allocated to Finance
3
Not included in totals, legal expenses related to proposed desalination project are coming out of Water Resources budget, not GC budget
4

Not of
included
512
512 in totals, legal expenses related to personnel issue are coming out of Human Resources budget, not GC budget

5

Budget Allocation
FYs 10 & 11 for
Legal Services
$4,250,000.002

$127,487.76 (CIP)

Copyright
Terminal Pay Plans *

Total $ Expended FYs
CIP Budget
10 & 11 (Fees & Costs)
Invoices
Approved for
Payment this
Period

OP Budget
Invoices
Approved for
Payment this
Period

Not included in totals
totals, legal expenses related to copyright matter are coming out of Conservation budget
budget, not GC budget

$894,321.45

