SECTION 3 – IMPORTED WATER SUPPLIES

As San Diego County has grown, so has the region’s reliance on imported water
supplies. Historically, the Authority has imported 75 to 95 percent of the region’s
water supply. In FY2000, the Authority supplied 83 percent of the water used in
the region. Metropolitan is currently the sole source of imported water supply to the
Authority. Metropolitan's ability to provide reliable supplies, particularly in a dry
year, is constrained by the preferential right of each of its member agencies, as
well as by current uncertainties regarding the continued reliability of the State
Water Project and the Colorado River. Therefore, the Authority is taking steps to
reduce dependence upon Metropolitan and diversify imported supplies. In April
1998, the Authority entered into an agreement with the Imperial Irrigation District
(IID) for the transfer of 200,000 AF of conserved water as a major component of
its diversification effort. The transfer is a cornerstone of the California Colorado
River Water Use Plan. During the next five years, it is expected that the water
transfer agreement with IID, along with other water transfers, will be implemented
to increase the Authority's water supply reliability and reduce sole reliance on
Metropolitan. This section describes the existing and anticipated future imported
water supplies for the San Diego region.
FIGURE 3-1
M E T R O P O L I TAN SERVICE AREA
INCLUDING SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY
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3.1METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT
Formed in 1928 to develop, store, and distribute supplemental water in Southern
California for domestic and municipal purposes, Metropolitan now supplies water to
approximately 16 million people in a service area that includes portions of Ventura,
Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego counties.The
Metropolitan service area, shown in Figure 3-1, covers a 70-mile-wide strip of
the Southern California coastal plain, extending from the city of Oxnard on the
north to the Mexican border. Close to half of the water used in this 5,200-squaremile region is supplied by Metropolitan, and about 90 percent of its population
receives at least some of its water from Metropolitan. The extent to which
Metropolitan's member agencies rely upon Metropolitan supplies varies. The
ability of Metropolitan to provide supplies in a given year may depend upon the
extent to which member agencies exercise their respective preferential right to
purchase water.
The Authority, one of 27 Metropolitan member agencies, is the largest agency in
terms of deliveries, purchasing about 30 percent of all the water Metropolitan delivered in FY1989-99. Table 3-1 shows water use by Metropolitan’s member agencies
for fiscal year 1998-99 and preferential right to water based on 2.1 million acrefeet (MAF) of supply, which is what Metropolitan has represented as its firm supply.
Metropolitan obtains its water from two sources: the Colorado River Aqueduct
(CRA), which it owns and operates, and the State Water Project (SWP).
3.1.1 Colorado River

Metropolitan was formed to import water from the Colorado River. During the
1930s, Metropolitan built the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) to convey this
water. The first deliveries were made to Metropolitan member agencies in 1941.
The aqueduct is more than 240 miles long, beginning at Lake Havasu on the
Arizona/California border and ending at Lake Mathews in Riverside County. The
aqueduct has capacity to deliver up to 1.3 MAF each year. Figure 3-1 shows the
location of the aqueduct.
For many years, Metropolitan has chosen, for financial reasons, to minimize
SWP deliveries to the Authority so that its water supply comes primarily from the
Colorado River. Because the high salinity Colorado River water has been shown
to cause extensive economic damage in San Diego County, the Authority has
long sought to obtain its share of SWP supplies for which it pays Metropolitan.
Section 3.1.3 contains additional information on the issue of salinity in
Metropolitan’s supplies.

3-3

TABLE 3-1
MWD 1998-99 WATER DELIVERIES AND LOCAL SUPPLIES (AF)

Anaheim
Beverly Hills

59,531

15,238

74,769

16,380

0

13,545

13,545

21,420

Burbank

8,876

14,107

22,983

20,580

Calleguas M.W.D.

21,582

105,760

127,342

68,460

179,645

65,073

244,718

184,170

19,863

27,579

47,442

50,400

Central Basin M.W.D.
Coastal M.W.D.
Compton

4,914

4,734

9,648

5,880

137,528

61,534

199,062

59,220

Foothill M.W.D.

8,367

8,824

17,191

14,490

Fullerton

24,751

6,431

31,182

12,810

Eastern M.W.D.

Glendale

4,819

26,604

31,423

26,040

Inland Empire Utilities

169,323

48,629

217,952

49,980

Las Virgenes M.W.D.

3,798

19,413

23,211

13,440

Long Beach

27,911

44,857

72,768

58,170

Los Angeles

553,197

70,724

623,921

482,580

M.W.D. of Orange County

248,049

199,792

447,841

238,770

Pasadena

21,229

15,508

36,737

23,310

San Diego C.W.A.

150,173

454,436

604,609

302,190

San Fernando

3,481

0

3,481

2,520

San Marino

6,089

948

7,037

4,620

Santa Ana

36,962

12,436

49,398

15,330

2,687

11,721

14,408

20,370

Santa Monica
Three Valleys M.W.D.

66,590

62,410

129,000

48,930

Torrance

11,244

21,683

32,927

24,990

Upper San Gabriel Valley M.W.D.

170,191

7,131

177,322

93,450

West Basin M.W.D.

54,896

144,342

199,238

171,360

Western M.W.D.
TOTALS

193,397

70,194

263,591

70,560

2,189,093

1,533,653

3,722,746

2,100,000

Source: Metropolitan Water District
Includes MWD's replenishment deliveries.
Member agencies’ preferential right to Metropolitan supplies in FY98-99 based on 2.1 MAF, which is what
Metropolitan has represented as its firm supply.

Reliability Issues
Before 1964, Metropolitan had a firm allocation of 1.212 MAF of Colorado River
water through contracts with the U.S. Department of the Interior, which was enough
to keep Metropolitan's aqueduct full. However, as a result of the U.S. Supreme Court
decision in Arizona vs. California, Metropolitan’s firm supply fell to 550,000 AF. In
recent years, Metropolitan has kept its aqueduct full through access to unused
apportionments from other states or declarations of surplus water from the
Department of Interior. This reduction in firm allocation is the most pressing issue
Metropolitan faces regarding its Colorado River supplies.
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Water availability from the Colorado River is governed by a system of priorities and
water rights that has been established over many years. The Colorado River Lower
Basin states (California, Arizona, and Nevada) have an annual apportionment of
7.5 MAF of water. This supply is divided as follows: (1) California, 4.4 MAF;
(2) Arizona, 2.8 MAF; and (3) Nevada, 300,000 AF. California agency priorities
for water were established by the 1931 Seven Party Agreement. These priorities
are shown in Table 3-2. As shown in the table, Metropolitan’s 4th priority of
550,000 AF is junior to that of the first three priorities (3.85 MAF), which go to
California agricultural agencies. Water used to satisfy priorities 5(a)-6(b) must come
from unused allocations within California, Arizona, or Nevada or from surplus.
TABLE 3-2
SEVEN PA RTY AGREEMENT PRIORITIES
PRIORITY

DESCRIPTION

AF/YR

1

Palo Verde Irrigation District

2
3 (a)

Yuma Project Reservation Division
Imperial Irrigation District and
lands in Imperial and Coachella
valleys to be ser ved by AllAmerican Canal
Palo Verde Irrigation District

Priorities 1, 2, and
3 shall not exceed
3.85 MAF/YR
Same as above
Same as above

3 (b)

Same as above

4

Metropolitan Water District

550,000

5 (a)

Metropolitan Water District

550,000

5 (b)

City/County of San Diego

112,000

6 (a)
6 (b)

Imperial Irrigation District
Palo Verde Irrigation District

300,000

TOTAL

5,362,000

In 1946 San Diego’s rights were merged with and added to the rights of the
Metropolitan Water District as one condition of the Authority's annexation to
Metropolitan.

In recent years, Metropolitan has filled its aqueduct to capacity, using an average
of 1.2 million acre-feet per year (MAF/YR) from the Colorado River. To do this,
Metropolitan has relied on unused apportionments from Arizona and Nevada,
unused apportionment from California agricultural agencies, and surplus water. But
in recent years, Arizona and Nevada have increased water demand to near-apportionment levels, limiting the availability of unused apportionments to Metropolitan.
Arizona's demand has been substantially increased by deliveries to an in-state
groundwater banking program. Nevada is expected to begin banking water soon
under an interstate water banking rule established by the Department of Interior in
1999, which allows Nevada to bank water in Arizona for Nevada's future use.
Metropolitan has been able to keep its aqueduct full in recent years through a
successive string of annual surplus declarations by the Department of the Interior,
beginning in 1996. Surplus water is also available for calendar year 2000. This
has been made possible because above-normal precipitation has filled the river's

3-5

reservoirs to near-capacity. Without annual surplus declarations or revisions to the
current surplus criteria, and absent any agreements to otherwise obtain Colorado
River supplies, Metropolitan lacks the ability to maintain a full CRA.
Environmental Considerations In 1994, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
designated 1,980 miles of the Colorado River and its tributaries in Colorado, Utah,
New Mexico, Arizona, California, and Nevada as critical habitat for four endangered species of native fish. In response to the 1994 designation, the Lower
Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program (LCR MSCP) was formed. The
program is a partnership of federal agencies; state and local agencies in Arizona,
California, including the Authority, and Nevada; Native American tribes; and other
non-federal participants. The partnership is responding to the need to balance the
legal use of lower Colorado River water resources and the conservation of threatened and endangered species and their habitats in compliance with the federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA). To fulfill requirements of ESA, an Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) will be prepared that will
evaluate the impacts associated with implementing the LCRMSCP. The LCRMSCP is
currently in the scoping phase of project development and anticipates release of the
draft EIS/EIR for public review by the first half of 2001. Until this effort is accomplished and a comprehensive plan for managing the river’s resources is established,
there will be some degree of uncertainty over the availability and costs of future
river water supplies and power generation.
Current Supplies
Metropolitan currently has a firm supply comprised of two sources, its 4th priority of
550,000 AF, and the yield of a conservation program that Metropolitan completed
with IID in 1988. This program currently yields about 106,000 AF, giving
Metropolitan a total supply about 650,000 AF. Under certain conditions, however,
Metropolitan must provide 50,000 AF of the conservation program water to the
Coachella Valley Water District. Thus, Metropolitan's firm supply is now about
600,000 AF. The remaining 600,000 AF of water needed to fill the CRA must come
from the unused apportionments of other states or from surplus water.
Future Supplies and California's Colorado River Use Plan
Metropolitan is working with other California agencies and other Colorado River Basin
states to increase its river supplies and improve its water reliability. The primary vehicle
for this effort is California's Colorado Water Use Plan (Water Use Plan), which is
designed to reduce California's demand on the river to its 4.4 MAF apportionment
when surplus water or other states' apportionment is not available. One element of the
Water Use Plan would provide interim (through 2016) surplus guidelines for operating
Lake Mead. The guidelines would provide Metropolitan additional surplus water while
conservation and transfer programs are developed to reduce California demand.
New water supply programs identified in the Water Use Plan include the Authority's
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200,000 AF of water transfers with IID. In April 1998, the Authority entered into an
agreement with IID for the transfer of conserved water. Deliveries into San Diego
County from the transfer are expected to begin by 2002. The Authority will receive
between 130,000 and 200,000 AF of water per year after an initial 10-year rampup in the water deliveries. (Refer to Section 3.2 on IID water transfer.) Other supplies include about 93,700 AF from a conservation project to line the All American
and Coachella Valley canals, located in Imperial and Coachella valleys, and several
off-stream storage programs that would develop about 400,000 AF of dry-year
supplies. These programs are intended to offset the reduced availability of unused
apportionment and surplus water supplies.
The Water Use Plan is being drafted by California agencies to incorporate the terms
of a quantification settlement among Metropolitan and the state's agricultural agencies. This settlement sets limits to the amounts of water that each agricultural agency
may take from the 3.85 MAF 1st priority described previously in this section. The
settlement also provides for the allocation of future water supplies and transfers
among California's river water users. The Water Use Plan is expected to be completed by early 2001. It must be accepted by the other Colorado River Basin states and
approved by the Department of Interior.
The seven Colorado River Basin states have jointly proposed interim Lake Mead
operating criteria. The Department of Interior has also begun a process to develop
interim surplus operating criteria, and this year released a draft environmental
impact statement comparing several criteria alternatives. The seven states’ proposal
will be reviewed as public comment on the EIS. All parties view the development
of operating criteria as one of the key issues to be negotiated for a successful
Water Use Plan.
3.1.2 State Water Project

Metropolitan's other water source, the SWP, is owned by the State of California
and operated by the DWR. The project stretches more than 600 miles, from Lake
Oroville in the north to Lake Perris in the south. Water is stored at Lake Oroville and
released when needed into the Feather River, which flows into the Sacramento River
and to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta (Delta). In the north Delta, water is
pumped into the North Bay Aqueduct for delivery to Napa and Solano counties. In
the south Delta, SWP pumps lift water into the 444-mile-long California Aqueduct.
Some water flows into the South Bay Aqueduct, to serve areas in Alameda and
Santa Clara counties. The remainder flows southward to cities and farms in central
and southern California. In the winter, when demands are lower, water is stored at
the San Luis Reservoir located south of the Delta. The California Aqueduct is shown
on Figure 3-2.
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FIGURE 3-2
MAJOR WATER CONVEYANCE FACILITIES SERVING SAN DIEGO COUNTY

Reliability Issues
The reliability of SWP supplies is limited by both the level of SWP supply development compared to current and future demands and, increasingly, by pumping
restrictions due to state and federal environmental regulations. The SWP was initially
planned to delivery 4,230,000 AF to 32 contracting agencies. Subsequent contract
amendments reduced total contracted deliveries to 4,172,786 AF and the number of
contracting agencies to 29. Metropolitan’s contracted entitlement is 2,011,500 AF
or about 48 percent of the total. An important feature of the SWP contracts is that
the full amount of water was not anticipated to be needed for at least the first 20 to
30 years of the project. Facilities needed to produce the full 4,230,000 AF were
expected to be constructed over time as demands on the system increased. However,
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as decisions on these additional facilities were repeatedly deferred, public attitudes
and environmental regulations changed. New state and federal environmental laws
put some potential water supply sources off limits to development. More stringent
water quality standards adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) to protect the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta
(Bay-Delta) have also reduced the amount of water available for diversion.
By the late 1980s, the SWP was unable to meet contractor demands during drought
periods. During the initial years of the 1987 – 1992 drought, DWR maintained
SWP deliveries using water stored at Lake Oroville and the San Luis Reservoir. In
1991, however, the SWP delivered only 549,113 AF of entitlement water. Of this
amount, Metropolitan received 381,070 AF, or about 20 percent of its entitlement.
SWP shortages are expected to become more frequent
as demands on the system increase. Figure 3-3, from
DWR’s Bulletin 160-98 shows existing (1995 demand
level) and future (2020 demand level) SWP delivery
capability, as estimated by operations studies, under the
SWRCB's 1995 Water Quality Control Plan. According
to Bulletin 160-98, existing SWP facilities have a
65 percent chance of making full deliveries under 1995
level demands and an 85 percent chance of delivering
2.0 MAF to contractors in any given year. Under a 2020
demand scenario, existing SWP facilities have a less
than 25 percent chance of making full deliveries.

FIGURE 3-3
1995 AND 2020 STATE WAT E R
PROJECT DELIVERY
C A PABILITY WITH
EXISTING FA C I L I T I E S
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0

1995 Level
2020 Level

1.5
1.0
Environmental Considerations In recent years, actions
taken to protect the ecosystem of the Bay-Delta have
0.5
placed additional restrictions on SWP operations. The
0.0
Bay-Delta is the largest estuary on the west coast and
Percent time at or abo ve
supports more than 750 plant and animal species. But
150 years of human activity, dating back to 19th century gold mining, has taken its toll on the Bay-Delta ecosystem and the fish that live
there. In 1989, the winter-run Chinook salmon was designated, or "listed", as a
threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Over the next
ten years, the Delta smelt, steelhead trout and spring-run Chinook salmon joined the
list of threatened species and the winter-run Chinook salmon’s population declined
to such an extent that its status was changed to endangered.

The decline of Delta fisheries can be traced to numerous factors – habitat loss, water
diversions, pollution, over-fishing, and the introduction of non-native species have
all contributed to the degradation of the Bay-Delta ecosystem. Regulatory protection
efforts have nevertheless tended to focus on the operations of the SWP and the federal Central Valley Project (CVP). In 1999, the SWP was forced to reduce pumping
by about 500,000 AF to protect Delta smelt and spring-run Chinook salmon. These
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pumping reductions were in addition to fish
protection measures built into the water
quality standards established by the
SWRCB. Although the SWP was able to
offset some of the water supply impact by
increasing pumping rates later in the year,
SWP contractors lost access to more than
150,000 AF of water for storage and suffered a significant reduction in water quality.
Water Quality Considerations The quality of SWP water as a drinking water source
is affected by a number of factors, most notably by seawater intrusion and agricultural drainage from peat soil islands in the Delta. SWP water contains relatively
high levels of bromide and total organic carbon, two elements that are of particular
concern to drinking water agencies. Bromide and total organic carbon combine with
chemicals used in the water treatment process to form disinfection by-products that
are strictly regulated under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act. Wastewater discharges from cities and towns surrounding the Delta also add salts and pathogens
to Delta water, which reduce its suitability for drinking and recycling.
Water agencies treat all water to meet stringent state and federal drinking water
standards before delivering it to customers. However, source water of poor quality
will make it increasingly expensive and difficult to meet such standards. The
California Urban Water Agencies (CUWA) retained the assistance of a panel of
drinking water quality and treatment experts to evaluate the source water quality
that would be needed to allow agencies treating Delta water to comply with future
drinking water regulations under a plausibly conservative regulatory scenario. The
expert panel identified target bromide and total organic carbon concentrations of
50 parts per billion (ppb) and 3 parts per million (ppm), respectively. By comparison, the average bromide concentration of SWP water is 290 ppb, about six times
the target level. The average concentration of total organic carbon in SWP water is
about 3.3 ppm, about ten percent above the target level.
Actions to protect Delta fisheries have exacerbated existing water quality problems
by forcing the SWP to shift its diversions from the springtime to the fall, when salinity and bromide levels are higher. Closure of the Delta Cross Channel gates to protect migrating fish has also degraded SWP water quality by reducing the flow of
higher quality Sacramento River water to the SWP pumps.
Current Supplies
SWP delivery contracts were amended in 1995 to reflect principles developed under
the December 1994 Monterey Agreement. Under the Monterey amendments, all
SWP supplies are allocated to contractors in proportion to their contractual entitlements. Metropolitan’s approximately 48 percent share of total SWP contract entitle-
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ments entitles it to a proportionate share of SWP supplies. Metropolitan estimates
that existing SWP facilities, operated in accordance with the 1995 Water Quality
Control Plan, will produce about 1.2 MAF in a dry year and 2.7 MAF a year on
average. Metropolitan’s proportionate share of dry year and average year SWP
supplies is estimated at 0.6 MAF and 1.35 MAF, respectively.
The Monterey Agreement includes a number of other provisions, which allow for the
improved management of SWP supplies. The agreement allows contractors to store
SWP water outside their service areas for later use and provides contractors such as
Metropolitan, that pay for terminal reservoirs, access to additional storage. Other
provisions include the elimination of a permanent shortage provision that existed in
the original SWP contracts, the transfer of Kern Water Bank lands to two contractors, and the sale of 130,000 AF of agricultural contractor entitlements to urban
contractors. DWR's implementation of the Monterey Agreement has been challenged
by the Planning and Conservation League and others. On September 15, 2000, the
Third District Court of Appeal reversed a trial court ruling for DWR and ordered a
new environmental impact report and a trial on the validity of the agreement. DWR
has filed an appeal asking the California Supreme Court to review the appellate
court decision.
Future Supplies and the CALFED Bay-Delta Program
Work being done by the CALFED Bay-Delta Program is expected to provide the
greatest opportunity for SWP supply reliability and water quality improvements,
though presently the outcome is uncertain. The state and federal governments
organized the CALFED Program in 1995 to develop a comprehensive long-term
solution to the ecosystem, levee stability, water quality and water supply reliability
problems affecting the Bay-Delta system. The CALFED Program began its transition from planning to implementation in June 2000 with the release of a document
entitled, California’s Water Future: A Framework for Action (Framework). The
Framework, which focuses on the first seven years ("Stage 1") of what CALFED
envisions to be a 30-year program, outlines a number of specific steps to improve
the quality and reliability of Bay-Delta water supplies, increase the efficient use of
water throughout the state, restore the Bay-Delta ecosystem, stabilize Delta levees,
and foster the water transfer market. The Framework was followed in July 2000
by a final programmatic environmental EIS/EIR that sets the stage for implementation of the CALFED Program. Three separate legal challenges were filed during
the 30-day period following the certification of the EIS/EIR. It is not clear at this
time what impact those legal challenges will have on the implementation of the
CALFED Program.
The elements of the CALFED Program that have the greatest potential for increasing
the reliability and quality of SWP supplies involve improvements to the existing Delta
conveyance system, including expansion of the permitted capacity of the SWP
pumping plant from its current level of 6,680 cfs to 8,500 cfs and ultimately to
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10,300 cfs subject to certain conditions; and a new water "budget" for protection of
fish known as the Environmental Water Account (EWA). The conveyance system
improvements would improve the reliability and quality of SWP supplies by allowing
the SWP to increase pumping during those times of the year when additional water
is available and when water quality is highest, and reduce pumping when endangered fish are migrating through the Delta. The improvements will also increase the
amount of pumping capacity available for other purposes, such as water transfers.
New surface and groundwater storage could also enhance
the reliability and quality of SWP supplies. The CALFED
Framework calls for the construction of up to 4.75 MAF of
new surface and groundwater storage over the life of the
CALFED Program; however, it is not known whether any of
the new storage would be constructed as part of the SWP.
The amount of water produced through the proposed conveyance improvements will depend on how the individual
facilities are operated and on the level of assurances provided by the state and federal regulatory agencies. The
EWA, as proposed in the Framework, will be used to provide the SWP and CVP regulatory assurances for the first
four years of the CALFED Program, with the expectation
that the assurances will be extended periodically thereafter.
The regulatory assurances are intended to ensure that the projects will not face
additional water supply impacts due to regulatory actions taken under the federal
ESA or other federal or state laws or regulations. If CALFED succeeds in its mission
of restoring stability to the Bay-Delta system, and the regulatory assurances are
extended beyond the initial four-year period, then the improvements called for in the
CALFED Framework have the potential to increase Metropolitan’s share of average
SWP supplies by about 0.15 MAF, to a total of 1.5 MAF. If CALFED is not successful, and the Bay-Delta system continues to decline, then the improvements proposed
in the Framework may produce little or no supply reliability or water quality
improvement and Metropolitan’s SWP supplies could even decrease relative to existing levels.
3.1.3 Salinity Issues

The level of salinity can vary greatly between Metropolitan’s two sources of imported
water. Supplies from the CRA can reach 700 milligrams per liter (mg/l) total dissolved solids (TDS). By comparison, the SWP provides an average 250 mg/l from
the East Branch and 325 mg/l from the West Branch (San Diego County is served
from the East Branch of the State Project). Salinity control has long been an issue on
the Colorado River. Agricultural development and water diversions over the past
50 years have increased the already high naturally occurring levels of TDS. High
salinity levels can damage water delivery systems and home appliances and also
cause problems for water recycling projects in the Authority's service area,
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especially for marketing recycled water to agricultural users growing salt-sensitive
crops. (Refer to Section 4.3.2 for details on salinity impacts to water recycling.)
In recognition of the lower TDS offered by SWP supplies, the Metropolitan Act
(Section 136) states that Metropolitan will deliver a 50/50 Colorado River/SWP
blend to its member agencies, to the extent reasonable and practical. Metropolitan
has for many years provided the Authority with predominately more saline
Colorado River supply in order to reduce their operating costs. This has resulted in
higher salinity water for the Authority and consequently in economic damages to the
consumer. At the prompting of the Authority, Metropolitan instituted an interim
blending policy in 1995 to provide the Authority a 25% blend of SPW during the
heavy irrigation months of April through September. This blending policy was
adopted in order to partially mitigate salinity impacts that were placing at risk millions of dollars in local water recycling investments. The salinity of imported water
was resulting in a recycled water salinity that was in excess of what many of the
recycled water customers could use for irrigation. However, this did not offset the
economic damages that occurred during the remainder of the year to a much more
widespread group of consumers. The Authority continued to be concerned over the
high salinity of its supplies.
In June 1999 Metropolitan, in coordination with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(USBR), completed a Salinity Management Study (Study). The Study quantifies the
impacts associated with high salinity water supplies and identifies an action plan to
manage salinity concentrations in Southern California water supplies.
The Study determined that a 100 mg/l increase in imported water supplies within
Metropolitan’s service area will cause approximately $105 million in economic
damages annually. Figure 3-4 provides a breakdown based on specific categories.
There are ten actions included in the Salinity Management Action Plan that focus on
imported water source control, Metropolitan’s distribution system, collaborative
actions with other agencies and local salinity management actions. One of the
actions includes establishment of a TDS concentration objective of 500 mg/l in
Metropolitan’s distribution system. Metropolitan can satisfy this target by blending its
Colorado River supplies with increased deliveries of State Project water and meet
the objective year-round. In the interim, if water resources are limited, Metropolitan
has stated it would first focus on meeting the TDS target in the April-throughSeptember period, which would provide some benefit of reduced salinity to peak
irrigation customers and water recycling projects. Metropolitan has been able to
maintain the 500 mg/l objective since initiation of the objective in April 1999.
Although Metropolitan has adopted the 500 mg/l TDS objective, they will not provide a guaranteed blend of SWP and Colorado River supplies and therefore,
improvements in the salinity of imported supplies remain uncertain. The Authority
Board of Directors has considered obtaining additional imported supplies to
improve salinity levels.
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FIGURE 3-4
A N N U A L DAMAGES OF 100 MG/L SALINITY INCREASE
IN IMPORTED WATER SUPPLIES WITHIN
M E T R O P O L I TAN SERVICE AREA ($105 MILLION)

Commercial
$10 million

Industrial
$5 million

Residential
$35 million
Agricultural
$19 million

Utilities
$8 million
Recycled Water
$6 million

Groundwater
$22 million

3.1.4 Water Supply from Metropolitan

For many years, Metropolitan has been the sole provider of imported water to the
Authority; however, circumstances have changed dramatically since the Authority
joined Metropolitan in 1944. Today, the Authority is in the process of negotiations
with Metropolitan to determine the nature and extent of their future relationship.
Among the key issues to be addressed are:
1 Preferential rights: Under Section 135 of the Metropolitan Act, each member agency has a preferential right to water. This right is determined by each agency’s total historic payments to Metropolitan from property taxes, stand-by charges, readiness-toserve charges and other revenue, excluding revenue from the purchase of water even
though a portion of such revenues are used to pay for capital projects. At any time
under preferential rights rules, Metropolitan could allocate water without regard to historic water use or dependence on Metropolitan. This could leave the Authority short by
more than half of its water supply in a hypothetical 20 percent shortage.
While there are a variety of legal opinions stating different interpretations of Section
135, it remains a cloud on the reliability of a significant portion of San Diego’s
water supply, which is in excess of its preferential rights. The Authority believes that
Metropolitan should take the steps necessary to eliminate the conflict that surrounds
Section 135 by either taking steps to remove it, or, by accepting it and requiring the
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agencies who benefit from Section 135 to match the rights they claim with a proportionate share of the liabilities Metropolitan has incurred and continues to incur to
satisfy those claims.
2 Cost of service: The Authority believes that there must be a nexus between benefits and burdens at Metropolitan and that the Authority and all of Metropolitan’s
member agencies should get what they pay for and pay for what they get. The
Authority believes that Metropolitan must levy a charge for unused capacity and
water held ready to serve member agencies on a standby basis; currently,
Metropolitan shifts those costs to the member agencies who are buying water.
3 Future investments: The Authority has proposed that Metropolitan should only
make investments that its member agencies are willing to pay for; the Authority
believes that Metropolitan must change its current rate structure, which allows member agencies to "roll off" its system, thus shifting the burdens of its investments to
those who remain.
4 Establishment of rights and liabilities: The Authority believes that Metropolitan’s
member agencies must, by contract or otherwise, be able to ascertain and fix their
rights and liabilities in the Metropolitan system.
5 Governance and voting: The current voting structure at Metropolitan, like the
preferential rights formula, is based on assessed valuation. While the system may
have made sense when Metropolitan revenues were collected from taxes, it no
longer makes sense when the majority of revenues are collected from water rates.
The Authority believes that Metropolitan’s governance and voting structure should be
changed to reflect the interests of those member agencies who are paying the bills.
6 Water quality: As noted earlier, the Authority pays for but is not served water
from the SWP that could bring its water quality up to the standards required by
Section 136 of the Metropolitan Act. It is unfair for the Authority to be charged by
Metropolitan for water it refuses to serve to the Authority; at a minimum, a price
adjustment should be implemented.
The Authority is committed to taking all steps necessary to resolve these critical
issues with Metropolitan; it has made a proposal to firm up its right to water, and it
is seeking changes both within and outside of Metropolitan. Until the preferential
rights issue is resolved, the Authority must assume for planning purposes that its firm
water supply from Metropolitan is limited to 303,630 AF, representing its existing
preferential right to water under the Metropolitan Act.
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3.2 AUTHORITY-IID WATER TRANSFER
Water transfers have emerged as one of the Authority’s greatest potential resources
for meeting future demands. Water transfers are typically defined as the purchase of
water during a specified period from an agency or district that then reduces its
water use by that amount. In 1998, the Authority signed a historic agreement with
the IID for the long-term transfer of conserved Colorado River water to San Diego
County. The Authority-IID Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement will increase
the reliability of the Authority’s future imported water supplies.
3.2.1 The Authority-IID Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement

On April 29, 1998, the Authority and IID signed a Water Conservation and
Transfer Agreement. The agreement is the largest agriculture-to-urban water transfer
in United States histor y. Colorado River water will be conserved by Imperial Valley
farmers who voluntarily participate in the program and then transferred to the
Authority for use in San Diego County. Imperial Valley farmers will conserve the
water by employing extra-ordinary conservation measures. Deliveries into San
Diego County from the transfer are expected to begin by 2002. The Authority will
receive between 130,000 and 200,000 AF/YR after an initial 10-year ramp-up in
the water deliveries.
The initial term of the agreement is for 45 years, with a provision that either agency
may extend the agreement for an additional 30-year term. Under certain conditions,
up to 34,000 AF can be recalled by IID at the end of the initial 45-year term.
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In the contract’s first year, the price for the transfer water will be approximately
$250/AF. The price will be indexed to the Metropolitan rate at a discount. The discount is 25 percent for the first year, declining to a long-term value of five percent
by year 17. The agreement allows for a "price redetermination" process to adjust
the price to market values 10 years after the start of deliveries.
During dry years, when water availability is low, the conserved water will be transferred under IID’s Colorado River rights, which are among the most senior in the
Lower Colorado River Basin. Without the protection of these rights, the Authority
could suffer delivery cutbacks. In recognition for the value of such reliability, the
contract requires the Authority to pay a premium on transfer water under defined
regional shortage circumstances.
Before the transfer can be implemented, the Authority and IID must resolve a number of contingencies. These contingencies are included in Table 3-3 along with the
status and estimated completion date.
TABLE 3-3
S TATUS OF CONTINGENCIES ASSOCIATED WITH
A U T H O R I T Y-IID AGREEMENT

Secure transportation
of transfer water to
San Diego County.

The Authority and Metropolitan signed a
water exchange agreement to allow delivery of transfer water through the CRA.

November 1998

Both agencies must comple te
required review and assessments of any potential environmental impacts of the water
transfer.

A full environmental impact review is
under way by the IID, the Authority, and
USBR to assess any potential environmental impact associated with the agreement.

The EIR/EIS should
be finalized and the
environmental process completed by
early 2001.

The two agencies must receive
approval of the ag reement
from the appropriate s tate and
federal authorities.
IID must reach voluntar y
agreements with Imperial
Valley landowners to conserve
at least 130,000 AF/YR for
transfer.

The Authority and the IID filed a petition
for approval with the SWRCB on July 22,
1998.

IID notified the Authority that it had potential interest from landowners and tenants
in conserving at least 134,000 AF of water.
Additional landowners may participat e
upon completion of the environmental
studies and development of on-farm guidelines for conservation.

SWRCB approval is
expected by early to
mid 2001.

October 1999

Future Supplies
Based on the Authority-IID transfer agreement, the anticipated delivery schedule is
shown in Table 3-4 in five-year increments.
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TABLE 3-4
1
PROJECTED IID TRANSFER SUPPLY
(AF/YR)
2005
80,000

2010
180,000

2015
200,000

2020
200,000

Assumes transfers begin in year 2002 at 20,000 AF and ramp-up in
20,000 AF increments each year.

3.2.2 The Authority-Metropolitan Water Exchange Agreement

A contingency of the transfer agreement is securing transportation of the water from
the Colorado River to San Diego County. To satisfy this contingency, the Authority
entered into a water exchange agreement with Metropolitan on November 1998.
Under the exchange agreement, Metropolitan will take delivery of the transfer water
through its CRA. The Authority will pay Metropolitan a delivery fee. In exchange,
Metropolitan will deliver to the Authority a like quantity and quality of water. The
duration of the agreement is 30 years.
The exchange agreement calls for the Authority to pay Metropolitan a per-acre-foot
delivery fee of $90 in the first 20 years, and $80/AF from years 21 through 30.
Both figures would escalate each year based upon an agreed-to rate of 1.55 percent
for the first 20 years and 1.44 percent for the final 10 years of the agreement. The
financial terms of the agreement could be adjusted in the 10th and 20th years to
address impacts of potential catastrophes and changes in regulatory requirements.
In addition to the contingencies of the Authority-IID agreement, there are conditions
associated with the Authority-Metropolitan agreement that will need to be satisfied
before deliveries can be made. Table 3-5 shows the conditions along with status
and estimated completion date.
3.2.3 Regional Colorado River Conveyance Feasibility Study

The exchange agreement with Metropolitan allows the Authority to terminate the
agreement if alternative conveyance facilities are developed. The Regional Colorado
River Conveyance Feasibility Study (Regional Study) will provide a comprehensive
feasibility level evaluation of the opportunities for a separate conveyance system that
could transport and store conserved Colorado River water for San Diego County.
The State of California will provide $2.5 million of the Regional Study’s cost from
Proposition 204. The Authority will contribute $500,000 towards preparation of
the Regional Study.
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TABLE 3-5
S TATUS OF CONDITIONS ASSOCIATED WITH
A U T H O R I T Y- M E T R O P O L I TAN AGREEMENT

Quantification of the ag ricultural agencies’ entitlements within their 3.85
million AF apportionment
of Colorado River Water.

In October 1999, the state of California,
IID, Coachella Valley WD, and
Metropolitan reached ag reement on the
terms of a quantification settlement. This
settlement sets limits to the amounts of
water that each ag ricultural agency may
take from the 3.85 MAF 1st priority
shown in Table 3-2. The settlement also
provides for the allocation of future water
supplies and transfers among California ’s
river water users. A series of ag reements
and contracts must be de veloped and executed before the quantification settlement
takes effect.

Approval of the se ttlement by the
Department of
Interior is expected
by early to mid
2001.

Development by the federal government of surplus
criteria on the Colorado
River to help assure a full
Colorado River Aqueduct
for Metropolitan at leas t
through 2015.

The Department of Interior released a
draft EIS in July 2000 comparing several
surplus operating criteria alternatives. The
seven basin states have since reached
agreement on surplus criteria guidelines
and the DOI has accepted the proposal as
public comment on the draft EIS.

Early 2001

State funding must be
allocated for the lining of
the All-American Canal
and its Coachella branc h
and for construction of
conjunctive use storage
facilities along the CRA .

A California law passed, providing $235
million in state funding for the canal lining
and storage projects.

September 1998

In addition, Proposition 13, passed by the voters in March 2000, allocates $3 million to the Authority for environmental and engineering studies associated with a
San Diego regional conveyance facility. Pending approval by the State, a portion
of these funds will be used for the existing effort and remainder to be utilized for
further studies, if necessary, upon completion of the Regional Study.
The Regional Study is separated into two components: 1) refinement of costs for
alignments in the United States; and 2) evaluation of options from a binational perspective, which includes evaluating alignments in Mexico or partly in each country.
The first component of the Regional Study will include a refinement of the cost
estimates for conveyance alignments in the United States that were provided in the
September 1996 Feasibility Report for Facilities to Transfer Water from the Imperial
Irrigation District. The cost includes pipelines, tunnels, power generation and
pumping facilities, water storage, and water treatment. Annual operations and
maintenance costs are projected to be about $73 million. The costs included in the
report contained contingencies of 25 to 50 percent due mainly to unknown geologic
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conditions for tunneling and pipeline alignments. The refined cost estimates should
be available by the end of year 2000.
The second component of the Regional Study, which will occur concurrently with the
first element, is to conduct a joint feasibility level study with Mexico to evaluate conveyance and storage options that could benefit both regions. The Regional Study will
be the first comprehensive evaluation of a potential binational conveyance system to
transport and store Colorado River water. At this point, neither country is committing
to go beyond the feasibility stage of the Regional Study. In defining the parameters
of the Regional Study, the participating agencies also agreed that each country
would transport water it owns in any future aqueduct. Technical data from the
Regional Study will help the Authority determine whether a binational aqueduct
could deliver transferred water efficiently and cost-effectively.
In October 1999, the International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) Minute
301 was approved, authorizing the two countries to work together on the Regional
Study. Minute 301 also authorized formation of a Binational Technical Committee
(BTC) to oversee preparation of the Regional Study. The binational component of the
Regional Study should be competed in year 2001.
3.3 OTHER COMPETITIVE IMPORTED WATER SOURCES
Supplies from the IID water transfer and the Authority’s preferential rights from
Metropolitan are not sufficient to meet the imported water needs of the region.
Therefore, the Authority must pursue additional supplies, either local and/or imported. Potential imported sources include various types of water transfers and/or
Metropolitan non-firm supplies that may be available to the Authority.
3.3.1 Other Transfers

There is the potential to obtain additional transfer supplies, beyond the IID transfer,
to meet the future demands of the San Diego region. There are various types of
transfers available that are typically categorized into the following types:
Core Transfers - Core transfers make water available through multi-year contracts
that convey a specific amount of water to the purchaser each year. The IID water
transfer is defined as a core transfer.
Spot Transfers - Spot transfers make water available for a limited duration (typically one year or less) through a contract entered into in the same year that the
water is delivered.
Option Transfers - Option transfers are multi-year contracts that allow the purchaser to obtain a specified quantity of water at some future date. They usually
require a minimum payment for water even if the water is not needed. For

3-20

example, an agreement may require water to be purchased one out of every
five years.
Storage Transfers - Storage transfers allow the purchaser to place water into
storage for delivery at some time in the future.
Water Exchanges - Water exchanges are agreements between the purchasing
agency and selling agency that allow for the exchange of water from one source
for water from a different source.
The IID transfer supply is conserved water from the Colorado River. The other
two geographic regions where transfer water is currently available are central
and northern California. Transfers from northern and central California would
utilize SWP conveyance capacity. One example for how such transfers could be
made available is the State Water Bank created during the end of the recent
drought. In 1991, as a drought emergency measure, DWR created the bank to
enable water-short districts and agencies to purchase supplies from willing water
sellers. DWR purchased the water supplies primarily from northern California
agricultural entities and sold these supplies to entities experiencing drought
shortages. DWR purchased the water for $125/AF and sold it for $175/AF
(1991 costs). Metropolitan purchased 215,000 AF in 1991; the Authority, due
to cutbacks in supply from Metropolitan, had to separately purchase 21,600 AF
through Metropolitan.
Under the recently adopted CALFED Bay-Delta Framework, described in Section
3.1.2, a Water Transfers Program will be initiated whose goal is to, "encourage the
development of a more effective water transfer market that facilitates water transfers
and streamlines the approval process while protecting water rights, environmental
conditions, and local economic interests." This effort will assist agencies, such as the
Authority, in implementing water transfers from northern and central California.
Additional transfer supplies for the San Diego region would not only help meet
demands but could also provide lower salinity water for purposes of blending with
IID transfer water. Water lower in TDS is required to blend with the higher TDS
Colorado River water that will be supplied by IID in order to achieve a lower overall
TDS in the Authority’s supplies.
In 1998, the Authority’s Board of Directors authorized staff to prepare and distribute
a request for proposal for additional transfers. The Authority has explored and will
continue to explore transfer and water storage opportunities throughout California
that have the potential to provide a reliable imported water supply to help meet the
Authority’s supplemental water needs. However, all such programs are dependent
on obtaining access to the water conveyance facilities operated by Metropolitan.
The Authority is taking all steps necessary to obtain access to those facilities on a
fair and equitable basis including, but not limited to, seeking review of the wheeling
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statutes by the California Supreme Court in
Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California vs. Imperial Irrigation District, et
al., S089760.
3.3.2 Non-firm Supplies from Metropolitan

In addition to transfers supplies, other
imported supplies from Metropolitan may
be available to the Authority. This water is
considered a non-firm supply because it
would be subject to call by other
Metropolitan agencies having a preferential right to such supplies. In addition,
Metropolitan is in the process of formulating a new rate structure and it is unknown
at this time what final rights and cost structure will emerge from this process.
3.4 SUMMARY OF IMPORTED WATER SUPPLIES
Table 3-6 shows the Authority’s projected mix of future imported water supplies.
In year 2000 imported deliveries will of necessity still be met by Metropolitan and
equal an estimated 580,000 AF. The Authority’s 2000 Plan is to pursue water
transfers to help meet future demands and improve the water quality of the
Authority’s imported supplies, to the extent that these needs cannot be satisfied
from the development and enhancement of local water supplies (Refer to Section
4). Staff will conduct an ongoing evaluation of the most advantageous mix of supplies to best meet future water supply needs. A critical but unknown factor as of the
date of this 2000 Plan is the outcome of the key issues pending at Metropolitan
(Refer to Section 3.1.4).
TABLE 3-6
PROJECTED IMPORTED WATER SUPPLIES
(AF/ YR)
2005

2010

80,000

180,000

200,000 200,000

Firm Supply from Metropolitan

303,630 303,630

303,630 303,630

Other Competitive Imported Sources

172,370

TOTAL IMPORTED SUPPLIES

556,000 549,100

IID Water Transfer

65,470

2015

73,470

2020

85,870

577,100 589,500

Firm supply from Metropolitan is based on the Authority’s existing preferential right at
Metropolitan.
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