Proposed Staff Recommendation Consent Calendar for November 20, 2014

9- 1.

ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Treasurer’s Report.
Note and file the monthly Treasurer’s report.

9- 2.

Adopt Annual Statement of Investment Policy, as amended, and continue to
delegate authority to the Treasurer to invest Water Authority funds for calendar
year 2015.
Adopt the Annual Statement of Investment Policy, as amended, and continue to
delegate authority to the Treasurer to invest Water Authority funds for calendar
year 2015.

9- 3.

Amendment to Professional Services Contract for Montague DeRose and
Associates Financial Advisory Services.
Approve an amendment to the professional services contract with Montague
DeRose and Associations (MDA) to provide financial advisory services for a
total not-to-exceed contract amount of $566,000.

9- 4.

Selection of an Investment Manager for Selected Asset Classes.
Approve the selection of Chandler Asset Management to manage investments in
medium term corporate notes and municipal securities.

9- 5.

LEGISLATION, CONSERVATION AND OUTREACH COMMITTEE
Amendment to professional services contract with WaterWise Consulting, Inc.,
for administration of the Water Authority’s Turf Replacement Rebate Program.
Approve an amendment to the professional services contract with WaterWise
Consulting, Inc. (WaterWise), to increase the contract value to a not-to-exceed
amount of $2,178,406.

9- 6.

Agreement with San Diego Gas and Electric for high-efficiency clothes washer
incentive funding.
Authorize the General Manager to enter into a one year cooperative agreement to
allow SDG&E to provide supplemental high-efficiency clothes washer (HEW)
incentive funding in an amount not-to-exceed $720,000.

9- 7.

Adopt Proposed 2015 Legislative Policy Guidelines.
Adopt the proposed 2015 legislative policy guidelines.

9- 8.

Consideration of Water Authority Sponsorship of Legislation in the 2015 State
Legislative Session.
Sponsor or co-sponsor Legislative Proposal #1 to permanently extend the urban
water management plan submittal dates. Sponsor or co-sponsor Legislative
Proposal #2 to streamline the state’s administration of the integrated regional
water management program. Sponsor or co-sponsor Legislative Proposal #3 to
authorize broader application of artificial turf in common interest developments.

9- 9.

Agreement for Sacramento Lobbying Services with the firms of Gonzalez,
Quintana & Hunter; Lang, Hansen, O’Malley & Miller; and V. John White
Associates.
Adopt an agreement with the following firms for a period of 48 months, from
January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2018, for a total amount not to exceed
$1,557,000: Gonzalez, Quintana & Hunter: first-year fees of $138,000 and
reimbursable expenses of $7,500 for a total first-year amount not to exceed
$145,500; fees will be increased by a fixed amount of $750 per year in years two,
three and four. Lang, Hansen, O’Malley & Miller: first-year fees of $130,080 and
reimbursable expenses of $7,500 for a total first-year amount not to exceed
$137,580; fees will be adjusted in years two, three and four based upon CPI-U
San Diego All Items. V. John White Associates: first-year fees of $78,036 and
reimbursable expenses of $7,500 for a total first-year amount not to exceed
$85,536; fees will be adjusted in years two, three and four based upon CPI-U San
Diego All Items.

9-10.

9-11.

IMPORTED WATER COMMITTEE
Agreement for Washington D.C. Lobbying Services with the firm of Carpi &
Clay.
Extend the agreement with the firm of Carpi & Clay, Washington, D.C., for a
period of 48 months, from January 1, 2015 through December 31, 2018, for a
total amount not to exceed $577,284, with a total first-year amount not to exceed
$139,788 and an adjustment in the second, third, and fourth years based upon
CPI-U San Diego All Items.
Authorize the advance of $10 million to the QSA JPA against future scheduled
contributions.
1. Authorize the advance of up to $10 million over six years beginning in fiscal
year 2015-16 of the Water Authority’s obligation to the QSA JPA to pay for
environmental mitigation requirements.
2. Authorize the modification of Payment Schedules pursuant to the QSA JPA
Creation and Funding Agreement (JPA Agreement).
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9-12.

ENGINEERING AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
Professional services contracts for as-needed land survey services.
Authorize the General Manager to award five individual three-year professional
services contracts in the amount of $100,000 each to Aguirre & Associates,
Nasland Engineering, Project Design Consultants, RBF Consulting, and SnipesDye Associates, for a not-to-exceed total of $500,000 to provide as-needed land
survey services.

9-13.

Professional services contracts for as-needed appraisal services.
Authorize the General Manager to award three individual three-year professional
services contracts for as-needed appraisal services to Anderson & Brabant in the
amount of $150,000, Hendrickson Appraisal Company in the amount of $100,000,
and Rasmuson Appraisal Services in the amount of $50,000, for a total not-toexceed amount of $300,000.

9-14.

Parallel encroachment permit for County of San Diego storm water facilities.
Authorize the General Manager to issue a parallel encroachment permit to the
County of San Diego for the installation of a storm water drainage facility
parallel to the Water Authority pipelines in the First Aqueduct right of way.

9-15.

Professional services contract with Louis Berger Group for the Carlsbad
Desalination Plant project.
Authorize the General Manager to approve Amendment No. 3 to the professional
services contract with Louis Berger Group, formerly Leidos Engineering, LLC,
for design and construction performance and compliance services during
commissioning and start-up for the Carlsbad Desalination Plant project, in the
amount of $269,692 for a total contract value of $994,692.
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Date:

November 19, 2014

To:

San Diego County Water Authority Board Members

From:

Ken Carpi, Washington Representative

Subject:

Federal Legislative Update

Election Aftermath – What to Expect
The incoming Republican majority in the Senate – and larger majority in the House – will
force President Obama to make much greater use of executive orders and his veto to
promote his agenda and defend previous initiatives. Republicans have already marked
the EPA as the target for much of their oversight agenda in the next two years and the
Agency will be the target for further spending cuts.
The House is choosing committee chairmen and ranking members this week.
Subcommittee roles will be voted on after Thanksgiving. House Republicans will also
approve new committee ratios to reflect their increased majority. It is expected that
Democrats will lose 2-4 seats on most committees. In the Senate, committee leaders will
be chosen in December, but many subcommittee roles and final committee membership
decisions may not be made until January, as will a final decision on their committee
ratios.
One potential area for cooperation between the Administration and Congress, cited by
both Republicans and the President, is infrastructure. While the two are not in agreement
yet on how to pay for increased spending on transportation and water projects, they do
agree on the need and have proposed serious ideas that could bear fruit if constructive
negotiations proceed next year. Both side also support innovative financing programs
like the recently-enacted Water Infrastructure Financing and Innovation Act (WIFIA) and
streamlining many bureaucratic project reviews.
Lame Duck and Federal Spending
Appropriations staffers are proceeding with assembling an omnibus appropriations act to
fund federal programs until September 30, 2015. Whether such legislation will reach a
vote is still uncertain. The path forward will be clearer after Thanksgiving, with much
depending upon what Republicans are willing to support.

They could decide to support an omnibus to resolve the spending issues before they
assume the majority in January. They may support passage of portions of it and prefer to
use a Continuing Resolution (CR) to fund other programs on a temporary basis; or they
may decide to fund all programs through a CR for the remainder of the fiscal year.
Another option being discussed is the passage of a full-year omnibus bill with another bill
to rescind funding for immigration-related spending next year after the President issues
an executive order.
Among the impediments to a long-term omnibus spending bill is the desire among
Republicans and many Senate Democrats to block a proposed rule by the EPA and Corps
of Engineers to define the “Waters of the United States” under the Clean Water Act.
Opposition to the proposed rule prevented the full Senate from considering spending bills
for EPA and the Corps earlier this year.
Drought Talks Continue
Senator Feinstein continues to pursue a legislative compromise with House Republicans
in pursuit of a response to the drought in California and the West. While information
related to a possible compromise is limited, the Senator and Republicans are hopeful they
can secure an agreement soon. However, the lack of transparency has also energized
opponents from the environmental community who are ramping up their pressure on
Senate Democrats to oppose a deal that has not been publicly vetted within Congress and
the public. The limited time remaining on the congressional calendar will also be a factor
in moving new legislation through the Senate. The lack of detail in a possible
compromise has also left the White House silent on whether the President might sign a
negotiated bill.
Committee Approves Energy-Water Nexus Bill
The Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee approved S. 1971, the Nexus of
Energy and Water for Sustainability (NEWS) Act. Introduced by current committee
ranking member and soon-to-be chairman Lisa Murkowski (R-AK), the bill would create
a panel within the National Science and Technology Committee to coordinate federal
activities focused on the energy-water nexus and require the Office of Management &
Budget to prepare a “cross-cut” budget that identifies spending across the federal
government related to energy and water activities.
With limited time remaining in the session, it is unlikely the bill will be able to clear the
Senate and win approval in the House before adjournment. The bipartisan support for the
bill, however, makes it likely that Senator Murkowski will push the bill for early
consideration in 2015 as she has made it a high priority.

November 19, 2014
Attention: Imported Water Committee
Metropolitan Water District Delegates’ Report (Information)
Background
This report summarizes discussions held and key decisions made at the MWD committee and
Board meetings, as reported by the MWD delegates. The MWD committees and Board met on
November 17 and 18. The next regular MWD Board and committee meetings are scheduled for
December 8 and 9.
Discussion
The Water Authority delegation supported 11 of 13 action items approved by the MWD Board.
The delegates opposed a purchase order item citing that the new terms fail to link to MWD’s cost
of service study. The delegates also noted that the costs of acquiring new water supplies, which
are intended to be covered by Tier 2 revenues, are being shifted to other rates and charges. These
concerns are voiced in their letter to the MWD Board (See Attachment 1). The delegates also
opposed the execution and distribution of the Official Statement, as drafted, in connection with
refunding of bonds on the basis that they continue to be concerned with the Official Statement’s
lack of sufficient risk disclosure (for the Water Authority delegates’ letter to MWD, see
Attachment 2).
Attachment 3 is a copy of MWD’s November committee and Board meeting agendas.
Board
Secretary Karen Ross (California Department of Food and Agriculture) addressed the Board and
spoke on the recently released California Water Action Plan (Plan), which lays out the State’s
goals and vision for water supply over the next five years. Ross said the plan will guide State
efforts to enhance water supply reliability, restore damaged and destroyed ecosystems, and
improve the resilience of the state’s infrastructure. Ross pointed out that a study of the drought’s
impacts on agriculture found that the drought is costing the State $2.2 billion this year, in a $42.6
billion agricultural industry. Ross added that investments in water infrastructure and technology
must be made to allow agriculture to stay productive in the face of a changing climate.
Following the General Manager’s report, Director Koretz (Los Angeles) asked if MWD was
working with Senator Feinstein on drought legislation that may have negative impacts on the
Endangered Species Act and other environmental protections. General Manager Kightlinger
responded that MWD staff has provided technical comments on portions of the bill, but has not
seen the final bill in its entirety. Kightlinger added that the parts that MWD staff has been privy
to would be “characterized as not having issues with the Endangered Species Act.”
Assistant General Manager and Chief Administrative Officer Gilbert Ivey announced his
retirement from MWD, effective mid-2015.
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Communications and Legislation Committee
State and Federal Legislative Representatives Cole and Hiltscher, respectively, gave a joint
report on MWD’s proposed Legislative Strategy for 2015/16. Cole reported a new State related
item to oppose actions that would unfairly shift procurement of renewable resources to the State
Water Project (SWP). Director Peterson (Las Virgenes) voiced concern over potential legislation
that may change the definition of waters of the United States. Hiltscher responded that staff
would keep the committee informed on any legislation that would impact the current definition;
Kightlinger added that staff would include this issue in MWD’s legislative strategy. Director Tu
received confirmation that staff would monitor California’s Proposition 1 as well as funding
opportunities for regional programs and MWD’s Bay-Delta related priorities.
The committee also received reports on current state and federal activities.
Engineering and Operations Committee
The committee and Board approved three items, including the appropriation of funds for design
of seismic upgrades at the Colorado River Aqueduct pumping plants. The committee also
received the first quarter progress update for the fiscal year 2015 Capital Investment Plan (CIP).
Staff reported that: more than 238 CIP projects are under way at various design and construction
stages for fiscal year 2015; all capital programs are within their appropriated budgets; and
expenditures through September 2014 totaled about $50.5 million, which are more than the $38
million in expenditures reported for the same period last year. The fiscal year 2015 capital
expenditures are projected below budget at $230.7 million, or 94 percent of the budgeted amount
($245 million).
The committee also received an update on water system deliveries for 2014. Water Systems
Operations Manager Green reported that MWD is continuing its drought actions to maximize
deliveries on the Colorado River Aqueduct to mitigate low SWP supplies. Green said that 2014
demands from January through October were 3 percent higher than the same period in 2013. He
pointed out that most agencies were below their demands for the same period with the exception
of Municipal Water District of Orange County (MWDOC) and the Water Authority due to
groundwater basin recharge and construction issues (related to increasing in deliveries prior to
aqueduct shutdowns to sustain demands during construction), respectively.
Finance and Insurance Committee
The committee and Board approved two items related to the execution of purchase orders and the
issuance of the Official Statement in connection with refunding bonds. A second presentation on
“balancing accounts” was given in response to a request from Director Lewinger. Lewinger
pointed out that the presentation continued to not respond to his request of how MWD may
expand its existing balancing accounts. He said that MWD already has balancing accounts for
two of its rates; therefore it would seem simple to add accounts to cover the remaining three
rates. Having this accounting system will ensure revenues and expenditures are tracking for their
intended purposes, and this is especially important since MWD’s current rate setting practice is
for water sales to exceed budget seven out of 10 years. These balancing accounts would help
avoid cross subsidies between rates and improve financial transparency. Lewinger’s concerns are
detailed in a letter to MWD’s Finance and Insurance Committee and Board (see Attachment 4).
Committee Chair Barbre (MWDOC) and Director Touhey (Upper San Gabriel) expressed desire
to continue the status quo in order to maintain flexibility to address MWD’s needs. Director
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Blois (Calleguas) said that while Calleguas and the Water Authority have “a lot in common” and
that he does not disagree with comments made by Lewinger, that “…until the Water Authority
decides to quit spending our valuable resources and settle the lawsuit; I quite frankly am not
going to take part in much of any discussion on rates. That’s just the way it is.”
The committee also received a report on MWD’s investment activities and how MWD’s two
external financial managers (Hillswick and Reams) are handling MWD’s investments. Disbato
Advisers, hired to provide an outside perspective on MWD’s externally-managed accounts,
reported both organizations have been “remarkably stable.”
Legal and Claims Committee
The committee and Board authorized the General Manager to initiate an administrative claim or
other action regarding illegal diversion of stored water in the State Water Project system.
Discussion on the item was held in closed session. Also in closed session, the committee
discussed the Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases, the rate litigation with the Water Authority, and
the General Counsel’s performance goals and objectives. There were no reportable actions with
the latter items.
Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee
The committee and Board approved two items related to replacing MWD’s telephone system and
upgrading an Oracle Financial Application module. The committee also received an overview on
MWD’s Business Outreach Program for fiscal year 2014.
Water Planning and Stewardship Committee
The committee and Board approved providing up to $750,000 in funding for the Bacon Island
Levee Rehabilitation Project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The approved action includes
authorizing execution of a cost-sharing agreement among participating urban water agencies.
While MWD staff reported the cost allocation is “overly burdensome to MWD,” staff determined
that the long-term benefits of improving the Delta levees and demonstration of “working
together” are prudent. Responding to Director Steiner’s inquiry, staff said the allocation of costs
was apportioned based on participating water agencies’ water diverted from the Delta. Steiner
also asked for clarification on whether this levee project was part of the Delta Wetlands Project
as a proposed reservoir to be flooded (during wet years and later pumped south and stored
underground in Kern County for dry year use). Kightlinger said that “plans are moving forward”
to flood two of the four Delta Wetlands Project islands, but thought Bacon Island was for
mitigation rather than “flooding” (storage). MWD staff added that whether or not it was part of
the Delta Wetlands Project, the levees must still be shored up.
The committee and Board also received a report on the Water Supply Allocation Plan (WSAP).
Lewinger said that the WSAP is only a subset of the Water Surplus and Drought Management
(WSDM) report, which provides an overall update on how supplies are meeting demands.
Lewinger added that yet, despite dry conditions, MWD has provided only one written WSDM
report this calendar year; he asked that a report be provided monthly; which staff noted. Steiner
renewed her previous requests that staff discuss the use of storage reserves, particularly if
implementation of the WSAP is being considered. Water Resources Manager Upadhyay replied
that in December staff plans to return with a recommended action on WSAP adjustment and a
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full WSDM report that takes into consideration the initial SWP allocation for 2015 as well as
MWD’s proposed storage use plan in response to the allocation.
Staff also reported on Delta Watershed Storage efforts (to increase storage and improve supply
during dry years) and gave an update on MWD’s conservation program. Staff plans to return in
December with a recommended action to increase the budget for conservation subsidy programs.
Prepared by:
Debbie Discar-Espe, Senior Water Resources Specialist
Approved by: Communications and Legislation Committee by Keith Lewinger and Yen Tu
Engineering and Operations Committee by Fern Steiner
Finance and Insurance Committee by Keith Lewinger
Legal and Claims Committee by Fern Steiner and Yen Tu
Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee by Michael Hogan
Water Planning and Stewardship Committee by Keith Lewinger and Fern Steiner
Attachment 1:
Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Attachment 4:

Letter to MWD on Purchase Orders, dated November 17, 2014
Letter to MWD on execution of Official Statement, dated November 17, 2014
MWD’s committee and Board meeting agendas, dated November 17 and 18, 2014
Letter to MWD on Balancing Accounts, dated November 17, 2014
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November 17, 2014
Randy Record and
Members of the Board of Directors
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054‐0153
RE:

Board Memo 8‐1 ‐ Approve the proposed terms for Purchase Orders with Member
Agencies; authorize the General Manager to execute Purchase Orders with Member
Agencies consistent with the proposed terms; and approve the Proposed
Amendments to the Administrative Code – OPPOSE

Dear Chair Record and Board Members,
We have reviewed Board Memo 8‐3, the November 17, 2014 PowerPoint Presentation and
documents provided to the Board at the July 7, September 8 and October 13 Finance and
Insurance Committee meetings. No other information or data has been provided by staff at
the three Member Agency Manager Meetings listed on page 2 of the PowerPoint (July 11,
September 12 and October 17) to support the conclusions stated in the Board Memo.
New board members may not be aware that the two‐tiered pricing structure and Purchase
Order date back to the October 16, 2001 board action approving the rate structure proposal
that remains in place today (a copy of the October 16, 2001 Board Memo 9‐6 (Rate Structure
Board Memo) is attached for ease of reference). At that time, MWD management stated
that the purpose of the two‐tiered pricing structure was to encourage efficient water
resource management and conservation (Rate Structure Board Memo at page 1). Further,
the board action specified that the Tier 2 Supply Rate "would be set at a level that reflects
Metropolitan's cost of acquiring new supplies" (Rate Structure Board Memo at page 2,
paragraph A; Attachment 1, Page 4 of 6, paragraph A; and Attachment 1, page 6 of 6 at
paragraph A [Addressing New Demands]). The Board Memo further stated that the benefits
of the rate structure included:
Tiered supply rates provides (sic) pricing signals for water users with
increasing demands and incentives to maintain existing local supplies.
Tiered water supply rates: (1) reflect higher costs of new MWD supply
development; (2) signals users when local resources development and
conservation might be more cost‐effective; and (3) passes appropriate costs

Attachment 1, Page 2 of 26
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of new supply development to those member agencies that rely on MWD for
growing demands (Rate Structure Board Memo at Attachment 1, Page 2 of 6).
The Purchase Order request form was also part of the new rate structure adopted by the
board as a means to implement the tiered pricing structure.
This month's Board Memo 8‐1 describes the Purchase Orders as an "adjunct" to the cost‐of‐
service study, "in that they implement MWD's tiered supply pricing structure." But there is
no reference whatsoever in MWD's cost of service study to substantiate any linkage between
cost of service and the newly proposed terms of the Purchase Order. Indeed, the newly
proposed terms stand in stark contrast to the terms and objectives described in 2001.i Now,
instead of recovering the cost of acquiring new supplies through the Tier 2 rate, MWD
proposes to allow its member agencies to buy more water than it has available to sell at the
lower Tier 1 rate.ii
The Purchase Order is clearly not based on cost of service, because the costs of acquiring
new water supplies that Tier 2 was intended to recover have not just disappeared; they are
simply being shifted ‐‐ without any data or cost‐of‐service analysis ‐‐ to MWD's other rates
and charges (for which no cost‐of‐service study has been performed).
Lastly, and regrettably, the Purchase Order does nothing to provide any meaningful level of
financial stability for MWD as it embarks on expensive new water supply development
programs. MWD's own staff has admitted as much.iii This is noteworthy given that the MWD
board suspended its tax rate limitation twice in the past few years claiming it was necessary
to ensure MWD's “fiscal integrity.” Rather than developing a long‐term finance plan and
rates that can provide the financial stability MWD needs, MWD is now moving in exactly the
opposite direction.
It is long past time for MWD and its board of directors to return to the difficult, but
necessary process of developing a real long‐term finance plan to support MWD's future
water supply investments. Execution of Purchase Orders with these terms by the member
agencies, as recommended by MWD management, will do nothing to achieve that objective.
Sincerely,

Michael T. Hogan
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

Attachment: MWD Board Memo 9‐6, dated 10/16/01

Yen C. Tu
Director
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i

MWD has adamantly maintained that it has not changed its rate structure or rates since they were
adopted in 2001; however, for the reasons stated in this letter, it is not possible to reconcile the 2001
objectives of the Tier 2 rates (and the associated costs) as described in the Rate Structure Board Memo
with the Purchase Order terms recommended in Board Memo 8‐1.
ii
Total sum of Tier 1 maximum for member agencies would be 2.05 MAF, according to this month’s
memo.
iii
In September Finance and Insurance committee, CFO Gary Breaux said that the purchase order “from a
year‐to‐year standpoint, it doesn’t provide that much stability.”
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Board of Directors

October 16, 2001 Board Meeting
Subject

9-6

Approve Rate Structure Proposal

Description
Background
On September 10, 2001, the Subcommittee on Rate Structure Implementation (Subcommittee) considered a
proposal by several member agency managers (Calleguas Municipal Water District, Eastern Municipal Water
District, the City of Los Angeles, Central Basin Municipal Water District and West Basin Municipal Water
District) to implement Metropolitan’s new rate structure in a manner consistent with the Rate Structure Action
Plan that was adopted by the Board in December 2000. This proposal addressed many of the concerns raised by
Board members during the past nine months as the Subcommittee reviewed the December Action Plan, including
the use of property taxes, financial impacts, the relative burden of financial risk, financial commitment and water
resource management. The details of the Member Agency Managers' Proposal (Proposal) is included in
Attachment 1.
The Subcommittee then reviewed staff’s evaluation of the Proposal at the Subcommittee’s September 18, 2001
meeting. On September 25, 2001, the Board held a Board Workshop on the Proposal. At that meeting, the Board
considered a number of questions raised by the Subcommittee (see Attachment 2), as well as the Board, and
directed staff to agendize the Proposal for Board action at the October 16, 2001, Board meeting.
The proposed rate structure is consistent with the Board’s Strategic Plan Policy Principles, which were adopted
in December 1999. The Proposal furthers Metropolitan’s strategic objectives, supports and encourages sound
water resource management, accommodates a water transfer market, enhances fiscal stability and is based on costof-service principles. An analysis of the Proposal and its consistency with the Board’s Principles from
December 1999 is shown in Attachment 3.
Summary of Proposal
Tiered Rate Structure. The Proposal retains the two-tiered pricing structure included in the Rate Structure
Implementation Plan from December 2000. Such a pricing structure encourages efficient water resource
management and conservation. The amount of water supply that a member agency may purchase in any one year
at the lower Tier 1 rate is determined by two factors – the amount of firm water (basic and shift) purchased since
fiscal year 1989/90 and the member agency’s election to submit a voluntary purchase order for a ten-year supply
of water.
A base level of consumption will be established for each member agency equal to the member agency’s highest
fiscal year firm demand since 1989/90. Member agencies will be able to submit a voluntary purchase order to
purchase a minimum amount of water over the next ten years equal to 60 percent of this base times 10. The
member agency has ten years to purchase this minimum quantity and can vary its purchase amounts from year to
year. But, the member agency would be obligated to pay for the full purchase order, even if it did not use the full
amount at the end of the ten-year period. In exchange for this minimum commitment, the member agency will be
able to purchase an amount of water supply equal to ninety-percent of the base in any given year at the lower
Tier 1 rate. Agencies that determined that a purchase order was not in their interest would be able to purchase up
to 60 percent of their base at the lower Tier 1 rate.
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Unbundled Rates and Charges. As described in the December Action Plan, rates and charges would be unbundled
to reflect the different services provided by Metropolitan. Specifically, the following rate elements would be part
of the Proposal:
a. Tier 2 supply rate. The Tier 2 Supply Rate would be charged on a dollar per acre-foot basis for system
supply delivered in excess of 90 percent of a member agency's base for member agencies with purchase
orders. The Tier 2 Supply Rate would be charged for system supply delivered in excess of 60 percent of a
member agency's base for member agencies without purchase orders. The Tier 2 Supply Rate would be set at
a level that reflects Metropolitan's cost of acquiring new supplies.
b. Tier 1 supply rate. The Tier 1 Supply Rate would be charged on a dollar per acre-foot basis for system
supply delivered to meet firm demands that are less than 90 percent of a member agency's base for member
agencies with purchase orders. The Tier 1 Supply Rate would be charged to system supply deliveries that are
less than 60 percent of a member agency's base for member agencies without purchase orders. The Tier 1
Supply Rate would be set to recover all of Metropolitan's supply costs, except those paid through the Tier 2
Supply Rate and a portion of the long-term storage and agricultural water sales.
c. System Access Rate. The System Access Rate would be charged on a dollar per acre-foot basis and collect
the costs associated with the conveyance and distribution system, including capital, operating and
maintenance costs. The System Access Rate would be charged for every acre-foot of water conveyed by
Metropolitan. All users (including member agencies and third-party wheeling entities) of the Metropolitan
system would pay the same rate for conveyance).
d. Water Stewardship Rate. A Water Stewardship Rate would be charged on a dollar per acre-foot basis to
collect revenues in support of Metropolitan’s financial commitment to conservation, water recycling,
groundwater recovery and other water management programs approved by the Board. The Water
Stewardship Rate would be charged for every acre-foot of water conveyed by Metropolitan.
e. System Power Rate. The System Power Rate would be charged on a dollar per acre-foot basis to recover the
cost of power necessary to pump water from the State Water Project and Colorado River through the
conveyance and distribution system for Metropolitan's member agencies. The System Power Rate will be
charged for all Metropolitan supplies. Entities wheeling water would continue to pay the actual cost of power
to wheel water on the State Water Project, the Colorado River Aqueduct or the Metropolitan distribution
system, whichever is applicable.
f.

Treatment Rate. Metropolitan would continue to charge a treatment rate on a dollar per acre-foot basis for
treated deliveries. The treatment rate would be set to recover the cost of providing treated water service,
including capital and operating cost.

g. Capacity Reservation Charge and Peaking Surcharge. Member agencies would pay a Capacity
Reservation Charge (set in dollars per cubic feet per second of the peak day capacity they reserved). The
Capacity Reservation Charge is a fixed charge levied on an amount of capacity reserved by the member
agency. The Capacity Reservation Charge recovers the cost of providing peak capacity within the distribution
system. Peak-day deliveries in excess of the reserved amount of capacity chosen by the member agency
would be assessed a Peaking Surcharge. Peaking Surcharge revenue collected by Metropolitan for the three
fiscal years ending on June 30, 2005, would be refunded to that member agency to implement specific capital
projects and programs to avoid peaking charges in the future. The Capacity Reservation Charge and Peaking
Surcharge are designed to encourage member agencies to continue to shift monthly demands into the winter
months and avoid placing large daily peaks on the Metropolitan system. Daily flow measured between May 1
and September 30 for purposes of billing the Capacity Reservation Charge and Peaking Surcharge will
include all deliveries made by Metropolitan to a member agency or member agency customer including water
transfers and agricultural deliveries.
h. Readiness-to-Serve Charge. Metropolitan’s Readiness-to-Serve Charge would recover costs associated with
standby and peak conveyance capacity and system emergency storage capacity. The Readiness-to-Serve
Charge would be allocated among the member agencies on the basis of each agency’s ten-year rolling average
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of firm demands (including water transfers wheeled through system capacity). This allocation would be
revised each year. At the request of the member agency, revenues equal to the amount of Standby Charges
would continue to be credited against the member agency’s Readiness-to-Serve Charge obligation.
i.

Long-term storage service program. The current long-term storage service program used by the member
agencies for storage replenishment purposes would continue as is. The long-term storage rate would also
remain a bundled rate. The long-term rate would be reviewed annually by the Board as part of the regular rate
cycle. Although the Proposal recommends that the long-term storage service program remain in place for at
least the next ten years, the Board retains the ability to reexamine this program as needed.

j.

Agricultural water program. The current surplus water agricultural service program used by the member
agencies for agricultural purposes would remain in place. The agricultural rate would also remain a bundled
rate. The agricultural rate will be reviewed annually by the Board as part of the regular rate cycle. Although
the Proposal recommends that the current agricultural program remain in place for at least the next ten years,
the Board retains the ability to reexamine this program as needed.

Addressing New Demands. The Proposal addresses the impact of new demands on the cost of water supply
through the tiered rate structure. Agencies that have increasing demands on Metropolitan would pay more, since
they would purchase a greater share of the water sold at the higher Tier 2 rate. In addition, the Proposal provides
that a mechanism to recover costs for Metropolitan’s infrastructure associated with increasing system demands
will be developed and in place by 2006.
Financial Impact
Financial Impact to Member Agencies. While the Proposal includes a number of changes to Metropolitan’s
existing structure, the initial financial impacts as a result of the change are estimated to be less than three percent
(plus or minus), on any one member agency when compared to the existing rate structure. These impacts are
estimated in fiscal year 2002/03 and assume normal demand conditions. Over time, it is expected that agencies
using more Metropolitan supplies will purchase a greater share of water at the higher Tier 2 rate and would pay
more.
Financial Impact to Metropolitan. The total amount of revenue generated under the Proposal would be the same
as that under the proposed structure. The introduction of the purchase order helps to provide additional certainty
regarding Metropolitan’s base supply. But, the purchase order is flexible enough that member agencies do not
take on undue financial risk. In addition, the Capacity Reservation Charge adds to fixed revenues.
Impact on Water Transfers. The Proposal provides clear price signals that reflect Metropolitan’s costs (both to
develop new supplies and to transport water). As such, cost-effective water transfers by Metropolitan and others
would be facilitated by this rate structure.
Implementation Plan
If the Board approves the Proposal, a report would be prepared describing each of the above rate design elements
in detail, including the cost of service used to develop the rates and charges. The Chief Executive Officer would
recommend the rates and charges to the Board in January of 2002. A public hearing on the rates and charges
implementing the Proposal would be held at the February 2002 Board meeting. The Board would take action to
adopt the rates and charges in March of 2002. The rates and charges as described in the report and recommended
by the Chief Executive Officer would be effective January 1, 2003. A Resolution to Adopt the Rate Structure
Proposal is provided as Attachment 4.

Policy
The Proposal is consistent with the Board's Strategic Plan Policy Principles and addresses concerns raised by the
Board regarding the December 2000 Rate Structure Action Plan.
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CEQA
The proposed action, i.e., approval of the Proposal, is not defined as a project under the California Environmental
Quality Act (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, the proposed action is not
subject to CEQA because it involves the creation of government funding mechanisms or other government fiscal
activities, which do not involve any commitment to any specific project which may result in a potentially
significant physical impact on the environment (Section 15378(b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines).
The CEQA determination is: Determine that the proposed action is not subject to CEQA per
Sections 15378(b)(2) and 15378(b)(4) of the State CEQA Guidelines.

Board Options/Fiscal Impacts
Option #1
Adopt the CEQA determination and Resolution approving the Proposal and direct staff to take the necessary
steps to implement rates and charges as defined by the Proposal to be effective January 1, 2003.
Fiscal Impact: Increased fixed revenue and financial commitment from member agencies. Total amount of
revenue recovered from the member agencies will be the same.
Option #2
Defer consideration of the Proposal until further discussion by the Board.
Fiscal Impact: None

Staff Recommendation
Option #1
10/9/2001
Brian G. Thomas
Chief Financial Officer

Date

10/9/2001
Ronald R. Gastelum
Chief Executive Officer

Date

Attachment 1 - Member Agency Managers' Proposal MWD Rate Structure
Attachment 2 - Subcommittee on Rate Structure Implementation Responses to Subcommittee
Questions
Attachment 3 - Comparison between Member Agency Managers' Rate Structure Proposal and
Metropolitan’s Board Principles
Attachment 4 - Resolution to Adopt Rate Structure Proposal
BLA #1374
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MEMBER AGENCY MANAGERS' PROPOSAL
MWD RATE STRUCTURE
(PROPOSAL)
(AS SUBMITTED TO THE BOARD SEPTEMBER 25, 2001)
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OVERVIEW
Objectives
The proposed rate structure is a pricing mechanism to achieve the following objectives:
!

Maintain MWD as the regional provider of imported water – MWD, working collaboratively with its
member agencies, will secure necessary water supplies and build appropriate infrastructure to meet
current and future needs of its member agencies.

!

Support cost-effective local resources development and water conservation – MWD will continue to help
fund cost-effective water recycling, groundwater recovery, and water conservation.

!

Accommodate a water market – By unbundling its water rate, MWD will accommodate a water market.

Proposed Rate Structure
In order to support MWD’s strategic vision, member agencies have developed a rate structure proposal,
which is consistent with MWD’s Board’s December 2000 action plan. This rate structure has the following
components:
1. Unbundles water rate into five separate commodity rates: (1) supply; (2) system access, for conveyance
and distribution; (3) water stewardship; (4) power; and (5) treatment.
2. Supply rate has two tiers.
3. Two fixed charges: (1) Readiness to Serve Charge (RTS), to help pay for emergency storage and
standby for conveyance; and (2) Capacity Reservation Charge, to help pay for peaking for distribution.
4. Voluntary Purchase Order requests for firm water deliveries.
5. Surplus water, when available, for local long-term storage replenishment and agricultural deliveries.

Benefits of Rate Structure
The proposed rate structure offers the following benefits:
!

Unbundled rates charge all users for system access on same basis. Separating supply costs enables
MWD to treat everyone on equal basis (member agencies, retail providers, third parties), and is the first
step in accommodating a water market.

!

Tiered supply rates provides pricing signals for water users with increasing demands and incentives to
maintain existing local supplies. Tiered water supply rates: (1) reflect higher costs of new MWD supply
development; (2) signals users when local resources development and conservation might be more costeffective; and (3) passes appropriate costs of new supply development to those member agencies that
rely on MWD for growing demands.

!

Voluntary Purchase Orders provide for commitment while protecting regional reliability to all.
Purchase Orders are: (1) voluntary; (2) offer price incentives to member agencies by allowing more
water deliveries to be purchased in lower-priced supply tier rate; (3) offer an additional level of financial
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commitment to MWD; and (4) are not tied to reliability (i.e., supply reliability for all member agencies is
the same).
!

Framework for future water management while avoiding significant cost impacts in the near term.
The proposed rate structure offers a framework for future water management of imported and local water
supplies without creating significant cost impacts to member agencies in the near-term.

Implementation
!

The proposed rate structure will be implemented on January 1, 2003.

!

The rate structure is a pricing mechanism designed to support a continued collaborative planning effort
between MWD and member agencies used to determine MWD’s future water supply and infrastructure
needs.

DETAILS
General Overview
!

Proposed rate structure is consistent with: (1) MWD Board Strategic Plan Policy Principles (adopted in
December 1999); and (2) the intent and elements of MWD Board Action Plan for the rate structure
(adopted in December 2000).

!

Supply reliability is the same for all member agencies, i.e., not tied to contracts.

!

Rates and charges unbundled, allowing for choice in services and providing the basis for a wheeling rate.

!

Areas with increasing demands on MWD will pay proportionately more for their water through second
tier of the water supply rate.

!

Member agencies may request Purchase Orders for firm water supplies, offering pricing benefits for
member agencies and more financial security for MWD.

Specific Elements
Unbundled Commodity Rates
A. Current commodity rate for water will be unbundled into five separate commodity rates:
o Supply Rate – two tiers, and recovers costs associated with water supply (discussed in more
detail in following section)
o System Access Rate – recovers costs associated with system capacity for conveyance and
distribution
o Water Stewardship Rate – is used to help fund local water recycling, groundwater, and
conservation programs
o Power Rate – recovers MWD’s melded power cost for pumping SWP and Colorado River
supplies
o Water Treatment Rate – recovers costs for treatment.
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Water Supply Rate
A. The water supply rate will have two tiers, which reflect MWD’s existing and future costs for acquiring
and storing supplies.
B. Tier 2 rate will be set by MWD’s Board each year, to reflect MWD’s incremental cost of providing water
supply to its member agencies. Tier 1 rate will be set to recover remaining supply costs.
C. Tier 2 rate is currently estimated to be about $100 to $125/AF greater than the Tier 1 rate. Tier 2 rate
will provide a pricing signal for local water management and water marketing.
D. A two-tier water supply rate will also address increasing demands placed on MWD.
E. An initial base (Base) for each member agency is established using that agency’s highest firm water
delivery from MWD from FY 1990 to FY 2002 (see Figure 1).
F. If a member agency chooses not to submit a Purchase Order request, then the Tier 1 rate would apply to
firm water deliveries up to 60 percent of the Base, and the Tier 2 rate would apply to firm water
deliveries above 60 percent of the Base, on an annual basis (see Figure 1).
G. If a member agency chooses to submit a Purchase Order request, then that agency agrees to purchase a
minimum of 60 percent of its Base times 10, over the ten-year period.
H. Upon execution of the Purchase Order, the member agency is eligible to purchase up to 90 percent of its
Base at the Tier 1 rate, and the Tier 2 rate would apply to firm deliveries above 90 percent of its Base, on
an annual basis (see Figure 1).
I. In the future, the Base will be the greater of a member agency’s historical maximum firm delivery from
FY 1990 to FY 2002, or the ten year rolling average of firm deliveries (Figure 2).

Figure 1.
Two-Tiered Water Supply Rate:
Establishing the Initial Base
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* Member agency agrees to purchase at least 60% of Initial Base times 10, over next ten years.
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Figure 2.
Two-Tiered Water Supply Rate:
Adjusting Base in the Future
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* Member agency agrees to purchase at least 60% of Initial Base times 10, over next ten years.

Fixed Charges
A. In addition to the commodity rates, member agencies would also pay the following fixed charges:
o RTS Charge – covers costs for MWD’s emergency storage and conveyance standby, which is
allocated to each member agency based on its 10-year rolling average of firm demands
o Capacity Reservation Charge – recovers costs for peak capacity on MWD’s distribution system.
Each member agency reserves summer (May through September) peak capacity and pays the
charge based on capacity reserved on a cfs basis.
B. Standby charges, for those member agencies that elect to have MWD continue to assess the MWD
Standby charge, will be deducted from member agencies’ allocated RTS charges—as is currently done.
C. Property taxes will be used to offset capital costs for conveyance on the SWP and MWD’s distribution
system—as is currently done.
Figure 3 illustrates how the property taxes, fixed charges, and the System Access Rate will be used to
recover costs for conveyance and distribution.
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Figure 3.
MWD System Cost Allocation and Recovery
System Cost
Offset by Property Taxes
Peaking & Standby:
Paid by RTS & CRC

RTS = Readiness to Serve Charge
CRC = Capacity Reservation Charge

Average System Use:
Paid by System Access
Rate

Local Storage Replenishment and Agricultural Deliveries
A. Surplus water supply, when available, can be purchased for long-term local storage replenishment and
agricultural deliveries.
B. The current operating rules for surplus water purchases under the long-term seasonal storage and interim
agricultural programs will continue.
Wheeling Services
Wheeling pays the following commodity charges:
o System Access Rate
o Water Stewardship Rate
o Power at actual (not melded) cost
o Water Treatment Rate (if necessary)
o Appropriate member agency costs
Implementation
This rate structure, with the elements described above, will be implemented on January 1, 2003. The rate
structure is a pricing mechanism designed to support good water management and continued collaborative
planning efforts between MWD and member agencies.
Addressing New Demands
A. The rate structure addresses the water supply portion of new demands on MWD, by including these costs
in the Tier 2 Water Supply Rate.
B. MWD will utilize year 2005 Urban Water Management Plans from the member agencies and retail
providers to identify MWD’s new supply and infrastructure needs.
C. A mechanism to recover costs for MWD’s infrastructure associated with increasing system demands will
be developed and in place by 2006.
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Subcommittee on Rate Structure Implementation
Responses to Subcommittee Questions
On September 18, 2001 staff presented the Member Agency Managers' rate structure
proposal (Proposal) to the Subcommittee on Rate Structure Implementation
(Subcommittee). The Subcommittee had several questions and asked staff, in
consultation with the member agency managers, to respond prior to the September 25,
2001 Board workshop on the rate structure.
Question 1: What is the impact of reducing the maximum amount of Tier 1 water
that a member agency with a purchase order can buy from 90 percent of its Base
down to 80 percent of its Base?
Response: The 90 percent limit on supply purchases at the lower Tier 1 rate was chosen
to minimize the initial financial impact and risk to all member agencies resulting from the
Proposal and to encourage conservation and investments in local resources. If the limit
on the amount of supply that can be purchased at the lower Tier 1 Supply Rate is reduced
from 90 percent to 80 percent of a member agency's Base, more member agencies will
immediately purchase a greater amount of their supply at the higher Tier 2 Supply Rate.
This is particularly true during dry years when member agencies need more supply from
the system. Lowering the amount of supply that can be purchased at the lower Tier 1
supply rate from 90 to 80 percent of a member agency's Base will result in substantial
impacts during dry years and higher degrees of volatility in the average rate paid by the
member agencies. Figure 1 illustrates the difference in the total amount of supply sold at
the higher Tier 2 Supply Rate if 80 rather than 90 percent is used to define the amount of
supply sold at the lower Tier 1 Supply Rate. The increase in the number of member
agencies that would purchase supply at the higher rate is shown in Figure 2.
F ig u re 1 . T o ta l A m o u n t o f S u p p ly P u rc h a s e d A t H ig h e r T ie r 2 R a te
T h o u s a n d s o f A c re -F e e t
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Figure 2. Number of Member Agencies that Purchase Supply At Higher Tier 2 Rate
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Question 2: What is the impact of a cap on the differential between the Tier 1 and
Tier 2 supply rates?
Response: The purpose of the Tier 2 Supply Rate is to reflect Metropolitan's cost of
acquiring additional supply and encourage water conservation and investments in local
resources. A cap on the differential between the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Supply Rates may
result in a cap on the Tier 2 Supply Rate and potentially distort the price signal and its
desired outcomes. However, each year as part of the annual rate setting process, the
Board will review the supply conditions and the cost to set the Tier 1 and Tier 2 Supply
Rates.
Question 3: Assuming that surplus water is available, how long will the current
Long-term Seasonal Storage Service Program and Interim Agricultural Water
Program be continued?
Response: The Proposal retains these programs to mitigate the initial financial impacts
to the member agencies and their customers due to the change in the Metropolitan rate
structure. The Proposal contemplates these programs would remain in place for the next
ten years. As is the case today, the Board would set the rates for the Long-term Storage
Service Program and Interim Agricultural Water Program.
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Question 4: If a member agency increases its use of local supplies and decreases its
use of Metropolitan system water, is its Base reduced?
Response: Under the Proposal, a member agency's Base would not be adjusted
downward in order to avoid exposure to purchasing additional supplies at the higher rate.
If the Base were adjusted downward member agencies that implemented conservation
and more efficiently managed local resources would be penalized because they may have
to purchase more water at the higher Tier 2 rate in the future.
Question 5: Does a member agency that unexpectedly loses local supply (e.g.,
groundwater contamination) have to pay the higher Tier 2 supply rate?
Response: A member agency that loses local supply production due to a system outage
or a regulatory event may have to purchase supply at the higher Tier 2 rate. Over time, if
the member agency is not able to reclaim its local supply and its use of Metropolitan
supplies continues to increase, its Base will eventually increase as its ten-year rolling
average of firm demand increases. As a result, the member agency would not continue to
purchase more supply at the higher Tier 2 rate.
Question 6: How is the SDCWA/IID Transfer accounted for in the Base calculated
for the San Diego County Water Authority?
Response: The initial Base used for purposes of determining the annual limit on Tier 1
purchases is defined as the maximum annual purchase since fiscal year 1990 and does not
include the SDCWA/IID transfer. Under the Proposal, the calculation of the ten-year
rolling average used to reset the Base in the future does not include the SDCWA/IID
Transfer because the supply cost for this water would be paid by SDCWA. The
SDCWA/IID Transfer is expected to begin in fiscal year 2003 at 20,000 acre-feet and
increase by 20,000 acre-feet per year until reaching 200,000 acre-feet in 2012.
Question 7: Should there be a discounted rate (similar to the long-term
replenishment rate) for deliveries used for seawater barrier purposes?
Response: Deliveries used for seawater barrier purposes cannot be interrupted during a
drought or for any other reason. Metropolitan charges the full service rate for seawater
barrier deliveries. Under the Proposal this practice would continue.
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Question 8: If a member agency that has used less than its purchase order
commitment requests more water from Metropolitan in the final year of the
purchase order that Metropolitan cannot supply, is the member agency still
obligated to pay for the entire purchase order commitment?
Response: The member agencies are obligated to pay for the entire purchase order
commitment.
Question 9: What happens if not all of the supply available to the member agencies
at the lower Tier 1 supply rate is purchased in a single year?
Response: The purchase order is a pricing tool only. If all of the supply that may be
purchased at the lower Tier 1 rate is not used in a given year then that supply may be sold
at the higher Tier 2 supply rate, available as surplus, stored for future use, or lost from the
system.
Question 10: Can member agencies pool their purchase orders together or sell their
purchase order to another member agency that wants to avoid the higher Tier 2
supply rate?
Response: The purchase order is a pricing tool. It does not confer a contractual right to
system supply to a member agency. The Proposal does not accommodate the exchange
or sale of purchase order quantities between member agencies.
Question 11: Can a member agency enter into a purchase order at any time?
Response: Under the Proposal, all member agency purchase orders would extend over
the same ten-year period. Member agencies would execute purchase orders so that they
would be effective January 1, 2003.
Question 12: What are the rules and formulas used to calculate the rates and
charges?
Response: In January 2002, as part of the annual rate cycle and prior to adopting any
rates and charges associated with the Proposal, the Board will receive a report on the
Proposal. The report will include a detailed cost of service study, which will discuss the
cost of service process.
An industry standard embedded cost of service process has been used to identify
Metropolitan's revenue requirements by the various service functions (e.g. supply,
conveyance, distribution, etc.) and to determine how much cost should be classified as
being for peak, average and standby purposes. The classified service function costs are
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then allocated to the rate design elements. The following provides a brief description of
each of the rate design elements.
•

Tier 2 Supply Rate ($/af) - cost of acquiring additional supply.

•

Tier 1 Supply Rate ($/af)- total supply revenue requirement less Tier 2 supply rate
revenues and other revenue offsets, divided by projected Tier 1 deliveries.

•

System Access Rate ($/af) - capital costs incurred to meet average demands and
operations maintenance and overhead costs for the conveyance and distribution
service functions divided by projected total deliveries.

•

System Power Rate ($/af) - power costs for pumping on the State Water Project
and Colorado River Aqueduct divided by the projected Metropolitan deliveries in
acre-feet.

•

Water Stewardship Rate ($/af) - Local Resources Program and Conservation
Credits Program costs as well as other water management costs as determined by
the Board divided by projected total deliveries.

•

Treatment Rate ($/af) - cost of providing treated water service divided by
projected treated water deliveries.

•

Readiness-to-Serve Charge (RTS) - system emergency storage and conveyance
and distribution standby costs not paid by property taxes. The RTS is allocated
among the member agencies based on a ten-year rolling average of firm demands.

•

Capacity Reservation Charge (CRC) ($/cfs)- distribution capital costs incurred to
meet peak day demands divided by the total amount of capacity requested by the
member agencies in cubic feet per second (cfs).

Question 13: Can Metropolitan implement the alternative rate structure in July of
2002?
Response: At the request of many of its member agencies, Metropolitan's rates currently
become effective in January of each year. The January effective date provides enough
time for the member agencies and their customers that typically budget on a July - June
fiscal year basis to set their own rates and charges and prepare their own budgets. Even
though the new rates and charges in the Proposal would not be effective until January of
2003, consistent with Metropolitan's current rate cycle, the Board would consider the new
rates and charges recommended by the Chief Executive Officer in January of 2002, hold
a public hearing on these rates and charges in February and then adopt the rates and
charges in March of 2002.
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A January effective date provides sufficient time for the member agencies and their
customers to deal with implementation issues, including how to pass the Tier 1 and Tier 2
pricing on to their customers.
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Comparison Between Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Proposal
and Metropolitan’s Board Principles
(Prepared by Metropolitan Staff)
Board Principles

Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Alternative

Strategic Plan Policy Principles (Adopted in December 1999)
Regional Provider
Metropolitan is a regional provider of water for its service area. In this
capacity, Metropolitan is the steward of regional infrastructure and the
regional planner responsible for drought management and the coordination
of supply and facility investments. Regional water services should be
provided to meet the needs of the member agencies. Accordingly, the
equitable allocation of water supplies during droughts will be based on
water needs and adhere to the principles established by the Water Surplus
and Drought Management Plan.

Supports the Regional Provider Principle
• Metropolitan, working collaboratively with its member agencies, will
secure necessary water supplies and build appropriate infrastructure to
meet existing and future needs of its member agencies.
• There would be no difference in reliability for firm supplies purchased
at Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates.

Financial Integrity
The Metropolitan Water District Board will take all necessary steps to
assure the financial integrity of the agency in all aspects of operations.

Supports the Financial Integrity Principle
• Through voluntary purchase orders, Metropolitan could have an
assured level of firm water purchases up to 1.2 mafy (60% of
maximum annual firm water sales) over ten years.
• Through voluntary purchase orders, Metropolitan provides a pricing
incentive for member agencies to purchase up to 1.7 mafy of firm water
in 2003 (90% of maximum annual firm water sales).
Compared to the current rate structure, fixed revenue is estimated to
increase.

Local Resources Development
Metropolitan supports local resources development in partnership with its
member agencies and by providing its member agencies with financial
incentives for conservation and local projects.

Supports the Local Resources Development Principle
• Financial incentives for conservation and local projects are provided in
two ways: (1) Tier 2 price is set at Metropolitan’s cost of securing new
supply and sends a price signal for alternative supply development and
(2) water stewardship charge is established to help fund existing and
future local water recycling, groundwater, desalination, and
conservation programs.
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Comparison Between Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Proposal
and Metropolitan’s Board Principles
(Prepared by Metropolitan Staff)
Board Principles

Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Alternative

Strategic Plan Policy Principles - Continued
Imported Water Service
Metropolitan is responsible for providing the region with imported water,
meeting the committed demands of its member agencies.

Clarifies the Imported Water Service Principle
• Based on collaborative planning with member agencies, Metropolitan
would secure and deliver imported water to meet existing and future
supply needs.

Choice and Competition
Beyond the committed demands, the member agencies may choose the
most cost-effective additional supplies from either Metropolitan, local
resources development and/or market transfers. These additional supplies
can be developed through a collaborative process between Metropolitan
and the member agencies, effectively balancing local, imported, and market
opportunities with affordability.

Supports the Choice and Competition Principle
• Member agencies may choose the most cost-effective additional
supplies from among Metropolitan, local resources development and/or
market transfers. In addition, the unbundling of rates and charges
allows choice in services.

Responsibility for Water Quality
Metropolitan is responsible for advocating source water quality and
implementing in-basin water quality for imported supplies provided by
Metropolitan to assure full compliance with existing and future primary
drinking water standards and to meet the water quality requirements for
water recycling and groundwater replenishment.

Supports the Water Quality Principle
• Metropolitan’s responsibilities for source quality and in-basin water
quality for imported supplies are unchanged. The cost of source quality
is recovered through the tiered supply rates. The cost for in-basin water
quality is recovered through the treatment surcharge, which is the same
as status quo.
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Comparison Between Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Proposal
and Metropolitan’s Board Principles
(Prepared by Metropolitan Staff)
Board Principles
Cost Allocation and Rate Structure
The fair allocation of costs and financial commitments for Metropolitan’s
current and future investments in supplies and infrastructure may not be
reflected in status quo conditions and will be addressed in a revised rate
structure:
(a) The committed demand, met by Metropolitan’s imported supply and
local resources program, has yet to be determined.
(b) The framework for a revised rate structure will be established to
address allocation of costs, financial commitment, unbundling of
services, and fair compensation for services including wheeling,
peaking, growth, and others.

Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Alternative
Supports the Cost Allocation and Rate Structure Principle
• Committed demand by member agencies is established by voluntary
purchase orders.
• The allocation of cost and unbundling of services are based on standard
cost-of-service methodology.
• The existing full service rate is unbundled into:
! Tiered supply rates (reflecting Metropolitan’s existing and future
costs of supplies),
! System access rate (wheeling),
! Capacity reservation charge (peaking),
! RTS (standby),
! Water stewardship rate (local resources management),
! System power rate, and
! Treatment surcharge.

Steering Committee Guidelines (Approved in January 2000)
“Needs-Based” Allocation
• Dry-year allocation should be based on need

Supports the guideline
• There would be no difference in reliability for firm supplies purchased
at Tier 1 and Tier 2 rates.
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Comparison Between Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Proposal
and Metropolitan’s Board Principles
(Prepared by Metropolitan Staff)
Board Principles

Member Agency Managers Rate Structure Alternative

No Significant Disadvantage and Fair
• Rate structure should not place any class of people in the position of
significant disadvantage.
• Rate Structure should be fair.

Supports the guidelines
• Member agencies are treated equally.
• All supplies would be allocated during droughts based on the water
needs of member agencies.
• Financial impacts to the member agencies in year 2003 are estimated to
be minimal. The financial impacts henceforth are dependent on the
collaborative planning between Metropolitan and member agencies and
the ability of member agencies to develop cost-effective alternative
supplies and manage peak deliveries.

Simple
• Rate structure should be reasonably simple and easy to understand.

Meets the guideline
• The proposal is easy to understand and is based on uniform rates and
charges that recover costs of services.

Metropolitan Revenue Stability
• Rate structure should be based on stability of Metropolitan’s revenue
and coverage of costs.

Supports the guideline
• Compared to status quo, fixed revenue is estimated to increase by 50%.
Fixed revenues are collected through property taxes, voluntary
purchase orders, capacity reservation charge, and readiness-to-serve
charge.
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
RESOLUTION ____

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
TO APPROVE RATE STRUCTURE PROPOSAL AND TO DIRECT
FURTHER ACTIONS IN CONNECTION THEREWITH

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors (“Board”) of The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (“Metropolitan”), pursuant to Sections 133 and 134 of the Metropolitan
Water District Act (the “Act”), is authorized to fix such rate or rates for water as will result in
revenue which, together with revenue from any water stand-by or availability service charge or
assessment, will pay the operating expenses of Metropolitan, provide for repairs and
maintenance, provide for payment of the purchase price or other charges for property or services
or other rights acquired by Metropolitan, and provide for the payment of the interest and
principal of its bonded debt; and
WHEREAS, in July 1998 the Board commenced a strategic planning process to review
the management of its assets, revenues and costs in order to determine whether it could conduct
its business in a more efficient manner to better serve residents within its service area; and
WHEREAS, after conducting interviews with its directors, member agencies, business
and community leaders, legislators and other interested stakeholders, and having public meetings
to solicit public input, the Board developed and adopted Strategic Plan Policy Principles on
December 14, 1999 (the “Strategic Plan Policy Principles” which document is on file with the
Board Secretary) to guide staff and the member agencies in developing a revised rate structure;
and
WHEREAS, the Board has received and reviewed several rate structure proposals
developed during the strategic planning process and after thorough deliberation adopted a
Composite Rate Structure Framework on April 11, 2000 (the “Rate Structure Framework” which
document is on file with the Board Secretary); and
WHEREAS, the Board adopted a Rate Structure Action Plan on December 12, 2000 (the
“Action Plan” which document is on file with the Board Secretary) and endorsed in concept a
detailed rate design proposal (the “December 2000 Proposal” which document is on file with the
Board Secretary) developed from the Rate Structure Framework and directed staff to work with
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the Board and member agencies to resolve outstanding issues identified during the
implementation of this rate design; and
WHEREAS, on September 10, 2001 an alternative Rate Structure Proposal was originally
presented to the Board’s Subcommittee on Rate Structure Implementation (the “Subcommittee”)
for its review and consideration; and
WHEREAS, on September 18, 2001 the Subcommittee evaluated and considered the
alternative Rate Structure Proposal (see Attachment 1 to Board Letter 9-6, dated the date hereof
and hereinafter referred to as the “Proposal”), together with staff analysis of the Proposal and
other information and comments received from member agencies; and
WHEREAS, on September 25, 2001, the Proposal, together with a staff review thereof,
was further discussed and considered by the Board of Directors; and
WHEREAS, each of said meetings of the Board were conducted in accordance with the
Brown Act (commencing at 54950 of the Government Code), at which due notice was provided
and quorums were present and acting throughout; and
WHEREAS, the Proposal is consistent with the Board's Strategic Plan Policy Principles,
supports efficient water resources management, encourages water conservation and facilitates a
water transfer market;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California does hereby resolve, determine and order as follows:
1. The Board finds that the Proposal is consistent with the Board's Strategic Plan Policy
Principles, addresses the issues raised during the consideration of the December 2000 Proposal,
furthers Metropolitan’s strategic objectives to ensure the region’s long term water supply
reliability, supports and encourages sound and efficient water resources management, supports
and encourages water conservation, facilitates a water transfer market and enhances the fiscal
stability of Metropolitan.
2. The Board hereby directs the Chief Executive Officer, in consultation with the
General Counsel, to take all actions necessary in order to further implement the Proposal in
accordance with the terms set forth in this Resolution.
3. The Board approves the Proposal and directs the Chief Executive Officer, in
consultation with the General Counsel, to (i) prepare a report on the Proposal describing each of
the rates and charges and the supporting cost of service process and (ii) utilize the Proposal as
the basis for determining Metropolitan’s revenue requirements and recommending rates to
become effective January 1, 2003, in Metropolitan’s annual rate-setting procedure pursuant to
Section 4304 of the Administrative Code. Under the procedure set forth under Section 4304, a
public hearing on the rates and charges implementing the Proposal shall be held at the February
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2002 Board meeting (or such other date as the Board shall determine) and the Board will take
final action to adopt the rates and charges in March of 2002 (or such other date as the Board shall
determine).
4. The Chief Executive Officer, the Chief Financial Officer and the General Counsel are
hereby authorized to do all things necessary and desirable to accomplish the purposes of this
Resolution, including, without limitation, the commencement or defense of litigation.
5. This Board finds that approval of the Proposal as provided in this Resolution is not
defined as a Project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), because the
proposed action involves the creation of government funding mechanisms or other government
fiscal activities which do not involve commitment to any specific project which may result in a
potentially significant physical impact on the environment (Section 15378(b)(4) of the CEQA
Guidelines).
6. If any provision of this is held invalid, that invalidity shall not affect other provisions
of this Resolution which can be given effect without the invalid portion or application, and to
that end the provisions of this Resolution are severable.
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a
Resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California, at its meeting held on October 16, 2001.
_______________________________
Executive Secretary
The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California
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November 17, 2014
Randy Record and
Members of the Board of Directors
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054‐0153
RE:

Board Memo 8‐2: Authorize the execution and distribution of (1) the official Statement in
connection with the issuance of the Waterworks General Obligation Refunding Bonds, 2014
Series A; and (2) Remarketing Statements in connection with remarketing of the Water
Revenue Refunding bonds (Index Mode), 2011 Series A‐1 and A‐3, and 2009 Series A‐2 –
OPPOSE

Dear Chair Record and Members of the Board:
The Water Authority’s MWD Delegates have reviewed the November 18, 2014 board memo 8‐2,
including the redline copy of Appendix A, and have determined we must vote against staff’s
recommendation to authorize the execution and distribution of the Official Statement and
Remarketing Statements in connection with the refunding of bonds. While we support staff’s
objective to refund debt in order to reduce MWD’s financial obligations, we do not believe that the
bond disclosures fairly present MWD's financial position or risk. We request that staff and bond
counsel respond to each of the issues and questions presented in this letter.
General Comments
At the outset, we note that a number of comments we have provided in the past have not been
substantively addressed by changes in the Official Statement; we do not repeat, but incorporate
herein by reference all of the issues that have been raised in prior letters that have not been
substantively addressed by MWD management.
We noted in our last comment letter that MWD had abandoned its effort to conduct a
comprehensive update of its 2004 Long Range Finance Plan, now more than 10 years old. Rather
than continue to work with the member agencies to determine their willingness to pay MWD's long‐
term capital and operating costs ‐‐ an effort that was unsuccessful after five years of on again/off
again "rate refinement" meetings ‐‐ MWD chose to simply "declare" that the 10‐year rate forecast in
its biennial budget is its long‐range financial plan. But the biennial budget contains no reference to
how MWD will ensure a sustainable revenue source from its member agencies to support MWD’s
projects and programs in the long term. The draft Appendix A fails to disclose that MWD has not
been successful in its efforts to develop long‐term revenue commitments to pay for long‐term water
supply investments.

Attachment 2, Page 2 of 16

Chair Record and Members of the Board
November 17, 2014
Page 2

The Draft Appendix A also fails to disclose the unusual manner in which MWD is now establishing its
budget and its rates, based not on actual projected water demand nor projected expenses, but on
the basis of an arbitrary number that MWD itself expects to exceed in seven out of 10 years. This
approach fails to even attempt to meet cost‐of‐service requirements in setting MWD’s rates and
charges, and instead, results in intentional, systematic revenue over‐collection from MWD
ratepayers, with ex‐post facto decision‐making by the MWD board of directors on how to spend the
intentionally over‐collected rate dollars without any cost‐of‐service standard of transparency,
accountability or legality.
MWD also fails and refuses to track or account for revenues it receives from the different rates it
charges for the services it provides. For this reason, it cannot and does not ensure that rate revenues
are spent on the intended purposes. For example, funds over‐collected from the System Access Rate
and System Power Rate are being used to pay for water conservation programs that benefit supply
service customers, rather than being used to set lower transportation rates in the following year.
The cross‐subsidy between services can be demonstrated by the fact that even though data stated in
A‐91 indicates MWD “water sales” (in which MWD improperly includes revenues from the
transportation service it provides to the Water Authority) exceeded budget in five fiscal years
between 2004/05 and 2013/14. In reality, MWD’s actual water sales (i.e., not including revenues
from the Water Authority’s transportation service payments) exceeded budget in only three of those
years. Unlike water demand, which is inherently more difficult to predict, MWD revenues from the
transportation service it provides to the Water Authority are entirely predictable and do not vary
because of hydrology. MWD’s practice of comingling revenues from the different rates it charges
causes illegal cross subsidies and results in rates that do not bear a reasonable relationship to the
costs of providing a particular service. Each and every one of these practices results in illegal rates
being charged by MWD.
Comments on Draft Appendix A
All references are to the page numbers in the draft redline copy of the Appendix A dated 11/06/14.
A‐4: Drought Response Actions. The discussion in this section of the Official Statement is insufficient
to advise a reader of the risks associated with MWD's dwindling imported and stored water supplies
given the possibility of a continuing drought. The fact that MWD is projected to use between
1 million acre‐feet (MAF) to 1.3 MAF of its available storage reserves in calendar year (CY) 2014 alone
is material. While MWD notes that it declared a Water Supply Alert last February and doubled its
conservation subsidy budget, it does not mention that these efforts have thus far failed to reverse
the demand trend that will result in the consumptive use of more than one‐half of its available
storage reserves in 2014.
Appendix A should discuss and disclose how MWD plans to meet 2015 demands under these
circumstances in the event that the drought continues. MWD should provide supporting facts,
operational projections and the assumptions used to support its statement that the Colorado River
Aqueduct is expected to operate at capacity, given that it projects that it will exhaust the bulk of its
Lake Mead water storage in 2014. The analysis should include consideration of any delivery
limitations MWD may experience in areas served exclusively by the State Water Project as well as
MWD’s plan to ensure that emergency storage reserves are preserved for their intended purposes
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(i.e. providing water service following a catastrophe that cuts off imported water supplies).
A‐5: Integrated Water Resources Plan. Appendix A should disclose that it would be imprudent to
make any long term water supply planning decisions based on the badly outdated 2010 Integrated
Resources Plan (IRP). Although the Draft Appendix A mentions that the IRP is scheduled to be
updated in 2015, it does not disclose the risks of continuing to make decisions based on outdated
data that is known to MWD today – a material deficiency. Moreover, MWD has not even begun to
conduct the necessary coordination with member agencies to update the plan. In the past, it has
taken MWD about two years to complete the update. Without having a current long‐term supply
plan and accurate data taking into account changed circumstances, MWD is at risk of committing to
pay for long‐term water supply projects in excess of what its member agencies are willing to buy.
The IRP also assumes that MWD will have revenues available from water rates that have been
declared illegal. MWD has claimed in court filings that this has a "destabilizing effect on MWD's rates
and its ability to budget and plan" (our December 9, 2013 letter is attached for your ease of
reference; see pages 1‐3 (Dec. 9 Letter)). If MWD actually believes its own representations to the
Court, then this should be disclosed.
A‐7: State Water Project. Appendix A should disclose that the Agreement in Principle reached to
extend the State Water Project contract does not address cost allocation related to the Bay Delta
Conservation Plan (BDCP). Depending on how BDCP costs are proposed to be allocated, MWD’s share
of the BDCP could vary widely and have a substantial impact on MWD's water rates and charges, and
as a result, have a substantial impact on reducing MWD's future water sales. Since it is expected that
the financing of BDCP will continue to be under a take‐or‐pay contract, MWD is at risk of being liable
for payments far in excess of revenues that may reasonably be anticipated from water sales. In such
a case, MWD would have no alternative but to find that increased taxes are necessary in order to
ensure its fiscal integrity. These fiscal realities are capable of being addressed, and should be
addressed in the Draft Appendix A.
A‐15: Water Bond. Appendix A should disclose that the Water Bond will provide funding for local
water supply projects that are anticipated to reduce demand for MWD water supplies.
A‐32: Water Supply Allocation Plan. We have previously requested that disclosures be made
regarding Preferential Rights that have not been made (Dec. 9 Letter, page 4). We renew our request
that a more complete discussion of preferential rights be included in Appendix A. Disclosure should
also be made of recent actions and communications from MWD member agencies with regard to
enforcement of their preferential rights and the impact such actions would have on MWD’s water
supply planning, supply allocation and drought response.
A‐49: Metropolitan Revenues: General. The MWD Act clearly limits property tax collections to the
amount necessary to pay annual debt service on MWD's general obligation bonds, plus the portion of
its State Water Contract payment obligation attributable to the debt service on State general
obligation bonds for facilities benefitting MWD that were outstanding as of 1990‐91. It is misleading
to delete the qualifying language, “that were outstanding as of 1990‐91.” MWD should disclose that
its own Chief Financial Officer, Gary Breaux, informed the MWD board prior to its vote in August of
this year suspending the tax rate limitation that the action was not essential to the fiscal integrity of
MWD. The action by the MWD board in suspending the tax rate limitation does not comply with
Section 134 of the MWD Act. Further, it should be disclosed that the MWD board did not engage in
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any substantive discussion or deliberation of alternatives in order to achieve a "fair distribution of
costs," and was provided with no data to support the conclusory statement by staff that suspension
of the tax rate limitation would "enhance MWD's fiscal stability" or result in "a fair distribution of
costs across MWD's service area."
A‐53: Delta Supply Surcharge. The Delta Supply Surcharge was, as stated, designed to recover
additional supply costs associated with pumping restrictions. Appendix A should disclose the
financial risks associated with the board’s suspension of the Delta Supply Surcharge, even though the
pumping restrictions remain in place, especially in the context of the staff recommendation to
change the terms of MWD purchase orders (action this month) to eliminate Tier 2 revenues, the
original purpose of which was also to recover the high cost associated with obtaining additional
water supplies. Both actions result in setting the Tier 1 water rate higher than the cost of providing
that service. There is no rational basis for MWD reducing the rates associated with the costs of
obtaining additional water supplies.
A‐56: Member Agency Purchase Orders. Appendix A should disclose the purchase order modifications
recommended by staff to be considered this month, including the financial impacts and risks
associated with the elimination of MWD’s Tier 2 revenues. MWD should also disclose that, during
the trial of the Water Authority rate cases, MWD represented that Tier 2 revenues were a
mechanism to ensure that all MWD member agencies pay their fair share of dry‐year peaking costs.
Since there has been no change in MWD's rates or cost of service, there is no explanation of how
these costs will now be recovered except in the form of another illegal cross‐subsidy.
A‐56: Classes of water service. This section of the Draft Appendix A is inaccurate and materially
misleading in several respects. First, MWD has multiple rates, including a Water Stewardship Rate,
System Access Rate, and System Power Rate and Wheeling Rate. MWD also sells treated and
untreated water. The costs that MWD incurs to provide these and other services, such as dry‐year
peaking, are not the same for all MWD member agencies. These differences are required to be
identified and the associated costs properly allocated through a cost‐of‐service process to ensure
that beneficiaries pay for the services they receive. MWD's simplistic statement that it has a single
class of water service is not only inaccurate; it results in rates that are illegal under California law and
exposes MWD to the continued risk of litigation.
A‐58: Readiness‐to‐service Charge. Having disclosed that the RTS recovers only a portion of capital
expenditures for infrastructure projects needed to provide standby service, Appendix A should also
disclose how the remaining portion of these capital costs are recovered. In addition, the statement
that the RTS recovers capital expenditures related to “peak conveyance” needs is inconsistent with
MWD’s rate memo; please explain this discrepancy and correct for it in one or both documents.
A‐59: Financial Reserve Policy. MWD should disclose that the MWD board does not have unlimited
discretion to determine how revenues are spent, through the creation of reserves, or otherwise;
rather, all of MWD's rates and revenues are subject to California cost‐of‐service requirements under
the common law, California statutes and Constitution. The planned over‐collection of revenue and
refusal to utilize balancing accounts or any other mechanism to account for and track revenues by
rate category subjects MWD to the further risk of litigation.
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A‐62: Ten Largest Water Customers ‐Water Sales Revenues. It is highly misleading to characterize
wheeling revenues as MWD "water sales." We have requested many times that you correct this
summary so that investors are not required to figure out by reference to a small footnote that
MWD's water sales are not as high as described.
A‐63: California Ballot Initiatives‐ Proposition 26. Appendix A should include disclosure of the fact
that Judge Curtis E.A. Karnow has already ruled that MWD is subject to Proposition 26 (2010). MWD
should also disclose how or why, if it is not now subject to Prop. 26, it could "affect future water
rates and charges."
We incorporate by reference all of our prior comments in prior letters to MWD that have not been
corrected in this or past versions of the Official Statement.
Sincerely,

Michael T. Hogan
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

Yen C. Tu
Director

Attachment: Water Authority Comment Letter on MWD Draft Official Statement, dated 12/9/13
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December 9, 2013
John (Jack) V. Foley and
Members of the Board of Directors
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054‐0153
RE:

Board Memo 8‐1: Authorize the execution and distribution of Remarketing
Statements in connection with the remarketing of the Water Revenue Refunding
Bonds (Index Mode), 2011 Series A‐1/A‐3 and 2009 Series A‐2

Dear Chair Foley and Members of the Board:
We have reviewed the December 10, 2013 Board Memo 8‐1 and the redline copy of
Appendix A, and have determined we must again vote against the staff recommendation to
authorize execution and distribution of the Official Statement in connection with the sale of
bonds. We request that staff and bond counsel respond to each of the issues and questions
presented in this letter.
General Comments
At the outset, we note that a number of comments we have provided in the past have not
been substantively addressed by changes in Official Statement; we do not repeat all of the
points here, but have included a list of our lettersi (copies of which have previously been
provided to the MWD staff and board) at the end of this letter and incorporate herein points
not previously addressed by MWD management.
All references are to the page numbers in the draft redline copy of the Appendix A dated
November 25, 2013.
Inconsistent statements by MWD in its Official Statement and pleadings filed in Court. In
describing the litigation challenging MWD’s rates, the Official Statement states that,
“to the extent that a court invalidates Metropolitan’s adopted rates and
charges, Metropolitan will be obligated to adopt rates and charges that
comply with any mandates imposed by the court. Metropolitan expects that
such rates and charges would still recover Metropolitan’s cost of service. As
such, revenues would not be affected.” (A‐54)
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In stark contrast to this representation, MWD has alleged in court filings that the Water
Authority’s lawsuit (or any member agency litigation) has a “destabilizing effect on MWD’s
rates and its ability to budget and plan.” Further, that if the Water Authority were to prevail,
it would, “threaten the current funding source for existing LRP, CCP and SDP project
contracts and threaten future LRP, CCP and SDP contracts.” Indeed, the impacts of the
“destabilization” described in MWD’s declarations and pleadings filed with the court is so
great that MWD has alleged that it cannot ensure the continued administration of these
programs or any of the long term investments described in its IRP if it should be required to
change the cost allocation to its rates. See, for one example among many, the Upadhyay
Declaration in Support of MWD’s Opposition to SDCWA’s Motion for Summary Adjudication
at pages 7‐8, (excerpt attached). Similarly, MWD’s recent motion to exclude testimony by
one of the Water Authority’s experts states that, were the Water Authority’s “proposed
reallocation [of costs] to occur, member agencies would buy less water from MWD.” Motion
to Exclude Denham at pages 9‐10 (excerpt attached).
There is no way to reconcile MWD’s statements to bondholders on the one hand, and to the
Court, on the other. It cannot at the same time be true that the Water Authority’s rate
litigation will have no impact on MWD’s revenues, and at the same time, “destabilize” MWD
and threaten its water supply programs and ability to budget and plan.
The real risk of destabilization. While we disagree as to the cause (it is not the result of the
exercise of free speech by any member agency), we do believe that MWD is threatened by
the kind of “destabilization” described in its court filings as a result of its failure to have in
place a long range finance plan and commitments by its member agencies to pay for the
billions of dollars MWD is spending and plans to spend in the future. This is not a new issue;
it was well‐described by an independent Blue Ribbon Task Force almost 20‐years ago:
Reliability, quality and other water supply specifications cannot be made
independently from the willingness of MWD 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. (page 9;
emphasis in original)
Derive IRP results starting from a willingness to pay perspective as well as
from reliability and supply goals to assess whether current planning efforts
adequately “loop back” and force the reappraisal of initial reliability and other
operational assumptions. Member agencies, and other water users, may have
a desire to improve reliability and performance capabilities beyond their
willingness or ability to pay for such improvements. In the event of
substantial divergences in various water users’ willingness to pay for MWD
capacities, Metropolitan may wish to consider more flexibly pricing wholesale
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water supplies to reflect the levels of reliability and cost burdens that each
user desires and is willing to bear. Effective planning can only occur after the
maximum level of current and future investment member agencies will bear
has been determined. (page 14; emphasis in original)
The peaking charge should recover the actual economic costs generated by
peaking behavior and not be set by political considerations. (page 21;
emphasis in original)
…MWD can no longer afford to build major facilities and hope that member
agencies will buy enough water to pay for them over several years. The wide
variation in member agency local water supply and project options means
that each agency will differently value MWD water and facility investments, a
fact that can frustrate needed revenue agreements…[t]he Task Force was
troubled to learn…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 consumers.
(page 23)
We have raised these issues repeatedly in the boardroom and in past letters commenting on
MWD’s Official Statements. Among all of the concerns we have, the single greatest concern
is MWD’s failure to describe in its Official Statement, the risk associated with its continued
spending at the same time its member agencies are clearly unwilling to commit to pay for
its programs. We also believe that the extraordinary lengths MWD and its member agencies
are going to in order to impede the development of water supplies in San Diego,
independent of MWD, is information that should be made available to bond counsel (it has
not been) as well as present and future purchasers of MWD bonds.
Comments on Draft Appendix A dated November 25, 2013
A‐1
Uniform rates for each of class of service. Appendix A states that, [m]ember agencies
request water from Metropolitan…and pay for such water at uniform rates established by
the Board for each class of service” (emphasis added). This is the only place in Appendix A
where the words, “class of service” are used. Please confirm whether the water “categories”
described at A‐57‐58 are the “classes of service” referred to in the recital at page A‐1.
A‐6
Standby or “dry‐year peaking” demands of MWD member agencies. Due to the
compartmentalization of the disclosures in Appendix A, the reader might fail to associate the
withdrawals from storage described in the last paragraph on page A‐6 with the Water
Authority’s rate litigation; specifically, the issue of MWD’s failure to account for or properly
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allocate the costs associated with having almost 6 million acre‐feet of storage capacity and
more than 3.3 million acre‐feet of stored water available for withdrawal, which made
possible the 300,000‐500,000 acre‐feet of water supply that MWD expects to draw upon to
meet demands in 2013. The long‐term negative impacts on MWD from its failure to identify
and account for these costs are described in the Blue Ribbon Task Force Report, in the above
excerpts and other portions of the Report. Appendix A should be revised to include a full
discussion of this issue including potential impacts on MWD sales and rates.
A‐11 Area of Origin litigation. Please provide us with a copy of the settlement agreement
that is “currently being circulated among the parties for signature.”
A‐18 Second supplemental agreement with Coachella. Please provide a copy of the second
supplemental agreement with CVWD referred to in the second full paragraph.
A‐28 Storage capacity and water in storage. What accounts for the reduction in the
storage numbers since last reported in May 2013?
A‐30 Preferential rights and water supply allocation plan. The second full paragraph under
Water Supply Allocation Plan should be revised to include disclosure that – except in a water
shortage emergency declared by the MWD board under Section 350 of the Water Code
(which has never happened), or any other statutory basis MWD may believe would support
limitations on the exercise of preferential rights – the MWD board has no statutory authority
or ability whatsoever to diminish the statutory preferential right to water held by each of its
member agencies. It is highly misleading in the context of current water rates and realities
to state that, “historically, these rights have not been used in allocating Metropolitan’s
water.” The historical record is clear that the cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach have
every intention of calling upon their respective preferential rights to water should it be
advantageous for them to do so. The Water Authority does not question these rights, which
have also been confirmed by legal opinions of MWD’s General Counsel and the Court of
Appeal.
A‐32 Impact on MWD sales of Los Angeles updates reported in Appendix A. Two significant
changes are made to Appendix A regarding the City of Los Angeles. First, that its “favored
son” agreement executed by Ron Gastelum without the knowledge or consent of the board
of directors, is expected to be completed six years sooner than previously disclosed. Second,
that LADWP has reached a “major agreement” regarding future dust control on portions of
Owens Lake. Please explain what has changed in the implementation of the AVEK
agreement that accounts for the project now being completed before the end of next year
(versus 2020 as previously reported in Appendix A). Please explain the impacts on MWD
water sales as a result of each of these developments.
A‐33 Local water supplies. The discussion of local water supplies generally is very confusing
because it does not make clear to the reader what supplies are being developed by MWD (or
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with subsidies from MWD) and which are not. There should also be a discussion here that
ties in to later sections of the Appendix A disclosing the impact on MWD sales from the
development of local water supplies by the member agencies (with and without subsidies
from MWD).
A‐34 Impact on MWD sales of Carlsbad seawater desalination project. We were unable to
confirm whether MWD’s future sales projections take into account the 48,000‐56,000 acre
feet of water supply expected to come on line in 2016. Please identify where that
accounting is made.
A‐35 MWDOC application for MWD subsidies for a seawater desalination project. Please
provide us with a copy of the application. Also, please provide an analysis (facts) of the
regional benefits MWD believes would support the payment of such subsidies.
A‐42 Discussion of MWD’s capital investment plan (CIP) illustrates the need for a long
range finance plan and updated cost of service analysis. The short CIP discussion reflects the
wild fluctuations as a result of poor estimations by MWD staff of capital spending and the
need for pay‐as‐you‐go funding and water rate increases. Every one of these highly
inaccurate estimations results in further distortion of MWD’s already improper allocation of
costs to its member agencies and all MWD ratepayers. It is also unclear – except possibly for
litigation purposes – why MWD is claiming that it will spend zero dollars on “supply” over the
next five years. Please advise whether the words, “Cost of Service,” are used in a rate‐
setting context or, is intended to have some other meaning in this section of the Appendix A.
Also, please advise why debt service for bonds MWD did not issue and does not expect to
issue is included in the financial projections.
A‐49 Risk management discussion is incomplete. As stated in multiple prior letters, we
remain concerned with the inadequacy of MWD’s overall risk disclosure. Many of the issues
we have raised have not been addressed in the Appendix A. In particular, we remain
concerned that MWD’s long range finance plan is materially out of date (last updated in
2004). The draft Appendix A does not disclose that MWD is operating (by choice) without a
long range finance plan because, after more than five years of working on it, MWD
abandoned the effort (i.e., its member agencies could not agree on a long range finance plan
to pay MWD’s costs). Nor does MWD (by choice) have water rate projections that take into
account and plan for all of MWD’s projected costs and liabilities. These costs include, for
example, some reasonable estimate of BDCP costs, other water supply programs included in
the IRP, facility investments and retiree health. Almost 20‐years has passed since the Blue
Ribbon Task Force wisely cautioned MWD to develop and implement a plan for its fiscal
sustainability; yet today, there remains no plan for how MWD expects to pay its costs over
the long term. MWD’s current ad hoc approach to financial planning is neither advisable nor
sustainable and its continued spending creates a risk for all of Southern California including
all of its bondholders.
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A‐50 MWD’s actions in 2013 suspending the tax limitations in the MWD Act were not
factually or legally justified. It is ironic that MWD chose to increase taxes (the net economic
effect of suspending the limitation) at the same time that it was awash in cash from the
over‐collection of revenue from Southern California’s water ratepayers. In June 2013, when
MWD took the action to suspend the tax limitations, it had already collected $314 million
more than needed to pay 100% of its budgeted expenditures and caused its reserves to
exceed maximum reserve level by at least $75 million (see the Water Authority’s June 5,
2013 letter RE Board Memos 8‐1 and 8‐2). As a matter of fact, additional tax revenue was
most assuredly not “essential to the fiscal integrity of the district.” The MWD board did not
and could not make the findings necessary to support the suspension of the tax limitation,
and any suggestion that the board considered in any meaningful or substantive way
“factors” including the “balancing of proper mechanisms” for funding current and future
State Water Project costs is unsupported by the record. If there is any document or record
you believe supports this statement in the Appendix A other than the board memo, please
provide copies to us in your response to this letter.
A‐51 Wheeling revenues as an MWD “water sale.” The Water Authority does not purchase
its IID or canal lining water from MWD; it pays MWD to convey the water to San Diego.
MWD’s representation of these revenues as “water sales” are made for purposes of
litigation only and are misleading bondholders, MWD’s “disclosures” in the footnotes to its
Summary of Receipts by Source notwithstanding.
A‐52 Member agency purchase orders. The description of member agency purchase
orders is misleading because it suggests that MWD’s member agencies have made firm
commitments to purchase water from MWD in the future when they have not. See
discussion of this issue in prior letters commenting on the Appendix A.
A‐53 Rate structure. Representations that uniform rates are collected “for every acre‐foot
of water conveyed by Metropolitan” are inaccurate because the rates do not take into
account all of the discounted and special agreements MWD affords some but not all of its
member agencies. Moreover, MWD fails to comply with cost of service legal requirements
and its own act because it fails to properly acknowledge or account for different classes of
service it provides to its member agencies (see comment at A‐1 above, the only place in the
Appendix A in which MWD mentions classes of service).
A‐54 Litigation challenging rate structure. See general comments about the inconsistency
between representations in the draft Appendix A and representations made to the Court.
A‐60 Hydroelectric power recovery revenues. Why have the three paragraphs been
deleted?
A‐79 Tax increase to pay for additional payments under the State Water Contract. Please
provide a copy of the opinion of MWD’s General Counsel referred to in the first full
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paragraph that the tax increase as described would be within the exemption permitted
under Article XIIIA of the State Constitution as a tax to pay pre‐1978 voter approved
indebtedness.
A‐86 Projected revenues and expenditures. See question above, at A‐34. Do these
revenue projections assume that the Carlsbad seawater desalination facility comes on line in
2016? See also the questions above, at A‐32. What assumptions are made about water
sales to LADWP?
A‐89 Long range finance plan. MWD’s reserve policies are outdated, just as its 1999 Long‐
Range Finance Plan is. Is MWD staff relying upon and implementing all of the policies in the
1999 plan at this time?
Again, we incorporate by reference all of our prior comments which have not been corrected
in this or past versions of Appendix A.
Sincerely,

Michael T. Hogan
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

Vincent Mudd
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

Attachments
1. Declaration of Deven Upadhyay (excerpt), December 3, 2013
2. Motion to Exclude Testimony of Daniel A. Denham (excerpt), December 10, 2013
cc: Jeff Kightlinger, MWD General Manager
San Diego County Water Authority Board of Directors and Member Agencies

i

Water Authority comment letters on MWD’s Official Statement dated: 9/22/2010,
12/9/2010, 5/16/2011, 8/22/2011, 2/13/2012, 4/9/2012, 6/11/2012, 8/20/2012,
8/29/2012, 10/8/2012, 11/5/2012, 2/11/2013, 5/13/2013, and 6/7/2013
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1

were "to improve regional water supply reliability and avoid or defer MWD capital expenditures"

2

and to meet "IRP local resource targets[.]" In that letter, SDCWA also recommended that MWD

3

pay $250 per acre-foot of water under the project contracts to "reduce future MWD capital

4

expenditures and water supply costs."

5
6

III.
26.

MWD's Integrated Rate Structure

MWD funds its demand management programs through revenue generated by its

7

current, integrated rate structure which was adopted by MWD's Board of Directors in October

8

2001 and implemented as of January 2003 ("Existing Rate Structure"). Specifically, MWD's

9

Water Stewardship Rate is set to recover costs related to its LRP, CCP, and SDP programs.

10

27.

Piecemeal legal and/or legislative challenges to MWD's Existing Rate Structure

11

would create a destabilizing effect on MWD's rates and its ability to budget and plan. This is the

12

case because such challenges do not account for MWD's overall costs and policy considerations

13

in setting its rates. In contrast, challenges to MWD's Existing Rate Structure within the Board

14

process would allow for consideration of the larger picture by all of the relevant stakeholders. As

15

a result, such challenges would not threaten to destabilize MWD's Existing Rate Structure in the

16

way piecemeal legal and/or legislative challenges would. The RSI provision therefore protects

17

the stability ofMWD's Existing Rate Structure by encouraging resolution of rate disputes within

18

the Board process.

19

28.

Piecemeal legal and/or legislative challenges to MWD's rates that threaten to

20

destabilize MWD's Existing Rate Structure also threaten the current funding source for existing

21

LRP, CCP, and SDP project contracts and threaten future LRP, CCP, and SDP contracts.

22

Without a stable rate structure, MWD cannot ensure the continued administration of the LRP,

23

CCP, and SDP programs.

24

29.

MWD relies on a stable rate structure to adequately plan, develop and budget for

25

LRP, CCP, and SDP projects and its other capital and operating costs. MWD's MAs rely on a

26

stable MWD budget and rate structure to plan their budgets and to set their rates. Challenging

27

MWD's rates outside the Board process is the type of destabilizing effect the RSI provision is

28

aimed at preventing. This kind of destabilization interjects uncertainty that interferes with long7
UPADHYAY DECL. ISO MWD'S OPPOSITION TO SDCWA'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION

sf- 3349224
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1

term planning and budgeting that is necessary to enter into the long-term LRP, CCP, and SDP

2

project contracts. For example, ifMWD were required to eliminate its Water Stewardship Rate,

3

MWD would have to make fundamental changes to its Existing Rate Structure. In particular,

4

absent changes in MWD's budgeted costs, MWD would have to increase its other rates to cover

5

the cost of existing LRP, CCP, and SDP programs. This kind of unplanned for rate increase

6

would interfere with MWD's and its MAs' ability to properly plan and budget for the future. To

7

avoid such disruptive rate increases, MWD's Board would have to consider the possibility of

8

having to decrease or discontinue its future investments in local conservation and resource

9

development projects. This kind of uncertainty also inhibits MAs from investing in long-term

10

projects that MWD needs to meet its long-term goals set forth in MWD's IRP.
30.

11

SDCWA's assertion that MWD has the ability to reset its rates and adjust its rate

12

structure to meet its costs does not obviate the need for the RSI provision. Resetting ofMWD's

13

rates is exactly the type of destabilization that the RSI provision was intended to prevent. Even if

14

MWD's overall revenues would not be affected by a challenge to MWD's Existing Rate

15

Structure, that does not mean that a challenge to MWD's Existing Rate Structure would not affect

16

the revenues allocated to any particular program or service, including revenues available for

17

MWD's demand management programs.

18

31.

SDCWA suggests that the RSI provision is unnecessary because MWD could have

19

simply increased its fixed rate charges to "provide a measure ofrevenue stability." The RSI

20

provision is not aimed at protecting MWD's "revenue;" rather, it is intended to protect the

21

stability ofMWD's Existing Rate Structure to ensure continued funding of the LRP, CCP, and

22

SDP programs, not some other, alternative hypothetical rate structure that MWD's Board did not

23

adopt.

24
25

26
27
28
8
UPADHY AY DECL. ISO MWD'S OPPOSITION TO SDCW A'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION
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1

on MWD's supposed breaches of the Exchange Agreement. West Dec., Ex. H; see also West

2

Dec., Ex. I at 332:22-333:20 (Mr. Cushman testifies that he has is testifying as to topics 7 and 8

3

in Metropolitan Water District of Southern California's Amended Notice ofDeposition ofPerson

4

Most Knowledgeable for San Diego County Water Authority (Exchange Agreement), concerning

5

alleged breaches of the 2003 Exchange Agreement). He testified that there is no way to know

6

what MWD's rate structure would look like ifthis Court accepts SDCWA's argument that State

7

Water Project costs and the Water Stewardship Rate should not be allocated to MWD's

8

transportation rates, or whether such a revised rate structure would be any more favorable to

9

SDCWA than the current one:

10

Presuming the Water Authority prevails [in the litigation], the
judge will invalidate Metropolitan's rates, and Metropolitan will
have to go back and set and adopt lawful rates. How Metropolitan
goes back and adopts lawful rates and charges is at this point
unknown. So how it might affect the Water Authority's payments
is unknown.

11
12
13

West Dec., Ex. I at 443:20-444:2

14
Mr. Denham's assumption that MWD's rate structure would otherwise remain the same if

15
State Water Project and Water Stewardship costs were moved from transportation rates to supply

16
rates is completely speculative, which renders his opinion inadmissible. Biren v. Equal.
17

Emergency Med. Grp., Inc., 102 Cal. App. 4th 125, 138 (2002) ("Damage awards may not be
18

based upon the testimony of experts who rely on speculation.").
19

Indeed, this assumption is not only speculative, Mr. Denham's admissions and basic
20

economics refute it. Mr. Denham admits that, were these costs reallocated from transportation to

21
supply as his report envisions, many member agencies will pay more overall for water obtained

22

from MWD. 4 West Dec., Ex. B. at 183:12-15 ("It's reasonable to assume, as I've previously

23
24
4

25
26

27
28

Member agencies' rates would inevitably increase if State Water Project costs and the Water
Stewardship Rate are moved wholesale into the supply rate. This is because, under Mr.
Denham's assumptions, MWD would collect substantially less revenue for providing SDCWA
with Exchange Water, while the rest ofMWD's business-- including its revenue from other
sources and its total operating costs -- remains unchanged. MWD is under a legal obligation to
recover its costs through the rates it charges. See MWD Act § 134 (requiring MWD to set water
rates at a level which will recover MWD's operating costs).
9
MWD'S MOTION IN LIMINE
TO EXCLUDE TESTIMONY OF DANIEL A. DENHAM
A/75836555. 7
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1

mentioned that the misallocated components go to supply. And with the supply rate going up,

2

member agencies pay more .... "). Mr. Denham admits the existence of price elasticity, which

3

in this context indicates that as MWD's rates increase, member agencies will buy less water from

4

MWD. !d. at 171:22-25 ("Q. And you agree with the concept that all else being equal, the

5

quantity of a demand good falls when the price of a good rises, correct? A. That's correct."). He

6

also admits that MWD member agencies -- particularly one of its largest, the City of Los

7

Angeles-- exhibit such price elasticity with regard to their water purchases from MWD. !d. at

8

174:13-22.

9

Thus, logically, were Mr. Denham's proposed reallocation to occur, member agencies

10

would buy less water from MWD. If that occurred, MWD would likely have to adjust its rate

11

structure to address depressed sales, since it must recover all its costs through its rates. Mr.

12

Denham's opinion addresses this problem by simply pretending it does not exist:

13

Q. But you didn't take this [effect of price elasticity] into account
at all on your expert report, did you? A. I did not. MR.
BRAUNIG: Objection; vague and ambiguous. THE WITNESS:
That's not what I was asked to do.

14
15

!d. at 172:1-6. To the contrary, he assumes that the quantity of water purchased by the other
16

member agencies will remain static, 5 even as the price increases:

17

Q. So you were asked to assume that prices remain-- that sales
volumes would remain the same although prices went up? A. I -MR. BRAUNIG: Objection to the form. BY MR. WEST: Q.
Yes? A. Yes, all things would remain equal.

18
19
20

!d. at 172:8-15. Here again, Mr. Denham's opinion rests on a key assumption that he admits is

21

false. Thus, Evidence Code Section 803 requires that the opinion be excluded. See Maatuk v.

22
5

23

24
25

26
27

28

For each calendar year 2011-2014, Mr. Denham divided MWD's "revised" revenue
requirements by the total number of acre-feet estimated to be sold to member agencies in that
year-- e.g., in 2011: "When MWD's revenue requirement of$453,296,142 for these cost
elements is spread over the total number of acre-feet in the 2011 sales assumptions
contained in the COS Report, a bundled credit of$236/AF should be returned to the Water
Authority, or $33,805,324 as an overcharge for transportation in calendar year 2011." West
Dec., Ex. A, at Ex. B Thereto (Denham Report), 7 (emphasis added). He performed the same
calculation for 2012, 2013, and 2014 --again using sales assumptions contained in the Cost of
Service Reports for those years-- and then added together the results to arrive at a total
"overcharge" of$188,340,476. !d.
10
MWD'S MOTION IN LIMINE
TO EXCLUDE TESTIMONY OF DANIEL A. DENHAM
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F&I Committee
B. Barbre, Chair
R. Wunderlich, V. Chair
R. Apodaca
S. Blois
G. Dake
D. Dear
D. De Jesus
T. Evans
C. Kurtz
K. Lewinger
L. McKenney
M. Touhey

Adjourned Finance and
Insurance Committee
Meeting with Board of Directors*

Monday, November 17, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

F&I

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

WP&S

1:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-145

E&O

2:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-456

C&L

November 17, 2014
8:30 a.m. -- Room 2-145

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s Finance and Insurance Committee meeting is noticed as a joint

committee meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act.
Members of the Board who are not assigned to the Finance and Insurance Committee may attend and
participate as members of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In order to
preserve the function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are not
assigned to the Finance and Insurance Committee will not vote on matters before the Finance and
Insurance Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committee's jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

2.

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Finance and Insurance
Committee held October 13, 2014

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
None

4.

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-1

Approve the proposed terms for Purchase Orders with Member Agencies;
authorize the General Manager to execute Purchase Orders with Member
Agencies consistent with the proposed terms; and approve the Proposed
Amendments to the Administrative Code. (F&I)

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Finance and Insurance Committee
Agenda
Page 2

November 17, 2014

Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and
a. Approve the proposed terms for Purchase Orders with member
agencies as outlined in Attachment 1 to the board letter;
b. Authorize the General Manager to execute the Purchase Order with
member agencies opting to execute the Purchase Order consistent
with the proposed terms, in a form approved by the General Counsel;
and
c. Approve amendment of Sections 4120, 4122, 4401, 4404, and 4507 of
the Administrative Code as shown in Attachment 3 to the board letter.

8-2

Authorize the execution and distribution of (1) the Official Statement in
connection with the issuance of the Waterworks General Obligation
Refunding Bonds, 2014 Series A; and (2) Remarketing Statements in
connection with the remarketing of the Water Revenue Refunding Bonds
(Index Mode), 2011 Series A-1 and A-3, and 2009 Series A-2. (F&I)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed project is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and
a. Approve the draft Official Statement and draft Remarketing Statements
substantially in the form attached to the board letter
b. Authorize the General Manager to finalize, with changes approved by the
General Manager and General Counsel, and execute the Official
Statement and Remarketing Statements; and
c. Authorize distribution of the Official Statement and Remarketing
Statements in connection with remarketing and marketing of the related
Bonds.

5.

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

6.

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

Oral report on investment activities

b.

Investment Consultant Presentation on investment manager performance

c.

Discussion of balancing accounts

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Finance and Insurance Committee
Agenda
Page 3

7.

MANAGEMENT REPORT
a.

8.

November 17, 2014

Chief Financial Officer’s report

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS
None

NOTE:

9.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

10.

ADJOURNMENT

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed
for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of
Directors. Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of
Directors may be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final
action that is binding on the Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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: November 6, 2014
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WP&S Committee
D. De Jesus, Chair
M. Touhey, Vice Chair
J. Abdo
L. Ackerman
R. Atwater
G. Brown
D. Calkins
M. Camacho
L. Dick
G. Gray
D. Griset
P. Koretz
K. Lewinger
J. Morris
G. Peterson
J. Quiñonez
F. Steiner

REVISION 2
Adjourned Water Planning and
Stewardship Committee

Monday, November 17, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

F&I

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

WP&S

1:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-145

E&O

2:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-456

C&L

Meeting with Board of Directors*
November 17, 2014
10:00 a.m. – Room 2-456

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s Water Planning and Stewardship Committee is noticed as a joint
committee meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act.
Members of the Board who are not assigned to the Water Planning and Stewardship Committee may
attend and participate as members of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In
order to preserve the function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are
not assigned to the Water Planning and Stewardship Committee will not vote on matters before the Water
Planning and Stewardship Committee.

1.

2.

3.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committees on
matters within the committees’ jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))
Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Water Planning and
Stewardship Committee held October 13, 2014
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
None

4.
Deferred

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-6

Authorize an increase of $40 million for conservation incentives and
increase the contract capacity of the five year agreement with Electric and
Gas Industries Association for Metropolitan’s regional conservation rebate
program. (WP&S)

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 13, 2014
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Adjourned Water Planning and Stewardship Committee
Agenda
Page 2
Revised

8-7

November 17, 2014

Approve agreement in principle to provide up to $750,000 in funding for the
Bacon Island Levee Rehabilitation Project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta; authorize execution of a cost-sharing agreement among participating
urban water agencies. (WP&S)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and authorize the General Manager, after compliance with CEQA
requirements, to execute a cost-share agreement among the participating
urban water agencies in accordance with the terms described in the board
letter and in an amount not to exceed $750,000 for the Bacon Island Levee
Rehabilitation Project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

5.

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

6.

Added

7.

8.

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

Water Supply Allocation Plan Update

b.

Update on Bay-Delta Watershed Storage Investigations

c.

Update on Conservation Program Activities

MANAGEMENT REPORTS
a.

Bay-Delta Matters

b.

Colorado River Matters

c.

Water Resource Management Manager's report

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS
None

9.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 13, 2014
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Adjourned Water Planning and Stewardship Committee
Agenda
Page 3

10.

NOTE:

November 17, 2014

ADJOURNMENT

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed
for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of
Directors. Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of
Directors may be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final
action that is binding on the Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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.

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 13, 2014
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E&O Committee
T. Evans, Chair
G. Brown, V. Chair
B. Barbre
P. Beard
S. Blois
D. Calkins
M. Camacho
G. Dake
D. De Jesus
R. Lefevre
S. Lowenthal
J. Morris
G. Peterson
F. Steiner

Adjourned Engineering and
Operations Committee

Monday, November 17, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

F&I

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

WP&S

1:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-145

E&O

2:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-456

C&L

Meeting with Board of Directors*
November 17, 2014
1:30 p.m. -- Room 2-145

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s Engineering and Operations Committee meeting is noticed as a joint
committee meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act.
Members of the Board who are not assigned to the Engineering and Operations Committee may attend
and participate as members of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In order to
preserve the function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are not
assigned to the Engineering and Operations Committee will not vote on matters before the Engineering
and Operations Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committee's jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

2.

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Engineering and Operations
Committee held October 13, 2014

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
7-1

Appropriate $1.58 million; and authorize design and procurement to
replace valves on the Palos Verdes Feeder and Middle Feeder (Approps.
15441 and 15480). (E&O)

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Engineering and Operations
Committee Agenda
Page 2

November 17, 2014

Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is categorically
exempt, and
a. Appropriate $1.58 million; and
b. Authorize design and procurement to replace valves on the Palos
Verdes and Middle Feeders.

7-2

Appropriate $1.95 million; and authorize: (1) design of seismic upgrades to
the electrical switch houses at the Colorado River Aqueduct pumping
plants; (2) agreement with Degenkolb Engineers for design services; and
(3) agreement with Fugro West, Inc. for geotechnical investigations
(Approp. 15438). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that this action is categorically exempt, and
a. Appropriate $1.95 million;
b. Authorize final design of seismic upgrades to the electrical switch
houses at the Colorado River Aqueduct;
c. Authorize agreement with Degenkolb Engineers in an amount not to
exceed $510,000; and
d. Authorize agreement with Fugro West, Inc. in an amount not to exceed
$450,000.

4.

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-3

Appropriate $3.7 million; and authorize design to repair the pipe lining in
the southern reach of the Orange County Feeder (Approp. 15377). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, and
a. Appropriate $3.7 million; and
b. Authorize final design to repair the pipe lining in the southern reach of
the Orange County Feeder.

5.

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Engineering and Operations
Committee Agenda
Page 3

6.

7.

8.

November 17, 2014

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

Quarterly report on the Capital Investment Plan (CIP) for the period
ending September 2014

b.

Update on Water System Deliveries for 2014

MANAGEMENT REPORTS
a.

Water System Operations Manager’s report

b.

Engineering Services Manager’s report

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS
None

NOTE:

9.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

10.

ADJOURNMENT

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed
for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of
Directors. Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of
Directors may be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final
action that is binding on the Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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: November 6, 2014
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C&L Committee
L. Ackerman, Chair
G. Peterson, V. Chair
J. Abdo
R. Apodaca
Y. Arceneaux
S. Ballin
B. Barbre
M. Camacho
L. Friedman
G. Gray
D. Griset
C. Kurtz
R. Lefevre
K. Lewinger
S. Lowenthal
J. Morris
J. Murray, Jr.
Y. Tu

Adjourned Communications and
Legislation Committee
Meeting with Board of Directors*
November 17, 2014
2:30 p.m. -- Room 2-456

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street

Monday, November 17, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

F&I

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

WP&S

1:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-145

E&O

2:30 p.m.

Rm. 2-456

C&L



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s Communications and Legislation Committee meeting is noticed as a
joint committee meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act.
Members of the Board who are not assigned to the Communications and Legislation Committee may
attend and participate as members of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In
order to preserve the function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are
not assigned to the Communications and Legislation Committee will not vote on matters before the
Communications and Legislation Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committee's jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

2.

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Communications and
Legislation Committee held October 13, 2014

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
None

4.

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
None

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Communications and Legislation
Committee Agenda
Page 2

5.

November 17, 2014

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

6.

7.

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

Report on activities from Washington, D.C.

b.

Report on activities from Sacramento

c.

Federal and State Election Summary

d.

Report on proposed Legislative Strategy for 2015/16

MANAGEMENT REPORT
a.

NOTE:

External Affairs Management report

8.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

9.

ADJOURNMENT

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed
for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of
Directors. Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of
Directors may be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final
action that is binding on the Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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: November 6, 2014
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L&C Committee
J. Quiñonez, Chair
L. Dick, Vice Chair
R. Atwater
S. Ballin
M. Camacho
D. Dear
D. Griset
P. Hawkins
L. McKenney
J. Murray
F. Steiner
Y. Tu
R. Wunderlich

Adjourned Legal and Claims
Committee
Meeting with Board of Directors*
November 18, 2014

Tuesday, November 18, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

L&C

10:00 a.m.

Rm.2-456

OP&T

12:00 p.m.

Board Room

Board Meeting

8:30 a.m. -- Room 2-145

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s Legal and Claims Committee meeting is noticed as a joint committee

meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the Brown Act. Members of the
Board who are not assigned to the Legal and Claims Committee may participate as members of the
Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present. In order to preserve the function of the
committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who are not assigned to the Legal and Claims
Committee will not vote on matters before the Legal and Claims Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committee’s jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

2.

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Legal and Claims Committee
held October 14, 2014

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
None

4.

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-8

Report on water diversions in the Bay-Delta and request authority to initiate
an administrative claim or other appropriate action regarding illegal
diversion of stored water. (L&C) (To be mailed separately)
[Conference with legal counsel—anticipated litigation (one case); to be heard in
closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.9(d)(4)]

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Legal and Claims Committee
Agenda
Page 2

5.

November 18, 2014

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

6.

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

General Counsel’s report of monthly activities

b.

Report on Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases, USDC Case No. 1:09-CV-407
LJO-DLB; and Consolidated Salmonid Cases, USDC Case
No. 1:09-CV-1053 LJO-DLB.
[Conference with legal counsel—existing litigation; to be heard in closed session
pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.9(d)(1)]

c.

Report on San Diego County Water Authority v. Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California, et al., San Francisco County Superior Court Case
Nos. CPF-10-510830 and CPF-12-512466, and San Diego County Water
Authority v. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, et al.,
Los Angeles County Superior Court Case No. BC 547139.
[Conference with legal counsel—existing litigation; to be heard in closed session
pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.9(d)(1)]

7.

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS
a.

NOTE:

Discussion of General Counsel’s performance goals and objectives. [To be
heard in closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54957(b)]

8.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

9.

ADJOURNMENT

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly listed for action,
may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of Directors. Final
action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of Directors may be obtained
from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final action that is binding on the Board,
even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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: November 6, 2014
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OP&T Committee
J. Murray Jr., Chair
M. Camacho, V. Chair
Y. Arceneaux
S. Ballin
D. Calkins
L. Dick
T. Evans
L. Friedman
G. Gray
P. Hawkins
M. Hogan
J. Quiñonez
R. Wunderlich

Adjourned Organization,
Personnel and Technology
Committee

Tuesday, November 18, 2014
Meeting Schedule
7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

L&C

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

OP&T

12:00 p.m.

Board Room

Board Meeting

Meeting with Board of Directors*
November 18, 2014
10:00 a.m. -- Room 2-456

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

* The Metropolitan Water District’s meeting of the Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee is

noticed as a joint committee meeting with the Board of Directors for the purpose of compliance with the
Brown Act. Members of the Board who are not assigned to the Organization, Personnel and Technology
Committee may participate as members of the Board, whether or not a quorum of the Board is present.
In order to preserve the function of the committee as advisory to the Board, members of the Board who
are not assigned to the Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee will not vote on matters
before the meeting of the Organization, Personnel and Technology Committee.

1.

Opportunity for members of the public to address the committee on
matters within the committees' jurisdiction (As required by Gov. Code
Section 54954.3(a))

2.

Approval of the Minutes of the meeting of the Organization, Personnel and
Technology Committee held October 14, 2014

3.

CHAIRMAN’S REPORT

4.

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
None

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Organization, Personnel and
Technology Committee Agenda
Page 2

5.

November 18, 2014

OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-4

Appropriate $3.93 million; and award $2,155,000 Professional Services
Agreement to Application Software Technology Corporation to upgrade
Metropolitan’s Oracle Financial Application and deploy an integrated
Travel Expense Reimbursement Module (Approp. 15484). (OP&T)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed actions are not defined as a
project and are not subject to CEQA, and
a. Appropriate $3.93 million; and
b. Award $2,155,000 professional services agreement to Application
Software Technology Corporation to upgrade Metropolitan’s Oracle
Financial Application and deploy Oracle’s iExpenses module.

8-5

Award contract to Shared Solutions and Services, Inc. in an amount not to
exceed $3.86 million to replace Metropolitan’s telephone system
(Approp. 15376). (OP&T)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and award an agreement to Shared
Solutions and Services, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $3.86 million to
replace Metropolitan’s telephone system.

6.

BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

7.

COMMITTEE ITEMS
a.

8.

Business Outreach 2013/14 Annual Report Overview

FOLLOW-UP ITEMS
None

Date of Notice: November 6, 2014
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Adjourned Organization, Personnel and
Technology Committee Agenda
Page 3

NOTE:

9.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

10.

ADJOURNMENT

November 18, 2014

At the discretion of the committee, all items appearing on this agenda, whether or not expressly
listed for action, may be deliberated and may be subject to action by the committee.
This committee reviews items and makes a recommendation for final action to the full Board of
Directors. Final action will be taken by the Board of Directors. Agendas for the meeting of the Board of
Directors may be obtained from the Board Executive Secretary. This committee will not take any final
action that is binding on the Board, even when a quorum of the Board is present.
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: November 6, 2014
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Tuesday, November 18, 2014
Meeting Schedule

REVISED AGENDA
Adjourned Regular Board Meeting
November 18, 2014

7:00-8:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-413

Dirs. Computer
Training

8:30 a.m.

Rm. 2-145

L&C

10:00 a.m.

Rm. 2-456

OP&T

12:00 p.m.

Board Room

Board Meeting

12:00 p.m. -- Board Room

MWD Headquarters Building



700 N. Alameda Street



Los Angeles, CA 90012

1. Call to Order
(a)

Invocation: Denician Parrish, Administrative Assistant II, Water System
Operations Group

(b)

Pledge of Allegiance: Director Larry McKenney

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 § 54954.3(a))
4A. Presentation by Karen Ross, Secretary, California Department of Food and
Agriculture

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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Adjourned Board Meeting Agenda
Page 2

November 18, 2014

5. OTHER MATTERS

Corrected

A.

Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting for October 14, 2014. (A copy has
been mailed to each Director)
Any additions, corrections, or omissions

B.

Report on Directors' events attended at Metropolitan expense for month of
October

C.

Approve Resolution for Metropolitan’s Partnership with Palo Verde
Irrigation District on the 10th anniversary of the Palo Verde Land
Management, Crop Rotation and Water Supply Program. (Exec)

D.

Approve committee assignments

E.

Chairman's Monthly Activity Report

F.

Report from Executive Committee on nominations

G.

Approve waiving Section 2201(b) of the Administrative Code regarding the
Board Secretary to serve a third full two-year term

H.

Nomination and election of Board Secretary for two-year term effective
January 1, 2015

6. DEPARTMENT HEADS' REPORTS
A.

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

B.

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

C.

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

D.

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

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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Adjourned Board Meeting Agenda
Page 3

November 18, 2014

7. CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS — ACTION
7-1

Appropriate $1.58 million; and authorize design and procurement to
replace valves on the Palos Verdes Feeder and Middle Feeder
(Approps. 15441 and 15480). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is categorically
exempt, and
a. Appropriate $1.58 million; and
b. Authorize design and procurement to replace valves on the Palos
Verdes and Middle Feeders.

7-2

Appropriate $1.95 million; and authorize: (1) design of seismic upgrades to
the electrical switch houses at the Colorado River Aqueduct pumping
plants; (2) agreement with Degenkolb Engineers for design services; and
(3) agreement with Fugro West, Inc. for geotechnical investigations
(Approp. 15438). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that this action is categorically exempt, and
a. Appropriate $1.95 million;
b. Authorize final design of seismic upgrades to the electrical switch
houses at the Colorado River Aqueduct;
c. Authorize agreement with Degenkolb Engineers in an amount not to
exceed $510,000; and
d. Authorize agreement with Fugro West, Inc. in an amount not to exceed
$450,000.

(END OF CONSENT CALENDAR)

8. OTHER BOARD ITEMS — ACTION
8-1

Approve the proposed terms for Purchase Orders with Member Agencies;
authorize the General Manager to execute Purchase Orders with Member
Agencies consistent with the proposed terms; and approve the Proposed
Amendments to the Administrative Code. (F&I)

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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Adjourned Board Meeting Agenda
Page 4

November 18, 2014

Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and
a. Approve the proposed terms for Purchase Orders with member
agencies as outlined in Attachment 1 to the board letter;
b. Authorize the General Manager to execute the Purchase Order with
member agencies opting to execute the Purchase Order consistent
with the proposed terms, in a form approved by the General Counsel;
and
c. Approve amendment of Sections 4120, 4122, 4401, 4404, and 4507 of
the Administrative Code as shown in Attachment 3 to the board letter.

8-2

Authorize the execution and distribution of (1) the Official Statement in
connection with the issuance of the Waterworks General Obligation
Refunding Bonds, 2014 Series A; and (2) Remarketing Statements in
connection with the remarketing of the Water Revenue Refunding Bonds
(Index Mode), 2011 Series A-1 and A-3, and 2009 Series A-2. (F&I)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed project is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and
a. Approve the draft Official Statement and draft Remarketing Statements
substantially in the form attached to the board letter
b. Authorize the General Manager to finalize, with changes approved by the
General Manager and General Counsel, and execute the Official
Statement and Remarketing Statements; and
c. Authorize distribution of the Official Statement and Remarketing
Statements in connection with remarketing and marketing of the related
Bonds.

8-3

Appropriate $3.7 million; and authorize design to repair the pipe lining in
the southern reach of the Orange County Feeder (Approp. 15377). (E&O)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, and
a. Appropriate $3.7 million; and
b. Authorize final design to repair the pipe lining in the southern reach of
the Orange County Feeder.

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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Adjourned Board Meeting Agenda
Page 5

8-4

November 18, 2014

Appropriate $3.93 million; and award $2,155,000 Professional Services
Agreement to Application Software Technology Corporation to upgrade
Metropolitan’s Oracle Financial Application and deploy an integrated
Travel Expense Reimbursement Module (Approp. 15484). (OP&T)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed actions are not defined as a
project and are not subject to CEQA, and
a. Appropriate $3.93 million; and
b. Award $2,155,000 professional services agreement to Application
Software Technology Corporation to upgrade Metropolitan’s Oracle
Financial Application and deploy Oracle’s iExpenses module.

8-5

Award contract to Shared Solutions and Services, Inc. in an amount not to
exceed $3.86 million to replace Metropolitan’s telephone system
(Approp. 15376). (OP&T)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and is not subject to CEQA, and award an agreement to Shared
Solutions and Services, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $3.86 million to
replace Metropolitan’s telephone system.

Deferred

8-6

Authorize an increase of $40 million for conservation incentives and
increase the contract capacity of the five year agreement with Electric and
Gas Industries Association for Metropolitan’s regional conservation rebate
program. (WP&S)

Revised

8-7

Approve agreement in principle to provide up to $750,000 in funding for the
Bacon Island Levee Rehabilitation Project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta; authorize the execution of a cost-sharing agreement among
participating urban water agencies. (WP&S)
Recommendation:
Option #1:
Adopt the CEQA determination that the proposed action is not defined as a
project and authorize the General Manager, after compliance with CEQA
requirements, to execute a cost-share agreement among the participating
urban water agencies in accordance with the terms described in the board
letter and in an amount not to exceed $750,000 for the Bacon Island Levee
Rehabilitation Project in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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Adjourned Board Meeting Agenda
Page 6

8-8

November 18, 2014

Report on water diversions in the Bay-Delta and request authority to initiate
an administrative claim or other appropriate action regarding illegal
diversion of stored water. (L&C)
[Conference with legal counsel—anticipated litigation (one case); to be heard in
closed session pursuant to Gov. Code Section 54956.9(d)(4)]

9. BOARD INFORMATION ITEMS
None

10. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

11. OTHER MATTERS
a.

AB 1234 Ethics Training

12. 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 parentheses at the end of the description of the agenda item e.g. (E&O, F&I). 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

REVISED: Date of Notice: November 12, 2014
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November 17, 2014
Brett Barbre and
Members of the Board of Directors
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054‐0153
RE:

Finance and Insurance Committee Item 6c – Balancing Accounts

Dear Committee Chair Barbre and Members of the Board:
Thank you for placing the balancing accounts issue on the committee agenda this month.
In September, when staff last presented the item for discussion, we noted that the content of
the presentation was not responsive to the question, namely, how can revenues from individual
rates be tracked to improve accountability and ensure compliance with cost‐of‐service
requirements. We are disappointed to see that the same non‐responsive staff presentation will
be made again this month.
The concept of balancing accounts is well‐known and easy to understand. It is a long‐standing
accounting practice among private water utilities used to protect both the utility and its
customers from changes in costs the utility has no ability to control (for example, the weather,)
and at the same time, ensure that rates accurately reflect the costs of providing service. Because
MWD now derives significant revenues from transportation services, it is imperative that MWD's
accounting methods ensure all of its member agencies and ratepayers that the rates they are
paying are fair, and used for the intended purpose as established during the public rate‐setting
and cost‐of‐service process.
We are asking that MWD implement an accounting mechanism that tracks revenues from all
individual rates and expenditures associated with those rates. To the extent that MWD actual
sales differ from forecasted sales, it may collect more or less than the revenue requirement upon
which the rate for a particular service is determined. Discrepancies between revenue
requirements and actual revenues and expenses are captured through balancing account
mechanisms, which "true‐up" the actual revenue to the revenue requirement in the following
year. This "true‐up" ensures that MWD only collects the revenue requirement for the rate that is
charged in compliance with applicable law.
We do not understand why MWD would be unwilling to extend its current practice of tracking
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Committee Chair Barbre and Members of the Board
November 17, 2014
Page 2
treatment and water stewardship rates to also include supply, system access and system power
rates. We are asking only that MWD account for all of its rates just as it now does for its
treatment and water stewardship rates. Tracking rates and revenue collection in this manner
does not impede MWD's ability to meet bond covenants or any other requirement or function
described in the staff presentation.
We are also concerned with the position expressed at the last committee meeting that the
Water Rate Stabilization Fund (WRSF) requirements should flow into a single fund with board
discretion to expend those funds on any purpose. The melding of surplus funds received from
different rates and charges would necessarily lead to cross‐funding of unrelated services.
Furthermore, the priority for fund flows (dollars in/out) could first be to the separate fund
accounts for each identified service, rather than flowing first to the WRSF, as is the current
practice, or sub‐account funds could be created within the WRSF to track and account for
sources of the “puts” into the WRSF and the “takes” from the fund. This would ensure
collections from the rate for each service are accounted for and attributed to that service.
Surplus collections remaining in that account may then be used to mitigate corresponding rate
increases in the following years so funds are spent for that service in accordance with cost‐of‐
service and Proposition 26 (2010) requirements.
We look forward to discussing this important transparency issue at the committee and board
meeting this month.
Sincerely,

Michael T. Hogan
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

Fern Steiner
Director

Yen C. Tu
Director

