
1 

WORKSHOP MEETING OF THE 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS WITH MET DIRECTORS 

MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT OF ORANGE COUNTY 
18700 Ward Street, Board Room, Fountain Valley, California 

January 5, 2011, 8:30 a.m. 
 
 

AGENDA 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION/COMMENTS 
At this time members of the public will be given an opportunity to address the Board 
concerning items within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board.  Members of the public 
may also address the Board about a particular Agenda item at the time it is considered by 
the Board and before action is taken. 
 
The Board requests that all members of the public who want to address the Board complete 
a “Request to be Heard” form available from the Board Secretary prior to the meeting. 
 
ITEMS DISTRIBUTED TO THE BOARD LESS THAN 72 HOURS PRIOR TO MEETING 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.5,non-exempt public records that relate to 
open session agenda items and are distributed to a majority of the Board less than seventy-
two (72) hours prior to the meeting will be available for public inspection in the lobby of the 
District’s business office located at 18700 Ward Street, Fountain Valley, California 92708, 
during regular business hours.  When practical, these public records will also be made 
available on the District’s Internet Web site, accessible at http://www.mwdoc.com. 
 
 (NEXT RESOLUTION NO. 1897) 
 
 
PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
1. MET’S DRAFT LONG-RANGE FINANCIAL PLAN 
 
 Recommendation: Review and discuss. 
 
2. UPDATE ON WATER SUPPLY CONDITIONS 
 
 Recommendation: Review and discuss. 
 
3. STATUS REPORT ON MET’S BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE  
 
 Recommendation: Review and discuss. 
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4. MET ITEMS CRITICAL TO ORANGE COUNTY 
 

a) MWD’s Water Supply Allocation Plan 

b) MWD’s Blue Ribbon Committee 

c) Long Range Finance Plan  

d) Colorado River Issues 

e) Bay Delta/State Water Project Issues 

f) MET’s Ocean Desalination Policy and Potential Participation by MET in the South 
Orange Coastal Ocean Desalination Project (formerly Dana Point Desalination 
Project) 

g) IRWD Strand Ranch Water Transfer & MET’s Policy on State Water Project 
Transfers 

h) Orange County Reliability Projects 

 
Recommendation: Discuss and provide input on information relative to the MET 

items of critical interest to Orange County. 
 
5. METROPOLITAN (MET) BOARD AND COMMITTEE AGENDA DISCUSSION 

ITEMS 
 
 a. Summary regarding December MET Board Meeting 
 b. Review items of significance for the January MET Board and Committee  

Agendas 
 
 Recommendation: Review, discuss and take action as appropriate. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Note: Accommodations for the Disabled.  Any person may make a request for a disability-related 
modification or accommodation needed for that person to be able to participate in the public meeting by 
telephoning Maribeth Goldsby, District Secretary, at (714) 963-3058, or writing to Municipal Water District 
of Orange County at P.O. Box 20895, Fountain Valley, CA 92728. Requests must specify the nature of 
the disability and the type of accommodation requested. A telephone number or other contact information 
should be included so that District staff may discuss appropriate arrangements. Persons requesting a 
disability-related accommodation should make the request with adequate time before the meeting for the 
District to provide the requested accommodation. 



 

Budgeted (Y/N):   Budgeted amount:   

Action item amount:   Line item:   

Fiscal Impact (explain if unbudgeted):   
 

 

Item No. 1
 

 
 

DISCUSSION ITEM 
January 5, 2011 

 
 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Kevin Hunt    Staff Contact:  Harvey De La Torre 
 General Manager       
  
 
SUBJECT: MET’s DRAFT LONG-RANGE FINANCIAL PLAN 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Board of Directors review and discuss this information. 
 
 
REPORT 
 
Metropolitan’s Chief Financial Officer Brian Thomas will present on MET’s Draft Long-
Range Financial Plan. 
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2010 Long Range Finance Plan 
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Executive Summary 
 

The ability to ensure a reliable supply of high quality water for Metropolitan’s 26 
member agencies depends on Metropolitan’s ongoing ability to fund operations and 
maintenance, maintain and augment local and imported water supplies, fund 
replacements and refurbishment of existing infrastructure, and invest in system 
improvements.  Metropolitan’s 2010 Long Range Finance Plan (2010 LRFP) is the ten-
year plan supporting long range resource, capital investment and operational planning.  
As such, it includes a forecast of future costs and the revenues necessary to support 
operations and investments in infrastructure and resources that are derived from the 2010 
Update to the Integrated Resources Plan (2010 IRP Update) and other planning processes 
while conforming to Metropolitan's financial policies.  These financial policies, which 
address reserve levels, financial indicators, and capital funding strategies, ensure sound 
financial management and fiscal stability for Metropolitan. 

This is the sixth update of the LRFP.  The first LRFP was completed in December 1986, 
and was followed by updates in 1987, 1988, 1995, 1999 and 2004.  Since the first LRFP 
was adopted, numerous financial policies and recommendations have been implemented 
including:  

• Creating the Water Rate Stabilization Fund; 

• Establishing the ability to impose a water standby and availability of service charge; 

• Broadening authority to invest funds in Metropolitan’s investment portfolio; 

• Creating the Pay-As-You-Go Fund; 

• Developing a PAYG policy and funding strategy; renaming the fund the Replacement 
and Refurbishment Fund and setting a maximum end-of-year fund balance of $95 
million; 

• Developing a variable rate debt management program; managing variable rate 
exposure based on the net dollar impact to Metropolitan of changes in interest rates; 
limiting variable rate debt to 40 percent of total debt outstanding;  

• Implementing a working capital reserve policy; 

• Determining the minimum and maximum Water Rate Stabilization Fund reserve 
targets; and 

• Clarifying use of the fixed charge coverage ratio of 1.2 times as a financial target. 

A critical element to any long-term planning process is the input from the member 
agencies and their customers.  This is particularly important since Metropolitan’s water 
rates play an important role in the investment decisions regarding local resources.  This 
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update of the 2010 LRFP has been drafted with input from the member agencies and the 
Business and Finance Committee.  Beginning in mid-2007, Metropolitan formed the 
LRFP Workgroup and began meeting with member agency staff to solicit input into the 
development of the 2010 LRFP.  Approximately two dozen meetings have been held to 
discuss rate and financial policy issues.  In addition, briefings have been provided to the 
Business and Finance Committee throughout the process. 

Figure 1: 2010 LRFP Financial Metrics 

 

 

Figure 1 summarizes the financial metrics of the 2010 LRFP.  The 2010 LRFP includes a 
rate forecast, given Metropolitan's existing cost-of-service and rate structure.  The base 
case forecast shows that the average water rate will increase at an annual average rate of 
approximately 5.6 percent over the next ten years.  By 2020, the average rate is expected 
to be $1,205 per acre-foot based on the planning assumptions included in the 2010 IRP 
Update, an average annual increase of $52 per acre-foot.  Components of the rate 
structure may increase at different rates depending on the costs recovered.  The full-
service treated Tier 1 water rate is estimated to be approximately $1,214 per acre-foot by 
January 1, 2020, compared to $744 per acre-foot on January 1, 2011. 

These estimated rate increases result from increasing costs for imported water supplies, 
investments in reliability through conservation and local resources, system improvements 
to water treatment, investments to maintain the conveyance and distribution system, and 
increasing operating and maintenance costs.  In alignment with the 2010 IRP Update, the 
majority of future growth in retail demands is expected to be met either by the 
development of local supply resources or by conservation efforts necessary to meet state 
policy to reduce per capita retail water use by 20 percent by 2020.  These impacts result 
in a reduction to Metropolitan’s expected sales by 2019/20 compared to 2011/12.  Annual 
expenditures, excluding funding of the CIP, are expected to increase from $1.4 billion in 
2010/11 to $2.1 billion by 2019/20, or an annual average increase of about 5 percent.  
Metropolitan's share of the costs to address the Bay-Delta are expected to increase to 
about $150 million by 2019/20.  During this same period, capital investments are 
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expected to be about $4.0 billion.  To finance these capital investments, the 2010 LRFP 
anticipates funding at least $125 million per year of replacement and refurbishment 
capital outlays from water sales revenues, and by issuing an additional $2.8 billion in 
revenue bond debt. 

The planning documented in the 2010 IRP Update and the 2010 LRFP is necessary for 
Metropolitan to successfully fund the many investments necessary to meet the challenges 
facing the region over the next ten years with manageable rate increases.  Among the 
more significant challenges are: 

• Investing in the elements of the 2010 IRP Update to ensure reliable water supplies 
for Metropolitan’s service area. 

• Continuing to develop cost-effective dry-year programs that, when combined with 
storage, transfers, and exchanges developed through the Quantification Settlement 
Agreement (QSA), provide the ability to maximize Colorado River Aqueduct 
deliveries during dry years. 

• Ensuring viable use of Metropolitan’s State Water Project supplies during wet, 
normal, and dry years in ways that mitigate environmental impacts and improve 
reliability in the delivery of existing supplies through mid- and long-term Delta 
improvements. 

• Implementing capital improvements at treatment plants to ensure compliance with 
increasingly stringent water quality regulations, while meeting the public’s 
expectations regarding the aesthetics of their water supply. 

• Funding an estimated $4.0 billion capital program that provides projects meeting 
water quality, reliability, stewardship and information technology directives. 

• Collaborating with member agencies to achieve higher retail water use efficiency, 
in compliance with state policy. 

• Incentivizing local supply development, including recycled water, groundwater 
recovery and local storage. 

Water Sales Forecast 

Water sales revenue provides approximately 80 percent of the revenues necessary to 
support Metropolitan’s capital and operating costs.  For financial planning purposes, it is 
expected that demand for Metropolitan supplies will decrease from 2.0 million acre-feet 
in 2011/12 to 1.9 million acre-feet by 2019/20.  This is significantly different from prior 
long range finance plans, which have forecasted increasing sales levels.  The primary 
reason for this change is that the 2010 IRP Update contemplates continued investment in 
local resources, primarily water recycling and ocean desalination, and retail and regional 
conservation measures to meet state policy regarding water use efficiency.  By 2019/20, 
conservation and water efficiency initiatives will result in a further reduction of regional 
water use by an estimated 580,000 acre-feet.  Local resource augmentation will result in 
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approximately 600,000 acre-feet of local supply, including production already anticipated 
from existing programs.  These local supplies and increased conservation and water use 
efficiency reduce the need for imported water and expected water sales by Metropolitan. 

Figure 2 shows historic and forecast water sales.  Since 1989/90, Metropolitan sales have 
averaged 2.0 million acre-feet.  As noted above, expected sales are forecast to decrease 
compared to those levels to 1.9 million acre-feet by 2019/20.  Under changed economic, 
climatic and hydrologic conditions, sales over the next ten years could range between 1.3 
million acre-feet and 2.4million acre-feet. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update 
The 2010 IRP Update is the roadmap for developing a diversified water resource 
portfolio for urban Southern California that will meet demands through 2035 under 
foreseeable hydrologic conditions by utilizing an adaptive management approach.  
Funding the investments in local supplies (e.g., water recycling, groundwater conjunctive 
use, and conservation), water transfers and storage, and Metropolitan’s supply sources on 
the Colorado River and State Water Project System are important elements of the 2010 
LRFP.  The 2010 IRP Update includes investments in local resources that will increase 
annual yield from water recycling, groundwater recovery, and ocean desalination to 
approximately 600,000 acre-feet by 2019/20.  

By 2019/20, conservation and water efficiency initiatives will result in an additional 
reduction of regional water use beyond that already achieved by Metropolitan's 
conservation programs by an estimated 580,000 acre-feet.  Metropolitan will continue to 
provide funding to offset a portion of the costs for many of these local investments.  
Forecasted expenditures for these demand management program costs are shown in 
Figure 3.  It is expected that the Water Stewardship Rate will increase by about $17 per 
acre-foot over the next ten years to fund Metropolitan’s contribution.   

2.
53

2.
38

1.
85

1.
90

1.
86

1.
72

1.
51 1.
71

1.
63

1.
48 1.

97 2.
18 2.
27 2.
35

2.
30

2.
22

2.
12 2.
26

2.
30

2.
16

1.
94

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

20
07

20
08

20
09

20
10

20
11

20
12

20
13

20
14

20
15

20
16

20
17

20
18

20
19

20
20

M
ill

io
n 

Ac
re

-F
ee

t

Cash Year Ending

Actual Sales
Average Sales (1990-2010)
Projection - High
Projection - Expected
Projection - Low

Figure 2: Water Sales, Historic and Forecast 



 6 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, expenditures will be made to improve the reliability of SWP deliveries 
through mid- and long-term Delta improvements and develop dry-year programs on the 
CRA that, when combined with storage, transfers, and exchanges, provide the ability to 
maximize CRA deliveries.  The expenditures for additional water supply programs 
supplies associated with the CRA and SWP systems are shown in Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Supply Program Costs 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Capital Investment Plan (CIP) 

Metropolitan will be investing in infrastructure necessary to treat, store, and deliver 
water.  Many of these investments will be required to repair and replace aging facilities.  
Figure 3 includes the expected cash flow for these capital investments estimated during 
the 2010/11 and 2011/12 budgeting processes.  The ten-year forecasted CIP through 
2019/20 is estimated at $4.0 billion.  To help mitigate expected future rate increases and 
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to reflect revisions to the timing and sizing of capital projects, the CIP is adjusted 
annually.  The major elements of the ten-year forecasted capital program are shown in 
Figure 5 and summarized in Table 1. 

Figure 5: Capital Investment Plan 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The CIP will be funded from a combination of bond proceeds and operating revenues.  In 
order to mitigate increases in water rates, provide financial flexibility, and support 
Metropolitan's high credit ratings including maintaining revenue bond debt service and 
fixed charge coverage ratios, $125 million per year of R&R projects will need to be paid 
from current revenues.  This level of R&R funding is consistent with the Board policy 
adopted in June 2002 that more R&R expenditures would be funded from revenues.  The 
R&R expenditures in the 2010 LRFP are capped at $125 million, with the balance funded 
from debt proceeds.  Bond funded expenditures will include a combination of variable 
and fixed rate debt.  Debt has been structured to mitigate near-term rate impacts and 
smooth out long-term debt service.  Table 1 shows total capital expenditures and funding 
sources.  Variable rate debt is used to mitigate interest cost over the long-term, while 
mitigating interest rate exposure. 
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Table 1: Capital Expenditures and Funding Sources 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Operating and Maintenance Costs 
Basic operating and maintenance (O&M) expenses are expected to rise from $337 million 
in 2010/11 to about $544 million by 2019/20, an annualized increase of about 5.5 
percent.  This forecast includes Departmental O&M, variable treatment plant costs, and 
other O&M expenditures.  During this timeframe, inflation is assumed to be 3.5 percent.  
Items that are driving overall O&M costs up more rapidly than the rate of inflation 
include rising benefit costs for pensions and medical costs for active and retired 
employees.  In addition, the 2010 LRFP assumes Metropolitan begins setting aside funds 
to meet future retiree medical costs (Other than pension Post Employment Benefits, or 
OPEB) much like promised retirement benefits, rather than continuing to pay for retiree 
medical costs on a pay-as-you-go basis.  The 2010 LRFP incorporates $10 million to 
begin funding OPEB in 2011/12, followed by $15 million in 2012/13 and $20 million in 
2013/14 and each year thereafter, fully funding the annual required contribution. 

Rate Forecast 
Since water sales volumes are declining over the planning period, water rates and charges 
will need to increase to fund the increase in projected expenditures.  Metropolitan’s 
objective is to provide manageable average annual increases in rates and charges at 
approximately 5.6 percent per year.  As shown in Figure 6, the average rate (all rates and 
charges revenue divided by sales) is expected to increase from $733 per acre-foot in 
fiscal year 2011 to approximately $1,205 per acre-foot in fiscal year 2020.  Actual rate 
increases will depend on a number of important variables including water sales volumes, 
the cost of power to pump water on the CRA and the SWP, water quality regulations, the 
pace of local resource development, the total cost and schedule of the CIP and the rate of 
increase in operations and maintenance costs.   

Fiscal Year Ending 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total
By Driver

Efficiency 2.0$      10.8$    3.1$      -$       -$       -$       -$       -$       -$       -$       15.9$         
Rehabilitation & Replacements 142.9    179.3    246.3    296.2    229.3    245.9    244.4    302.1    384.1    387.4    2,657.9      
Stewardship 9.4        48.0      54.3      62.0      28.3      -           -           -           -           -           202.0         
Supply 8.7        13.4      10.0      15.9      11.3      -           -           -           -           -           59.2           
Water Quality 96.9      89.6      72.1      83.6      80.1      -           -           -           -           -           422.3         
Unidentified System Improvements -           -           -           -           -           130.0    130.0    130.0    130.0    130.0    650.0         
Total 259.9$  341.0$  385.8$  457.7$  349.1$  375.9$  374.4$  432.1$  514.1$  517.4$  4,007.4$    

By System Improvements and R&R
System Improvements 117.0$  161.8$  139.5$  161.5$  119.8$  130.0$  130.0$  130.0$  130.0$  130.0$  1,349.5$    
Rehabilitation and Replacements 142.9    179.3    246.3    296.2    229.3    245.9    244.4    302.1    384.1    387.4    2,657.9      
Total 259.9$  341.0$  385.8$  457.7$  349.1$  375.9$  374.4$  432.1$  514.1$  517.4$  4,007.4$    

Totals may not foot due to rounding.
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Financial Policy Changes 
To prepare for these challenges, the following financial policy principles are included for 
Board affirmation.  Metropolitan currently enjoys very favorable credit ratings.  These 
favorable ratings allow Metropolitan to maintain its low-cost borrowing capability and 
access the capital markets on more favorable terms than other lower rated municipalities 
throughout the country.  Board affirmation of financial policies that support sound 
financial management and fiscal stability will ensure that Metropolitan continues to be a 
highly rated credit. 

Revenues Set to Meet Costs to Serve, Minimum Reserve Levels 

As has been seen from the last several years, Metropolitan's risks to raising necessary 
revenues are not limited to a wet hydrology, but include a weak economy, mild summer 
weather and regulatory actions that limit supplies.  Maintaining adequate reserve levels 
will help ensure financial stability during periods of revenue uncertainty, while 
maintaining liquidity needs and providing financial flexibility.  Reserves should not be 
used to fund systemic cost increases.  Therefore, the Board should set rates at levels 
necessary to fund the costs of providing services to Metropolitan's member agencies and 
maintain minimum reserve levels. 

R&R Levels to Support Established Coverage Targets, Preserve Revenue Bonding 
Capacity, and Provide Financial Flexibility  

In previous LRFPs, the Board restated its commitment to maintain Metropolitan’s aging 
infrastructure.  In order to support revenue bond and fixed coverage ratios, provide 
financial flexibility, and maintain Metropolitan's ability to continue issuing Water 
Revenue bonds, the 2010 LRFP proposes that $125 million per year of R&R projects be 
paid from current revenues.  Revenue bond coverage is one primary indicator in 

73
3 

78
7 

82
5 

86
6 

91
0 

96
4 

1,
02

2 

1,
07

8 

1,
14

2 

1,
20

5 

$-

$200 

$400 

$600 

$800 

$1,000 

$1,200 

$1,400 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

R
at

es
 ($

/A
F)

Calendar Year

Figure 6: Average Rate Forecast 



 10 

determining a municipal entity's ability to fund its annual debt service costs. It measures 
the degree to which revenues, after paying recurring operating expenditures, are available 
to fund revenue bond debt service.  Using cash from revenues to fund R&R helps to meet 
Metropolitan's revenue bond coverage target of 2.0 times and the fixed coverage target of 
1.2 times, as fixed coverage accounts for the fixed capital costs of the SWP.  If 
Metropolitan were to fund the CIP, including R&R, solely with bond proceeds, future 
rates would be higher, coverages would be lower, and flexibility would be reduced as the 
balance sheet was leveraged.  Cash funding R&R at higher levels also provides a relief 
mechanism to ratchet down required expenditures during periods when revenues are 
uncertain or challenged, as was experienced in the last three Metropolitan budget 
processes.  

Finally, Metropolitan's ability to use Water Revenue bonds to finance capital 
expenditures is limited under the Act.  As of 2010/11, Metropolitan has about $1.4 billion 
of Water Revenue bonding capacity.  If Metropolitan were to use 100 percent bond 
financing for the $4.0 billion CIP, including R&R, Metropolitan's ability to issue Water 
Revenue bonds could be limited. While there are financing alternatives Metropolitan 
could use, they would all be more costly. 

The LRFP report is organized as follows: 

Section 1 – Aligning with the 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update (2010 IRP Update) 
- a description of how the major components of the 2010 IRP Update have been 
incorporated into the 2010 LRFP, including investments in local resources, conservation 
and imported supplies; 

Section 2 – Financial Forecast - a discussion of the expected financial forecast including 
expenditures, revenues, financial indicators such as reserve levels and fixed charge 
coverage ratio and a range of potential outcomes for projected water rates based on risk 
factors that could affect the expected rate forecast; 

Section 3 –Capital Financing Strategy - a detailed discussion of the proposed strategy that 
will be used to finance capital improvements over the next ten years, including the use of 
variable rate debt and asset liability management; 

Appendix 1 – Bond Refunding Guidelines - a discussion of Metropolitan’s bond 
refunding parameters, which are used to reduce the carrying cost of debt; 

Appendix 2 – Master Swap Policy - the policy adopted by the Board to manage and 
execute interest rate swaps as a part of Metropolitan’s asset/liability management 
process; 

Appendix 3 – Investment Policy – the policy adopted by the Board to direct investment 
of Metropolitan funds.  

Appendix 4 – Master Revenue Bond Resolution.  
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Section 1. 
Aligning with the 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update  

(2010 IRP Update) 
This section summarizes the key aspects of the 2010 Integrated Resources Plan Update 
(2010 IRP Update) and how they have incorporated into the 2010 LRFP.  There are four 
key resource areas that make up the Core Resources Strategy.  These four areas are: 1) 
improve the reliability of the SWP through mid- and long-term Delta improvements; 2) 
develop dry year programs that, when combined with storage, transfers, and exchanges 
developed through the QSA, provide a maximized CRA; 3) encourage retail and regional 
compliance with 20 percent conservation per capita by 2020 water use efficiency goals; 
and 4) enhance options to incentivize in local supply augmentation.  This section 
describes how these key resource areas were incorporated into the 2010 LRFP.   

Water Sales Forecast 
For financial planning purposes, it is expected that demand for Metropolitan supplies will 
decrease from 2.0 million acre-feet in 2011/12 to 1.9 million acre-feet by 2019/20.  This 
is significantly different from prior long range finance plans, which have forecasted 
increasing sales levels.  The primary reason for this change is that the 2010 IRP Update 
contemplates continued investment in local resources, primarily water recycling, 
groundwater recovery and ocean desalination, and retail and regional conservation 
measures to meet state policy regarding water use efficiency.  By 2019/20, conservation 
and water efficiency initiatives will result in an additional reduction of regional water use 
beyond that already achieved by Metropolitan's conservation programs by an estimated 
580,000 acre-feet.  Local resource augmentation will result in approximately 600,000 
acre-feet of production from existing and new programs to promote water recycling, 
groundwater recovery, and desalination.  These local supplies and increased conservation 
and water use efficiency reduce the need for imported water and expected water sales by 
Metropolitan. 

Figure 7 shows historic and forecast water sales.  Since 1989/90, Metropolitan sales have 
averaged 2.0 million acre-feet.  As noted above, expected sales are forecast to decrease 
below this average to 1.9 million acre-feet by 2019/20.  Under changed economic, 
climatic and hydrologic conditions, sales in any of the next ten years could range between 
1.3 million acre-feet and 2.4 million acre-feet.   
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Local Resources 
Local resources, including groundwater recovery, water recycling, seawater desalination, 
and conservation are fundamental aspects of the 2010 IRP Update.  Financial incentives 
by Metropolitan will support local projects that are expected to develop approximately 
600,000 acre-feet of new supplies by 2019/20.  These investments result in additional 
water supply, and just as importantly, defer the need for Metropolitan to construct new 
treatment and distribution capacity and are consistent with State policy to reduce per 
capita water use. 

Metropolitan’s cost for funding local resources including conservation, recycling and 
groundwater recovery currently amounts to $57 million.  These payments are funded 
through the Water Stewardship Rate, which is charged for every acre-foot of water 
delivered by Metropolitan.  By 2019/20 Metropolitan’s funding for conservation, 
recycling, and desalination is expected to increase to $76 million.  The increase is 
attributable to the need to finance the additional yield from existing and committed 
projects under Metropolitan’s Local Resources Program (LRP), as well as the yield from 
new projects anticipated as part of implementing the 2010 IRP Update.  The yield from 
the 2010 IRP Update is expected to increase to approximately 600,000 acre-feet in 
2019/20, made up of existing projects producing 387,000 acre-feet of recycled water, 
136,000 acre-feet of groundwater recovery, and 56,000 acre-feet of desalination, 
augmented by another 16,000 acre-feet of additional local resources.   

Figure 8 shows the expected local resources expenditures to fund the requirements of the 
2010 IRP Update.  The 2010 LRFP includes an annual escalation of 3.5 percent in 
expenditures for the conservation program.  Local Resources Program expenditures 
increase through 2018/19, reflecting growth in production from contracts.  In 2019/20, 
expenditures begin to drop as contracts become more cost effective when compared to 
Metropolitan's average effective rate.  As a result of these investments, Metropolitan’s 
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Water Stewardship Rate is expected to increase from $41 per acre-foot in calendar year 
2010/2011 to $58 per acre-foot in 2019/20. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Imported Supplies 

Colorado River 

Historically, Metropolitan received about 1.25 million acre-feet each year from the 
Colorado River.  But, due to the significant drought in the Colorado River watershed and 
negotiations regarding the allocation of Colorado River supplies among the California 
contractors and the other basin states, California’s allocation of Colorado River water 
was limited to 4.4 million acre-feet in 2003.  This limitation fell squarely on Metropolitan 
as the fourth priority use on the river.  In October 2003, Metropolitan and the other 
California contractors (with the exception of the Palo Verde Irrigation District) executed 
the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA).  The QSA lays out a framework for 
transferring water from agricultural uses to urban needs.  The QSA identifies specific 
projects that will result in an increase in diversions through Metropolitan’s 
Colorado River Aqueduct.  In addition, the execution of the QSA provides the 
opportunity for Metropolitan to access “special surplus” supplies under the Interim 
Surplus Guidelines, if hydrological conditions on the river improve.  The transfer 
between the Imperial Irrigation District and the San Diego County Water Authority 
(SDCWA) will move water through the Colorado River Aqueduct.  Therefore, the 
Colorado River water deliveries, which are expected to result in a nearly full aqueduct, 
include these deliveries of Colorado River supplies to SDCWA, although Metropolitan’s 
revenues from these deliveries will be for the cost of transportation only.  
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State Water Project Supplies, Storage and Transfers   

Delivery of water through the State Water Project (SWP) system to Metropolitan is 
expected to average approximately one million acre-feet per year through 2019/20.  
Water delivered through the SWP includes deliveries of Metropolitan’s “Table A” 
amounts, carryover supplies, water transfers, and exchanges.  Deliveries from the SWP 
have been impacted by the decline of the Delta ecosystem, which ultimately triggered a 
wave of litigation and new pumping restrictions that have dramatically altered water 
management for Metropolitan.  Pumping restrictions now exist in the Delta for nine out 
of twelve months in the year, and result in a loss of supply of approximately 30 percent in 
an average year. To address these impacts to the SWP operations, as well as a myriad of 
other issues affecting the Delta, Metropolitan is participating in the development of the 
Bay-Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), which is aimed at combining long-term ecosystem 
and water system improvements.  Ecosystem restoration and water conveyance 
alternatives are being evaluated in the Delta Habitat Conservation and Conveyance 
Program (DHCCP), a partnership between the California Department of Water Resources 
(CDWR) and the United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR).  The DHCCP will 
advance the preferred alternative for water conveyance facilities and habitat restoration.  
An estimate of DHCCP costs has been included in the 2010 LRFP.   

Metropolitan has executed a number of contracts with Central Valley and Sacramento 
Valley water districts for storage and transfers.  These programs include option-based 
transfers, whereby Metropolitan pays an upfront payment for the right to exercise an 
option to take water later in the year, if conditions warrant.  In addition, Metropolitan has 
executed long-term storage and transfer programs, where Metropolitan funds 
infrastructure improvements in exchange for the right to store water in groundwater 
basins for future use during dry years.  SWP costs, including the cost of power to pump 
the water on the project, are expected to increase from $497 million in 2010/11 to $761 
million in 2019/20.  This increase is due to higher SWP energy costs, increases in the 
capital charges and minimum operations, maintenance, power, and replacement 
(OMP&R) charges, and the estimated cost of the DHCCP program. 

Summary of Rate Impacts 
Each of the elements – Local Resources, Conservation, Colorado River, and State Water 
Project and Transfers – contribute to the expected rate increases necessary to meet 
Metropolitan’s and the member agencies’ reliability objectives.  Investments in local 
supplies help to ensure reliable deliveries by reducing stress on the import delivery 
system, both in terms of supply and capacity, while investments in additional water 
transfers (particularly option-based transfers) provide necessary redundancy at relatively 
low cost.  The basic strategies of diversification and flexibility remain the foundation of 
the 2010 IRP Update, and are reflected in the costs and rates forecast for the next ten 
years.  Metropolitan’s rates are forecast to increase about 5.6 percent on an annualized 
basis from 2010/11 to 2019/20, while supporting the investments and operating and 
maintenance costs necessary to meet the region’s needs for a reliable, high quality supply 
of water.  
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Section 2. 
Financial Forecast 

Section 2 provides a forecast of Metropolitan's major areas of expenditures and 
revenues. Expenditures include cost for the SWP, CRA power, operations, demand 
management programs, debt service, and fund deposits.  Revenues include water 
revenues, ad valorem taxes, interest income, and power sales revenues.  The forecast 
reflects Metropolitan’s best estimates at this time and should not be viewed as a precise 
prediction, but rather as an indication of expected trends. The forecast is based on 
current board policies, the current rate structure, and assumptions about future 
conditions. 

Expenditures 
Expenditures include the State Water Project (SWP), supply programs to augment 
available Colorado River and State Water Project supplies, power costs on the CRA, 
capital financing costs (debt service, bond defeasance and R&R Fund), demand 
management costs and operations and maintenance costs.  Annual expenditures, 
excluding funding of the CIP, are expected to increase from $1.4 billion in 2010/11 to 
$2.2 billion by 2019/20, or an annual average rate increase of 5 percent.    Figure 9 
illustrates the overall trend in these expenditure categories. 

Figure 9: Expenditures 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

State Water Project 

Metropolitan is one of 29 agencies that contract with the State of California for service 
from the State Water Project.  Metropolitan is obligated to pay its share of the capital and 
minimum operations, maintenance, power, and replacement (OMP&R) charges of the 
project regardless of the amount of water actually received.  In addition, Metropolitan 
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pays the power costs to convey the water.  The 2010 LRFP assumes that SWC costs, 
including power, will increase from their current level of $497 million to $761 million in 
2019/20, as shown in Figure 10.  Currently, SWC costs account for 35 percent of 
Metropolitan’s 2010/11 expenditures. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capital, OMP&R, and Off Aqueduct Power Facilities (OAPF) charges are based on 
information from DWR.  Metropolitan prepares a forecast of variable power costs based 
on the estimated resources needed to convey water through the project.  SWP variable 
power costs are projected to increase about 180 percent over the 10-year forecasting 
period.  The SWP owns substantial generating resources, including the Hyatt complex, 
recovery generation units on the Aqueduct, and a contract for power from the Kings 
River Conservation District's Pine Flat generating facility.  The SWP is a participant in 
the Lodi Energy Center, a natural gas-fired combined cycle generating facility located in 
Lodi, California, and operated by the Northern California Power Agency.  The SWP will 
also be acquiring renewable resources.  No projects are currently identified, however 
potential projects include solar and small hydroelectric generating facilities, and cost 
estimates for this resource are in the forecast.  Additional resources necessary to meet the 
balance of the project's energy requirements will be obtained from the wholesale energy 
market. The resourcing of the SWP as included in the 2010 LRFP is consistent with 
DWR's current long-term energy planning.   

The SWP energy requirements to move water to Metropolitan on the East Branch through 
Devil Canyon are 3,236 kWh per acre-foot (4549 kWh pumping less 1,313 kWh 
recovery); on the West Branch through Castaic, the energy requirements are 
2,580kWh/AF (4,126 kWh pumping less 1,546 kWh recovery).   Because Metropolitan 
moves the largest amount of water on the SWP (Metropolitan’s contracted share of water 
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is 46 percent of the SWP supply) and Metropolitan’s delivery points on the East and 
West Branch are at or near the southern extreme of the SWP, Metropolitan pays between 
70 to 75% of the SWP power costs. 

Consistent with AB 32, recent state legislation to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 
California, CDWR provided notice to Nevada Energy, formerly Nevada Power 
Company, that CDWR will not extend the contract for its participation in the Reid 
Gardner Unit 4 coal generating facility beyond the current contract term ending July 
2013. The costs of Reid Gardner are recovered through the OAFP charges.  These 
charges will gradually decline through the ten-year period of the 2010 LRFP as trailing 
debt service associated with Reid Gardner and two defunct geothermal projects 
eventually are paid off.  The SWP benefits from having a large base of zero-emission 
hydroelectric resources, and with the termination of the Reid Gardner contract, should 
meet AB 32's requirement for emissions to decrease to 1990 levels by 2020.  

Deliveries from the SWP have been impacted by the decline of the Delta ecosystem, 
which ultimately triggered a wave of litigation and new pumping restrictions that have 
dramatically altered water management for Metropolitan.  Pumping restrictions now exist 
in the Delta for nine out of twelve months in the year.  

To address these impacts to the SWP operations, as well as other issues affecting the 
Delta, Metropolitan is participating in the development of the Bay-Delta Conservation 
Plan (BDCP), which is aimed at combining long-term ecosystem and water system 
improvements.  Ecosystem restoration and water conveyance alternatives are being 
evaluated in the Delta Habitat Conservation and Conveyance Program (DHCCP), a 
partnership between the CDWR and the USBR.  The DHCCP will advance the preferred 
alternative for water conveyance facilities and habitat restoration.   

An estimate of Metropolitan's share of the DHCCP costs has been included in the 2010 
LRFP.  The 2010 LRFP assumes that the cost of the DHCCP is shared equally between 
CDWR and the USBR, and that Metropolitan's share is approximately half of the CDWR 
component.  The forecast assumes that debt is issued as needed to fund capital projects 
and that debt service costs increase over time.  Metropolitan's share of the costs to 
address the Bay-Delta is expected to increase to about $150 million by 2019/20.  Water 
supply benefits are assumed to be realized outside the ten-year period of the 2010 LRFP, 
as are operations, maintenance and energy costs. 

Supply Programs 

The forecast included in the 2010 LRFP includes programs identified in the 2010 IRP 
Update.  Annual expenditures for supply programs are projected to range from $87 
million in 2011/12 to $139 million in 2019/20.  The following describes the major 
programs whose costs are included in this expenditure forecast. 
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Figure 11: Supply Program Costs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Metropolitan/Imperial Irrigation District Conservation Program 

Under a 1988 water conservation agreement, Metropolitan has funded water efficiency 
improvements within the Imperial Irrigation District's service area in return for the right 
to divert the water conserved by those investments.  Metropolitan initially obtained an 
additional 105,000 acre-feet per year under this program.  Execution of the QSA and 
amendments to the 1988 and 1989 agreements resulted in changes in the availability of 
water under the program, guaranteeing Metropolitan at least 85,000 acre-feet per year, 
with the remainder of the conserved water available to the Coachella Valley Water 
District.   

Palo Verde Land Management Program 

In May 2004, Metropolitan’s Board authorized a 35-year land management, crop rotation, 
and water supply program with the Palo Verde Irrigation District (“PVID”).  Under the 
program, participating farmers in PVID are paid to reduce their water use by not 
irrigating a portion of their land.  A maximum of 29 percent of lands within PVID can be 
fallowed in any given year.  Under the terms of the QSA, water savings within the PVID 
service area are made available to Metropolitan.  This program provides up to 133,000 
acre-feet of water to be available to Metropolitan in certain years, and a minimum of 
33,000 acre-feet per year.  

Other Colorado River Supply Programs 

Also included in the Colorado River supply programs are programs providing smaller 
water quantities or dry-year supplies.  In March 2007, Metropolitan, the City of Needles, 
and the USBR executed a Lower Colorado Water Supply Project (LCWSP) contract.  
Under the contract, Metropolitan receives, on an annual basis, LCWSP water unused by 
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Needles and other entities with no rights or insufficient rights to use of Colorado River 
water in California, the beneficiaries of the Project.  

Metropolitan and the Bureau of Reclamation executed an agreement to allow 
Metropolitan and other California contractors to store up to 1.5 million acre-feet in Lake 
Mead.  Under this agreement, intentionally-created surplus water, which is water that has 
been conserved through an extraordinary conservation measure, is eligible for storage in 
Lake Mead.  

Arvin-Edison/Metropolitan Water Management program 

Metropolitan entered into an agreement with the Arvin-Edison Water Storage District 
(“Arvin-Edison”), amended in January 2008, to store water on behalf of Metropolitan.  
Up to 350,000 acre-feet of metropolitan's water may be stored and Arvin-Edison is 
obligated to return up to 75,000 acre-feet of stored water in any year to Metropolitan, 
upon request.  To facilitate the program, new wells, spreading basins and a return 
conveyance facility connecting Arvin-Edison’s existing facilities to the California 
Aqueduct have been constructed.  The agreement also provides Metropolitan priority use 
of Arvin-Edison’s facilities to convey water available on the eastside of the San Joaquin 
Valley to the California Aqueduct.  This agreement terminates in 2035 unless extended.     

Semitropic Groundwater Storage and Exchange program 

In 1994 Metropolitan entered into an agreement with the Semitropic Water Storage 
District ("Semitropic"), located adjacent to the California Aqueduct north of Bakersfield, 
to store water in the groundwater basin underlying land within Semitropic.  The 
minimum annual yield available to Metropolitan from the program is 31,500 acre-feet of 
water and the maximum annual yield is 223,000 acre-feet of water depending on the 
available unused capacity and the State Water Project allocation.   

California Aqueduct Dry-Year Transfer Programs  

Metropolitan has entered into agreements with the Kern Delta Water District ("Kern 
Delta"), the Mojave Water Agency ("Mojave"), and the San Bernardino Valley Municipal 
Water District ("SBVMWD") to insure against regulatory and operational uncertainties in 
the State Water Project system that could impact the reliability of existing supplies.  The 
total potential yield for the three agreements is approximately 80,000 acre-feet of water 
per year when sufficient water is available.  The SBVMWD agreement allows 
Metropolitan to purchase a minimum of 20,000 acre-feet on an annual basis with the 
option to purchase additional water when available.  This program terminates December 
31, 2014.  Metropolitan entered into an agreement with Kern Delta for a groundwater 
banking and exchange transfer program to allow Metropolitan to store up to 250,000 
acre-feet of State Water Contract water in wet years, and permit Metropolitan, at 
Metropolitan’s option, a return of up to 50,000 acre-feet of water annually during 
hydrologic and regulatory droughts.  Finally, Metropolitan entered into a groundwater 
banking and exchange transfer agreement with Mojave.  The agreement allows for 
Metropolitan to store water in an exchange account for later return.   
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Power Costs 

Power costs associated with the SWP were previously discussed.  With regard to the 
CRA, Metropolitan's CRA power costs are projected to increase about 80 percent over 
the 10-year forecast period. 

Metropolitan has five basic sources of power available to meet energy requirements on 
the CRA: Hoover Power, Parker Power, Benefit Energy from SCE, Exchange Power with 
SCE, and wholesale purchases from entities in the Western US. 

Metropolitan has a Service and Interchange Agreement (Agreement) with SCE that 
provides services and benefits to both parties.  The Agreement expires in 2017.  Under 
the Agreement, SCE can dispatch Metropolitan’s Hoover Dam and Parker Dam power 
entitlements and utilize excess transmission capacity on Metropolitan’s CRA 
transmission system.  SCE in return must meet Metropolitan’s CRA energy and 
reliability requirements on a continuous basis.  SCE must also provide Benefit Energy, 
the amount of which is determined annually, at no cost to Metropolitan for the benefits 
SCE receives.  

Under a contract between the United States, Department of Energy, Western Area Power 
Administration, Boulder Canyon Project and Metropolitan, Metropolitan has a right to 
approximately 247 MW of capacity at the Hoover Power Plant, which is about 12 percent 
of the total generating capacity.  Metropolitan has an annual firm energy entitlement of 
1,291 MWh (904 MWh in summer and 387 MWh in winter), which is about 28 percent 
of the total Boulder Canyon Project (Hoover) firm energy allocations. This contract 
expires in 2017, concurrent with the SCE Agreement.  Hoover Power Plant generation is 
cost-based.  Because of the benefits a low-cost, federally funded hydroelectric plant 
provides, Metropolitan is prohibited from selling Hoover Power for a profit.  Under the 
Agreement with SCE, SCE can dispatch Hoover Power as they desire, so Metropolitan 
deems Hoover energy to have been delivered in the on-peak period. 

Under a contract among the United States, Department of the Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation and Metropolitan, Metropolitan funded the total cost of construction of 
Parker Dam and incidental facilities, and 50 percent of the construction cost of the Parker 
Power Plant.  By providing the funding contribution, Metropolitan is entitled in 
perpetuity to 50 percent of the capacity and energy of the four Parker generating units, 
which is approximately 54 MW of capacity.  Parker Power is also cost-based, but there is 
no limitation on resale of the energy.  Parker Power is scheduled hourly.  Metropolitan 
schedules the maximum available in the on-peak period and decreases the schedule to the 
minimum during the off-peak period.   

In consideration of the benefits SCE receives under the Scheduling and Interchange 
Agreement, SCE provides energy to Metropolitan called Benefit Energy.  There is no 
charge for this energy.  The amount of Benefit Energy available annually depends on the 
usage of the CRA by Metropolitan.  Because SCE is obligated to meet the energy and 
reliability requirements of the CRA, they benefit if the CRA is not operating at full 
capacity. The relationship between the amount of Benefit Energy provided and pumping 
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load is inverse: the more Metropolitan pumps, the less Benefit Energy SCE provides.  
Therefore, under the high diversion scenario, Metropolitan receives slightly less Benefit 
Energy to meet pumping loads than would be realized under a lower diversion scenario.   
The minimum amount of Benefit Energy provided annually by SCE is 200,000 MWh.  
The contract sets maximum and minimum amounts of Benefit Energy that can be 
allocated monthly.  Benefit Energy can only be used to meet off-peak energy 
requirements.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

After implementation of the QSA, Metropolitan’s resources and loads are not always 
aligned throughout the year.  Metropolitan has an agreement with SCE to provide, at 
Metropolitan’s option, the exchange of power, which is used to help align power 
availability with needs.  The agreement covers a 12-month period, with no provision to 
carryover balances from one contract year to the next.  The SCE agreement provides for 
the exchange year to run from October through the following September, which matches 
the federal government’s fiscal year.  The power is valued when delivered and returned.  
SCE must receive at least the same monetary value from the energy returned as provided, 
or Metropolitan must pay the difference.  If Metropolitan returns energy with a greater 
monetary value than that provided, there is no payment to Metropolitan.  

Finally, Metropolitan can purchase power to meet any supplemental power needs from 
entities through the western United States and Canada.  Metropolitan executes these 
purchases either through bilateral contracts or the Western Systems Power Pool (WSPP) 
agreement.  Generally, these purchases are off-peak, and can be transacted in the real-
time, day-ahead, or forward markets. 

Metropolitan’s basic resource mix, which can meet delivery requirements for 
approximately 780,000 to 800,000 acre-feet, is very cost effective.  Once those resources 
are exhausted, Metropolitan acquires any balance from the wholesale market.  In the 
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event that CRA resources are less than 780,000 acre-feet, Metropolitan sells excess 
energy into the wholesale market and realizes revenues, which offset the total cost of 
energy as reflected in the System Power Rate.  Metropolitan operates its pumps at a 
constant load, so the round-the-clock average price of power in Southern California 
would reflect the energy cost to move the water.  While the pumps physically require 
about 2 MWh to move an acre-foot of water through the CRA, there is an additional 
financial impact.  As explained previously, the amount of Benefit Energy Metropolitan 
receives from SCE is inversely proportional to Metropolitan’s use of the CRA.  The less 
water Metropolitan pumps, the more Benefit Energy received from SCE.  The impact of 
moving an additional acre-foot of water reduces the amount of Benefit Energy received 
from SCE and is estimated at .317 MWh.  So, the financial impact of moving an 
additional acre-foot of water is 2.317 MWh.   

In the long term, key contracts will expire in 2017, including Hoover and the SCE 
Service and Interchange Agreement.  The 2010 LRP assumes the termination of the SCE 
Service and Interchange Agreement and the loss of about 5 percent of the Hoover 
entitlement.  Metropolitan will likely experience increased exposure to both on- and off-
peak wholesale energy prices, which will be impacted by greenhouse gas emissions 
regulations.      

Demand Management Program Costs 

To diversify the region's water supply and reduce the demand for imported water, 
Metropolitan provides financial incentives to its member agencies to support 
conservation, water recycling, groundwater recovery, and desalination projects.  
Metropolitan funds local projects and programs through its Local Resources Program 
(LRP) and Conservation Credits Program (CCP).  These demand management 
programs are alternatives to developing imported supply and regional infrastructure.  
The extent to which Metropolitan invests in local resources is determined by the 2010 
IRP Update.   
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Figure 13: Demand Management Program Costs 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A significant amount of existing local supply is already partially funded by 
Metropolitan.  Currently, Metropolitan is participating in 63 water-recycling projects.  
Fifty-eight of these projects are in operation and the remaining five projects are under 
design or construction.  Metropolitan also provides financial assistance to 23 projects 
that recover contaminated groundwater.  The yield from the 2010 IRP Update is 
expected to increase to approximately 600,000 acre-feet in 2019/20, made up of existing 
projects producing 387,000 acre-feet of recycled water, 136,000 acre-feet of groundwater 
recovery, and 56,000 acre-feet of desalination, augmented by another 16,000 acre-feet of 
additional local resources. LRP costs are projected to increase from $39 million to as 
much as $61 million over the 10-year forecast period. 

The 2010 LRFP includes an annual escalation of 3.5 percent in expenditures for the 
conservation program.  The CCP provides financial incentives to support local agencies 
implementing conservation measures.  The 2010 LRFP assumes that Metropolitan will 
continue to fund the CCP at $17 million in 2010/11, escalating to $26 million in 2019/20.  
Local Resources Program expenditures increase through 2018/19, reflecting growth in 
production from contracts.  In 2019/20, expenditures begin to drop as contracts become 
more cost effective when compared to Metropolitan's average effective rate.  As a result 
of these investments, Metropolitan’s Water Stewardship Rate is expected to increase 
from $41 per acre-foot in calendar year 2011 to $58 per acre-foot in 2020. 

Capital Investment Plan 

The projects that comprise the proposed Capital Investment Plan (CIP) have been 
identified from many Metropolitan studies of projected water needs that are embodied in 
Board approved documents such as the Integrated Water Resources Plan, Distribution 
System Overview Study, the Integrated Area Studies, and the General Manager’s 
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Business Plan.  In addition, staff and consultants have studied operational demands on 
aging facilities as well as new regulations and made recommendations for capital projects 
that will maintain infrastructure reliability and water quality standards; and studied 
business and operational processes and made recommendations for programs that will 
improve efficiency and provide future cost savings. 

In fiscal year 2000/01, the CIP was restructured to better reflect Metropolitan’s strategic 
goals of providing a reliable supply of high quality water at the lowest cost possible.  As 
part of the restructuring process, all new and existing projects are evaluated against an 
objective set of criteria to ensure existing and future capital investments are aligned with 
Metropolitan’s goals of Reliability and Water Quality.  A team comprised of staff from 
Water System Operations, Water Resources Management, Corporate Resources and 
Office of Chief Financial Officer evaluates and rates all projects. Those projects that 
directly support the goals of Reliability and Water Quality are assigned top priority for 
inclusion in Metropolitan’s proposed CIP.  

This rigorous evaluation process has resulted in a thorough review and assessment of all 
proposed capital projects by staff and managers prior to submittal to the evaluation team.  
Staff continues to conduct comprehensive field investigations that have identified a 
growing number of critical replacement and refurbishment projects and a variety of 
necessary facility upgrades related to infrastructure reliability as well as regulatory 
compliance.  Project schedules are evaluated regularly in order to plan for steadily 
increasing capital investments in infrastructure reliability and to accommodate the 
urgency of each project.   

For the project evaluation, staff is required to submit proposals for all projects that 
include scope, justification, alternatives, impact of scheduling work for a later time, and 
estimate of cost.  For existing projects, staff must also provide justification for continuing 
the project, explain any changes since inception of the project, and describe critical 
phases for the budget year.  Before a project is included in the CIP, it is evaluated and 
rated against an established set of criteria covering four key characteristics or objectives 
for capital projects: Project Necessity, Disruption of Service, Program Dependency, and 
Cost Efficiency/Productivity.  In addition, a multiplier is applied to a project rating to 
factor in a risk assessment. 

Project Drivers 

A driver is the primary reason a project is being implemented and is identified within the 
context of Metropolitan’s goals of providing a reliable supply of high quality water.  The 
projects in the CIP have been assigned to the following categories: Supply and Delivery 
Reliability, Infrastructure Reliability, Water Quality, Information Technology, and 
Stewardship.  Table 2 below provides a definition of the drivers. 
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Table 2: CIP Drivers 
 
Driver Definition 

Supply & Delivery 
Reliability 

 
 
Infrastructure Reliability 
 

 Replacement  & 
Refurbishment 
 

 Facility Upgrades 

Implementing the project will improve the capacity of the Metropolitan’s 
water supply and delivery infrastructure to meet projected demand 
increases. 

 

 

Implementing the project will replace or refurbish existing facilities and 
components in order to continue to reliably meet current service demands. 

 

Implementing the project will improve or modify Metropolitan’s 
treatment, conveyance, storage, or distribution facilities to effectively 
respond to changing operational conditions or requirements, and utilize 
new processes and/or technologies.  

Water Quality Implementing the project will ensure Metropolitan meets all applicable 
water quality regulations. 

Information Technology Implementing the project will provide economic savings that outweigh 
project costs through enhanced business and operating processes, and/or 
replace outdated computer hardware and software applications.  

Major and Ongoing Capital Programs 

Figure 14 depicts a combination of actual and projected capital expenditures over a 10-
year window, from fiscal year 2010/11 through 2019/20.  The evaluation and assessment 
process described earlier, which occurs on an annual basis, has resulted in projected 
expenditures of $260 million for fiscal year 2010/11. Major expenditures over the next 
ten years include the Oxidation Retrofit program and facility upgrade and replacement or 
refurbishment projects. Over half of the remaining budgeted expenditures beyond 
2011/12 are projected Replacements and Refurbishments.  A more detailed discussion 
about future R&R follows in the next section.  Beyond 2014/2015, the timing and 
magnitude of CIP projects is uncertain.  Metropolitan has looked at a number of future 
projects identified internally and through collaborative efforts.  While there is much 
uncertainty about which specific projects will be funded beyond 2014/15, it was assumed 
that $130 million per year of new system improvements would be funded.  This figure is 
within the range of expenditures forecasted for 2010/11 through 2014/15 ranging from a 
high of $162 million to a low of $117 million.  An estimate of potential future CIP 
projects has been shown below. 
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Figure 14: Capital Improvement Program 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The total estimated capital expenditures for fiscal years 2010/11 through 2019/20 are 
forecasted to be about $4.0 billion.   

Replacements and Refurbishments 

The Replacements and refurbishments (R&R) projects over the ten-year forecast are 
about $2.7 billion, or around 66 percent of the total CIP.  The Asset Replacement 
Planning Model was created by the consulting firm Brown & Caldwell in 2002 to provide 
Metropolitan with an improved awareness of the timing and magnitude of the future 
needs for refurbishments and replacements.  The model calculates year-by-year 
refurbishment and replacement needs for each fixed asset of Metropolitan over a 30-year 
horizon, as well as an estimate of replacement costs of the fixed assets.     

The model contains a database of fixed assets, work in progress, and the CIP.  Non-
replaceable assets were excluded from the study.  Assets removed include land, asset 
relocations and retirements, capitalized interest charges, and non-repeating studies or 
programs.  Assets are classified under approximately 30 replacement classes.  The 
classifications are based on asset descriptions in Oracle.  The original asset classification 
by Brown & Caldwell involved examining each asset in Oracle and discussing with 
Metropolitan engineers the specific nature of the asset.  Refurbishment intervals and 
associated costs are based on input received from Metropolitan staff.  For example, water 
treatment plants have a 100 year useful life.  They require replacement of filter media 
annually at a cost equal to 0.1% of the asset’s replacement cost, and then every five years 
refurbishment of instrumentation and control systems at a cost equal to 0.5% of 
replacement cost, every ten years refurbishment of chemical feed systems at a cost equal 
to 3% of replacement cost, and so on. Table 3 below displays the model’s refurbishment 
schedules for some of Metropolitan’s larger asset classes. 
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Table 3: Asset Replacement Planning Model R&R Schedules 
 

 
 

Replacements are based on asset useful lives from published sources (e.g. the CPUC), the 
general expertise of Brown & Caldwell, input received from Metropolitan staff, other 
municipalities, and benchmarking surveys.  These useful lives are different than the 
accounting lives used for depreciation calculations, and reflect the number of years 
before an asset has to be replaced. 

Refurbishments are defined as rehabilitating, renewing or restoring a capital asset.  It is 
work undertaken at long intervals, and would be considered a capital expense.  It 
specifically excludes routine and corrective maintenance. 

Asset replacement cost is calculated based on the Construction Cost Index from ENR for 
Southern California.  The replacement cost for all of Metropolitan’s fixed assets is about 
$17.1 billion.  This figure excludes land assets.  Future construction costs are escalated at 
3 percent.  Recognizing the flexibility in planning the annual R&R schedules, the model 
calculates R&R needs as 5-year moving averages in order to avoid annual cost spikes. 

Over the next ten years, the model R&R expenditures are expected to rise from roughly 
$160 million in 2010 to over $260 million by 2020.  Stated in constant dollars, that would 
be almost $200 million by 2020.  Current R&R needs are almost one percent of the 
replacement cost of Metropolitan’s assets.  Based on the experience of Brown & 
Caldwell, annual R&R expenditures in the one- to two-percent of replacement-cost-new 
are well within normal ranges.  R&R needs are projected to peak by 2030, reaching up to 
$400 million per year.  This substantial increase in R&R is a result of the life-cycle of the 
assets.  New R&R needs also arise due to the significant plant additions in the last ten 
years, where the replacement cost of the assets added is almost $3.3 billion, including 
almost $2.2 billion for DVL, and almost $570 million for the water treatment 
improvements such as the ozone retrofit program.   

Asset condition is a metric calculated by the model that can potentially identify asset 
classes with relatively higher R&R needs.  The asset condition is the ratio of the 

Refurb type 1 Refurb type 2 Refurb type 3 Refurb type 4

Class Name Refurb type
Interval, 
years

Cost, % 
of repl Refurb type

Interval, 
years

Cost, % 
of repl Refurb type

Interval, 
years

Cost, % 
of repl Refurb type

Interval, 
years

Cost, % 
of repl

Pipeline - Major 

replace misc. 
valves, 
appurtenances 15 1

replace pipe 
segments, pipe 
refurbishments 2 0.03

Water Treatment 

chemical feed 
system 
refurbishments 10 3

electrical system 
refurbishment 15 5

filter media 
replacement 1 0.1

instrumentation
/ control 
system 
refurbishment 5 0.5

Pumping Facility 
electrical system 
refurbishments 25 15

replace misc. 
mechanical piping, 
valves, 
appurtenances 15 10 replace motors 40 15

replace pump 
impellers 40 15

Tunnel 
misc. lining, 
refurbishment 50 15
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remaining life divided by the asset’s total useful life.  The asset condition index is 
standardized between 0 and 5, with higher values denoting newer assets.  The overall 
condition for all Metropolitan assets is around 3.5.  Figure 15 shows the replacement cost 
and class average asset condition for Metropolitan’s largest asset classes. 

Figure 15: Replacement Cost and Asset Condition 
 

 

 

Metropolitan updates the Asset Replacement Planning Model annually.  The model’s 
projected R&R is useful especially in the outer years, because specific R&R projects over 
a longer horizon are not typically identified by the engineers.  An R&R projection has 
been included in the CIP shown in figure 14. 

Capital Financing Program 

Metropolitan uses a combination of debt and current operating revenues (R&R 
Fund) to fund the CIP.  As of June 30, 2010 Metropolitan's outstanding debt totaled 
$4.6 billion.  By 2019/20, outstanding debt will be about $6.2 billion as illustrated in 
Figure 16.  Fixed rate water revenue bonds will account for the majority of this total 
at $4.5 billion and variable revenue bonds will account for $1.6 billion.  The LRFP 
assumes that no additional general obligation (G.O.) bonds will be issued.  
Currently, outstanding G.O. bonds will continue to mature over this period, 
decreasing G.O. bond debt to $42 million of the total debt outstanding.  
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Figure 16: Outstanding Debt 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Revenue Bond debt service costs are projected to increase from $298 million in 
2010/11 to $440 million by 2019/20 as Metropolitan funds about $2.8 billion of the 
CIP from bond proceeds.  Because variable interest rates tend to be lower than fixed 
rates, a mix of fixed rate debt and variable rate debt will be issued to help manage 
debt service costs.  Long-term interest rate assumptions used in the 2010 LRFP 
forecast are 5.0 percent for fixed rate debt and 2.3 percent for variable rate debt.  
Figure 17 illustrates the expected trend in revenue bond debt service costs. 

Figure 17: Debt Service Costs 
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In order to mitigate increases in water rates, provide financial flexibility, and maintain 
revenue bond and fixed coverage ratios, $125 million per year of R&R projects will be 
paid from current revenues.  This level of R&R funding is consistent with the Board 
policy adopted in June 2002 that R&R expenditures would be funded from revenues. The 
R&R expenditures are capped at $125 million, with the balance funded from debt 
proceeds.   

Revenue bond coverage is one primary indicator in determining a municipal entity's 
ability to fund its annual debt service costs.  It measures the degree to which revenues, 
after paying recurring operating expenditures, are available to fund revenue bond debt 
service.  Using cash from revenues to fund R&R helps to meet Metropolitan's revenue 
bond coverage target of 2.0 times and the fixed coverage target of 1.2 times, as fixed 
coverage accounts for the fixed capital costs of the SWP.  If Metropolitan were to fund 
the CIP, including R&R, solely with bond proceeds, future rates would be higher, 
coverages, would be lower, and flexibility would be reduced as the balance sheet was 
leveraged.  Cash funding R&R at higher levels also provides a relief mechanism to 
ratchet down required expenditures during periods when revenues are uncertain or 
challenged, as was experienced in the last three Metropolitan budget processes. 

Over the ten-year period of the 2010 LRFP, it is estimated that about 30 percent of 
total capital expenditures will be funded from the R&R Fund, even though R&R 
expenditures are about 70 percent of the CIP.  Figure 18 illustrates the mix of debt 
and R&R funding for the CIP and the expected R&R expenditures over the 2010 
LRFP forecast period. 

Figure 18: Debt and R&R Funding of the CIP 
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Operations and Maintenance Costs 

Operations and Maintenance costs (O&M) include labor, professional services, 
non-professional services, materials and supplies and other O&M costs for each of the 
groups that make up Metropolitan's organizational structure.  O&M costs are 
projected to increase from $337 million in 2010/11 to $544 million in 2019/20, an 
annualized increase of about 5.5 percent.  During this timeframe, inflation is assumed to 
be 3.5 percent.  Base salaries are projected to increase at 90 percent of inflation, which is 
consistent with expired labor Memorandums of Understanding.  Items that are driving 
overall O&M costs up more rapidly than the rate of inflation include rising benefits costs 
for pensions and medical costs for active and retired employees.  In addition, the 2010 
LRFP assumes Metropolitan begins setting aside funds to meet future retiree medical 
costs (Other than pension Post Employment Benefits, or OPEB) much like promised 
retirement benefits, rather than continuing to pay for retiree medical costs on a pay-as-
you-go basis.  The 2010 LRFP incorporates $10 million to begin funding OPEB in 
2011/12, followed by $15 million in 2012/13 and $20 million in 2013/14 and each year 
thereafter, fully funding the annual required contribution.   
 
Figure 19: O&M Expenditures 
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Revenues 

Metropolitan relies on revenue from rates and charges, property taxes, hydroelectric 
power, and other miscellaneous sources to fund its expenditures, CIP and other 
obligations. Through 2019/20, receipts from rates and charges, which include the 
RTS, Capacity Charge and water sales revenues, collected from the member agencies 
will account for approximately 90 to 95 percent of total revenues.  Total revenues are 
projected to increase from about $1.4 billion in 2010/11 to $2.3 billion in 2019/20.  
This increase is almost entirely attributed to an increase in water rates and charges.  
Figure 20 illustrates the general trends in revenues. 

Figure 20: Revenues 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Other Revenues 

Property Taxes 

Metropolitan collects ad valorem property taxes to pay its general obligation bond 
debt service and a portion of the debt service associated with the State Water Project.  
Metropolitan currently levies a property tax of 0.0034 percent of assessed valuation to 
recover debt service costs on outstanding general obligation bonds and to pay a 
portion of its financial commitment to the State Water Project.  Property tax revenues 
are expected to decline from $80 million in 2010/11 to $25 million in 2019/20 as 
general obligation bonds are retired.  The 2010 LRFP does not include funding from 
additional G.O. bonds.  Since Metropolitan has no additional G.O. bond authorization, 
an approval by the electorate in Metropolitan’s service area would be required to 
increase G.O. bond authorization.  The property tax rate is expected to decline as 
Metropolitan’s outstanding G.O bonds mature and assessed valuations continue to 
increase. 
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Interest Income 

Metropolitan earns interest on invested fund balances and uses this income to reduce 
the costs that must be recovered by rates and charges.  For fiscal year 2010/11 interest 
income is forecasted at $31 million, increasing to $47 million by 2019/20.  These 
invested funds also act as a partial hedge against changes in interest rates on 
Metropolitan’s variable rate debt obligations.  Interest income will vary over the next 
ten-year period as interest rates and cash balances available for investments will 
fluctuate.  

Hydroelectric Power Sales 

Metropolitan has 16 small hydroelectric plants on its distribution system.  The combined 
generating capacity of these plants is approximately 122 Megawatts.  Figure 21 shows the 
forecast of hydroelectric power revenues.  These revenues, which are fairly stable over 
the ten-year forecast period, are dependent on the amount of water that flows through 
Metropolitan's conveyance system and the price paid. 

Power from five of the plants (Phase I) is sold to the Department of Water Resources 
under an existing contract at a price based on a contractual unit rate methodology that 
uses a five-year average gas index, to supply power to the State Water Project.   

Figure 21: Hydroelectric Power Revenues 
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Power from nine of the plants (Phases II-IV) is sold to the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power, Southern California Edison, and Southern California Public Power 
Authority (SCPPA).  Prices average around $93 per MWh and are significantly higher 
than the prices in the previous contract, which averaged around $45 per MWh in the last 
five years.   

Power from the Diamond Valley Lake (DVL) power plant, as available, is currently sold 
at market power rates.  The generation is intermittent and dependent on operational need 
for delivery out of the reservoir for drought, supply or treatment purposes.  Power from 
the Etiwanda plant is sold to Pacific Gas & Electric at prices which depend on monthly 
gas prices and hydro performance.  

Benefits from the hydroelectric plants’ environmental attributes including the Renewable 
Energy Credits (RECs) are included or bundled in the contract price for the Phase II-IV 
hydro units and for the Etiwanda Power Plant.  Renewable Portfolio standard (RPS) 
California Energy Commission certification for the Phase I and DVL units was received 
in 2009.  RECs are sold on an unbundled basis for particular time periods.   Metropolitan 
is examining other ways to maximize the benefits from all the hydro plants’ 
environmental attributes.  

Metropolitan has undertaken studies to examine the potential expansion of current 
hydroelectric plants and the creation of new hydroelectric plants in the system.  Five 
potential new hydroelectric plants have been identified based on an eight-year payback 
horizon.  Four of these plants are associated with pressure control structures, and one is 
associated with an existing hydroelectric plant.  The total capacity of these five new 
plants would be approximately 9 MW.  Additional generation would be between 60,000 
and 75,000 MWh per year, provided that the water diversions are within the range of the 
ten-year forecast.  These facilities could generate additional revenues of up to $5 million 
per year.  

Due to uncertainty regarding the outcome of the Board-approved feasibility study and the 
timeframe to build these new plants, these additional hydroelectric revenues are not 
reflected in the ten-year base case forecast.  

Revenue from Rates and Charges 

Metropolitan's current rate structure became effective January 1, 2003.  For purposes of 
forecasting revenues for the 2010 LRFP, no change to the existing cost-of-service 
methodology and rate structure is assumed.  The rate structure incorporates several 
aspects that improve Metropolitan's financial strength. 

• The water rate was unbundled to facilitate a water transfer market.  By pricing 
services for the use of system conveyance capacity separately from supply, a clear price 
signal is created.  Because all users of Metropolitan’s system are charged equally for 
using system capacity, Metropolitan's member agencies can now make an economic 
choice between supplies provided by Metropolitan or some other source.   
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• Tiered pricing of supply was implemented to encourage efficient resource 
management and recover proportionally more cost from agencies with growing 
demands for imported water.  

• A capacity charge was included in the rate design to encourage member agencies 
to reduce the peak day and summer season demands they place on the system.  Member 
agencies that place greater demand on system capacity pay a larger portion of such costs.  
Additionally, Metropolitan's cost for building additional peak capacity is reduced and/or 
deferred over the long term as local agencies are encouraged to invest in local resources 
and infrastructure that reduces peak demands on Metropolitan's system. 

• A financial commitment to Metropolitan from the member agencies was secured 
through a Purchase Order.  The majority of Metropolitan's 26 member agencies have 
submitted ten-year Purchase Orders for Metropolitan supplies.  This represents a 
commitment by the member agencies to purchase at least 12.4 million acre-feet from 
Metropolitan through December 31, 2012.  The ten-year Purchase Order provides that 
the member agency commits to purchase at least ten times 60 percent of its initial base 
firm demand.  The initial base firm demand is the highest annual demand from fiscal 
year 1989/90 to fiscal year 2001/02 excluding replenishment and interim agricultural 
deliveries.  If the agency does not purchase at least this amount over the ten-year period 
any remaining balance is charged the average Tier 1 Supply Rate over the term of the 
Purchase Order.  In exchange for this commitment, the member agency may purchase up 
to 90 percent of its highest annual demand at the lower Tier 1 Supply Rate.  Additional 
demands are charged the higher Tier 2 Supply Rate.  Member agencies that elect not to 
submit a Purchase Order may only purchase up to 60 percent of their highest annual 
demand at the lower rate.  Purchases in excess of the 60 percent are charged the higher 
rate.  The Purchase Order provides a financial commitment to Metropolitan without 
shifting substantial risk to individual member agencies.  The agencies that did not submit 
a Purchase Order do not routinely purchase enough water from Metropolitan to justify a 
Purchase Order. 

Cost of Service Process 

To determine the various rates and charges, Metropolitan uses cost of service 
principles.  The cost of service process groups costs into major service functions and 
then sorts costs by the purposes that they were incurred to serve.  The general cost of 
service process involves the four basic steps outlined below. 

Step 1 - Development of Revenue Requirements 

In the revenue requirement step, the costs that Metropolitan must recover through 
rates and charges, after consideration of other revenues, are identified.  In this step 
other revenues such as property taxes, interest income and hydropower revenues are 
allocated among the various service functions, reducing the amount of costs recovered 
by the rates and charges. 
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Step 2 - Identification of Service Function Costs 

In the functional allocation step, costs are allocated to different categories based on 
operational functions.  The functional categories used in the cost of service process 
include: 

• Supply - maintaining and developing reliable water supplies (water transfers) 
• Conveyance and Aqueduct - conveying water to Southern California through the 

SWP, CRA and other related facilities 
• Storage - storing supplies within Metropolitan's system 
• Treatment - treating imported water supplies at Metropolitan's treatment 

plants 
• Distribution - distributing water throughout Metropolitan's service area 
• Demand Management - reducing the demand for imported water through the 

development of local supplies, water recycling, conservation and 
desalination 

• Administrative and General - operations and maintenance support functions 
(human resources, legal, etc.) 

• Hydroelectric - operation of 16 hydroelectric facilities.  
 

Step 3 - Classification of Costs 

In the cost classification step, functionalized costs are separated into categories 
according to their causes and behavioral characteristics.  Costs incurred to meet 
average demands are identified separately from costs incurred to meet peak demands.  

Step 4 - Allocation of Costs to Rate Design Elements 

The allocation of costs to the rate design elements depends on the purpose for which 
the cost was incurred and the manner in which the member agencies use the 
Metropolitan system.  In general, costs incurred to meet average system demands are 
recovered by dollar per acre-foot rates and are paid by the member agencies based on 
the volume of water purchased by each agency.  Costs incurred to meet peak demands 
are recovered through a capacity charge and allocated to the member agencies based 
on peak demand behavior.  Costs incurred to provide standby and emergency service 
are recovered through a fixed charge allocated on the basis of average demands. 

The rates and charges revenues are discussed below, both in terms of volumetric 
revenues (revenue recovered by dollar per acre-foot unit rates that varies with the 
volume of water sold) and fixed revenues (revenue generated by fixed charges that 
does not vary with the volume of water sold) as well as each of the rates and charges 
that make up the rate structure. 

Volumetric revenues 

Total volumetric revenues are expected to increase from $1.1 billion in 2010/11 to 
$1.8 billion in 2019/20.  Over this same period water sales are expected to decrease 
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from 2.0 million acre-feet in 2011/12 to 1.9 million acre-feet in 2019/20.  Volumetric 
revenues include the components of the rate structure that are charged to the member 
agencies on a dollar per acre-foot basis.  These components are: 

• Tier 1 and Tier 2 Water Supply Rates - The Tier 1 Supply Rate, with the 
Delta Supply Surcharge, is $155 per acre-foot and the Tier 2 Supply Rate is $280 per 
acre-foot in 2011.  The Tier 1 and Tier 2 Supply Rates recover Metropolitan's water 
supply costs.  The Tier 2 Supply Rate reflects Metropolitan's cost of acquiring new 
water transfers.  A member agency with a Purchase Order will be charged the Tier 2 
Supply Rate for water purchases in excess of 90 percent of its base demand for 
member agencies with a Purchase Order and 60 percent of a member agency's base 
demand for member agencies without a Purchase Order.  The Tier 1 Supply Rate is 
set to recover the remaining supply costs after accounting for revenues from the Tier 
2 Supply Rate and a proportional amount of revenue from the Long-term Seasonal 
Storage Service Program and the Interim Agricultural Water Program.  The Tier 1 
Supply Rate is expected to increase from $155 per acre-foot to between $230 per 
acre-foot by 2020, an average annual increase of about 4.5 percent.  As the cost of 
acquiring additional water transfers changes the Tier 2 Supply rate will be adjusted.  
The current forecast is that the Tier 2 rate will increase at 3.5 percent, which is 
commensurate with the inflationary cost increase in the cost of transfers.  The Tier 2 
Supply Rate will increase from $280 per acre-foot to $382 per acre-foot.   

• System Access Rate - The system access rate recovers the capital and 
operations and maintenance costs for system conveyance and distribution capacity 
used to meet average system demands.  As aging pipelines, canals and aqueducts are 
replaced and rehabilitated, the system access rate is expected to increase from $204 
per acre-foot in 2011 to $380 per acre-foot in 2020, an average increase of about 
7.2 percent per year. 

• Water Stewardship Rate - The water stewardship rate recovers the cost of 
Metropolitan's investments in demand management such as the LRP and Conservation 
Credits Program.  The Plan assumes that the Water Stewardship Rate increases to 
recover the costs of Metropolitan’s support for additional recycling, groundwater 
recovery and desalination as set forth in revised goals for these programs defined in 
the 2010 IRP update.  The water stewardship rate is expected to increase from $41 per 
acre-foot in calendar year 2011 to $58 per acre-foot in 2020. 

• System Power Rate - The system power rate recovers the cost of energy used 
for pumping on the State Water Project and the Colorado River Aqueduct.  The 
system power rate is $127 per acre-foot in 2011.  However, energy costs are projected 
to rise into the future and the system power rate is expected to increase to $189 per 
acre-foot by 2020. 

• Treatment Surcharge – Metropolitan provides treated water service through 
five treatment plants located throughout the service area.  On average, about 
60 percent of the water sold by Metropolitan is treated.  The Treatment Surcharge 
recovers the cost of providing treated water service and is currently $217 per 
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acre-foot.  Increases in variable treatment cost, operations and maintenance costs, 
rehabilitation and replacement of treatment plant facilities, and treatment plant 
improvements such as the Oxidation Retrofit Program all contribute to the upward 
pressure to the treatment surcharge.  The Treatment Surcharge is expected to increase 
to $357 per acre-foot by 2020, an average annual increase of 5.7 percent.  

Fixed Charge Revenues 

Fixed charge revenues are paid to Metropolitan regardless of the amount of water the 
member agencies purchase in a particular year.  Fixed charge revenues will increase 
from about $154 million in 2010/11 to about $293 million in 2019/20.  Fixed charge 
revenues include the Readiness-to-Serve Charge and the Capacity Charge. 

• Readiness-to-Serve Charge (RTS) - The RTS recovers the cost of system 
emergency storage and conveyance and distribution standby costs not paid by 
property taxes.  The RTS is allocated to member agencies on the basis of a ten-year 
rolling average of firm deliveries.  This charge is expected to generate about 
$120 million in fiscal year 2010/11, increasing to $248 million in 2019/20.  Twenty-
two of Metropolitan's twenty-six member agencies elected to have Metropolitan 
recover a portion of their RTS obligation directly from property owners through a per 
parcel Standby Charge.  Metropolitan's Standby Charge recovers $43 million each 
year.  Figure 22 illustrates the expected total RTS.  Changes in the CIP will result in 
changes in the required RTS in the future. 

Figure 22: Readiness-to-Serve Charge 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Capacity Charge - The Capacity Charge recovers the cost of distribution 
capacity used to meet peak day demands.  Effective January 1, 2011, the Capacity 
Charge is $7,200 per cfs.  By January 1, 2020, the Capacity Charge is expected to be 
$9,300 per cfs and generate about $45 million annually.  The Capacity Charge is 
levied on the maximum day firm demand for the summer months of May through 
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September for the past three years.  Figure 23 illustrates the expected Capacity 
Charge in dollars per cubic foot second on the left axis and in millions of dollars of 
revenue on the right axis.  This charge is increasing over time, reflecting increases in 
capital financing costs for distribution infrastructure. 

Figure 23: Capacity Charge Revenues 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Rates and Charges Forecast 

 
Many factors influence the future level of Metropolitan’s rates and charges.  For this 
reason Metropolitan makes a practice of presenting a forecast along with a scenario of 
possible outcomes capturing a low rate scenario and a high rate scenario.  The eventual 
level of the future rates and charges will be determined by outcomes of decision factors 
and risk factors. 

Risk factors 

Risk factors may impact future rates and charges.  Risk factors are less predictable and 
more difficult to manage and require risk mitigation strategies. Risk factors specifically 
considered include: 

Low Rates Scenario 

Under the low rates scenario, Metropolitan sells approximately 200,000 acre-feet more 
water than under the forecast scenario.  The basis for the additional sales is analyses 
prepared during the development of the 2010 IRP Update.  An improved economic 
picture resulting in greater population growth than forecasted could lead to additional 
water sales above those projected in the 2010 IRP Update.  A corresponding 
assumption in the low rate scenario is that the additional sales derive from higher 
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allocations on the SWP, rather than the purchase of transfer water.  The result, 
financially, is additional sales at only the cost of power on the SWP and some variable 
treatment costs.  

High Rates Scenario 

Under the high rates scenario, the following vary from the base forecast: 

• Sales are 1.8 MAF beginning in 2011/12.  This low sales forecast assumes that 
Metropolitan's sales do not recover from their current low levels.  This could be driven 
by a weak economic recovery, conservation over and above levels forecasted in the 
2010 IRP Update, and weather that deviates from normal. 

• The cost of the DHCCP doubles.  At this time, the cost estimate for the DHCCP 
is very preliminary.  Once a preferred option is identified, better cost estimates can be 
developed.  

• The cost to borrow to fund the CIP is higher than the base forecast.  For 
purposes of developing the high rates sensitivity, future borrowing costs are estimated 
to be three percent higher for both fixed and variable rate debt.  The higher debt costs 
are partially offset by higher interest earnings.  

• Additional R&R expenditures are added to the SWP cost forecast.  At this time, 
DWR does not have a method to forecast potential R&R needs, such as Metropolitan's 
Asset Replacement Model.  The SWP is approaching 45 years of service and numerous 
facilities are experiencing forced outages.  Estimates have been added to the SWP cost 
forecast to cover the cost to finance future R&R expenditures. 

Assumptions 

The major underlying assumptions used to develop the rate forecast are outlined in Table 
4 below.  Metropolitan’s objective is to provide manageable average annual increases in 
rates and charges at approximately 5.6 percent per year.  As shown in Figure 25, the 
average rate (all rates and charges revenue divided by sales) is expected to increase from 
$733 per acre-foot in fiscal year 2011 to approximately $1,205 per acre-foot in fiscal year 
2020.  Figure 24 also illustrates the potential range based on the variable for the low and 
high rate scenarios discussed above.  Table 5 shows the rates and charges that result from 
the forecast presented in this document.  
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Table 4: Assumptions for High/Low Rates Scenarios 
 

Assumption Low Rate Forecast High Rate Forecast 

Economic Trends 200 TAF additional sales, met with 
higher SWP allocation 

Sales projected at 1.8 MAF per 
year beginning in 2011/12 

SWP R&R costs No additional costs to the DWR 
forecast 

Additional expenditures added to 
the SWP cost forecast for 
additional R&R 

DHCCP costs DHCCP costs at $10 billion; no 
water supply benefits within the 
10-year window 

DHCCP costs at $20 billion; no 
water supply benefits within the 
10-year window 

Borrowing costs Fixed debt at 5.0%, variable debt at 
2.3% 

Fixed debt at 8.0%, variable debt 
at 5.3% 

 

Figure 24: Average Rates with High/Low Scenarios 
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Table 5: Rates and Charges Forecast 
 

 

Rates and Charges Effective January 1st 2010* 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Tier 1 Supply Rate with Delta Supply Surcharge ($/AF) $170 $155 $164 $164 $168 $173 $180 $188 $198 $214 $230
Tier 2 Supply Rate ($/AF) $280 $280 $290 $300 $311 $322 $333 $345 $357 $369 $382

System Access Rate ($/AF) $154 $204 $217 $234 $250 $270 $294 $318 $339 $357 $380

Water Stewardship Rate ($/AF) $41 $41 $43 $46 $51 $54 $55 $58 $58 $58 $58

System Power Rate ($/AF) $119 $127 $136 $136 $136 $136 $145 $151 $163 $179 $189

Full Service Untreated Volumetric Cost ($/AF)
Tier 1 $484 $527 $560 $580 $605 $633 $674 $715 $758 $808 $857
Tier 2 $594 $652 $686 $716 $748 $782 $827 $872 $917 $963 $1,009

Replenishment Water Rate Untreated ($/AF) $366 $409 $442 $462 $487 $515 $556 $597 $640 $690 $739
Interim Agricultural Water Program Untreated ($/AF)** $416 $482 $537

Treatment Surcharge ($/AF) $217 $217 $234 $253 $272 $287 $296 $308 $321 $338 $357
Full Service Treated Volumetric Cost ($/AF)

Tier 1 $701 $744 $794 $833 $877 $920 $970 $1,023 $1,079 $1,146 $1,214
Tier 2 $811 $869 $920 $969 $1,020 $1,069 $1,123 $1,180 $1,238 $1,301 $1,366

Treated Replenishment Water Rate ($/AF) $558 $601 $651 $690 $734 $777 $827 $880 $936 $1,003 $1,071
Treated Interim Agricultural Water Program ($/AF)** $615 $687 $765

Readiness-to-Serve Charge ($M) $114 $125 $146 $160 $168 $180 $195 $213 $231 $240 $256

Capacity Charge ($/cfs) $7,200 $7,200 $7,400 $7,400 $7,400 $7,500 $7,800 $8,100 $8,500 $8,900 $9,300
* Most rates effective September 1, 2009.
** The Interim Agricultural Water Program will be discontinued after 2012.



 

 46 

Financial Indicators 
Metropolitan monitors various indicators of its financial strength and flexibility.  The 
following discussion summarizes forecasted trends in these indicators, resulting from the 
forecasted expenditures and receipts, including assumed changes in rates and charges. 

Financial Ratios 

Financial ratios are key indicators commonly used by rating agencies and the investment 
community to measure a municipal utility's financial strength.  Metropolitan's existing 
financial policies include goals of maintaining revenue bond debt service coverage of at 
least 2.00 times and fixed charge coverage of 1.2 times. 

Figure 25: Coverage Ratios 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Revenue Bond Debt Service Coverage 

Revenue bond debt service coverage is one primary indicator of credit quality, and is 
calculated by dividing net operating revenues by debt service. This measures the amount 
that net operating revenues exceed or "cover" debt service payments over a period of 
time.  Higher coverage levels are preferred since they indicate a greater margin of 
protection for bondholders.  For example, a municipality with 2.00 times debt service 
coverage has twice the net operating revenues required to meet debt service payments.  
As shown in Figure 25, the 2010 LRFP forecasts that Metropolitan's revenue bond 
coverage ratio averages 2.0 times over the ten-year period.  The median coverage ratio 
for AA rated water systems by Fitch was 2.3 times in 2010.  Metropolitan’s minimum 
coverage policy is vital to continued strong credit ratings and low cost bond funding.  
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Fixed Charge Coverage 

In addition to revenue bond debt service coverage, Metropolitan also measures total 
coverage of all fixed obligations after payment of operating expenditures.  This additional 
measure is used primarily because of Metropolitan's recurring capital costs for the State 
Water Contract.  Rating agencies expect that a financially sound utility consistently 
demonstrate an ability to fund all recurring costs, whether they are operating 
expenditures, debt service payments or other contractual payments.  As shown in Figure 
25, the 2010 LRFP forecasts that Metropolitan's fixed charge coverage ratio averages 
1.2 times over the ten-year period.  These levels help maintain strong credit ratings and 
access to the capital markets at low cost. 

Fund Levels 

Metropolitan's fund policies are formulated to meet requirements as set forth in bond 
covenants and by the Board.  Most importantly, the reserve fund policies provide 
Metropolitan with the ability to meet anticipated cash flow requirements and mitigate 
unanticipated cost increases or revenue decreases, helping to ensure that rates and 
charges are predictable.  Minimum and maximum reserve targets govern the water rate 
stabilization fund balance.  The minimum and maximum reserve targets are determined 
by a formula developed in the 1999 Plan, after significant input from member agencies.  
The formula takes into account the variability in water sales, the amount of fixed costs 
recovered by volumetric rates and the duration of a period of low sales.  As reserves 
decrease below the maximum reserve target Metropolitan's ability to mitigate for 
unforeseen cost increases or decreases in water sales caused by wet weather is reduced. 

As has been seen from the last several years, Metropolitan's risks to raising necessary 
revenues are not limited to a wet hydrology, but include a weak economy, mild summer 
weather and regulatory actions that limit supplies.  Maintaining adequate reserve levels 
will help ensure financial stability during periods of revenue uncertainty, while 
maintaining liquidity needs and providing financial flexibility.  Reserves should not be 
used to fund systemic cost increases.  Therefore, the Board should set rates at levels 
necessary to fund the costs of providing services to Metropolitan's member agencies and 
maintain minimum reserve levels. 
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Figure 26 summarizes the financial metrics of the 2010 LRFP.  Beginning in 2011/12, 
Metropolitan forecasts that revenue bond coverage and fixed charge coverage ratios will 
meet the board-established targets; reserve levels will be above minimums as established 
by board policy; PAYGO expenditures are set at a level that is consistent with the Board 
policy adopted in June 2002 that R&R expenditures would be funded from revenues, with 
the proposed amount capped at $125 million to provide financial flexibility; and 
projected rate increases are adequate to cover costs with moderated changes from one 
year to another. 

 

Figure 26: 2010 LRFP Financial Metrics 
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Reserves Maximum Reserve Minimum Reserve

Ave Rate 
Increase 2% 3% 6% 14% 20% 7.5% 7.5% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6%

PAYGO, $M 88   95   43   30   37   45   125 12 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 12 5 
Rev. Bond Cvg 1.8  2.2  1.8  1.8  1.6  1.5  2.2  2.1  2.1  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.1  
Fixed Chg Cvg 1.3  1.7  1.3  1.3  1.1  1.0  1.5  1.4  1.4  1.3  1.2  1.2  1.2  1.2  1.3  
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Section 3. 
Debt Management 

Introduction 
The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (“Metropolitan”) finances the on-
going requirements of its capital program primarily through the issuance of tax-exempt 
bonded indebtedness.  Metropolitan’s Debt Policy is established to provide the 
framework and guidance for incurring, managing, structuring, and administering 
Metropolitan’s debt management program.  The Debt Policy formalizes existing practices 
and procedures in accordance with the requirements of the Metropolitan Act (MWD Act), 
the Metropolitan Administrative Code, Master Revenue Bond Resolution, Supplemental 
Revenue Bond Resolutions, and the Long Range Finance Plan. 

Authority to Issue Bonds 
Metropolitan’s Water Revenue Bonds are issued pursuant to the MWD Act and 
Metropolitan’s Master Revenue Bond Resolution (including Supplemental Resolutions).  
Water Revenue Bonds may be issued in an unlimited principal amount, subject to certain 
limitations contained in the MWD Act, and may be issued in a Series pursuant to 
Supplemental Resolutions as approved by Metropolitan’s Board of Directors.  The 
Supplemental Resolutions are adopted under the terms and conditions provided in the 
Master Resolution which include the following: 

• Redemption provisions for the bonds 
• Pledge of Net Operating Revenues 
• Security and parity obligations 
• Priority of flow of funds 
• Establishment of appropriate funds 
• Investment of moneys 
• Covenant pledge to bondholders 
• Defeasance of bonds 
• Defaults and remedies 
• Tax covenants 

 

For a conformed copy of the Master Resolution of the Board of Directors of 
Metropolitan, see Appendix 4 attached.  Metropolitan covenants in the Master Revenue 
Bond Resolution that no additional debt payable from operating revenues may be issued 
having any priority in payment over parity obligations.  Metropolitan may issue 
subordinate debt obligations on the basis that the debt service payments are subordinate 
to debt service payments for parity obligations.  In accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the Master Bond Resolution, Metropolitan is authorized to issue from time 
to time a variety of tax-exempt debt instruments, including but not limited to the 
following: 

• Water Revenue Bonds –Fixed Rate 
• Water Revenue Bonds – Variable Rate Demand Obligations 
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• Water Revenue Bonds – Variable Rate, Auction Rate Securities 
• Commercial Paper Notes 
• General Obligation Bonds 
• Refunding Bonds: Water Revenue and General Obligation 
• Bond Anticipation Notes 
• Certificates of Participation 
• Taxable Build America Bonds 

 Issued under the provisions of the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009 

• Other types of bonded indebtedness as authorized by the Metropolitan Act or the 
Metropolitan Board of Directors 

 
A Supplemental Bond Resolution to the Master Water Revenue Bond Resolution is 
required with Board approval for the issuance of new money water revenue bonds, and 
the Fourth Supplemental Bond Resolution allows Metropolitan to issue water revenue 
refunding bonds in accordance with Board adopted refunding guidelines (per the terms 
and conditions outlined in Metropolitan’s Bond Refunding Guidelines in Appendix 1).  
In accordance with the Supplemental Resolution, an Ad Hoc Committee of the Board 
shall be established with authority to determine the size of the bond financing, the date of 
the bond pricings, and the authority to sell bonds to an underwriting syndicate.  The Ad 
Hoc Committee consists of the Chairman of the Board, the Chairman of the Business and 
Finance Committee, and the General Manager of Metropolitan.  The Chief Financial 
Officer of Metropolitan shall get final approval of the terms and conditions of any 
issuance of bonds from the Ad Hoc Committee. 

Metropolitan Water District Act 
The Metropolitan Act provides for the issuance of water revenue and general obligation 
bonds.  The Metropolitan Act required a special election of the voters within the service 
area to enable Metropolitan to issue water revenue bonds.  The issuance of water revenue 
bonds was approved by the voters within Metropolitan’s service area via an election on 
June 4, 1974, and the issuance of general obligation bonds was approved by the voters 
within Metropolitan’s service area via an election on June 7, 1966. 

The Metropolitan Act provides limitations on the amount of debt that may be incurred by 
Metropolitan.  The limitation includes all debt including water revenue bonds, general 
obligation bonds, and other forms of indebtedness.  Section 123 of the Metropolitan Act 
limits the total indebtedness of Metropolitan to fifteen percent of the assessed value of all 
taxable property within the service area of Metropolitan.  In addition to the Section 123 
Act limitation, Section 239.2 of the Act specifies that no water revenue bonds may be 
issued, except for the purpose of refunding, unless the amount of net assets of 
Metropolitan as shown on the balance sheet as of the end of the fiscal year prior to the 
issuance of the bonds, equals at least 100 percent of the aggregate amount of water 
revenue bonds outstanding following the issuance of the new bonds. 
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Debt Financing Objectives 
Metropolitan shall meet all funding requirements of the capital investment program, 
primarily from debt issuance.  The portion of fixed and variable rate debt to be issued 
shall be in accordance with the parameters, guidelines, and policies established from time 
to time by the Board of Directors as detailed within this policy.  The portion of the capital 
funding requirements to be funded from operating revenues shall be in accordance with 
Board policy. 

• Metropolitan shall strive to achieve the highest possible bond ratings for its 
water revenue bonds (both long term and short term debt); general obligation 
bonds; and other forms of indebtedness. 

• Metropolitan shall consider the use of bond insurance should the cost of such 
insurance be economically feasible for a bond transaction. 

• Metropolitan shall consider the impact an issuance of bonds will have on the 
total financial position of Metropolitan before deciding on the sizing, maturity 
schedule, and type of debt to be issued. 

• Metropolitan shall consider refunding existing bonds in accordance with the 
bond refunding guidelines established within this debt policy (see Appendix 
1: Bond Refunding Guidelines). 

• Metropolitan shall consider the use of interest rate swaps in accordance with 
the guidelines and policies set forth by the Board of Directors (see Appendix 
2: Master Swap Resolution and Master Swap Policy). 

• Metropolitan shall take advantage of financing opportunities in the capital 
markets to mitigate future increases in debt service costs. 

• Metropolitan shall use debt financings and available cash reserves to re-
structure Metropolitan’s annual debt service costs in order to mitigate the near 
term impacts of financing costs and financial risks to water rate payers. 

• Metropolitan shall consider the following factors when determining the type 
of debt to issue, including, but not limited to the following: 

 
• The existing make-up of Metropolitan’s debt portfolio 
• The general level of interest rates for municipal bond financings 

(including the net cost to Metropolitan after receipt of the federal 
subsidy for Build America Bonds) 

• The relative level of interest rates associated with interest rate swap 
transactions 

• The term (average life) of a financing transaction 
• The impact that any debt financing has on the level of variable rate 

debt exposure 
• The dollar size of Metropolitan’s investment portfolio 
• The availability and cost of liquidity facilities in support of variable 

rate debt issuance 
• The availability and cost of a revolving credit facility or variable rate 

debt supported by self liquidity 
• The shape of the various tax-exempt and taxable interest rate curves 



 

 53 

(steep, inverted, or flat) 
• The spread between tax-exempt and taxable interest rates 
• Other considerations, as applicable 

 

In order to mitigate the impact of increasing debt service payments on water rate payers, 
Metropolitan may at any time determine to restructure its annual debt service 
requirements to reduce or smooth out annual debt service payments.  The following 
issues shall be considered in Metropolitan’s decision making process regarding the 
restructuring of debt: 

• Timing and sizing of new money debt issuance. 
• Structure of annual debt service payments for new money debt issuance. 
• Metropolitan’s willingness to periodically modify the level of variable rate 

debt exposure. 
• Interest rate swap exposure, in total, and by counterparty. 
• The amount and timing of available cash reserves for cash defeasances or 

variable rate debt supported by self liquidity. 
• The benefits and risks of bond refunding opportunities for outstanding debt. 

 

Once the various financial issues are addressed and considered by staff, and the Ad Hoc 
Committee of the Board, Metropolitan can employ various debt restructuring strategies 
that consider the following: 

• Debt restructuring can be realized through bond refundings and through 
interest rate swap transactions in historically low interest rate markets. 

• Use of available cash reserves to defease outstanding debt. 
• Reduction in near term debt service requirements, with extension of principal 

payments to better match the average life of the assets initially funded from 
debt proceeds. 

• Annual debt service payments for new money debt issuance can be structured 
to level out or “fill in” year to year changes in cumulative annual debt service 
payments for the entire debt portfolio. 

In addition, it shall be the policy of Metropolitan to maintain revenue bond debt service 
coverage and fixed charge coverage at the following levels: 

• Revenue bond debt service coverage (parity obligations): 2.00 times 
• Fixed charge coverage: 1.20 times 

 
Bond Ratings 
Metropolitan is currently undertaking a $4.0 billion CIP of which over $2.8 billion is 
planned to be funded from new water revenue bonds to be issued through 2020. In order 
to continue to access the municipal bond market, Metropolitan must continue to 
demonstrate that it remains financially sound with a strong willingness and ability to pay 
its debt in full and on time. A recognized indicator of such financial integrity is the bond 
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ratings assigned by the three major bond rating services, Standard and Poor’s (S&P),  
Fitch Ratings (Fitch), and Moody’s Investors Service (Moody’s) . The ratings are letter-
grade indicators of a municipality’s financial health.  These ratings have been used by 
investors for decades as a key indicator of credit quality. Metropolitan’s current bond 
ratings are among the highest rated in the nation, with a AAA rating from S&P, AAA 
from Fitch, and Aa1 rating from Moody’s.  Metropolitan greatly benefits from these 
strong ratings. 

The strong ratings assure continued market access to issue new revenue bonds, and the 
interest rates on Metropolitan’s debt will be lower as a result of its strong credit quality.  
The spread in interest rates, between stronger and weaker credits, varies depending on 
prevailing economic conditions, among other factors. However, in times of heightened 
economic uncertainty, which occurred in 2007 and 2008, the interest rate difference 
between highly rated issuers and lower rated issuers was substantial. As an example, the 
yield on a 20 year bond for a AAA rated entity is 4.15 %, while an A+ (five-rating 
category decline) rated entity would be 4.87 %.  This 72 basis point difference would add 
an additional $16 million in interest costs, per $100 million of issuance, over the life of 
that bond.  However, Metropolitan has other risks which may increase the cost of 
financing the CIP. 

 When issuing variable rate debt (VRDOs) costs for accessing and administering bank 
liquidity is a highly volatile and uncertain on-going obligation of Metropolitan.  
Metropolitan has benefitted from its strong credit ratings allowing it to continually access 
this bank support at attractive rates.  The benefit of Metropolitan’s strong credit ratings 
was evident during unstable periods in the municipal market, such as when issuers, 
including Metropolitan, were looking to replace their Auction Rate Securities (ARS) with 
VRDOs.  This caused a substantial increase in the demand for bank liquidity and an 
actual shortage and rationing (by liquidity banks) of liquidity available for this purpose.  
Metropolitan, due exclusively to its strong credit ratings, was able to secure sufficient 
liquidity from two banks to refund its outstanding ARS at favorable liquidity rates 
relative to market rates then available in the general market.  Many municipal issuers, 
with weaker credit ratings, were not able to access such bank liquidity and were forced to 
refund their ARS with fixed rate debt at a much higher cost. The differential, in this case, 
would be between 200 to 300 basis points in the cost of variable versus fixed rate debt.  
An erosion in Metropolitan’s credit rating would have additional financial impacts (in 
addition to the higher cost of fixed rate debt financing) to Metropolitan which may 
include the following (note, the primary financial risk to Metropolitan would be a 
downgrade to the “A’ rating category): 

• the potential for limited market access; 
• higher interest costs for all of Metropolitan’s variable rate debt (including variable 

rate debt not supported by a bank liquidity facility); 
• additional costs for securing liquidity banks (facility renewals); 
• additional costs if Metropolitan has to refund variable rate debt not supported by a 

bank liquidity facility; 
• potential loss of market access for alternative VRDO products; 
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• loss of ability to utilize interest rate swap market for economic savings; and 
• an increased administrative burden in administering Metropolitan’s interest rate 

swap program. 

Revenue Bond Debt Service Coverage and Fixed Charge Coverage 
Revenue bond debt service coverage (DSC) is the primary indicator in determining a 
municipal utility’s ability to fund its annual debt service costs. It is one of the key 
statistics used by the bond rating agencies in their credit evaluations.  DSC measures the 
degree to which revenues, after paying recurring operating expenditures, are available to 
fund revenue bond debt service. For AAA/high-Aa rated municipal utilities such as 
Metropolitan, a DSC of 2.00x or better is expected. This provides a favorable margin to 
absorb unanticipated reductions in revenues or increases in operating expenses. For 
Metropolitan, the components of the DSC calculation are defined in the Master 
Resolution (see Appendix 4), and includes Operating Revenues, defined as all of 
Metropolitan’s revenues that are legally available for the payment of revenue bond debt 
service. This includes water sales revenues, wheeling, RTS, capacity charges, power 
sales, certain components of interest income and miscellaneous revenues. Operating 
revenues do not include ad valorem property taxes, which are used to fund Metropolitan’s 
General Obligation bond debt service and certain components of the State Water Project 
(SWP) capital costs. Also excluded is interest income from the water revenue bond 
construction fund and other restricted funds.  Subtracted from Operating Revenues are 
Operation and Maintenance Expenditures, defined as “the necessary expenditures for 
operating and maintaining the properties, works, and facilities of Metropolitan…”.  The 
difference results in Net Operating Revenues, (NOR) which is then divided by annual 
revenue bond debt service, plus debt service on any parity obligations to determine water 
revenue bond debt service coverage.  

The coverage, or the amount by which NOR exceeds annual revenue bond debt service, 
reflects a financial margin by which available revenues exceed annual debt service. The 
larger the difference, the greater protection afforded bondholders. In addition, this 
difference also reflects funds which, unless they are committed for some other purpose, 
are then available for funding capital projects from current year revenues (or pay-as-you-
go (PAYGO) funding) or to be used in future years to mitigate potential increases in 
water rates and charges.  In Metropolitan’s case, there are additional recurring 
expenditures which are funded after revenue bond debt service is paid. These 
expenditures are certain capital payments to the State Water Project (SWP).  SWP 
expenditures include Operation and Maintenance Expenses, paid prior to debt service 
payments and also as capital charges which are funded from ad valorem property taxes 
and water revenues.  Metropolitan reflects these capital charges as paid after revenue 
bond debt service. Therefore, Metropolitan calculates a Fixed Charge Coverage (FCC) 
ratio that provides a more comprehensive measure of the degree to which NOR cover all 
recurring fixed costs. The FCC is calculated as NOR divided by the sum of revenue bond 
debt service, other parity bond obligations, SWP capital payments and other debt service 
costs for loans or other obligations. To the extent that the FCC is positive, the margin 
represents funds available for PAYG funded capital, additions to financial reserves or for 
any other lawful purpose.  
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Metropolitan has policy guidelines for DSC and FCC of 2.00x and 1.20x. These levels 
are viewed as reasonable targets by the bond rating agencies and the financial community 
as being consistent with a strong AA or better credit. In most years, Metropolitan has met 
or exceeded these targets.  This has been an important factor in the upgrading of 
Metropolitan’s bond rating over the last several years.  For the current fiscal year and 
next fiscal year, both DSC and FCC will fall below targeted levels, although they are 
expected to increase back to policy levels beginning in fiscal year 2011/12.  Rating 
agency analysts have stated the importance of continually meeting targeted coverage 
levels in order for Metropolitan to maintain its current high bond ratings. 

To conclude, Revenue Bond Debt Service coverage shall be calculated as follows: Total 
Operating Revenues less Total Operation and Maintenance Expenses equal Net Operating 
Revenues plus Other Revenues Pledged for Debt Service equals Adjusted Net Operating 
Revenues divided by Revenue Bond Debt Service.  Fixed Charge Coverage is calculated 
as Net Operating Revenues divided by the sum of revenue bond debt service, other parity 
bond obligations, SWP capital payments and other debt service costs for loans or other 
obligations. 

Financing Limitations 

Revenue Bond Debt to Equity 

In Section V of the Metropolitan Act (the Act) there is a stated limit on the amount of 
water revenue bond debt that may be outstanding at any time.  Metropolitan’s revenue 
bond debt may not exceed its net equity position, as calculated at the end of each fiscal 
year.  This represents a fairly standard, and comparatively not too stringent, debt 
financing limitation.  Equity equals Total Assets less Total Liabilities. This ratio 
measures the degree to which total operations have been funded by debt.  A lower ratio 
reflects lower debt levels, which implies greater financial flexibility and lower operating 
risk.  For a capital intensive utility such as Metropolitan with large fixed assets such as 
water treatment plants, a higher ratio is expected. Currently, Metropolitan’s Debt/Equity 
ratio is 76%, which while somewhat above medians, is well below the 100% limitation. 
The ratio will likely increase as Metropolitan continues to issue debt to finance its CIP.  
The continued use of PAYG, which helps maintain financing capacity without increasing 
debt, and the maintenance of adequate financial reserves, will help to moderate future 
increases in the ratio and allow Metropolitan the flexibility to finance the CIP at 
favorable interest rate levels. 

Additional Bonds Test 

Per the Master Revenue Bond Resolution, adopted in 1991, there is an Additional Bonds 
Test (ABT) which is a standard feature for municipal issuers of revenue supported debt. 
The ABT demonstrates that existing revenues, with some adjustments, can fund the 
annual debt service costs of new bonds. The test must be met before any new money 
revenue debt can be issued. In Metropolitan’s case, the test states that Net Operating 
Revenues, for any consecutive twelve month period during the twenty-four months 
preceding the issuance of additional water revenue bonds, must equal 120% of the 
maximum annual debt service on all outstanding and proposed additional water revenue 
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bonds. This component of the ABT is very stringent in that it uses very conservative 
assumptions for assumed rates on variable rate debt and only allows for adjustments for 
water rates in effect at the time of the calculation. This precludes the use of approved but 
not yet implemented water rate increases. Although Metropolitan adopts water rates 
approximately nine months prior to implementation on each January 1st, revenues may 
not be adjusted for these adopted rates.  However, it is noted that the ABT also allows for 
the inclusion of “Additional Revenues” to meet the 120% test.  As “Additional 
Revenues” include unrestricted reserves such as balances in the Revenue Remainder 
Fund and the Water Rate Stabilization Fund, ample flexibility exists to meet the ABT and 
therefore allow Metropolitan to issue additional debt to fund the future requirements of 
the CIP.  The ABT is not required for bond refunding if it is determined that average 
annual debt service will not increase after the refunding. 

Asset Liability Management  
Metropolitan, like many other municipalities and utilities across the country, has 
developed financial risk management tools that are primarily directed to manage cash 
flow risk.  With the ability to issue variable rate debt, Metropolitan has been able to lower 
the overall cost of financing its capital programs.  In past years, Metropolitan measured 
its variable rate exposure by calculating the percentage of variable rate debt outstanding 
to total revenue bond debt outstanding.  The primary objective was to manage cash flow 
“risk” in order to achieve budgetary and rate setting certainty.  The traditional benchmark 
of variable rate to total debt was and is the variable rate policy for many municipalities, 
as a target or limit is set for the amount of variable rate debt to issue.  Metropolitan’s 
variable rate policy was initially set at no more than 20 percent variable rate debt to total 
revenue bond debt outstanding.  This historical practice to measure and limit variable rate 
exposure was then modified in 2000. 

Metropolitan’s modified variable rate debt policy was implemented in the spring of 2000 
after extensive analysis by staff, Metropolitan’s financial advisors, and Metropolitan’s 
senior investment banking team. Statistical simulation methods were used by 
Metropolitan’s senior investment banking team to generate sequences of random events 
(utilizing historical data) related to taxable investment earnings rates and tax-exempt 
borrowing rates.  The focus of the analyses was on the relationship between short-term 
taxable and short-term tax-exempt interest rate levels.  The result of the statistical 
modeling was used as the basis for Metropolitan to establish the Board’s variable rate 
debt policy of 32 percent of total water revenue bond debt outstanding.  The primary 
reason for the increase in variable rate exposure to the 32 percent level was to better 
match Metropolitan’s financial investments with variable rate exposure, thereby 
somewhat mitigating the financial impact to Metropolitan of rising and declining interest 
rates. 

However, financial markets continued to change since the Board implemented the 32 
percent policy.  Interest rates declined significantly in the early part of the decade to 
historically low levels.  In addition, in September 2001 the Board adopted a Master Swap 
Policy that has enabled Metropolitan to utilize synthetic financial products to better 
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manage its asset / liability structure.  As such, a different approach to determine the 
appropriate level of variable rate exposure for Metropolitan was established. 

With the primary goal of asset liability management to mitigate the impact of increased 
interest costs in a rising interest rate environment, to mitigate the impact of decreased 
interest income in a declining interest rate environment, and to determine the proper 
asset/liability balance, Metropolitan first determined its risk tolerance to rising and 
declining interest rates.  To determine Metropolitan’s tolerance to rising and declining 
interest rates, staff examined the financial impact to Metropolitan by determining net 
interest costs and reduced interest income under a number of interest rate sensitivity 
scenarios using funds available in the short-term investment portfolio, variable rate debt 
exposure, as well as assumptions for the weighted average days to maturity for the short-
term investment portfolio and the spread between taxable and tax-exempt interest rates. 

The analysis concluded that Metropolitan’s variable rate exposure policy should not be 
based on a fixed percentage of total water revenue bond outstanding; Metropolitan’s 
variable rate exposure policy shall be based on the overall net dollar impact to 
Metropolitan of changes in interest rates; the primary factors in determining the amount 
of variable rate exposure will be the balance available in the short-term investment 
portfolio and Metropolitan’s risk tolerance to rising and declining interest rates; and the 
annual budget shall be used as a baseline against which to measure the impact to 
Metropolitan’s financial condition of changes in interest rate levels.  The Board then 
established a variable rate exposure policy based on the overall net dollar impact to 
Metropolitan of changes in interest rates.  Variable rate exposure was set to ensure that 
changes in interest rates do not increase net interest costs by more than $5 million per 
year with an overall limit on variable rate exposure of 40 percent of total revenue bond 
debt outstanding. 

Metropolitan’s asset / liability management policy was approved by the Board of 
Director’s in October 2004 through the adoption of the 2004/05 update to the Long 
Range Finance Plan. 

Asset Liability Management Policy 

During fiscal year 2001/02, at the direction of the Subcommittee on Investments and 
Bond Financing, Metropolitan modified its approach to managing interest rate risk by 
focusing on asset liability management.  In general, Metropolitan’s interest rate risk is 
minimized when long-term assets are matched with long-term fixed rate debt, and short-
term assets are matched with variable rate debt.  The primary purpose of asset liability 
matching is to mitigate the risk to Metropolitan of changing interest rates in both the 
taxable and tax-exempt markets.  With the proper mix of fixed and variable rate debt, 
Metropolitan can reduce the risk to water rate payers of rising and declining interest rates 
by managing variable rate exposure. 

In a declining interest rate market, Metropolitan’s short-term investments will generate 
less interest income, while the cost of fixed rate debt will remain the same, thereby 
increasing the net cost in Metropolitan’s balance sheet.  In a declining interest rate 
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environment, the cost of variable rate debt will be decreasing, thereby offsetting a portion 
of the reduced interest income generated from the short-term investment portfolio.  The 
reduction in net interest income will be mitigated by the savings in debt service. 

Conversely, in a rising interest rate environment, the cost of Metropolitan’s variable rate 
debt will increase, but will be offset by additional interest income from short-term 
investments.  Additional income generated from the short-term investment portfolio will 
typically lag the increased costs of the variable rate debt.  Therefore, the additional cost 
of variable rate debt is not perfectly hedged by additional interest income from the short-
term investment portfolio.  Since additional costs of variable rate debt in a rising interest 
rate environment cannot be fully mitigated by additional interest earnings from the short-
term investment portfolio, Metropolitan determines the amount of additional interest risk 
that is acceptable.  The additional costs to Metropolitan as a result of a rising interest rate 
environment may be calculated as additional net interest costs (defined as additional 
interest costs on variable rate exposure less additional interest income from the short-term 
investment portfolio). 

Variable Rate Debt Policy 

Metropolitan’s existing variable rate debt policy was implemented in the spring of 2000 
after extensive analysis by staff, Metropolitan’s financial advisors, and Metropolitan’s 
senior investment banking team.  As a result of the analysis, the Board adopted a policy 
setting a variable rate target of 32 percent of total water revenue bond debt outstanding.  
The primary reason for the increase in variable rate exposure to the 32 percent level was 
to better match Metropolitan’s financial investments with variable rate exposure, thereby 
mitigating the financial impact to Metropolitan of rising and declining interest rates. 

However, financial markets have continued to change since the Board implemented the 
existing policy as interest rates have declined to historically low levels and other financial 
factors that influence variable rate debt strategies have changed.  In addition, in 
September 2001 the Board adopted a Master Swap Policy that will enable Metropolitan 
to utilize synthetic financial products to better manage its asset/liability structure.  As 
such, a different approach to determine the appropriate level of variable rate exposure for 
Metropolitan is warranted. 

In the spring of 2000, staff and Metropolitan’s financial advisors reviewed the results of 
various analyses using statistical simulation models performed by Metropolitan’s senior 
investment banking team to assist Metropolitan in determining the appropriate level of 
variable rate exposure.  The statistical simulation methods utilized by Metropolitan’s 
senior investment banking team generated sequences of random events (utilizing 
historical data) related to taxable investment earnings rates and tax-exempt borrowing 
rates.  The focus of the analyses was on the relationship between short-term taxable and 
short-term tax-exempt interest rate levels.  The result of the statistical modeling was used 
as the basis for Metropolitan to establish the current variable rate debt policy of 
32 percent of total water revenue bond debt outstanding.  As of June 2004 Metropolitan 
has $947 million of variable rate water revenue bonds outstanding.  In March 2002, 
Metropolitan priced a $200 million fixed receiver interest rate swap that increased 
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variable rate exposure from 25 percent to the 32 percent board policy level.  As of June 
30, 2004, an additional $785 million of variable rate debt is outstanding, but by virtue of 
interest rate swap agreements are treated as a fixed rate obligations to Metropolitan. 

Appropriate Level of Variable Rate Debt Exposure 

The appropriate level of variable rate exposure for Metropolitan is influenced by a 
number of factors, including the amount of funds available in the short-term investment 
portfolio, Metropolitan’s tolerance to increases in net interest costs, credit rating 
considerations, liquidity provider capacity, swap counterparty capacity, and 
Metropolitan’s overall asset and liability management guidelines and policies.  The 
simulation analyses performed in the spring of 2000 considered these factors and used the 
following assumptions and considerations in determining the appropriate level of variable 
rate exposure for Metropolitan: 

• No one level of variable rate exposure will completely eliminate interest 
rate risk; 

• The optimal amount of variable rate exposure is the level that minimizes 
the variance in net interest margin (net interest margin is defined as the 
difference between taxable net interest earnings and tax-exempt interest 
payments); 

• A static relationship between the taxable yield curve and the tax-exempt 
yield curve; 

• Short-term tax-exempt interest costs were modeled utilizing the Bond 
Market Association (“BMA”) index; 

• The short-term investment portfolio totaled at least $475 million; and 
• No changes in the Federal income tax structure. 

The results of the simulation analyses concluded on average that Metropolitan could 
increase its variable rate exposure to 32 percent of total water revenue bond debt 
outstanding.  Based on a short-term investment portfolio of $475 million, this conclusion 
represented  “hedged” variable rate debt exposure of $825 million and “unhedged” 
variable rate debt exposure of $275 million.  The interest rate hedge assumes that the 
$475 million available in the short-term investment portfolio is invested at taxable rates 
that “cover” the interest payments on $825 million of tax-exempt variable rate debt.  That 
is, in a rising interest rate environment, the additional interest income generated from the 
$475 million short-term portfolio approximates the additional interest expense associated 
with $825 million of variable rate debt. 

The analyses also concluded that interest rate risk was reduced by shortening the duration 
of assets and increasing the amount of the assets available to hedge variable rate 
exposure.  Therefore, the greater the balance in the short-term investment portfolio, the 
greater the amount of variable rate exposure that could be tolerated by Metropolitan.  
Conversely, the lower the balance in the short-term investment portfolio, the lower the 
amount of variable rate exposure that could be tolerated by Metropolitan.  This is an 
important conclusion of the analyses, because the balance in Metropolitan’s short-term 
investment portfolio will vary from year to year.  In addition, Metropolitan can derive 
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more benefit by moving down the much steeper tax-exempt yield curve by increasing 
variable rate exposure, than it loses by shortening investments (and increasing the 
balance in the short-term portfolio).  The cost benefit analysis concluded that 
Metropolitan can increase its variable rate debt exposure (the hedged portion) by 
increasing the amount of funds available for investment in the short-term investment 
portfolio while simultaneously reducing interest rate risk.  The results of the sensitivity 
analyses illustrated that the value of the results are highly dependent on the assumptions 
used to reach a result or conclusion. 

Metropolitan must still determine an acceptable level of “unhedged” variable rate 
exposure over and above the hedged position in order to reach a policy level.  The 
“unhedged position” is subjective in nature, but can be determined by focusing on the net 
dollar impact to Metropolitan in a changing interest rate environment.  Therefore, rather 
than establish a variable rate exposure policy that focuses primarily on a percentage of 
total water revenue bonds outstanding, Metropolitan’s tolerance to changes in interest 
rate levels must be quantified relative to revenue and cost projections used during the 
annual budget and rate setting process.  By changing the policy focus from a percentage 
calculation to a methodology that recognizes the net interest cost impact to Metropolitan, 
Metropolitan can more effectively manage the impact of changes in interest rates to the 
water rate payers. 

Metropolitan’s Tolerance to Changes in Interest Rates 

To mitigate interest rate risk, the primary factor in determining the appropriate level of 
variable rate exposure is the amount of funds available in the short-term investment 
portfolio.  When short-term investments are re-invested in a rising interest rate market, a 
portion of the interest rate risk associated with variable rate debt instruments is mitigated.  
As such, the financial impact to Metropolitan of fluctuations in interest rates may be 
mitigated by managing the amount of variable rate exposure to the short-term portion of 
the investment portfolio.  The primary goal of asset liability management is to 
mitigate the impact of increased interest costs in a rising interest rate environment, 
and mitigate the impact of decreased interest income in a declining interest rate 
environment.  To determine the proper asset/liability balance, Metropolitan must first 
determine its risk tolerance to rising and declining interest rates.  In order to determine 
Metropolitan’s tolerance to rising and declining interest rates, the financial impact to 
Metropolitan was evaluated by determining net interest costs and reduced interest income 
under a number of interest rate sensitivity scenarios.  The following assumptions were 
used in the sensitivity analysis: 

• Short-term investment portfolio of $500 million 
• Short-term investment portfolio weighted average days to maturity of 

120 days 
• Variable rate exposure of $955.2 million 
• A taxable to tax-exempt ratio of 1.6 times, which represents the taxable to 

tax-exempt spread between short-term investment rates and the cost of 
Metropolitan’s variable rate debt 
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Metropolitan’s Tolerance to Rising Interest Rates 

Net interest costs are defined as additional interest costs, less additional interest income 
from the short-term investment portfolio.  The analysis focused solely on the additional 
interest income and additional interest costs over the period, not the absolute dollar 
amounts for interest income or interest expense.  In this way the impact to Metropolitan 
of rising interest rates can be isolated.  The assumption is that the interest income and 
interest costs used in establishing water rates during the water rate setting and annual 
budget process do not take into account the impact of changes in interest rates over the 
rate setting or budget period.  Therefore, interest income and interest costs using interest 
rates at the time the budget and water rates and charges are adopted are already factored 
into Metropolitan’s flow of funds.  The financial impact (positive or negative) to 
Metropolitan in a rising interest rate market is based solely on the additional net interest 
cost not factored into the rate setting or annual budget process (Metropolitan’s “reserves 
at risk”). 

Given a $500 million short-term investment portfolio with an average maturity of 
120 days, interest income was projected over a one-year period in a rising interest rate 
market.  A proxy for taxable interest rates was used and assumed to increase by 10 basis 
points per month over the one-year period.  As the portfolio rolled off, the funds were 
reinvested (maintaining the 120-day average maturity) in a rising interest rate 
environment, thereby increasing Metropolitan’s investment income over the period.  
Additional interest income was then compared to the additional costs to Metropolitan 
(when interest rates rise) on $955.2 million of variable rate exposure. 

With variable rate exposure of $955.2 million, a monthly increase of 10 basis points per 
month will increase the cost of Metropolitan’s variable rate instruments by $6.2 million 
over the one-year period.  The interest rates for the variable rate exposure are anticipated 
to re-set in a daily or weekly interest rate mode.  Although additional interest costs of 
$6.2 million would be borne by Metropolitan over the period, the additional interest 
income would mitigate the net interest increase to $3.1 million over the period.  Figure 27 
illustrates the additional net interest cost to Metropolitan in a rising interest rate market. 

 

Figure 27: Additional Interest Payments 
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In a rising interest rate market, there will be additional net interest costs associated with 
variable rate exposure that were not anticipated during the water rate setting or annual 
budget process.  Metropolitan’s water rate payers would have to bear the financial burden 
of any additional net interest costs because such costs would be paid from the Water Rate 
Stabilization Fund reducing the availability of these funds to offset future water rate 
increases.  The overall financial impact of additional net interest costs has to be taken into 
context with Metropolitan’s overall budget.  Since water sales revenues have averaged 
approximately $670 million per year from 1993 to 2002, a $3.1 million increase in net 
interest costs has a relatively minor impact on Metropolitan’s overall financial condition. 

The financial impact to Metropolitan of increasing variable rate exposure above the 
current level of $955.2 million was estimated to determine if additional variable rate 
exposure was warranted.  The following Table 6 summarizes the potential net interest 
costs to Metropolitan in a rising interest rate environment for various levels of variable 
rate exposure: 

Table 6: Net Interest Costs 
 

Variable Rate Exposure Additional Net Interest Cost 

$   955.2 million $3.1 million 

$1,055.2 million $3.7 million 

$1,155.2 million $4.4 million 

$1,255.2 million $5.0 million 

 

The analyses used the same set of parameters and assumptions as were previously 
described including a short-term investment portfolio of $500 million with a 120-day 
average maturity.  The results of the analyses illustrate that if Metropolitan increases its 
variable rate exposure above the current level of $955.2 million, additional net interest 
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costs of up to $5.0 million may be realized in a rising interest rate environment.  Using 
the additional net interest cost sensitivity, the decision to adjust the level of variable rate 
exposure above or below the current level will be determined by the amount of “reserves 
at risk”. 

Metropolitan’s Tolerance to Declining Interest Rates 

In trying to quantify the potential financial impact to Metropolitan of a declining interest 
rate market, staff examined the reduction in net interest income to Metropolitan under a 
number of assumptions.  Another way to consider the reduction in net interest income is 
to focus on the reduced benefit of lower interest costs due to less interest income in a 
declining interest rate environment.  Metropolitan will realize the benefits of lower costs 
associated with variable rate exposure in a declining interest rate environment, but that 
benefit will be reduced by the amount of reduced interest income over the same period.  
Reduced net interest income to Metropolitan is defined as lower interest income in a 
declining interest rate environment net of the reduced interest costs associated with 
variable rate exposure.  As interest rates decline, the cost of Metropolitan’s variable rate 
exposure will also decrease mitigating the impact on the short-term investment portfolio 
of a decline in taxable interest rates.  The analysis focuses solely on the interest income 
and additional reduced interest costs over the period, not the absolute dollar amounts of 
interest income or interest expense. 

Given a $500 million short-term investment portfolio with an average maturity of 
120 days, interest income was projected over a one-year period in a declining interest rate 
market.  A proxy for taxable interest rates was used and assumed to decrease by 10 basis 
points per month over the one-year period.  As the portfolio rolled off, the funds were 
reinvested (maintaining the 120-day average maturity) in a declining interest rate 
environment, thereby decreasing Metropolitan’s investment income over the period.  
Reduced interest income was then compared to the reduced costs to Metropolitan 
associated with $955.2 million of variable rate exposure. 

With variable rate exposure of $955.2 million, a monthly decrease of 10 basis points per 
month will decrease the cost of Metropolitan’s variable rate exposure by $6.2 million 
over the one-year period.  Although Metropolitan would realize reduced interest income 
of $3.1 million over the period, the reduced interest costs would mitigate the net decrease 
in interest income to $3.1 million over the period.  Figure 28 illustrates the reduced net 
interest realized by Metropolitan from declining interest rates. 

 
Figure 28: Reduced Net Interest Realized 
 



 

 65 

Reduced Net Interest from
Declining Interest Rates

-$6.50

-$5.00

-$3.50

-$2.00

-$0.50

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Months

$ in Millions

Reduced Interest Costs

Reduced Benefit of 
Net Interest Costs

 
 

Since reduced net interest income will be realized in a declining interest rate 
environment, staff examined the financial impact to Metropolitan of increasing variable 
rate exposure above the current level of $955.2 million.  The following Table 7 
summarizes the potential reduced benefit of net interest costs realized by Metropolitan in 
a declining interest rate environment for various levels of variable rate exposure: 

Table 7: Reduced Benefit of Net Interest Costs 
 

 
Variable Rate Exposure 

Reduced Benefit of  
Net Interest Costs 

$   955.2 million $3.1 million 

$1,055.2 million $3.7 million 

$1,155.2 million $4.4 million 

$1,255.2 million $5.0 million 

 

The analyses used the same set of parameters and assumptions as were previously 
described including a short-term investment portfolio of $500 million with a 120-day 
average maturity.  The results of the analyses illustrate that if Metropolitan increases its 
variable rate exposure above the current level of $955.2 million, the reduced benefit of 
lower interest costs may be up to $5.0 million in a declining interest rate environment.  
That is, in a rising interest rate environment, Metropolitan could realize additional costs 
of between $3.1 million and $5.0 million per year.  Conversely, in a declining interest 
rate environment, Metropolitan could realize reduced costs of between $3.1 million and 
$5.0 million. 
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Rating Agency Consideration 

In determining the appropriate level of variable interest rate exposure, the credit rating 
agencies consider such factors as the type of debt issued, Metropolitan’s financial 
flexibility, sources of liquidity, Metropolitan’s asset liability management philosophy, 
and the prudent use of other financial tools such as interest rate swaps.  Therefore, any 
decision to change Metropolitan’s variable interest rate exposure will be thoroughly 
discussed and reviewed with the rating agencies.  Metropolitan has been in discussions 
with Fitch, Moody’s, and Standard and Poor’s regarding changes or modifications to the 
existing variable rate policy.  Any changes to the policy will be reviewed with the rating 
agencies to ensure Metropolitan’s strong credit ratings. 

Liquidity Provider Capacity and Risks 

Variable rate debt obligations have tender features that necessitate the use of liquidity 
support for the purchase price of tendered but unremarketed variable rate bonds.  
Metropolitan uses standby bond purchase agreements provided by highly rated financial 
institutions as the source of liquidity for the tendered bonds.  Since there exists the need 
to constantly provide for a source of liquidity, Metropolitan incurs liquidity risk.  The 
cost to Metropolitan for liquidity facilities currently ranges from 12 basis points to 
25 basis points per year of principal and interest coverage for all outstanding variable rate 
debt obligations.  In addition, Metropolitan is exposed to liquidity risk upon the 
expiration of each liquidity facility.  Current market levels for liquidity facilities for 
Metropolitan are approximately 12 to 40 basis points per year depending on the term of 
the liquidity agreement.  If the market for liquidity facilities changes in the future, 
Metropolitan’s variable rate policy may be affected.  Metropolitan continually monitors 
liquidity provider capacity and costs in consideration of increasing variable rate debt 
exposure. 

How Metropolitan Will Utilize Asset Liability Strategy 

Metropolitan’s existing variable rate policy is a financially sound method to determine 
the appropriate level of variable rate exposure.  Mainly due to limited funding available 
in the short-term investment portfolio, concerns over additional unbudgeted interest costs 
in a rising interest rate environment, and concerns over reduced interest income in a 
declining interest rate environment, Metropolitan’s variable rate policy needs to be 
modified.  Metropolitan’s ability to manage both its short-term assets and variable rate 
liabilities is the primary consideration in trying to develop a prudent variable rate policy 
that takes into account the overall financial impact to Metropolitan of rising or declining 
taxable and tax-exempt interest rates. 

Metropolitan will manage and communicate its short-term assets and variable rate 
liabilities by first establishing a baseline from which to determine the financial impact of 
changing interest rates.  The baseline will be used as a measure (starting point) which will 
enable Metropolitan to quantify at any given point in time the dollar impact of rising or 
declining interest rates.  In order to mitigate the dollar impact of net interest exposure in a 
rising interest rate environment, a reserve funding mechanism may be established.  
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Through appropriate monitoring, reporting, and strategy recommendations to the Board, 
Metropolitan will be able to prudently manage and quantify its net interest rate exposure. 

Establishing a Baseline Methodology 

In order to determine how Metropolitan will manage its variable rate exposure 
(short-term assets and variable rate liabilities), a starting point or a baseline must first be 
established to use as the basis for monitoring, reporting, and quantifying the financial 
impact to Metropolitan of the movement of interest rates. 

Metropolitan may use one or both of the following baseline methods as a means of 
measuring the financial impact of changes in interest rates to Metropolitan: 

Start of Period Method - interest rates applicable to the cost of variable rate exposure and 
the short-term investment portfolio at the start of a given period (such as July 1st for a 
fiscal year) are used as the baseline. 

Annual Budget Process Method - interest rate assumptions for the cost of variable rate 
exposure and for the yield on the short-term investment portfolio are used as a baseline. 

During the annual budget process, estimates for interest income and the cost of variable 
rate exposure are generated.  The revenue and cost estimates are based upon a number of 
factors including projections for taxable and tax-exempt interest rates.  By using taxable 
and tax-exempt interest rates assumed during the adoption of the annual budget, 
Metropolitan will be able to determine throughout the fiscal year the financial impact of 
changes in interest rates.  Anticipated interest income and interest costs for variable rate 
exposure as developed in the annual budget process can be compared against actual 
dollar amounts for interest income and interest costs associated with the changes in 
interest rates over the budget period.  Therefore, the dollar impact to Metropolitan of 
changes in interest rates is isolated. 

By using the start of a period or the annual budget as a baseline for measuring interest 
rate movement, Metropolitan can monitor, report, and develop strategies for management 
of its asset / liability program. 

Monitoring and Reporting 

As interest rates change throughout the fiscal year, staff will monitor the net interest cost 
and net interest income to Metropolitan.  Periodic reports throughout the fiscal year will 
be provided to the Board detailing Metropolitan’s net interest cost or net interest income 
depending upon interest rate levels relative to starting point or budget assumptions.  
Reporting will include the relative financial impact of increased net interest costs or 
reduced interest income.  In order to determine the overall financial impact to 
Metropolitan, the increase in net interest costs and reduction in net interest income must 
be compared to financial indicators of Metropolitan.  Comparing the impact of changes in 
interest rates to operating revenues and net operating revenues should provide the 
necessary comparison parameter.  Net operating revenues are determined in 
Metropolitan’s flow of funds by reducing operating revenues by operating expenses over 



 

 68 

a certain reporting period.  Net operating revenues in conjunction with revenues from the 
sale of hydroelectric power and interest on investments are used to secure debt payments 
to Metropolitan’s bondholders.  The flow of funds for Metropolitan are represented as 
follows: 

Operating revenues 
Less operating expenses 
Equals net operating revenues 
Plus revenues from the sale of hydroelectric power 
Plus interest on investments 
Equals adjusted net operating revenues 

By linking the financial impact of changes in interest rates to Metropolitan’s net 
operating revenues, Metropolitan may determine the financial significance of changes in 
interest rates on the overall financial condition of the organization.  In this way the 
relative impact to bondholders and Metropolitan’s member agencies can be ascertained. 

For example, if net interest costs have increased by $2 million and Metropolitan’s net 
operating revenues are $100 million, then the relative financial impact to Metropolitan is 
two percent.  The relative financial impact calculation can be used by Metropolitan to 
determine if the asset/liability mix needs to be adjusted or modified in order to reduce the 
percentage impact on net operating revenues.  The increased net interest cost or reduction 
in interest income can also be used to report the impact on revenue bond debt service and 
fixed charge coverages.  Since revenue bond debt service coverage and fixed charge 
coverage are primary indicators of Metropolitan’s credit quality, the overall financial 
impact of changes in interest rates to Metropolitan and Metropolitan’s bond holders can 
be quantified.  Regardless of what indicators are used to determine the financial impact of 
changes in interest rates to Metropolitan, the Board must be comfortable with the risk of 
additional costs or reduced interest income over a certain period of time.  Calculations of 
the impact of changes in interest rates can be communicated and explained to the Board, 
but the ability of Metropolitan to manage variable rate exposure is of primary importance.  

Based on the results of the relative financial impact calculation, a strategy to effectively 
manage additional net interest costs or a reduction in interest income can be formulated 
and provided to the Board for consideration.  The strategy to modify the asset / liability 
mix will include utilizing interest swaps (through Metropolitan’s Master Swap Policy) to 
mitigate increasing net interest costs and reductions in net interest income due to 
changing interest rate markets. 

Conclusion 

Metropolitan’s variable rate exposure policy will not be based on a fixed percentage of 
total water revenue bond outstanding. 

Metropolitan’s variable rate exposure policy should be based on the overall net dollar 
impact to Metropolitan of changes in interest rates. 
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The primary factors in determining the amount of variable rate exposure will be the 
balance available in the short-term investment portfolio and Metropolitan’s risk tolerance 
to rising and declining interest rates. 

The annual budget or a starting period methodology shall be used as a baseline against 
which to measure the impact to Metropolitan’s financial condition of changes in interest 
rate levels. 

Recommendation 

Metropolitan’s variable rate exposure policy shall be based on the overall net dollar 
impact to Metropolitan of changes in interest rates.  Metropolitan shall measure and 
monitor interest rate exposure due to changes in interest rates and manage the amount of 
interest rate exposure to ensure that changes in interest rates do not increase net interest 
costs by more than $5 million per fiscal year. 
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Item No. 2 
 

 
 

DISCUSSION ITEM 
January 5, 2011 

 
 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Kevin Hunt    Staff Contact:  Harvey De La Torre 
 General Manager       
  
 
SUBJECT: UPDATE ON WATER SUPPLY CONDITIONS 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Board of Directors review and discuss this information. 
 
 
REPORT/SUMMARY 
 
State Water Project Supplies for 2011 
On December 17, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) increased its 
projected deliveries of State Water Project water in 2011 to 50% of contractors’ requested 
“Table A” deliveries, which provides MET with 956,000 AF.  The recent storms have 
resulted in the best early season water supply outlook in five years.  This is still an early 
estimate, and it is likely that the 50% allocation will be increased as rain and snowfall totals 
continue to increase.  A year ago, as of December of 2009, the “Table A” allocation was 
only at 5%, following three dry years and low storage levels.  The final 2010 “Table A” 
allocation eventually increased to 50 percent.   
 
Electronic readings indicate that water content in the northern Sierra region (8-Station 
index) is currently 192% of normal as of December 21.  In response to the major storm 
system, releases have been increased from several reservoirs, including the federal Central 
Valley Project’s Lake Shasta north of Redding and Folsom Lake near Sacramento.  Lake 
Oroville in Butte County, the State Water Project’s principal reservoir, is at 88 percent of 
normal storage to date, still with plenty of room to handle incoming storms.  
 
DWR will provide an update to its “Table A” deliveries in early February. 
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MET’s Water Supply Conditions for 2011 
Although we have only begun the rainy season, we can provide an early estimate of MET’s 
total water supplies for 2011.  As mentioned above, MET estimates that they expected to 
receive over 1.0 million acre-feet (MAF) of SWP, simply based on the 50% SWP Table “A” 
allocation. While Colorado River deliveries for 2011 are expected to total 1.1 MAF, which 
includes MET’s Basic apportionment, its Five-Year Water Supply Action Plan (Yuma 
Desalter, Additional PVID Transfers, etc. ), and all other Colorado River supplies, including 
conservation programs, water transfers and exchanges.  These two aqueducts will provide 
MET with over 2 MAF, while projected demands in MET service area are trending close to 
1.7 MAF.   
 
The combination of improved water supply conditions and lower than expected demands 
will lead to increases in MET’s regional storage reserves.  DVL is expected to reach 
620,000 AF (80% of capacity), while MET will continue to store water in Lake Mathews and 
Lake Skinner and local conjunctive use storage programs. 
 
These improvements in water supplies and storage will likely give comfort to the MET Board 
to remove MET’s water supply allocation in April for fiscal year 2011/12.  
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Item No. 3 
 

 
 

DISCUSSION ITEM 
January 5, 2010 

 
 
TO: Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Kevin Hunt    Staff Contact:  Harvey De La Torre 
 General Manager       
  
 
SUBJECT: Update on MET’s 2060 Blue Ribbon Committee  
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Board of Directors review and discuss this information. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
In February 2010, MET formed a Blue Ribbon Committee (BRC) with the stated 
mission “to make recommendations for new business models and strategies to 
position Metropolitan to meet our region's water related needs and to provide for 
sustainability for Southern California in coming decades.”  This report reviews the 
formation, composition, areas of focus and draft suggestions of the BRC. 
 
DETAILED REPORT 
 
BRC Formation and Composition 

The decision to form the BRC was reached after a series of presentations by 
business and academic leaders at MET’s November 2009 Board retreat entitled 
“MWD 2060:  Building a Sustainable Future”. The BRC was to be composed of 
experts who will provide insight into the global, natural, economic and demographic 
changes that our service area will encounter in the future and assist MET to develop 
a new business model and strategies for the future.  MET Director Emeritus Robert 
B. Simonds, who represented the City of Los Angeles from 2004 to 2006, agreed to 
serve as the BRC Chair.   
 
In December 2009, MET Directors and member agency managers were asked to 
nominate candidates to serve on the BRC and the MET Board ratified final 
selections in February 2010.  The 27 member BRC consists of representatives from 



 Page 2 
 

 

across the MET service area as well as water resource experts across the western 
United States, including Betsy Rieke, former Assistant Secretary of the Interior for 
Water and Science in the Clinton Administration, Brad Udall, Director of the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Western Water Assessment, and 
Sunne Wright McPeak, former President and CEO of the Bay Area Council.  The 
BRC members from Orange County are Lucy Dunn, President & CEO, Orange 
County Business Council and John Hanna, an attorney and trustee of the Rancho 
Santiago Community College District.  A full list of BRC members is included in 
Attachment A. 
 
Mission and Areas of Focus 

When ratifying the BRC’s membership in February 2010, the following mission was 
presented to the MET Board: 

 “ . . . to make recommendations for new business models and strategies to 
position Metropolitan to meet our region's water related needs and to 
provide for sustainability for Southern California in coming decades. The 
Committee will consider the best practices in California, in our nation and around 
the world for innovatively and effectively managing energy and water 
infrastructure. The intent is to identify the best strategies and practices and to 
use them to foster environmental stewardship, water reliability and new sources 
of competitive advantage for Southern California.” 
 

To accomplish this mission, the MET Board was informed that the BRC would focus 
on the following six key areas:  

1. Developing New Water Options for Southern California 

2. Energy for the Future 

3. Economic Development and New Technologies 

4. Financial Sustainability 

5. Workforce 

6. Communications 
 
Progress to Date 

From March through June 2010 the BRC reviewed a full range of MET issues 
including the Integrated Resources Plan, Long Range Finance Plan, and MET’s 
Energy Management Policies.  Over the summer, each of the five BRC Workgroups 
(Finance/Rates, Workforce, Water Portfolio, Communications and Energy), 
developed draft reports, which the full BRC began reviewing in September.  In 
November an outline for the final report as well detailed outlines of two key sections 
of the final report were distributed for review and discussion.  The BRC was 
scheduled to present its findings to the MET Board in December 2010, but asked for 
more time to further refine their final report.   
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Draft Report/Areas of Interest Under Discussion  

The outline for the final report released in November is a follows: 
 

1. Introduction 

2. Metropolitan Today 

3. Challenges and Trends Affecting Metropolitan and Its Business Model 

4. Metropolitan and Its member agencies in 2060 

5. Getting to the New Business Model: Potential Near-Term Actions 

6. Conclusions 
 
Section 3 of the report will detail the BRC’s view of the challenges and trends that 
MET faces in the future. The outline identifies the following categories of challenges 
and trends: 
 

 Long-Term Water-Related  

 Risks to Acute Events 

 Energy Related  

 Finance Related  

 Workforce Related  

 Communications Related  
 

A significant amount of the discussion during the BRC process has focused on the 
“new business model” for MET in 2060.  Of particular interest is Section 4 of the 
report which focuses on “trading” among MET member agencies under such a new 
business model.   
 
MET-Facilitated Trading Among Member Agencies and Other Entities 

To the BRC, MET’s intra-region storage and transportation facilities will prove crucial 
under the new model.  Expanded use of these facilities is expected to: 

 Allow member agencies to invest in the most cost-effective portfolio of 
conservation and local supplies. 

 Enhance reliability by spreading risk over a large geographic area and a large 
number of customers. 

The outline also highlights the BRC’s view that these assets will facilitate the trading 
of water among member agencies and other entities in the region.  The BRC sees 
such trading as key maintaining the region’s supply reliability.  Examples of such 
trading include: 

 Member agencies with a low-cost opportunity to develop recycling facilities 
might build a plant larger than required for its own needs and sell the excess 
to other member agencies 
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 Private-sector firms might build a desalination plant within one member 
agency’s service area and sell the water to several member agencies 

 Metropolitan might establish a conservation bank, where developers in an 
area with few, low-cost conservation opportunities might pay into the bank, 
which would use the funds to support low-cost conservation projects that 
would free up supply elsewhere in Southern California 
 

The outline also highlights that member agencies could trade imported allocations, 
but recognizes that trading such allocations might raise the difficult challenges of 
defining property rights. 
 
To the BRC, member agencies would benefit from water trading in the following 
ways: 

 Member agencies with lower costs of developing local water sources would 
have an incentive to develop these sources and provide them to member 
agencies who face high costs options for closing their gap 

 Member agencies with lower costs of conservation will be better able to 
capture the benefits of their conservation efforts because they will generate 
revenues from the sale of water that is conserved 

 Member agencies with rapidly growing populations and member agencies 
without local water sources would have new lower-cost options for meeting 
their consumption gaps in the form of purchasing water from other member 
agencies 

 During periods of drought and extended declines in imported water, trading 
will enable member agencies to lower their effective average cost of water 

 
MET is believed to also benefit from such water trading because such trades would: 

 Enable MET to more fully utilize and generate revenues from its transmission 
and storage infrastructure 

 Reduce water cost-spikes among its member agencies during times of 
drought and/or extended reduction in imported water 

 Reduce inequality among its member agencies 
 
The increased use of MET’s local facilities is also viewed as increasing the 
importance of integrated resources planning, which will require a more 
comprehensive business analysis of the most cost-effective combination of 
investments by MET and member agencies and the financing available to support 
these investments. 
 
In addition to an increased role for MET in planning for local supplies and 
conservation, MET is also assumed to have a larger role in financing such 
resources, including collaborative partnerships in the development of storm water, 
wastewater, brackish water, and ocean desalination to take advantage of MET’s 
technical capabilities in the area of finance and its ability to secure low cost capital.  
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In addition to augmenting its local sources of revenue, the BRC feels that MET’s 
investments in cost-effective local water supplies would: 

 Reduce inequity among member agencies, because member agencies with 
no or limited local water source endowments will be able access such 
resources through MET 

 Expand MET’s capacity to respond to droughts and extended reductions in 
the imported water, thus smoothing consumption over these periods. 

 
BRC members have also discussed the need for MET to identify implementation 
pilot projects to help identify the technical, financial and political requirements 
associated with the expanded use of MET’s regional facilities. 
 
New Price Structure 
 
The BRC sees MET’s pricing structure as playing an important role in: 

 Providing the market signals and incentives that support local investment in 
conservation and local supplies 

 Covering the costs of operating MET’s system 

 Supporting the services MET provides to its member agencies 

 Promoting wise stewardship of water in the region 
 

The BRC does not plan to recommend a particular pricing approach but assumes 
that MET’s 2060 pricing structure will build on the rate structure that was instituted in 
2003 and that MET will sell significantly more water in the upper tier.  The BRC also 
assumes that MET will de-bundle its services more extensively and price them more 
efficiently than in 2010. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 
Name     Affiliation 
 
Robert Simonds (Chair)   The Robert Simonds Company 

Grame Barty    Australian Trade Commission 

Ruben Barrales   San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce 

Carol S. Carmichael   California Institute of Technology 

Yoram Cohen   University of California, Los Angeles 

Mike D'Antuono National Construction Alliance (Operating 
Engineers/Carpenters) 

Lucy Dunn    Orange County Business Council 

Cecilia Estolano   Green For All   

Mildred Garcia   California State University, Dominguez Hills 

Lawrence Geraty   La Sierra University 

Gerald R. Gewe   Private Citizen, Water Industry Professional 

John R. Hanna   Hanna & Scott, Rancho Santiago CC Board  

Bob Hertzberg    Lawyer, Businessman and Community Activist 

John Lormon    Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & Savitch LLP   

Felicia Marcus   Natural Resources Defense Council 

Cynthia McClain Hill   Strategic Counsel PLC 

Sunne McPeak   California Emerging Technology Fund 

Julie Meier-Wright   San Diego Regional Economic Development Corp. 

Terry O'Day    Environment Now 

William Patzert   NASA Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) 

Mark Pisano    University of Southern California 

Betsy Rieke    United States Bureau of Reclamation (Retired) 

Sherry Simpson-Dean  United Nations Association of Pasadena 

Gary Toebben   Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 

Brad Udall  NOAA Earth Science Research Laboratory 

Robert Wilkinson   University of California, Santa Barbara 

Lance Williams United States Green Building Council, Los 
Angeles Chapter 
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–– November 2009 November 2009 ‐‐MET Board Retreat “MWD 2060:  Building a MET Board Retreat “MWD 2060:  Building a 

Sustainable Future” Sustainable Future” 
–– 1994 Blue Ribbon Committee1994 Blue Ribbon Committee

•• BRC MembersBRC Members
–– 27 members across MWD service area and western U.S.27 members across MWD service area and western U.S.
–– Bob Simonds, ChairBob Simonds, Chair
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–– Consultants (Rand, SDS Associates and Arellano Associates)Consultants (Rand, SDS Associates and Arellano Associates)
–– MWD StaffMWD Staff
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BRC MissionBRC Mission

“The mission of the Metropolitan Water District’s “The mission of the Metropolitan Water District’s 
Blue Ribbon Committee (BRC) isBlue Ribbon Committee (BRC) is to maketo makeBlue Ribbon Committee (BRC) isBlue Ribbon Committee (BRC) is to make to make 
recommendations for new business models and recommendations for new business models and 
strategies to positionstrategies to position Metropolitan Metropolitan to meet our to meet our 
region's water related needs and to provide for region's water related needs and to provide for 
sustainability for Southern California in sustainability for Southern California in 
comingcoming decades.”decades.”gg

Areas of FocusAreas of Focus

1)1) Developing New Water Options for So. CaliforniaDeveloping New Water Options for So. California

2)2) Energy for the FutureEnergy for the Future

3)3) Economic Development and New TechnologiesEconomic Development and New Technologies

4)4) Financial SustainabilityFinancial Sustainability

5)5) WorkforceWorkforce5)5) WorkforceWorkforce

6)6) CommunicationsCommunications
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ScheduleSchedule

•• Kickoff meeting in March 2010Kickoff meeting in March 2010

•• MarchMarch JuneJune•• March March –– JuneJune
–– Integrated Resources Plan White PaperIntegrated Resources Plan White Paper

–– Financial SustainabilityFinancial Sustainability

–– Full Range of MWD operationsFull Range of MWD operations

•• September September –– DecemberDecember
–– 5 Working Group Reports5 Working Group Reportsg p pg p p

–– Draft BRC ReportDraft BRC Report

•• Original Deadline was December, Final Report Original Deadline was December, Final Report 
expected early 2011expected early 2011

Draft Report/FindingsDraft Report/Findings

1)1) IntroductionIntroduction

2)2) M t lit T dM t lit T d2)2) Metropolitan TodayMetropolitan Today

3)3) Focus on Challenges and Trends Affecting Focus on Challenges and Trends Affecting 
Metropolitan and Its Business ModelMetropolitan and Its Business Model

4)4) Metropolitan and Its Members in 2060Metropolitan and Its Members in 2060

5)5) Getting to the New Business Model: Potential Getting to the New Business Model: Potential 
NearNear‐‐Term ActionsTerm Actions

6)6) ConclusionsConclusions
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Categories of Challenges and Trends:Categories of Challenges and Trends:

•• LongLong‐‐Term WaterTerm Water‐‐Related Trends and ChallengesRelated Trends and Challenges

•• Risks to Acute EventsRisks to Acute Events

•• Energy RelatedEnergy Related

•• Finance RelatedFinance Related

•• Workforce RelatedWorkforce RelatedWorkforce RelatedWorkforce Related

•• Communications RelatedCommunications Related

Areas of Interest Under DiscussionAreas of Interest Under Discussion

•• New Business ModelNew Business Model

M t litM t lit F ilit t d T di A M bF ilit t d T di A M b•• MetropolitanMetropolitan‐‐Facilitated Trading Among Member Facilitated Trading Among Member 
Agencies and other EntitiesAgencies and other Entities

•• Increasing Local Supply Development/Greater Increasing Local Supply Development/Greater 
METMET‐‐Member Agency CoordinationMember Agency Coordination

•• Financing for Conservation and Local SuppliesFinancing for Conservation and Local Supplies

•• New Price StructureNew Price Structure

•• Implementation of Pilot ProgramsImplementation of Pilot Programs



  
 
 

Item No. 4 
 

 
 

DISCUSSION ITEM 
January 5, 2011 

 
 
TO: Board of Directors/Metropolitan Directors 
 
FROM: Kevin Hunt    Staff Contact:  Harvey De La Torre 
 General Manager                
 
SUBJECT: MWD Items Critical To Orange County 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Board of Directors to review and discuss this information. 
 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
This report provides a brief update on the current status of the following key MWD issues 
that may affect Orange County: 
 

a) MWD’s Water Supply Allocation Plan 

b) MWD’s Blue Ribbon Committee 

c) Long Range Finance Plan  

d) Colorado River Issues 

e) Bay Delta/State Water Project Issues 

f) MET’s Ocean Desalination Policy and Potential Participation by MET in the South 
Orange Coastal Ocean Desalination Project (formerly Dana Point Desalination 
Project) 

g) IRWD Strand Ranch Water Transfer & MET’s Policy on State Water Project 
Transfers 

h) Orange County Reliability Projects 



ISSUE BRIEF # A 
 
 
SUBJECT: MWD’s Water Supply Allocation Plan 
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
MET’s Allocation Performance for FY 2010/11 
For a second year in a row, the Metropolitan Board (MET) implemented its Water Supply 
Allocation Plan on April 13, 2010 at a Stage Level 2 for Fiscal Year 2010/11.   As of 
November 30, 2010, MET’s deliveries of imported water totaled 740,442 AF, which is 
approximately 29% below MET’s target allocation.  This means that the member agencies, 
collectively, are using 29% less than their allocation limits.  According to these deliveries, 
MET anticipates sales to reach 1.70 million AF by the end of the fiscal year; which is 230 
TAF below MET’s budget projections of 1.93 MAF. 
 
These lower than expected water sales are primarily due to (1) a historically cool summer, 
(2) a down economy, and (3) the impact of water use efficiency.  MWDOC staff has 
requested MET to investigate further into these three key factors impacting water sales in 
order to have a better understanding of where water demands may trend in the future. 
 
Water Supply Update and a change to MET’s Allocation for FY 2010/11 
 
Since the MET board took action last April to continue water supply allocations for a second 
year in a row, the region’s water supply condition has dramatically improved.  MET expects 
by the end of 2010 for storage levels to reach 1.7 MAF (Dry-year storage).  This is a 
900,000 AF increase from early 2009 storage conditions.  In addition, with the recent storms 
in December and the California Department of Water Resource increasing the State Water 
Project’s “Table A” allocation from 25% to 50%, water supplies are expected to be above 
average for 2011.     
 
As a result of these improved conditions the MET Board took action in December to amend 
its Water Management Program to allow additional deliveries for local storage and 
groundwater replenishment outside of an agency’s allocation.  Under this program, 
MWDOC can deliver additional water to OCWD for basin replenishment without having the 
deliveries count towards MWDOC’s MET Allocation.   
 
 
 UPCOMING ACTIVITY 
 
At this month’s Water Planning and Stewardship Committee, MET staff will present 
information on MET’s expected water supply conditions for 2011 and its impact to next 
year’s water supply allocations.     
 



ISSUE BRIEF # B 

 
 
SUBJECT: MET’s Blue Ribbon Committee 
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
The Blue Ribbon Committee Chairman Bob Simons asked the MET Board for additional 
time to finalize their report.  The report was originally scheduled for December 2010, 
however, to allow for additional comments by the Committee and the RAND Corporation the 
report is now expected to be completed in March 2011. 
 
To provide a preview of some of the suggestions the Blue Ribbon Committee have been 
discussing, MWDOC staff will provide a report at this month’s Board workshop on MET 
issues.    



ISSUE BRIEF # C 
 
 
SUBJECT: Long Range Finance Plan  
 
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
Long Range Finance Plan 

MET staff recently distributed its 2010 Long Range Financial Plan (LRFP) to its member 
agencies for review and comment.  The 2010 is the sixth update of MET’s LRFP.  The Plan 
provides water demand projections, expected water supplies, revenue and expenditure 
assumptions, as well as MET’s ten-year Capital Investment Program (CIP).  There are also 
sections describing MET’s overall capital financing strategy, investment policy, Bond 
refunding guidelines, and its Master Swap policy.  
 
The new component of the 2010 LRFP is the incorporation of MET’s recently adopted 
Integrated Resource Plan (IRP).  The Plan describes the financial impacts associated with 
MET’s investments in local resources and conservation. 
 
MWDOC staff plans to provide a detail report at this month’s Board Workshop on MET 
issues. 
 
UPCOMING ACTIVITY 
 
MET’s Water Sale Revenue 
MET water sales are expected to reach 1.7 Million AF by the end of the fiscal year 2010-11.  
This is less than 230,000 AF than MET originally budgeted (1.93 MAF).  These decreases 
in water sales will result in a draw of over $100 million from MET’s rate stabilization fund 
and place the fund below its minimum level.  To help mitigate this revenue impact, MET 
staff will be presenting options for the Board to consider.  Among them are a decrease in 
PAYGO, reductions in MET’s Operational & Maintenance budget, or additional increases to 
MET’s rates.       



ISSUE BRIEF # D 
 
 

SUBJECT: Colorado River Issues  
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
Imperial Irrigation District Release to the Salton Sea 
In September, the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) Board of Directors announced their intent 
to release 41,250 AF of unused agricultural water as early mitigation to the Salton Sea.   
This action was proposed to mitigate the impacts for 2011 and half of 2012 caused by the 
water transfer agreements authorized by the San Diego County Water Authority and the 
Coachella Valley Water District.  This action is currently under dispute by MET and a 
number of other Colorado River users.  According to MET, under the 2003 QSA agreement, 
IID has to conserve water to provide deliveries to the Salton Sea.  Any unused agricultural 
entitlement from IID goes to MET.  (In a session at the recent ACWA conference, it was 
confirmed by IID general manager Brian Brady that the IID has released the full amount to 
the Salton Sea.) 
 
In November, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) met with IID, Coachella Valley 
Water District, San Diego County Water Authority, and MET to try and resolve the dispute.  
It was determined that there will not be a settlement this year.  Until there is a final 
resolution, the Bureau has conditionally let IID deliver the water while also allowing MET to 
store the equivalent amount of water in Lake Mead.  If the Bureau rules against IID, they will 
be forced to pay back the water in future years. The water in question represents a half foot 
elevation to Lake Mead.   
 
Colorado River Water Supply 
Storage in Lake Mead is currently at 38 percent of capacity.  The reservoir is expected to 
end the year with a surface elevation of 1,081 feet.  This is only six feet above the water 
shortage trigger of 1,075 feet set forth in the 2007 shortage guidelines.  New projections 
from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation have forecasted that the probability of shortages in 
2012 range from about 15 percent to about 22 percent.  In 2015 the probability is above 30 
percent and increasing to above 40 percent by 2025.  Under a shortage declaration, 
California’s apportionment from the Colorado River would not be impacted, but MET would 
lose access to its Intentionally Created Surplus (ICS) water in Lake Mead.  Currently, MET 
has close to 200,000 AF of ICS. 
 
The Southern Nevada Water Authority’s intake to Lake Mead is at an elevation of 1,050 
feet.  Speaking at the ACWA Conference on December 2, Patricia Mulroy, General 
Manager of the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) commented that further 
cooperation is needed to keep as much water as possible in Lake Mead, in order to avoid 
triggering the shortage guidelines.  SNWA’s water supplies would be dramatically affected if 
Lake Mead drops below 1,050 ft. 
 
 
 



Mexico and U.S. Reach Agreement on Colorado River Allotments 
U.S. and Mexican officials reached a deal on December 20 for Mexico to defer part of its 
water allotment from the Colorado River until 2014 while farmers in the Mexicali area repair 
irrigation networks damaged by the 7.2 magnitude earthquake in 2010.  Under the 
agreement, Mexico will defer deliveries up to 260,000 acre-feet of water through 2013 and 
then seek to recover that in the following three years, when its canals will be repaired and 
better suited to take additional deliveries. 
 
Mexico's annual allotment under its 1944 treaty is 1.5 million AF.  The agreement was 
announced in a meeting between Mexican Environment Secretary Juan Rafael Elvira 
Quesada and U.S. Interior Secretary Ken Salazar.  Secretary Salazar said the two nations 
want to continue to negotiate a full management plan for the Colorado River in 2011.   
 
Colorado River Board 
At the November Colorado River Board meeting, Jerry Zimmerman stated that he was 
resigning as the acting Executive Director for the Colorado River Board.   The Board named 
Chris Harris as the new acting Executive Director.  
 



ISSUE BRIEF # E 
 
 

SUBJECT: Bay Delta/State Water Project Issues  
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) 
On November 18, the BDCP Steering Committee released a working draft of the BDCP.  
The draft plan represents the culmination of four years of efforts by MET, the State Water 
Contractors, the Department of Water Resources, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, state and 
federal wildlife agencies, environmental organizations, and other Delta stakeholder groups.   
 
The working draft includes new conveyance infrastructure and operational criteria, 
restoration of habitat for covered species and their communities, measures to address 
stressors other than water supply operations, and provisions for adaptive management.  
While consensus has been reached on many elements of the BDCP (conservation strategy 
and governance structure), there are still remaining elements that require refinement 
(effects analysis and cost allocation) and some issues yet to be defined (near-term 
operations).  The current schedule is to complete the draft BDCP for public review in fall 
2011, with a final BDCP and associated state and federal endangered species permits in 
late 2012.  The current schedule is for the facilities to be operational by 2022. 
 
Preliminary cost estimates in the working draft include $12.7 billion for the construction of 
the new conveyance facility.  Habitat restoration and other stressors conservation measures 
estimated at $3.5 billion and $1.2 billion, respectively, and program administration totaling 
approximately $5.2 million per year. 
 
The BDCP, when approved, would limit the obligation for endangered species mitigation in 
the Delta for a 50-year term of the permit and provide what are known as "regulatory 
assurances” under state and federal endangered species laws.  These assurances provide 
certainty as to future project operations. 
 
Westlands Withdraws from BDCP 
The Westlands Water District and the San Luis and Delta Mendota Water Authority have 
announced that they will withdraw from the BDCP process.  These agencies cited a lack of 
progress by the federal agencies, and a concern that the BDCP will not achieve the stated 
co-equal goals of water supply and ecosystem restoration.  It is unclear by their statements 
whether they would still be participating in the proposed Delta conveyance facility.  These 
two agencies represent the majority of the federal Central Valley Project (CVP).  Without 
their participation, the cost of the remaining agencies could increase significantly. 
 
DWR Increases 2011 State Water Project Allocation to 50 Percent 
On December 17, the Department of Water Resources (DWR) increased its projected 
deliveries of State Water Project water in 2011 to 50 percent of contractors’ requested 
“Table A” deliveries.  The recent storms have resulted in the best early season water supply 
outlook in five years.  This is still an early estimate, and it is likely that the 50 percent 



allocation will be increased in January/February as rain and snowfall totals continue to 
increase.  A year ago, as of December of 2009, the “Table A” allocation was only at 5 
percent, following three dry years and low storage levels.  The final 2010 allocation was 
eventually increased to 50 percent.   
 

 
 



ISSUE BRIEF # F 
 
 
SUBJECT: MET’s Ocean Desalination Policy and Potential Participation by MET in 

the South Orange Coastal Ocean Desalination Project (formerly Dana 
Point Desalination Project) 

 
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
Update on Huntington Beach’s Desalination Project 
MWDOC is continuing to work with Poseidon and 17 local member agencies on the 
Huntington Beach project.  Poseidon is hopeful that they will receive the final Coastal 
Development Permit in the summer of 2011 and will be able to proceed into construction in 
2012.  Discussions need to be completed between MET, Poseidon, MWDOC and the local 
agencies for introducing the water into reach four of the East Orange County Feeder No. 2.  
 
MWDOC South Orange Coastal Ocean Desalination Project 
MWDOC continues to work with MET to receive assistance on the project, primarily from 
the funding and system integration perspective. 
 
Update on Carlsbad Desalination Project 
Poseidon is hopeful that they will gain approval of a final agreement from the San Diego 
County Water Authority Board of Directors in January 2011 and that construction can 
proceed within a few months after approval of the agreement.  Poseidon is reporting that 
they just received the equity funding in the amount of $120 million and they are working on 
getting final bids on their Engineering, Procurement and Construction contracts. They 
expect to execute those contracts within the next 6 to 8 weeks. 
 
Key terms for the Water Purchase Agreement include: 
 

• The Water Authority will have no responsibility or liability for the design, permitting, 
financing, construction, or operation of the project.  

 
• A maximum price will be set equal to the contract price in the previous water 

purchase agreements with the nine Desal Partners.  The final price will not be 
determined until all financial documentation is provided by Poseidon.  The combined 
water and delivery costs are expected at around $1,600 per AF. 

 
• An option to buy the entire plant beginning 10 years after the start date for 

commercial operation.  The Water Authority will have the right to purchase the plant 
at the end of the 30-year term for $1 (One Dollar). 
 

• An option for the Water Authority to purchase the project’s conveyance pipeline  
once the plant has a proven track record of successful operation.  This could reduce 
the price of the water by up to $200 per acre-foot. 

 



ISSUE BRIEF # G 
 
 
SUBJECT: IRWD Strand Ranch Water Transfer & MET Policy on SWP Transfers 

 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
MWDOC/IRWD staffs have been working on the IRWD Strand Ranch agreement with MET.  
Two conference calls were held in December and concurrence on the terms and conditions 
for the Agreement is being reached by MWDOC, MET and IRWD staff and legal councils.  
Staff plans to bring the agreement to the MWDOC Board for review and approval in 
February. 
 
 
 



ISSUE BRIEF # H 
 
 
SUBJECT: Orange County Reliability Projects 
 
RECENT ACTIVITY 
 
1. General Update on Projects 
Nothing on the general update to report. 
 
2. Second Lower Cross Feeder 
The study has been completed and presented to the MWDOC P&O Committee and to the 
Joint MWDOC/OCWD Committee.  MWDOC will be conducting Orange County Stakeholder 
meetings to determine the level of interest in the various project options. 
 
3. Baker WTP & Introduction of Local Water into the MET System 
IRWD is proceeding with the final design of the facilities, including the treatment plant, a 
reservoir and a pump station to connect into the AMP.  The treatment plant is being 
designed at 43.5 cfs with 10.5 cfs going directly to IRWD and 33 cfs going into the Allen 
McColloch Pipeline (AMP).  The updated schedule for this project is: 

 Preliminary design has been completed 

 Final design completed by March 2011 

 Construction – June 2011 – Jan 2013 

MWDOC staff is in general agreement with MET on the following issues: 

 The concept of a “Virtual Connection” works on the AMP to divide the point of 
responsibility between MET and IRWD for water quality sampling and reporting to 
the Department of Public Health.  

 Concept of leasing the lower section of the AMP.  The calculations of the lease need 
to be reviewed. 

 MET has requested that for water billing purposes MWDOC allocate the Baker 
Treatment Plant flows to specific AMP meters. 

 Plan Check – MET is conducting the plan check for the pump station and 
interconnecting facilities. 

 MWDOC has yet to see the language for the various agreements to be drafted by 
MET.  These include: 

o Baker service connection agreement 
o Lease Agreement to include terms and conditions relative to the MOU and 

the Virtual Service Connection previously discussed, including metering 
and billing process 

o Upper Chiquita Operations Agreement 
o MWDOC Agreement with downstream users 
 



 The schedule for approval is as follows: 

o Complete “Coordinated Operations Agreement for Upper Chiquita” in 
January 

o MET Manager’s meeting in February 
o MET Board INFO in March 
o MET Board ACTION in April 

 


