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Municipal Water District of Orange County

Deven Upadhyay
Metropolitan Water District

of Southern California

January 4, 2017

• Reduce Per Capita Water Use

• Shift Focus To Outdoor Water Use

Water Use 
Efficiency

• Incentives and Partnerships To Increase 
Local Supply Production

Local 
Resources

• Pursue Improvements In Bay‐Delta To 
Stabilize SuppliesSWP

• Develop Dry‐Year Supply Programs To 
Secure Minimum of 900,000 AF/YearCRA

2
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Heavy dependence on imported 
supply and  SWP Diversions

Emphasis on Conservation
and Local Supplies

State WP 
(20%)

Colorado 
(15%)

Local Supply 
(32%)

Conservation  
&Recycling

(33%)

State WP 
(33%)

Colorado 
(27%)

Local Supply 
(34%)

Conservation  
&Recycling

(7%)
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Program
Number 

of 
Projects

Contract 
Yield 
(AFY)

Deliveries 
to Date (AF)

Incentives 
to Date 

($M)

Recycling 78 314,000 2,471,000 428

Groundwater 
Recovery 25 118,000 856,000 146

Total 103 432,000 3,327,000 574
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Peer review of conservation incentive program

Implications of new State regulations

Sample budgets for areas within MWD

Should Metropolitan help agencies comply? If yes, 
then how should conservation program adjust?

Continue to focus on outdoor water use

Much to learn in the coming years as a result of 
turf removal programs and media campaigns

Future recommendations to Board as needed
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Local resource program has helped

LRP was just refined at the end of 2014

New projects have started coming in

Are there other steps MWD should take to help 
encourage “net” increases in local resources?

Direct development of projects

Reimbursable services are available

Changes to allocation method or other policies?

dupadhyay@mwdh2o.com
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Total Local Supplies
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Groundwater
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Surface Water
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Recycling, Groundwater Recovery & Desalination
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Full Design & Appr. Funds Advanced Planning Feasibility Conceptual

2015 IRP Update

Total Local Resource Potential
(Thousand Acre‐Feet)

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Full Design 18 54 59 61 63

Adv. Planning 76 95 105 111 116

Feasibility 24 130 147 156 164

Conceptual 26 62 102 189 231

Total 144 341 413 517 574

Lamont Doherty Earth Observatory of Columbia University; U.S. Drought Monitor; Cornell University
Doyle Rice, Frank Pompa and Julie Snider, USA TODAY
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Joint Water 
Pollution Control 
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1. Increase local supplies within the region

2. Improve State Water Project system to 
capitalize on wet/normal year supplies        
(Cal Water Fix)

3. Secure at least 900 thousand acre‐feet of 
annual Colorado River supplies even in 
shortage conditions

4. Focus on outdoor water use to further reduce 
per capita water use

5. Change State regulations to recognize local 
supply and conservation investments
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Local Supplies

Ensure that the total local supply production 
target is reached

2.43 MAF on average by 2040 

230 TAF increase projected from 2016 to 2040 

Recognize risks and potentially develop 
additional supplies

Local Supplies (MAF) 2016 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Total Local Supply Target 2.20 2.31 2.36 2.39 2.41 2.43
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Environment

Farms

Homes and Businesses

49%
41%

10%




