
 
 

 
 

Proposed Staff Recommendation Consent Calendar for April 28, 2011 
 
 WATER PLANNING COMMITTEE   
9-  1. Management actions in response to end of drought and termination of supply  

cutbacks from Metropolitan Water District.   
In response to Metropolitan Water District’s action to terminate implementation of its 
Water Supply Allocation Plan and Interim Agricultural Water Program cutbacks, as of 
April 13, 2011, significant unforeseen improvements in supply conditions, and Governor’s 
action to rescind the statewide drought proclamation, staff is recommending that effective 
April 29, 2011, the Water Authority: 
1. Discontinue municipal and industrial water supply allocations to member agencies 
 and deactivate the Water Authority’s Water Shortage and Drought Response Plan; 
2. Suspend Special Agricultural Water Rate cutbacks through program 
 termination (December 31, 2012) unless, prior to program termination, the 
 Board activates the Water Authority’s Water Shortage and Drought 
 Response Plan; 
3. Declare an end to Drought Response Levels contained in the Water 
 Authority’s Drought Response Conservation Program Ordinance; and 
4. Reinforce the importance of residents and businesses to continue efficient  water 
 use practices in the face of ongoing imported water supply challenges and the 
 long-term achievement of the mandated 20 percent  reduction in water  use by 
 2020.    

  

    
 LEGISLATION, CONSERVATION AND OUTREACH COMMITTEE   
9-  2. Adopt positions on various state bills. 

1.      Adopt a position of Support and seek amendments on AB 342 (Atkins) 
2.      Adopt a position of Oppose on AB 457 (Wagner) 
3.      Adopt a position of Oppose on AB 1354 (Huber) 
4.      Adopt a position of Oppose on SB 34 (Simitian) 
5.      Adopt a position of Support, if amended, on SB 200 (Wolk) 
6.      Adopt a position of Support and seek amendments on SB 607 (Walters)   

  

    
9-  3. Adopt a position of Support on S.519 (Reid)/HR 470 (Heck).   

Adopt a position of Support on S.519 (Reid)/HR 470 (Heck).    
  

    
 ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE   
9-  4. Treasurer’s report. 

Note and file the monthly Treasurer’s report.     
  

    
9-  5. Amend Administrative Code relating to Board Member per diem compensation. 

Adopt Ordinance No. 2011-___, an  ordinance of the Board of Directors of the San Diego 
County Water Authority amending sections 2.05.010 and 2.05.020 of the Administrative 
code relating to payment of director compensation and expense reimbursement for 
attendance at meetings. 

  



 
   

April 27, 2011 
 
Attention: Imported Water Committee 
 
Metropolitan Water District Delegates’ Report (Information) 
 
Background 
The MWD committees and board met on April 11 and 12.  The next regular MWD board and 
committee meetings are scheduled for May 9 and 10.  
 
Discussion 
This section summarizes discussions held and key decisions made at the April MWD committee 
and board meetings, as reported by the MWD delegates.  Attachment 1 is a copy of MWD’s 
April board meeting agenda.   
 
Communications and Education Committee 
The committee received an oral report on MWD’s 2011 solar cup competition, which involved 
about 800 students from 41 highs schools within six Southern California counties.  Staff also 
reported on efforts with MWD’s member agencies to develop key message points on the pending 
termination of the 2010/11 implementation of the Water Supply Allocation Plan.   
 
Engineering and Operations Committee 
The committee and board approved two items, which dealt with Mills Treatment plant 
improvements and Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) rehabilitation projects.  Staff gave oral 
reports on Hexavalent Chromium (Chromium 6) Research, Perchlorate Remediation activities in 
Henderson, Nevada, and MWD’s Seismic Assessment Program.      
 
Staff also reported due to supply conditions: blends at Skinner continue to be 45 percent SWP; 
March demands on MWD were 82 taf, which was about 32 taf lower than the March 2010 
demands; and that plans are in place so MWD will be able to move all available Table A and 
Article 21 surplus SWP supplies.  Staff added that the CRA is currently operating at five pump 
flow (out of eight), and any CRA water not moved into MWD’s service area would be placed 
into Lake Mead under its Intentionally Created Supplies (ICS) account.  Diamond Valley Lake is 
currently at 750 taf (93 percent of 810 taf maximum capacity) and is expected to be full in mid-
May.   
 
Finance and Insurance Committee  
During the public comment period, former MWD Director Bill Robinson (Upper San Gabriel 
MWD) requested MWD give more consideration to selling discounted replenishment water to 
Southern California groundwater basin agencies.  He indicated Upper San Gabriel would 
purchase between $4 million to $10 million of Lake Silverwood untreated water to replenish its 
basin if MWD’s board would adopt a policy of selling it at $400 per af for long-term storage. 
 
The committee and board approved two items, including resolutions to impose Readiness-to-
Serve (RTS) Charge and Capacity Charge for calendar year 2012.  The other item approved by 
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the committee and board was MWD’s first biennial budget (see separate board letter titled 
Report on MWD’s Biennial Budget for Fiscal Years 2011/12 and 2012/13 in this month’s 
Imported Water Committee for more details).   Interim Chief Financial Officer Tom DeBacker 
acknowledged a letter from the Water Authority’s delegates, which requested deferral of the 
biennial budget in order to give time to consider changed conditions reported by MWD staff (a 
copy of the letter is included in the aforementioned board letter).   Director Lewinger clarified 
that the Water Authority letter included a request to reopen the already approved 2011/12 budget 
for reassessment (due to changed conditions), and in fact in doing so, it would bring the budget 
review more in line with future biennial budget process.  He added that in the proposed budget, 
MWD was projecting a withdrawal of $64 million from the rate stabilization fund for the 
2010/11 budget, and yet this month’s financial highlights showed MWD was trending to take 
$126 million out of the rate stabilization fund, resulting in the fund unexpectedly falling below 
the board established minimum reserve level. This trend was troubling, he said, especially when 
MWD planned to further draw $13.9 million from reserves in 2011/12 to make up the projected 
revenue gap.   
 
Director Wunderlich (Beverly Hills) expressed concerns with reducing PAYGo and deferring 
OPEB (Other Post-Employment Benefits) funding to future ratepayers.  He pointed out various 
potential sources of revenue, which General Manager Kightlinger said was not included in the 
provisional budget, such as $50 million from the Calleguas groundwater conjunctive use 
program settlement (discussed in closed session during the Water Planning and Stewardship 
Committee) or the sale of discounted replenishment water, which would be discussed separately.  
Kightlinger pointed out that this was a provisional budget, and when it is reconsidered in January 
2012, most of the items would have been resolved.  Wunderlich also expressed his concern that 
MWD lacks fixed revenues.  Kightlinger responded that the RTS and other fixed charges could 
be increased, but would require the board’s consideration during the rate-setting process.  To 
further address concerns of rate increases exceeding previous forecasts, Kightlinger added that 
staff is currently working on MWD’s Long Range Finance Plan Update, which would be brought 
back to the board in the next 12-18 months.   
 
Barbre (Municipal Water District of Orange County) concurred with Wunderlich’s concerns and 
said that the board should consider the sale of water to willing member agencies (reinstitute 
discounted replenishment water) to offset PAYGo and OPEB.  Director Little (West Basin) said 
that the two-year budget does not seem to be working when MWD cannot change its rates, and 
also pointed out that MWD has sold water for less than what was paid for.  In response to some 
directors’ request, DeBacker discussed MWD’s cash and “liquid” assets.  He said that MWD has 
about $1.0 billion in cash investments and another $1.0 billion in stored water inventory.   
 
Despite concerns raised by directors, it took time for the committee to move the item. After a 
long pause, Director Evans (Western MWD) moved staff’s recommendation with the proviso 
that when the board considers the 2012/13 budget and associated rates next January, the budget 
should reflect changed conditions, such as the Calleguas settlement, sales of surplus properties, 
and reduction of O&M costs.  The Water Authority delegation did not support approval of the 
budget in the committee or later at the board. 
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Staff reported on the financial summary of the first nine months of fiscal year 2010/11.  Actual 
water sales were 291,300 af lower than the budgeted 1.93 maf (inclusive of the Water 
Authority’s transfer water), resulting in cumulative revenues to be about $194 million lower than 
budget.  To offset the shortfall, MWD reported plans to reduce its PAYGo as well as increasing 
its draw from reserves (from $64.4 million to $126 million).   
 
Staff also reported on investment and financial activities.  As a result of a request by Wunderlich, 
MWD surveyed other wholesale agencies percentage of fixed revenues versus variable.  
DeBacker said MWD surveyed 18 water agencies, 15 of the agencies had a fixed rate higher than 
MWD and only three had fixed rates lower than MWD.  He said the Municipal Water District of 
Orange County recovers about 64 percent of its cost with fixed rates, while the Water Authority 
recovers about 37 percent.  (In comparison, MWD recovers about 17 percent of its costs with 
fixed rates).  DeBacker observed that those agencies with more fixed revenues had the flexibility 
to purchase alternate water supplies and long-term fixed contracts; he added that agencies with 
captive customers tended to have higher variable rate charges (because they had willing buyers 
to pay for the cost). 
 
Legal and Claims Committee 
The committee and board amended MWD’s Administrative Code provisions as they relate to 
committee structure.  The committee heard several closed session items, including a report on 
mediation with the Water Authority regarding potential termination of contracts under the Rate 
Structure Integrity provision. The Water Authority’s delegation did not participate in the RSI 
mediation discussion.  
 
Legislation Committee 
The committee and board approved four items based on staff’s recommendations; a fifth item 
regarding AB 954 (Charles Calderon, D-Whittier) was withdrawn.  During the committee’s 
public comment period, President of Central Basin Water Association Paul Raley expressed his 
organization’s opposition to SB 701 (Ron Calderon, D-Montebello).  Raley stated that SB 701 
misinterprets the role of the Central Basin Municipal Water District (CBMWD) as primarily 
responsible for the oversight of the Central Groundwater Basin.  Director Hawkins (CBMWD) 
read a statement from CBMWD, which requested MWD remain neutral on the bill.  
Subsequently, Director Fellow (Upper San Gabriel) moved staff’s recommendation to oppose SB 
701, stating that another level of government is not necessary.  Director Gray (West Basin 
Municipal Water District) also expressed opposition to the bill and stated it would create 
overlapping authority over management of the basin.  The committee and board adopted the 
position to oppose SB 701.  
 
The committee also discussed H.R. 470 (Heck, R-NV) and S. 519 (Reid, D-NV) – Hoover Power 
Allocation Act.  If the Act is signed into law, MWD would retain 95 percent of its current 
contractual right to power from Hoover Dam, which is lower than the cost of equivalent 
replacement power.   
 
Other legislative items included expressing support for SB 328 (Kehoe, D-San Diego) regarding 
Eminent Domain Law: conservation easement, and taking no position on H.R. 567 (Nunes, R-



Imported Water Committee  
April 27, 2011 
Page 4 of 6 

CA) and S. 347 (Burr, R-NC) regarding Public Employee Pension Transparency Act.  Staff also 
reported on state and federal legislative issues. 
 
Organization and Personnel Committee 
Committee Chair J. Grunfeld (Los Angeles) reported a negotiations workshop is scheduled for 
April 26.  Kightlinger briefly discussed recent organizational changes.  He said MWD reduced 
staff by 250 positions over the past five years (which included a reduction of about 130 positions 
in the last year).  Kightlinger said the staffing changes allowed MWD to meet its Operations and 
Maintenance budget, which remained flat over the past three years, despite the growing cost of 
power, medical costs, etc.  Director Brick (Pasadena) expressed concern for the Office of the 
Board due to the reallocation of staff.  He said the reorganization diminishes the authority of the 
Board, particularly when the directors need greater support beyond administrative functions.  
The committee also heard staff reports on MWD’s new on-line recruitment system and the 
department head performance evaluations process for 2010/11 and 2011/12. 
 
Water Planning and Stewardship Committee   
Robinson addressed the committee during public comment and again urged MWD to make a 
discounted replenishment water program available.  Dr. Ellen Hanak of the Public Policy 
Institute of California (PPIC) presented on the recently released PPIC publication titled 
Managing California’s Water: From Conflict to Reconciliation.  She said that current water 
policies have not met diverse and growing demands for water supply reliability and quality, 
flood protection, or ecosystem health, resulting in heightened conflict among competing parties. 
In short, in order to move toward sustainable water management, California should consider a 
wide-ranging set of reforms, including treating water as a public commodity built on reasonable 
use and public trust doctrines.  Rather than relying on state bonds to fund projects, Hanak added 
that the state needed to expand its options.  The PPIC suggested the water sector form a similar 
structure as the Energy sector, which imposes public goods charges.  Also recommended by the 
PPIC is integration of California’s water management system by creating regional stewardship 
authorities to coordinate management of supply, quality, floods and habitat functions.  The PPIC 
also suggested assigning control of the SWP operations from the Department of Water Resources 
to a new public utility (but not the State Water Contractors), which would be run by an 
independent board of directors.  Hanak said that the PPIC is outreaching to agencies, state and 
federal representatives on its recommendations.   
 
The committee and board approved an item related to the Water Supply Allocation Plan 
(WSAP).  Staff reported that the California Avocado Commission submitted a letter that 
expressed support for immediately terminating the 2010/11 WSAP Level 2 Allocation and the 
2011 reductions in Interim Agricultural Water Program supplies.  Staff provided an update on 
the 2011 water supply and demand figures and storage program, then segued into recommended 
WSAP decisions based on favorable water supply conditions, such as potential SWP allocation 
increase to 75-80 percent (subsequently, DWR raised the allocation to 80 percent), low demands 
on MWD and increased storage balances, to name a few.  Staff said additional supplies would be 
difficult to manage because MWD’s put capacity is nearly maximized and the remaining storage 
capacity carries potential risks, such as spill. 
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Director Steiner confirmed with staff that MWD’s actual total dry-year storage capacity is 5.2 
maf, and MWD’s storage was depleted to a low of 1.0 maf (in 2009).  Responding to Lewinger’s 
question on available put capacity, staff said that of the 1.05 maf of identified put capacity, only 
800,000 af are in desired areas (not at risk).  Lewinger then asked if MWD could increase the 
ICS storage account in the Colorado River and move more SWP water while available; 
Kightlinger responded that there is a possibility to increase its ICS put in Lake Mead, but it 
would require changing the Bureau of Reclamation’s annual plan for 2011.  Kightlinger added 
that MWD’s plan is to move as much water through the SWP and CRA as possible.  When asked 
about how much SWP water DWR could actually deliver, Kightlinger said that due to 
maintenance issues on the California Aqueduct, MWD does not know exactly what the 
maximum amount of water that could be delivered this year.  Following Edwards’s inquiry on 
how much the put costs are for Central Valley storage, staff said it ranges from the low end of 
$40-$50 per af to the higher end of $150-$170 per af.  Edwards also asked that staff footnote 
delivery restrictions tied to ICS and Central Valley water (i.e. contractual or capacity).  Staff said 
the Water Supply and Demand Management plan lists the take capacity of the programs. 
 
Director Dick (Municipal Water District of Orange County) commented that with the demands 
on MWD’s budget and the “apparent” surplus of water, discussion of how to implement a 
discounted replenishment program should occur.  In response to a question by Director 
Lowenthal (Long Beach), Kightlinger added that MWD is taking all water currently available 
and storing it. He added that MWD is not in the market purchasing spot water this year.  
Lowenthal commented that if there are willing buyers, MWD should transport the water by 
making capacity available for the agencies.  Lowenthal also said MWD should plan for the in-
between times of “abundance and scarcity.”   
 
Barbre supported staff conducting a cost benefit analysis to maximize the sale on water, fill gaps 
in the budget and ensure MWD’s reservoirs are full.  Brick pointed out that MWD has a 
published rate for replenishment and asked why it is not sold to those agencies that could take 
advantage of it.  Kightlinger responded that while it is an option, the water supply conditions 
have changed significantly since the last time discounted replenishment was made available.  
Kightlinger emphasized that five years ago, MWD expected water in excess of MWD’s needs, 
seven out of ten years.  Today, the water supply scenario shows that excess water is available 
only three out of ten years.  This prompted Lowenthal to comment that staff needs to balance the 
desire to sell discounted replenishment water and budget reality.  Staff reported plans to return in 
May to consider local storage programs supplies.  Director Quinonez (Los Angeles) supported 
staff’s recommendation and said that phasing the discussion (deal with the replenishment issue 
later) is prudent.  Committee Chair DeJesus asked staff to bring the discounted replenishment 
item to the April 26 Executive Committee meeting for discussion. (Subsequent to this meeting, a 
special board meeting was scheduled for April 26 to discuss MWD staff’s recommendation for 
providing discounted replenishment water.) 
 
The committee also heard reports on Bay-Delta and Colorado River matters.  Staff also reported 
on the potential termination of the MWD-Calleguas groundwater storage conjunctive use 
program. 
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Board Meeting 
The board received a report from a Blue Ribbon Committee that outlines proposed models, 
strategies and approaches to position Metropolitan for the coming decades. 
 
Special Board Meeting 
On Tuesday, April 26, MWD held a special board meeting to consider an approach for the sale 
of discounted water under the replenishment program in CY 2011.  The Water Authority’s 
delegates submitted a letter questioning staff’s rationale in reaching the recommendations 
(Attachment 2). Director Ackerman (Municipal Water District of Orange County) moved to 
defer the action to the May board meeting to allow time for the board to review the Water 
Authority’s comments.  The motion to defer passed.   
 
 
Prepared by:   Debbie Discar-Espe, Senior Water Resources Specialist 
Approved by:   Communications and Education Committee by Jim Bowersox 
   Finance and Insurance Committee by Lynne Heidel and Keith Lewinger  

Engineering and Operations Committee by Jim Bowersox and Fern 
Steiner 
Legislation Committee by Lynne Heidel and Keith Lewinger 
Legal and Claims Committee by Lynne Heidel and Fern Steiner 

 Organization and Personnel Committee by Jim Bowersox 
 Real Property and Asset Management by Lynne Heidel 

Water Planning and Stewardship Committee by Keith Lewinger and Fern 
Steiner  
 

Attachment 1:   MWD’s April board meeting agenda. 
Attachment 2:  Letter regarding MWD Board Item 5-1 – Sale of Discounted Water, dated  
   April 25, 2011. 



 
Regular Board Meeting  
 
 
April 12, 2011  
 
 
12:30 p.m. -- Board Room  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
(a) Invocation:   (Guest)  
 
(b) Pledge of Allegiance:  Director Kristine Murray  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5G Board Letter  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MWD Headquarters Building 700 N. Alameda Street Los Angeles, CA 90012

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Determination of a Quorum 

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)) 

5. OTHER MATTERS 

A. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting for March 8, 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 March 

C. Reappointment of Directors Aaron Grunfeld and John Murray, Jr., from the City of Los Angeles 

D. Approve committee assignments 

E. Chairman’s Monthly Activity Report 

F. Approve recommendation of Executive Committee to appoint Marcia Scully as the Interim General Counsel.  (Exec.)  
[Public employee appointment:  Interim General Counsel; any evaluation of candidates to be heard in closed session pursuant to 
Gov. Code Section 54957] 

G. Approve terms and conditions of employment for Interim General Counsel Marcia Scully 

H. Report from Blue Ribbon Committee 

6. DEPARTMENT HEADS’ REPORTS 

A. General Manager’s summary of Metropolitan’s activities for the month of March 

B. General Counsel’s summary of Legal Department activities for the month of March 

C. General Auditor’s summary of activities for the month of March 

D. Ethics Officer’s summary of activities for the month of March 
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7-1 Board Letter and Attachments  

 
7-1 Presentation  

 

 
7-2 Board Letter and Attachments  

 
7-2 Presentation  

 

 
7-3 Board Letter and Attachments  

 

 

 

 

 

 
8-4 Board Letter and Attachment  

 
8-4 Presentation  

 

 
8-5 Board Letter and Attachments  

 
8-5 Presentation  

 

 
8-6 Board Letter and Attachment  

 
8-6 Presentation  

 

 
8-7 Board Letter and Attachment  

 

 
8-8 Board Letter and Attachments  

 
8-8 Presentation  

 

 

 

 
8-11 Board Letter and Attachments  

7. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS -- ACTION 

7-1 Appropriate $840,000; and authorize two improvement projects at the Mills plant (Approps. 15381 and 15452).  (E&O) 

7-2 Appropriate $1.93 million; and authorize two Colorado River Aqueduct rehabilitation projects (Approps. 15374 and 15438).  (E&O) 

7-3 Amend Metropolitan Water District Administrative Code provisions regarding committee structure.  (L&C) 

8. OTHER BOARD ITEMS -- ACTION 

8-1 Consider offers for the sale of Metropolitan’s 23.803 acres south of Arrow Highway in La Verne, California.  (RP&AM)  
[Conference with real property negotiators; Metropolitan’s Parcel Nos. 1415-2-1, -3 (easterly portion), Los Angeles County Parcel 
No. 8378-010-923; agency negotiators:  Gilbert Ivey, Ralph Hicks, and John Clairday; negotiating parties:  Trammel Crow 
Company; under negotiation:  price and terms of payment; to be heard in closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.8] 

8-2 Authorize action on Metropolitan-owned easement located in Desert Hot Springs, California.  (RP&AM) [Conference with real 
property negotiators; Metropolitan’s Parcel No. W-137-7, Riverside County Assessor Parcel No. 642-050-006; agency negotiators:  
Gilbert Ivey, Ralph Hicks, and John Clairday; negotiating parties:  Angel View Crippled Children’s Foundation; under negotiation:  
price and terms of payment; to be heard in closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.8] (Withdrawn) 

8-3 Consideration of pending offer and status of appraisal on surplus property identified as The Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California’s Parcel No. 1006-1-100:  0.170 acre of improved land near Robert B. Diemer Water Treatment Plant.  (RP&AM)  
[Conference with real property negotiators; Orange County Assessor Parcel No. 323-012-14; agency negotiators:  Gilbert Ivey, 
Ralph Hicks, and John Clairday; negotiating party:  Vivien Thi Tran; under negotiation:  price and terms of payment; to be heard in 
closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.8] 

8-4 Approve proposed biennial budget for fiscal years 2011/12 and 2012/13.  (F&I) 

8-5 Adopt resolutions imposing Readiness-to-Serve Charge and Capacity Charge for calendar year 2012.  (F&I) 

8-6 Determine implementation status of Water Supply Allocation Plan for 2011/12; terminate 2010/11 implementation of Water Supply 
Allocation Plan; and reaffirm Baseline Water Use Efficiency Condition.  (WP&S) 

8-7 Express support for SB 328 (Kehoe, D-San Diego) - Eminent Domain Law:  conservation easement.  (Legis.) 

8-8 Express support for H.R. 470 (Heck, R-NV) and S. 519 (Reid, D-NV) -  Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2011.  (Legis.) 

8-9 Report on Jena Minor v. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, LASC Case No. BC434669; and authorize settlement.  
(L&C)  
[Conference with legal counsel existing litigation; to be heard in closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.9(a)] 

8-10 Express opposition to AB 954 (Charles Calderon, D-Whittier) - Water replenishment districts.  (Legis.) (Withdrawn) 

8-11 Express opposition to SB 701 (Ron Calderon, D-Montebello) - Central Basin Municipal Water District:  report.  (Legis.) 
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8-11 Presentation  

 

 
8-12 Board Letter and Attachments  

 
8-12 Presentation  

 

 

 

 

 
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.   
 

8-12 Express no position on H.R. 567 (Nunes, R-CA) and S. 347 (Burr, R-NC) - Public Employee Pension Transparency Act, and 
continue to monitor the legislation.  (Legis.)  

9. BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS 

9-1 Conference with Labor Negotiators.  (OP&T)  
[Conference with labor negotiators; to be heard in closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54957.6.  Agency representative:  
Gilbert Ivey.  Employee organizations:  The Employees Association of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California/AFSCME Local 1902; the Management and Professional Employees Association MAPA/AFSCME Chapter 1001, the 
Association of Confidential Employees, and the Supervisors Association] 

10. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS 

11. ADJOURNMENT  
 
REVISED: Date of Notice: April 5, 2011 
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April 25, 2011 
 
John V. (Jack) Foley, Chairman 
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 Chairman Foley: 
 
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 staff’s own analysis, which describes its concerns about the performance 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 
benefits 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 of MWD’s member agencies, rather than limited to 
replenishment sales.     
 
Sincerely, 

  
Jim Bowersox  Lynne Heidel  Keith Lewinger  Fern Steiner 
Director  Director  Director  Director 
 
Attachment 1: Issues Associated with the Sale of Discounted Water by MWD 
 
cc: Jeff Kightlinger, General Manager  
  

 

 



Attachment 1 
 

Board Memorandum 5-1 – April 26, 2011Special Board Meeting 
Issues Associated with the Sale of Discounted Water by MWD 

 

 

1.  The real issue before the board is price – not local 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 
2010/11 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 staff has 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 staff 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 final 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 
of MWD’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 consequences.  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; 
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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 written, 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.   
 
If MWD’s member agencies are – as is clear from the board memo – unable or unwilling to pay 
for MWD’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.  If we 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. 
 
 
 



 
April 28, 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 April 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 
Above-normal snowpack will cause the elevation of Lake Mead to increase by an estimated 25 
feet this year, rising from a low of about 1,080 feet last October to 1,105 feet by the end of 
September 2011.  This will eliminate any threat of lower basin shortage in 2012.  The projected 
reservoir increase is also a result of equalizing the storage contents of Lake Powell and Lake 
Mead in accordance with operating guidelines that were implemented in 2007.  The guidelines 
are expected to increase the normal Lake Powell release by more than 3 maf for the year, from 
8.23 maf to about 11.56 maf.  This additional water is expected to be released over the next six 
months.  The current basin snowpack is about 120 percent of normal.  Inflows into Lake Powell 
are expected to be 111 percent of normal for the 2011 water year (13.3 maf), which would 
represent the highest inflow of the past 10 years.  As of April 18, Lake Mead held 11.2 maf (43 
percent full) and was at an elevation of 1,096 feet.  Lake Powell held 12.7 maf (52 percent full).   
 
Yuma Desalting Plant pilot run complete 
Reclamation completed a one-year test run of the Yuma Desalting Plant in March.  During the run, 
the plant produced about 30,000 af of desalted water, which was included as part of the water 
delivered to Mexico.  Agencies that partially funded the pilot run, including MWD, Southern 
Nevada Water Authority, and Central Arizona Water Conservation District, received some of the 
water produced as storage credits in Lake Mead.  The pilot run was without any significant 
operational problems, and provided information that will be used in considering long-term operation 
of the plant.  
 
Environmental activities 
Reclamation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced last month the “Desert 
Landscape Conservation Cooperative” initiative, which is intended to provide science-based 
information regarding potential impacts from climate change on desert land, water, and wildlife 
resources.  The desert initiative covers three major desert ecosystems (Mojave, Chihuahuan, and 
Sonoran deserts) located in Arizona, California, New Mexico, Nevada, Texas, and 10 states in 
Northern Mexico.  Participants include federal agencies, states, native American tribes, non-
governmental organizations, academic institutions, and representatives from Mexico.     
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Binational water management workshop in San Diego 
California’s Department of Water Resources, the Water Education Foundation, and NASA are 
sponsoring a workshop called “Remote Sensing Applications for U.S. / Mexico Border Water 
Management” in San Diego on June 8-9.  The workshop is intended to provide water managers 
with an overview of how remote sensing data and tools can be used for binational water 
management issues.  Applications include estimating crop and vegetation water use, mapping 
wetlands, enhancing irrigation scheduling efficiency, and hydrologic monitoring. 
 
 
Prepared by:   Dave Fogerson, Senior Engineer 
Reviewed by:  Halla Razak, Colorado River Program Director 
Approved by:   W.D. “Bill” Knutson, CRB Representative  
 
Attachment:  Summary Water Report, Colorado River Basin 
 
 
 
 



    SUMMARY WATER REPORT
     COLORADO RIVER BASIN
                 April 4, 2011

               February 28, 2011
    ELEV. % of MAF      ELEV. % of

RESERVOIR STORAGE MAF   IN FEET Capacity    IN FEET Capacity
      (as of April 3)
      Lake Powell 12.749 3,610.2 52 13.235 3,615.0 54
      Flaming Gorge 3.171 6,025.3 85 3.104 6,023.5 83
      Navajo 1.328 6,058.4 78 1.328 6,058.4 78
      Lake Mead 11.193 1,096.6 43 11.117 1,095.8 43
      Lake Mohave 1.691 642.7 93 1.699 643.1 94
      Lake Havasu 0.576 447.8 93 0.567 447.3 91
      Total System Storage 31.467 53 31.866 53
      System Storage Last Year 32.660 55 32.125 54

   
            February 28, 2011

 WY 2011 Precipitation (Basin Weighted Avg) 10/01/10 through 4/04/11 118 percent (22.6")         123 percent (18.9")
 WY 2011 Snowpack Water Equivalent (Basin Weighted Avg) on day of 4/04/11 115 percent (20.2")         121 percent (17.1")
               (Above two values based on average of data from 116 sites.)

             February 15, 2011 
April 1, 2011 Forecast of Unregulated Lake Powell Inflow MAF % of Normal MAF % of Avg.

   2011 April through July unregulated inflow 9.500          120 % 9.000    113%

   2011 Water Year forecast 13.076          109 % 12.574    104%

USBR Forecasted Year-End 2011 and 2010 Consum. Use, April 5, 2011 a. MAF
2011 2010

Diversion - Return = Net
     Nevada (Estimated Total) 0.488 0.219 0.269 0.243

     Arizona (Total) 3.651 0.877 2.774 2.792
       CAP Total 1.555 1.653
          Az. Water Banking Authority 0.134 0.134
       OTHERS 1.218 1.140

     California (Total) b./ 4.733 0.630 4.103 4.363
       MWD 0.566 1.099
       3.85 Agriculture   Total Conserved Forecasted Estimated
       IID   c./ 3.137 -0.360 2.777 2.547
       CVWD d./ 0.389 -0.031 0.358 0.304
       PVID 0.332 0 0.332 0.274
       YPRD 0.046 0 0.046 0.039
       Island e./ 0.007 0 0.007 0.006
       Total Ag. 3.911 -0.391 3.520 3.170
       Others 0.017 0.094
       PVID-MWD fallowing to storage (to be determined) -- 0
Arizona, California, and Nevada Total f./ 8.872 1.726 7.146 7.399

 a./ Incorporates Jan.-Feb. USGS monthly data and 75 daily reporting stations which may be revised after provisiona
      data reports are distributed by USGS.  Use to date estimated for users reporting monthly 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 IID (-25,000 AF), 
      Creation of Extraordinary Conservation ICS MWD (-200,000 AF)
 c./ 0.105 MAF conserved by IID-MWD Agreement as amended in 2007: 105,000 AF conserved for SDCWA under the
      IID-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 IID-CVWD Acquisition Agreement, 67,700 AF conserved by the All-American Canal
      Lining Project.
 d./ 30,850 acre-feet conserved by the Coachella Canal Lining Project.
 e./ 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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                 FIGURE 1
     APRIL 1, 2011 FORECAST OF 2011 YEAR-END COLORADO RIVER WATER USE

                BY THE CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURAL AGENCIES

                Forecast of Colorado River Water Use
                by the California Agricultural Agencies

            (Millions of Acre-feet)
Use as of Forecast Forecast

First of of Year of Unused
Month Month End Use Water (1)
---------------------------------------------------------------------------
Jan 0.000 -------- --------
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Feb 0.167 3.519 0.023
Mar 0.340 3.510 0.032
Apr
May
Jun
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 1989 IID-MWD-CVWD-PVID Agreement as amended; 80,000 AF of
  conserved water available to SDCWA under the IID-SDCWA Transfer Agreement as
  amended being diverted by MWD; an estimated 29,000 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 IID 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 IID is conserving to create Extraordinary Conservation Intentionally Created
  Surplus.  0 AF has been subtracted for IID's Salton Sea Salinity Management in 2011.
  As USBR 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

February 28, 2011

COLORADO RIVER WATER REPORT

The following report summarizes data obtained from provisional reports
of the U.S. 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). 

January 2011

Change Change
Elevation % of During from

Upper Basin Storage in feet Capacity Month 2010

Lake Powell 13,828 3,620.6 57% -641 -163
Flaming Gorge 3,112 6,023.7 83% 1 -97
Fontenelle 183 6,482.9 53% -27 26
Navajo 1,343 6,059.6 79% -20 117
Blue Mesa 554 7,486.4 67% -3 -6
Morrow Point 112 7,153.7 96% 0 3
Crystal 16 6,749.0 88% 0 1

Sub-total 19,148 62% -690 -120

Lower Basin

Lake Mead 10,765 1,091.7 41% 464 -728
Lake Mohave 1,670 642.0 92% 20 -66
Lake Havasu 550 446.4 89% -32 -47

Sub-total 12,985 45% 452 -841

Upper and
Lower BasinTotal 32,133	 L 54% -238 -960

1/ Figures shown do not include reservoir dead storage.

2/ Storage above minimum operation level is 32,133 - 15,936 = 16,197 thousand acre-feet.
Minimum operation level (15,936 thousand acre-feet) is defined as the sum of active
content at minimum power pool plus minimum active content required to make
surface diversions at Lake Havasu and Navajo Reservoir.



II. Upper Basin Discharge (Acre-feet). 

Meas. Flow Adjusted for CRSP
Surface Storage Changes 

Station

Meas.
Flow

January
2011

Cumulative Flow

January
2011

% of Jan.
89- year

average
(1922=2010
water years)

October
thru

January

Green River at Green
River, Utah 136,200 632,400 136,900 113%

Colorado River near
Cisco, Utah 162,500 820,600 159,500 89%

San Juan River near
Bluff, Utah 49,300 211,100 29,800 64%

At Lee Ferry
(Compact Point) 1,015,600 3,221,700 352,800 99%

III. Lower Basin Discharge (Acre-feet). 

Cumulative Flow
October

January	 thru
Station	 2011	 January

Below Hoover Dam	 539,700	 2,637,900

Below Davis Dam	 515,200	 2,641,700

Below Parker Dam	 387,200	 1,579,800

Above Imperial Dam	 340,100	 1,478,700

-2-



IV. Consumptive Use of Lower Colorado River Mainstream Water (Acre-feet).
January, 2011

California Users Diversion

Change in
Cons.Use

Consumptive From Jan.
Return	 Use	 2010

Cumulative Cons. Use
January	 Change from 12 Months

thru	 prey. Jan.	 thru
January	 thru Jan.	 January

Palo Verde Irrig. Dist. 31,720 28,460 3,260 13,170 3,260 13,170 323,230
Yuma Proj. (Res. Div.)12/ 4,160 1,960 2,200 2,640 2,200 2,640 41,260
Imperial Irrig. Dist. -/ 145,630 145,630 63,380 145,630 63,380 2,597,700
Salton Sea Mitigation 0 0 -320 0 -320 79,020
USBR Operations 0 0 0 0 0 12,490

IID plus Salton Sea Mitigation 145,630 145,630 63,060 145,630 63,060 2,689,210
Coachella Val. Wat. Dist.- 15,570 15,570 3,980 15,570 3,980 305,870

Subtotal 197,080 30,420 166,660 82,850 166,660 82,850 3,359,570
Fort Mojave Ind. Res. 2/ 710 330 380 -480 380 -480 24,280
Cal. Miscellaneous' 710 710 0 710 0 34,000
Metropolitan Water Dist. 51,970 430 51,540 -47,690 51,540 -47,690 1,048,870

Total 250,470 31,180 219,290 34,680 219,290 34,680 4,466,720

Arizona Users

Central Arizona Project 89,050 89,050 -37,110 89,050 -37,110 1,614,810
Colorado River Ind. Res. 23,540 15,190 8,350 12,230 8,350 12,230 425,340
Gila Gravity. Main Canal 39,160 16,120 23,040 18,020 23,040 18,020 545,030
Yuma Proj. (Valley Div.) 21,690 10,420 11,270 6,690 11,270 6,690 219,730
Fort Mojave Ind. Res. 2/ 1,890 870 1,020 -2,380 1,020 -2,380 82,750
Havasu Nat. Wildlife Ref. 20 0 20 -110 20 -110 35,380
Arizona Miscellaneous2.1! 2 280 2,280 0 2,280 0 85,000

Total 177,630 42,600 135,030 -2,660 135,030 -2,660 3,008,040

Nevada Users

From Lake Mead 12/ 28,400 20,160 8,240 720 8,240 720 283,410
Mohave Steam Plant 10 10 -10 10 -10 360

Total 28,410 20,160 8,250 710 8,250 710 283,770

Total Consumptive Use
(Ariz., Cal., Nev.) 456,510 93,940 362,570 32,730 362,570 32,730 7,758,530

a. Based on measurements below Pilot Knob (assumed to be equal to USBR Article V data after credit is
given for unmeasured California return flows between Imperial Dam and Pilot Knob). In addition, Salton Sea
mitigation is not part of HD's use but is included in IID total diversion. USBR Operations consists of Salton
Sea Operations 0 acre-feet and Warren H. Brock Reservoir Operations 4,040 acre-feet.

b. Return flow estimates based on averages of past returns as calculated by USBR for Article V data.

c. Starting January 2011 consumptive use value is diversion minus returns as reported by Reclamtion.

d. An estimated residual made by the Colorado River Board of California combining such items as small
diversions along the river, unmeasured groundwater return flow, etc., which, when combined with other
quantities listed to arrive at the State's total, presents an estimate of the State's Consumptive use
of Lower Colorado River water.
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April 1, 2011, Observed Colorado River Flow into
Lake Powell (1) (Million Acre-feet)

USBR and National Weather Service
Change From Last

Month's Projected
April-July 2011	 Water Year 2011 April-July 2011	 Wat Yr 2011

Maximum (2) 11.800 15.776 2.500 2.782

Mean 9.500 * 13.076 *" 0.200 0.082

Minimum (2) 7.500 10.476 -1.800 -2.518

* This month's A-J observed is 120% of the 30-year A-J average shown below.
** This month's W-Y observed is 109% of the 30-year W-Y average shown below.

Comparison with past records
of Colorado River

inflow into Lake Powell 
(at Lee Ferry prior to 1962)

April-July Flow Water Year Flow

Long-Time Average (1922-2008) 7.741 11.519

30-yr. Average (1961-90) 7.735 11.724

10-yr. Average (1999-2008) 5.203 8.449

Max. of Record 15.404 (1984) 21.873 (1984)

Min. of Record 1.115 (2002) 3.058 (2002)

Year 2000 4.352 7.310

Year 2001 4.301 6.955

Year 2002 1.115 3.058

Year 2003 3.918 6.358

Year 2004 3.640 6.128

Year 2005 8.810 12.614

Year 2006 5.318 8.769

Year 2007 4.052 8.231

Year 2008 8.906 12.356

Year 2009 7.804 10.633

Year 2010 5.795 8.738

Total Years 2000 - 2004 17.326 29.809

5-Year Average (2000-2004) 3.465 5.962

(1) Under conditions of no other Upper Basin reservoirs.

(2) USBR and NWS forecasts indicate the probability of 95 percent of the time
the actual flow will not exceed the maximum value, and will not be less than the
minimum value.

-5-



VI. Scheduled Flows to Mexico — Arrivals and excess arrivals of Water for Calendar Year 2011 
(Acre-feet)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Excess
Arrivals Flow Flow By-Pass

in accord Other Total Cumulative Through Southerly
Scheduled Total with Excess Excess Excess NIB and International

Flow Di Arrivals Minute 242 Arrivals Arrivals Arrivals Limitrophe Boundary

Jan.
Feb.
March
April
May
June
July
August
Sept.
Oct.
Nov.
Dec.

128,113
155,921
195,427
189,122
110,741
116,625
123,771
95,542
89,307
67,821

109,270
118,340

146,704 5,905 12,686 18,591 18,591 130,960 5,905

1,500,000 146,704 5,905 12,686 130,960 5,905

Flow schedule requested by Mexico. In surplus years as determined by the United States, Mexico can schedule up to 1.7
rather than 1.5 million acre-feet.
Total Colorado River waters reaching Mexico. It is the sum of: 1) Colorado River water measured at the Northerly Inter-
national Boundary, 2) drainage waters measured at the Southerly International Boundary near San Luis, Arizona, and
3) Wellton-Mohawk drainage waters measured at the Southerly International Boundary. It is the sum of Columns (1) + (5).
Arizona's Wellton-Mohawk Irritation and Drainage District drainage water. This water is discharged to the Santa Clara
Slough in Mexico via a concrete-lined canal.
Excess arrivals other than Wellton-Mohawk drainage. It is the sum of: 1) a delivery of about 5,000 a. f. per year to ensure that
Mexico receives what is scheduled, 2) releases from Parker Dam which are not used due to unexpected rainfall in the Palo Verde,
Coachella, Imperial, and and Yuma areas, 3) controlled flood releases on the Gila and Colorado River, and 4) local runoff.
Sum of Columns (3) and (4).
Cumulation of Column (5).
Including Colorado River flow at the Northerly International Boundary plus flow from Cooper, 11-mile, and 21-mile spillways.
Including flow at the Southerly International Boundary, from the East and West Main canals, Yuma Valley Main, 242 Lateral
plus diversions from Lake Havasu for Tijuana.
Revised schedule of Calander Year 2010 as of July 14, 2010

Column (1).

(2).

(3).

(4).

(5).
(6).
(7).
(8).

(9)-



WEIGHTED MONTHLY SALINITY AT
SELECTED COLORADO RIVER STATIONS

AND RUNNING 12-MONTH NIB-IMPERIAL FLOW-WEIGHTED SALINITY DIFFERENTIAL
(in parts per million)

Month

Below
Hoover Dam

Below
Parker Dam 2Z

Palo Verde 3/
Canal Near Blythe

At
Imperial Dam

At Northerly Inter-
national Boundary

Running
12-Month
Flow-Wtd.

Differential 21

5-Year
avg.li

5-Year
avg.li

5-Year
avg.11

5-Year
avg.li

5-Year
avg.li

1974-78 2010 2011 1974-78 2010 2011	 4/ 1974-78 2010 2011  1974-78 2010 2011 1974-78 2010 2011 2010 2011

690
675
684
680
677
678
682
690
672
680
682
681

623
628
622
613
614
607
611
594
590
592
609
596

606 709
706
699
700
698
695
688
686
686
689
692
702

630
660
640
630
630
610
620
620
620
620
640
620

620 751
732
727
714
709
712
709
706
737
739
746
731

660
690
650
650
640
640
620
620
650
630
650
650

640 913
835
805
801
822
812
797
800
815
854
897
877

756
729
663
672.
685
672
658
678
676
694
692
733

714 1,041
998
925
892
962
956
909
907
952

1,070
1,010

999

831
856
746
752
951
909
834
888
843
783
816
819

882 130.7
131.2
125.8
123.6
130.6
136.3
139.8
142.7
144.0
141.1
142.9
137.3

143.3Jan.
Feb.
March
April
May
June
July
August
Sept.
Oct.
Nov.
Dec.

General Notes:

1/ 5-Year averages are arithmetical.
2/ 12-month flow-weighted differential between NIB and Imperial Dam through month shown in left column.
3/ Operational values only.
4/ Values are grab samples (one or two samples per month) and are rounded to represent general magnitude of salinity at Parker Dam and Palo Verde Canal..
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April 28, 2011 
 
Attention:  Water Planning Committee 
 
Fiscal Year 2011 water supply allocations monitoring (Information) 
 
Purpose 
This report provides monthly and cumulative deliveries for fiscal year 2011 compared to allocation 
targets for the three classes of service:  Municipal and Industrial (M&I), Special Agricultural 
Water Rate (SAWR), and Metropolitan Water District’s (MWD’s) Interim Agricultural Water 
Program (IAWP).  The report also discusses total water use including local supplies produced and 
used by member agencies. 
 
Discussion 
Water Allocation and Delivery Tracking  
The Water Authority monitors monthly member agency water deliveries compared to allocation 
targets for the three classes of water service: M&I, SAWR and IAWP.  To assist with tracking 
performance, each member agency received a monthly delivery target for the three classes of 
service.  The targets are based upon historical monthly delivery patterns.  Similar to fiscal year 
2010 tracking, monthly targets for IAWP and SAWR participants were established based upon 
fiscal year 2007 deliveries, consistent with MWD’s IAWP guidelines.  Member agencies are not 
subject to penalties for exceeding monthly targets.  Any financial penalties would be assessed at 
the end of the allocation period, and only if the Water Authority exceeds its allocation from MWD.   
 
Based on current demand trends and the improved outlook of water supply and storage conditions, 
the Metropolitan Board, at its April 2011 meeting, took action to terminate M&I supply allocations 
for fiscal year 2011, effective April 13, 2011.  With termination of M&I allocations, the 
Metropolitan general manager will also be lifting calendar year 2011 IAWP reductions.   
 
In consideration of Metropolitan’s actions and significant unforeseen improvements in supply 
conditions, staff is recommending at the April 2011 Water Planning Committee meeting that, 
effective April 29, 2011, the Water Authority also discontinue M&I allocations to its member 
agencies and suspend SAWR cutbacks through program termination (December 31, 2012) unless, 
prior to program termination, the Board activates the WSDRP. 

 
Should the Board approve staff’s recommendations, staff would complete a final reconciliation 
based on actual local supply use during the allocation period, July 2010-April 2011, consistent 
with the Board approved procedures for administration of the supply allocation methodology. 
Based on this month’s deliveries tracking report for the first nine months of fiscal year 2011, staff 
does not anticipate any agency’s deliveries exceeding their allocation targets derived based on 
actual local supply usage.  
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Fiscal Year 2011 Member Agency Water Deliveries  
Figure 1 shows cumulative Water Authority M&I deliveries for the first nine months compared 
with a cumulative target.  M&I deliveries for the month of March 2011 is also compared with the 
March 2011 allocation target.  Actual March 2011 M&I water deliveries were 21,174.7 AF, which 
is 20.1 percent less than the target of 26,510.4 AF.  Cumulative deliveries for the first nine months 
of the fiscal year were 282,631.1 AF, which is 29.7 percent less than the cumulative target of 
402,135.4 AF.   

 
Figure 1 

Fiscal Year 2011 Water Authority M&I Allocation vs. Actual Deliveries 
Cumulative and Monthly Performance  
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Table 1 provides the same information as Figure 1, except it is provided by member agency and 
shows the variances between actual deliveries and targets in acre-feet.  This chart also provides 
information for cumulative M&I deliveries as a percentage of the annual allocation for each 
agency.       
 

 
Table 1 

Fiscal Year 2011 Allocation Tracking  
Water Authority Member Agency M&I Target Vs Actual M&I Deliveries 

 

Agency
Carlsbad M.W.D. 1,163.6 1,049.3 (114.3) 15,513.8 11,215.5 (4,298.3) 21,401.0 52.4%
Del Mar, City of 92.5 73.7 (18.8) 984.0 800.6 (183.4) 1,304.5 61.4%
Escondido, City of 1,169.6 0.0 (1,169.6) 16,380.7 7,293.9 (9,086.8) 22,375.1 32.6%
Fallbrook P.U.D. 651.4 510.3 (141.1) 7,185.4 5,649.9 (1,535.5) 10,042.1 56.3%
Helix W.D. 1,179.6 1,825.7 646.1 25,000.1 15,436.8 (9,563.3) 32,932.2 46.9%
Lakeside W.D. 186.1 136.1 (50.0) 3,046.4 2,188.0 (858.4) 4,136.8 52.9%
Oceanside, City of 1,785.3 1,266.1 (519.2) 21,353.4 14,939.8 (6,413.6) 29,301.5 51.0%
Olivenhain M.W.D. 1,049.3 965.9 (83.4) 15,601.2 12,973.3 (2,627.9) 21,818.3 59.5%
Otay W.D. 2,171.3 1,792.2 (379.1) 29,208.8 21,725.0 (7,483.8) 39,680.6 54.7%
Padre Dam M.W.D. 824.3 631.3 (193.0) 10,799.5 8,071.5 (2,728.0) 14,881.4 54.2%
Pendleton M. R. 42.5 2.1 (40.4) 553.0 40.4 (512.6) 753.0 5.4%
Poway, City of* 494.3 354.1 (140.2) 10,157.7 7,900.9 (2,256.8) 14,167.5 55.8%
Rainbow M.W.D. 920.1 371.5 (548.6) 12,232.5 8,329.1 (3,903.4) 17,061.7 48.8%
Ramona M.W.D. 337.9 203.7 (134.2) 5,998.3 2,535.7 (3,462.6) 7,974.6 31.8%
Rincon Del Diablo MWD* 364.1 257.5 (106.6) 5,617.1 3,953.0 (1,664.1) 7,624.9 51.8%
San Diego, City of* 10,832.2 8,344.1 (2,488.1) 166,016.5 126,923.9 (39,092.6) 220,143.8 57.7%
San Dieguito W.D. 256.2 147.9 (108.3) 4,191.4 1,365.6 (2,825.8) 5,531.6 24.7%
Santa Fe I.D. 303.0 103.2 (199.8) 7,134.9 2,731.7 (4,403.2) 9,758.8 28.0%
South Coast W.D.** 61.2 67.1 5.9 510.3 576.1 65.8 691.6 83.3%
Sweetwater Authority 0.0 949.1 949.1 10,628.9 2,869.0 (7,759.9) 11,994.1 23.9%
Vallecitos W.D. 963.0 823.5 (139.5) 12,932.3 10,464.8 (2,467.5) 17,869.0 58.6%
Valley Center M.W.D. 645.1 398.8 (246.3) 8,202.9 6,700.1 (1,502.8) 11,175.8 60.0%
Vista I.D.* 1,016.2 901.5 (114.7) 12,847.3 7,898.2 (4,949.1) 17,543.6 45.0%
Yuima M.W.D. 1.6 0.0 (1.6) 39.0 48.3 9.3 53.6 90.1%

Totals 26,510.4 21,174.7 (5,335.7) 402,135.4 282,631.1 (119,504.3) 540,217.1 52.3%

Notes: 
FY 2011 allocation targets are preliminary for tracking purposes.
Monthly allocation delivery targets "shaped" in same proportion as average of actual FY2005-2007 monthly M&I deliveries.
*M&I water use is estimated because agricultural deliveries for current month have not been reported.

San Diego County Water Authority M&I Allocation Performance

FY 2011 Actual Deliveries Compared to Allocation Targets (AF)

March 2011
Current Month Fiscal Year to Date Total Allocation

**Includes deliveries through Metropolitan Water District and South Coast Water District to the following entities within the Water Authority's service area: San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (64.3 AF), San Mateo Point Housing on Camp Pendleton (2.1 AF) and San Onofre State Park (0.7 AF). Respective deliveries 
shown in parentheses for current month.

% Allocation 
Delivered To 

Date
Cumulative 

Target
Cumulative 

Actual
FY11 M&I 
Allocation

All figures in acre-feet except 
where noted.

Monthly 
Target 

Monthly 
Actual Variance Variance
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Table 2 shows the monthly and cumulative comparison of deliveries versus target along with total 
allocation delivered to date for agencies participating in the SAWR.  March 2011 deliveries for the 
agencies that have reported totaled 394.3 AF, or 79.1 percent less than those agencies’ combined 
monthly target.  Cumulative SAWR deliveries for the first nine months of the fiscal year for those 
agencies having reported were 12,492.1 AF, or 41 percent less than their cumulative target of 
21,174.7 AF.  FY2011 targets have been updated to reflect customers opting out and entering the 
SAWR program in CY2011. 
 

 
Table 2 

Fiscal Year 2011 SAWR Allocation Vs Actual Deliveries 
 

Agency
Escondido, City of 230.2 7.8 (222.4) 1,790.9 938.4 (852.5) 2,867.4 32.7%
Fallbrook P.U.D. 197.8 45.4 (152.4) 2,405.8 1,457.8 (948.0) 3,343.0 43.6%
Oceanside, City of 82.8 12.8 (70.0) 721.7 273.6 (448.1) 994.3 27.5%
Otay W.D. 1.0 0.0 (1.0) 33.5 8.9 (24.6) 43.2 20.6%
Padre Dam M.W.D. 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.4 (0.8) 1.4 28.6%
Rainbow M.W.D. 372.5 113.5 (259.0) 4,772.9 2,933.1 (1,839.8) 6,739.7 43.5%
Ramona M.W.D. 1.4 0.1 (1.3) 15.4 7.7 (7.7) 21.2 36.3%
Rincon Del Diablo M.W.D. 1.0 n.r. - 11.7 n.r. - 16.1 -
Vallecitos W.D. 31.6 20.7 (10.9) 496.3 340.7 (155.6) 653.1 52.2%
Valley Center M.W.D. 970.4 194.0 (776.4) 10,895.8 6,501.2 (4,394.6) 14,822.5 43.9%
Vista I.D. 1.4 n.r. - 21.2 n.r. - 33.1 -
Yuima M.W.D. 2.3 0.0 (2.3) 41.2 30.3 (10.9) 55.4 54.7%

Totals 1,892.4 394.3 (1,495.7) 21,207.6 12,492.1 (8,682.6) 29,590.4 42.3%

San Diego County Water Authority SAWR Allocation Performance
FY 2011 Actual SAWR Deliveries Compared to Allocation Targets (AF)

2. Agencies that have not yet reported are shown as "n.r." Totals for actuals, variance and "Percentage Allocation Delivered to Date" exclude those agencies that have 
not yet reported for the current month.

Variance

March 2011
Current Month Fiscal Year to Date Total Allocation

1.  FY2011 member agency monthly allocation delivery targets "shaped" in same proportion as actual FY2007 monthly IAWP deliveries.

FY11 SAWR 
Allocation

% Allocation 
Delivered To 

Date

Notes:

Cumulative 
Target

Cumulative 
Actual Variance

All figures in acre-feet except 
where noted.

Monthly 
Target

Monthly 
Actual
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Table 3 shows the monthly and cumulative comparison of deliveries versus target along with total 
allocation delivered to date for agencies participating in the IAWP for calendar year 2011. The 
targets have been updated to reflect the customers that opted out of IAWP at the end of calendar 
year 2010. Participating agencies that have reported for March were delivered 281.9 AF of IAWP 
water, which is 87 percent below those agencies’ monthly target of 2,199.9 AF. Note that not all 
agencies reported the March delivery data in time for this report.  Effective January 1, 2011, the 
IAWP cutback rate was reduced from 25 percent to 20 percent per the phase-out by MWD of 
IAWP. 
 
 

Table 3 
Calendar Year 2011 Allocation Tracking 

IAWP Target Vs Actual Deliveries 
 

Agency
Escondido, City of 113.1 2.5 (110.6) 287.1 50.9 (236.2) 1,415.1 3.6%
Fallbrook P.U.D. 273.5 40.6 (232.9) 771.9 144.9 (627.0) 4,621.8 3.1%
Olivenhain M.W.D. 4.9 3.4 (1.5) 15.8 11.0 (4.8) 134.6 8.2%
Padre Dam M.W.D. 0.4 3.4 3.0 87.4 27.7 (59.7) 1,019.5 2.7%
Poway, City of 17.9 n.r. - 39.0 n.r. - 435.7 -
Rainbow M.W.D. 264.4 62.5 (201.9) 728.0 245.5 (482.5) 4,746.1 5.2%
Ramona M.W.D. 323.7 43.7 (280.0) 995.3 141.4 (853.9) 4,479.6 3.2%
Rincon Del Diablo M.W.D. 33.1 n.r. - 82.8 n.r. - 546.3 -
San Diego, City of 2.1 n.r. - 19.8 n.r. - 195.7 -
Santa Fe I.D. 3.8 0.3 (3.5) 7.4 0.6 (6.8) 68.7 0.9%
Vallecitos W.D. 46.7 22.4 (24.3) 164.0 51.2 (112.8) 964.8 5.3%
Valley Center M.W.D. 1,050.5 103.1 (947.4) 2,634.0 517.0 (2,117.0) 16,021.5 3.2%
Vista I.D. 4.4 n.r. - 14.8 n.r. - 103.7 -
Yuima M.W.D. 118.9 0.0 (118.9) 306.4 34.6 (271.8) 2,923.1 1.2%

Totals 2,257.4 281.9 (1,918.0) 6,153.7 1,224.8 (4,772.5) 37,676.2 3.4%

Notes:

Variance

San Diego County Water Authority IAWP Allocation Performance
CY 2011 Actual IAWP Deliveries Compared to Allocation Targets (AF)

March 2011
Current Month Calendar Year to Date Total Allocation

2. Agencies that have not yet reported are shown as "n.r." Totals for actuals, variance and "Percentage Allocation Delivered to Date" exclude those agencies that have not yet 
reported for the current month.

All figures in acre-feet except 
where noted.

Monthly 
Target

Monthly 
Actual Variance

CY11 IAWP 
Allocation

% Allocation 
Delivered To 

Date

1. CY2011 member agency monthly allocation delivery targets "shaped" in same proportion as actual CY2007 monthly IAWP deliveries and include CY2009,  CY2010 and 
CY2011 opt-out volumes.

Cumulative 
Target

Cumulative 
Actual
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Total water use 
In addition to tracking imported deliveries, this report includes monitoring of monthly total water 
usage, which takes into account local production.  Table 4 below provides a comparison of 
monthly and fiscal year cumulative water use. More detailed information on water use, including 
use by agency, is contained each month in the Water Resources report prepared for the Board’s 
Water Planning Committee. 

Table 4 
Comparison Estimated Total Water Use* 

Monthly (AF) Cumulative to Date (Jul-March) (AF) 
March 2010  34,200 Fiscal Year 2010  401,800 
March 2011 29,800 Fiscal Year 2011 367,600 
Difference (%) -13% Difference (%) -8% 
*Excludes recycled water use 

 
 
Prepared by: Stu Williams, Water Resources Specialist 
Reviewed by: Ken Weinberg, Director of Water Resources 



 
 
 
Date:   April 26, 2011 
 
To:   San Diego County Water Authority Board Members 
 
From  Ken Carpi and Jonathan Clay 

Legislative Representatives 
 
Subject: Legislative Update 
 
 

Sacramento 
 
Budget...or lack there of - The legislature still has not been able to come to agreement 
on a budget solution.  It appears that the Legislature will revisit the budget once the 
Governor releases his May Revision to the January Budget proposal.  With the lack of 
agreement on a tax solution, the Legislature will need to grapple with a solution that 
addresses the budget gap through additional cuts to programs.  To date, there has not 
been  any official discussion about looking at reserves or other direct impacts to special 
districts.  
 
Sponsor bills - SB 759, our sponsor measure dealing with HOAs and artificial turf, has 
cleared the Senate (32-8) and is now in the Assembly awaiting it's first hearing.   
 
AB 1048, our sponsor measure dealing with basin plans and fluoride levels, has been 
turned into a two-year measure while the Authority has discussions with the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  Those discussions have proved fruitful so far and 
the SWRCB has assisted in getting the Regional Water Quality Control Board to open 
discussions with the Authority on this matter.  
 
 

Washington, DC 
 

Congress on Recess – The House and Senate are in recess this week; the second week of 
their two-week recess.  Members of both chambers will return to work in Washington 
next week.  
 
 
Congress Funds Government Through FY 2011 – After standing on the brink of a 
shutdown, the House passed H.R. 1473, the final continuing resolution, on April 14, 
2011. The bill, through a continuing resolution (CR) funds the government through the 
end of the fiscal year 2011.  The Senate followed suit and the President signed the bill. 



 
The bill includes a total of $1.049 trillion in funding, almost $40 billion less than FY 
2010 funding. This includes the $12 billion in reductions approved in the earlier CRs, as 
well as nearly $28 billion in additional new spending cuts. All non-defense funding, in 
addition to specific reductions, is cut 0.2% across the board.  
         
The Energy and Water appropriation totals $31.8 billion in the CR.  This is a 10 percent 
reduction – or $3.6 billion – from the President’s FY 2011 Budget Request, and a five 
percent reduction – or $1.7 billion – from FY 2010 enacted levels. Programs related to 
the nation’s nuclear weapons complex and nuclear non-proliferation saw dramatic 
funding increases compared to FY 2010.  The result is that major cuts in other programs 
were necessary to achieve the overall level of savings in the enacted legislation. 
 
The Bureau of Reclamation’s Water and Related Resources account, through which it 
completes work of importance to the San Diego region, receives $914 million for FY 
2011, which is a cut of $38 million from FY 2010.  While the Bureau has not yet released 
a work plan to outline how it will fund various projects given the cut to its budget, we 
anticipate that most of the cuts will be to projects in the Dakotas.  The Bureau 
traditionally expends about 25 percent of its overall budget in California, and that trend is 
unlikely to change.   
 
The President’s FY 2011 Budget Request contains a line item of approximately $5 
million for the Title XVI San Diego Area Water Recycling Program.  Without a work 
plan being released by the Bureau, we do not yet know how much funding that project 
will receive.  However, the level of funding requested by the President for the overall 
Title XVI program in FY 2011 and FY 2012 is equal, at $29 million.  This portends no 
significant cut to the work to be done in the program, and we expect the San Diego region 
to still receive funding for its Title XVI project in FY 2011. 
 
  
GAO Report Addresses Energy-Water Nexus – A report from the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) examines technologies and approaches that could reduce 
energy needed for “the urban water lifecycle”.   Energy-Water Nexus: Amount of Energy 
Needed to Supply, Use, and Treat Water Is Location-Specific and Can Be Reduced by 
Certain Technologies and Approaches(www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-225) says that 
water utilities' operating and expansion costs are getting attention as service demands 
mount, water supplies shrink and environmental regulations expand, but little attention is 
paid to energy costs. 
 
The report said a variety of technologies and approaches can improve energy efficiency 
of drinking water and wastewater processes, including installing more efficient 
equipment, adopting water conservation measures and upgrading infrastructure.  
 
However, adoption may be hindered by costs of retrofitting plants with more energy-
efficient equipment and competing priorities at treatment facilities.  GAO cited greater 
priority put on meeting regulatory standards even if that consumes more energy, greater 
priority put on other municipal spending needs, and disincentive created by subsidized 
water rates. 
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