March 12, 2012
John V. Foley, Chairman
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054‐0153
Re:

Oppose Local Resources Program Agreements – Board items:
7‐4 – LADWP Chevy Chase Park and Los Feliz Golf Course
8‐6 – LADWP Harbor Industrial Project
8‐7 – LADWP Hansen Dam Golf Course
8‐8 – LADWP Griffith Park
8‐9 – Eastern MWD Landscape Irrigation
8‐10 – West Basin MWD Seawater Barrier and Landscape Irrigation

Mr. Foley and Members of the Board,
We have reviewed the staff reports recommending board approval of six funding agreements
under the Local Resource Programs (Board items 7‐4, 8‐6, 8‐7, 8‐8, 8‐9, and 8‐10). We oppose
the use of MWD regional water ratepayer dollars to pay for these local supply projects of these
member agencies, on the following grounds.
1) Preparation of the underlying data and cost of service and rate structure proposal purporting
to justify these payments is the product of a broken governmental process, all as described in
detail in the submittals the Water Authority has presented at the public hearing on MWD’s
proposed water rates and charges for 2013 and 2014. As presented at the public hearing earlier
this morning, the agencies that are the principal beneficiaries of these programs are draining
millions of dollars from the pockets of water ratepayers in other cities and regions in favor of
their own.
2) There is no credible basis established by the board memoranda or otherwise to support these
payments. The mere statement that, “the project(s) would strengthen regional water supply
reliability” is wholly insufficient to support the use of regional ratepayer dollars to pay for these
agencies’ local water supply programs. Nor are these payments supported by any
demonstration in the board memoranda or otherwise that these payments benefit anyone but
the individual agencies to which payments are being made. There is no demonstration that any
water supply or transportation costs are avoided by MWD as a result of these payments.
3) To the contrary, these payments harm all MWD water ratepayers by further reducing demand
for MWD water and the revenues MWD depends upon for its very existence, and thus driving up
the cost of MWD water supply for all other water ratepayers. MWD’s expenditures have
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exceeded its revenues in three out of the past four years.1 MWD’s lower sales are driving up the
cost of water. Customers are angry because they are being asked to pay more at the same time
they are using less. Rather than respond to these circumstances, MWD is further exacerbating
the situation by paying some of its member agencies to buy even less water. MWD’s continued
reliance on an outdated Integrated Resources Plan that includes bloated water demands that
clearly do not exist – and are not reasonably projected to exist any time in the near future, if
ever – is an insufficient basis to justify these payments.
4) As of August 2010, the MWD board took action stating that the Water Authority is no longer
eligible to receive funds collected through its Water Stewardship Rate. As a result, and because
no other direct or indirect benefit to the Water Authority and its customers is demonstrated, the
rates and charges violate California law and may not be collected from the Water Authority’s
customers.
5) Staff’s recommendation to the board to approve these projects is inconsistent with its own
action in the public member agency process to suspend further discussions with the Local
Resource Development Strategy Task Force, in order to reexamine the merits of this program
and the water demand projections upon which it is based. Until that examination is completed,
consideration of all local resource projects should be suspended.
6) The board memoranda proposing funding for these projects are insufficient to inform the
board of directors of the costs associated with these projects. For example, Board Letter 8‐9
(Eastern Municipal Water District) states that MWD’s share of the cost will be $2.3 million, but
that it could go up to $31.3 million – almost 14 times higher. Similarly, Board Letter 8‐10 (West
Basin) states that the financial impact to MWD is $7 million, but that it could go up to $50 million
– more than 7 times higher. The board has no way of knowing based on the Board Letters what
the benefits and risks are, or what MWD’s financial exposure in connection with these projects
will be.
The Water Authority would have no objection if the other MWD member agencies and the cities
and customers they serve wish to subsidize the local water supply projects of the City of Los
Angeles and other large agencies benefitting from this program. However, if they wish to do so,
a separate fund that they pay into should be created for that purpose.
Sincerely,

Lynne Heidel
Director

Keith Lewinger
Director

cc: Jeff Kightlinger, MWD General Manager

1

See February 14, 2012 Board Letter 8‐2, page 60, note 5.

Fern Steiner
Director

Doug Wilson
Director

