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Presentation Notes
The three main imported water supply sources for Southern California are:LA Aqueduct owned and operated by LADWP has a capacity of 500 TAF, however recent enviro issues and obligations to protect Mono Lake and dust control abatement in the Owens Valley has reduced supplies on that system.With respect to MWD’s imported water supplies, we have supplies with contract for with the State of CA.  We convey that water though the SWP.  Metropolitans contract is for up to 2 MAF, subject to availability.   The second source is the Colorado River Aqueduct.  Design and building the CRA is the reason Metropolitan was formed back in 192?.  The Aqueduct capacity is 1.25 MAFBut like the LA Aqueduct Metropolitan’s two imported water sources have had challenges that have reduced supply reliability the the years.  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
So as you probably got a sense of yesterday, the Colorado river is divided up between a series of compacts and decreesThe upper basin received 7.5 maf, the lower basin received 7.5 maf and through a Treat with the US, Mexico received 1.5 mafSubsequent agreements further divided the river  and as you can see here each state received an apportionment of that waterSo why all the fuss… this looks pretty straightforward… not everything is as simple as it looks.So these are the apportionments… now here is how the actual water deliveries looked like in the 1990’s.  All states, except for one, was using well below their apportionments. CA developed faster then the other states, and it was able to use water the other slower developing states were not using and this allowed CA to bring in 5.1 maf. OK, so this worked, for a while… that all changed in 2002 when NV and AZ started to use their full apportionments and told CA, you need to live within your means.  So CA had to develop a plan to reduce its use down to 4.4 maf



Presenter
Presentation Notes
So this meant the CA users of the Colorado River needed to work together to divide up the 4.4 maf.  So who are the CR users in CA?  Here are the key players..Coachella who is like MWD both a CRA and SWP contractor.. Both urban and ag useIID – the largest ag agency in the nation Yuma and PVID – also ag agencies



                     

   
1. Palo Verde  
2. Yuma Project  
3. (a) Imperial & Coachella    
  (b) Palo Verde 
4. Metropolitan                                     550 TAF 

             Total Basic Apportionment   4.4 MAF 

 
5. Metropolitan                                     662 TAF 
6. Imperial, Coachella, Palo Verde     300 TAF                                            

 
3.85 MAF 

 
 



     maf 
  PVID       

   Yuma Project       
IID     3.10 
CVWD    0.33 
MWD *    0.55 
  Total   4.40 

 
*Amount fluctuates based on PVID/Yuma Project use, unused IID and 
CVWD water 

0.42  (Average) 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On April 24, 1930, Metropolitan and the Secretary entered into a water delivery contract pursuant to the Boulder Canyon Project Act.  As a result of concerns voiced over the contract by other California agencies, and to provide more specific information on the distribution of water for incorporation into other California water delivery contracts, the Secretary requested the State of California to provide a recommendations as to the allocation of the State’s apportionment.This resulted in the Seven Party Agreement executed on August 18, 1931 by the: Palo Verde Irrigation District Imperial Irrigation District Coachella Valley Water District Metropolitan City of Los Angeles City of San Diego County of San DiegoThe Seven Party Agreement was incorporated into the water delivery contracts which Palo Verde, Imperial, Coachella, and the City of San Diego entered into with the Secretary.  Metropolitan’s 1930 contract was supplemented accordingly.



 
Agricultural Conservation Measures with IID 

 
 
      
    



 
Line the All-American, Coachella Canals 

 
 
      
    



 
Incentivize PVID Farmers to Not Grow Crops 
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End of Calendar Year 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Metropolitan Storage in Lake Mead supports IRP dry-year CRA goal of full aqueductYear	ICS 	Drop 2 	Desalter 	Total 2006 	40262 	0 	0 	40262 2007 	41398 	0 	0 	41398 2008 	27573 	66,000 	0 	93573 2009 	79790 	66,000 	0 	145790 2010 	173217 	66,000 	16,750 	255967 2011 	344439 	66,000 	24,397 	434836 Projected to store an additional 70 TAF in 2012
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Lake Mead Storage 

2000 – 2017 

Surplus 

Shortage 



Basin States Developing Drought 
Contingency Plans 



Proposal for CA to reduce diversions at lower Lake 
Mead levels includes: 

Allowing agencies to store and recover ICS 
during shortages 

Allowing CA to exchange water with other states 
during shortages 

Allowing binational exchanges during shortages 
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Presentation Notes
Metropolitan Storage in Lake Mead supports IRP dry-year CRA goal of full aqueductYear	ICS 	Drop 2 	Desalter 	Total 2006 	40262 	0 	0 	40262 2007 	41398 	0 	0 	41398 2008 	27573 	66,000 	0 	93573 2009 	79790 	66,000 	0 	145790 2010 	173217 	66,000 	16,750 	255967 2011 	344439 	66,000 	24,397 	434836 Projected to store an additional 70 TAF in 2012



                     



                     

Formed in 1905 
Sustained by ag drainage 

50% saltier than ocean 
Salinity increase 1%/yr 
Frequent fish kills 

Sea protected from IID-SDCWA 
Transfer impacts for 15 years 

IID to deliver 800 TAF of 
“mitigation water” to Salton 
Sea through 2017 
Provided time for state to 
develop long-term solution 



2008 state issued Draft EIR 
Preferred Alternative: 

      $9 billion cost 
 
2014:  IID petitioned SWRCB 
 
2015-16:  SWRCB Workshops 
 
2016:  State adds $80 million 
to state budget for Sea 
 
Sept 2016:  Fed-State MOU 
 
January 2017:  DOI Secretarial 
Directive 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Using Trust Fund monies, Needles would be responsible for:-constructing Stage 2 of the Project to increase Project capacity to 10,000 acre-feet per year,-conducting studies to forecast the future salinity of Project water and assessing potential solutions should the salinity be projected to exceed the threshold,-implementing a solution to reduce the salinity of Project water, or acquiring a less expensive alternative supply to replace Project water, and-defraying any incremental increase in operation, maintenance, replacement, and administration costs necessary to operate and maintain the solution to reduce salinity. 





                     

“The best way to  
predict your future 

is to create it.” 
 

- Abraham Lincoln 



213-217- 6520 
whasencamp@mwdh2o.com 
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