
September 19, 2017

g LendaL~’
california

CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
REPORT TO THE:

Housing Authority U

AGENDA ITEM
Report: California WaterFix Report and Resolution of Support

1. Resolution of Support for the California WaterFix

COUNCIL ACTION

Public Hearing U Ordinance El Consent Calendarfl Action Item ~ Report Only U

Approved for g calendar

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION
Signature

Submitted by:
Stephen M. Zurn, Geheral Manager - GWP

Prepared by:
Michael De Ghetto, Chief Assistant General Manager NJ

Approved by:
Scott Ochoa, City Manager

Reviewed by:
Yasmin K. Beers, Assistant City Manager OW~~%2eW~

LC)asc

8A/

Joint fl City Council ~ Successor Agency El Oversight Board U

Michael J. Garcia, City Attorney

Robert P. Elliot, Director of Finance



RECOMMENDATION
Glendale Water and Power (GWP) respectfully recommends that the City Council adopt a
Resolution of Support for the California WaterFix.

BACKGROUNDIANALYSIS

Glendale’s Water Supply

Glendale was one of the 13 founding Cities of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California (MWD) in 1928. As a Member Agency of MWD, Glendale is a participating partner
with a vested interest in MWD. Glendale has a seat on MWD’s Board of Directors and Glendale
is able to help set MWD’s policies and priorities. The supplemental water that MWD has been
able to develop and import into the region has allowed Glendale to develop into the City that it is
today due to the City’s forethought in founding MWD.

Glendale also has local water supplies that make up between 30% and 40% of its water supply
portfolio. These local supplies help to reduce the cost impact of the California WaterFix to
Glendale’s customers as discussed in the Fiscal Impact section below. These local supplies
each have unique restrictions on further development as discussed below.

In the 1 960s, the City of Los Angeles sued multiple parties inclusive of the Cities of San
Fernando, Burbank, Glendale and others in an effort to force them to stop pumping water in the
San Fernando Basin. After more than a decade of legal battles, the State Supreme Court ruled
that the City of Los Angeles has exclusive rights to all “native waters” (meaning surface and
groundwater water from precipitation in the basin) in the Los Angeles River and its tributaries
and surrounding watershed, and in the San Fernando Basin. As a result, the Upper Los
Angeles River Area (ULARA) judgment (Judgment) was reached in the 1970s allotting the City
of Glendale a “return flow credit” for pumping groundwater of 20% of its water sales in the San
Fernando Basin. As a result of the Judgment, Glendale’s ability to generate more local supplies
from the San Fernando Basin is limited and Glendale does not receive any water right credits
for Low Impact Development or Green Street Projects in the San Fernando Basin, and instead
implements these projects simply to comply with the regional storm water discharge permit from
the storm drain system in the City. Glendale does use more than its return flow credit and, per
the Judgment, must pay the Los Angeles Department of Water & Power a “physical solution”
charge for this excess pumping as defined in the Judgment.

The ULARA Judgment did provide groundwater rights to the City of Glendale in the Verdugo
Basin. These rights are prescriptive and limit Glendale to 3,856 ACFT per year of pumping in
this basin (one ACFT is equal to 325,900 gallons). Due to the Verdugo Basin’s physical
characteristics and declining precipitation in the areas that provide water to this basin, the
groundwater levels have been declining for decades. This has made it difficult for Glendale to
pump its full water right in the basin, and GWP has only been able to pump about 1,600 ACFT
per year from the Verdugo Basin. To help further develop this supply, Glendale drilled the
Rockhaven Well and is now leasing the well and the associated water rights to the Crescenta
Valley Water District, which has a treatment plant that can treat the water from this well in order
maximize the use of local supplies, and provide Glendale a benefit for its unused rights.

The City of Glendale is co-owner of the LA-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant. As co-owner,
Glendale is entitled to 50% of the treated water produced by the plant. The amount of treated
water produced varies depending on plant operation and, on average, Glendale’s share is
between 6,000 and 8,000 ACFT per year. The demand from Glendale’s recycled water
customers varies mainly due to weather and is between 1,600 and 2,000 ACFT per year.
When Glendale expanded its recycled water system in the early 1 990s, it entered into an
agreement with the City of Pasadena to provide Pasadena with recycled water.
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Pasadena’s current recycled project is expected to use 3,100 ACFT per year. GWP has
projects planned to use an additional 400 ACFT per year of recycled water. So, there is the
possibility to further develop between 500 and 2,500 ACFT of additional recycled water for use
in the future, beyond the current and planned use. Development of this supply is dependent on
future State regulations on direct potable re-use, which are about five years away from
development, and on the ability to obtain approval of a Change Petition with the State Water
Resources Control Board, Division of Water Rights, to reduce flows to the L.A. River from the
treatment plant. This process will be more difficult, and less likely for approval in the future as
the City of Los Angeles plans new recreational projects along the L.A. River.

The table below summarizes Glendale’s fiscal year 2016/2017 water supplies and water
demands. As can be seen from the table, the percentages are dependent on the total demand,
and the amount of MWD water purchased varies based on demand because the local supplies
available are constant.

Water Source Volume in Percent ofACFT Total (%) Notes

San Fernando Basin 7,569 31% Limited to return flow credit and
physical solution.

Verdugo Basin 881 4% Limited by declining groundwater
levels.

Limited to 50% of recycled

LAGWRP 1,712 7% production from the plant and
Glendale’s longstanding agreement

with Pasadena.

MWD 14,111 58% Difference needed to meet
I Customer Demands.

As seen in the table above, Glendale is dependent on a reliable water supply from MWD to
meet customer demands. To ensure a reliable supply, MWD has developed a diverse portfolio
of water supplies: starting with the Colorado River Aqueduct, then followed by participation in
the State Water Project. In addition, MWD has worked with its members to help them conserve
with the benefit of saved water going to help the MWD region including Glendale. MWD has
also worked to incentivize local supply projects, like Glendale’s recycled water system, through
its Local Resource Program funding. MWD is also evaluating another large supply opportunity
which involves treating recycled water from L.A. County Sanitation Districts and using it to
provide groundwater recharge in the San Gabriel Basin, which would have the result of more
water reliability for Glendale. MWD has also worked to provide program based conservation
savings in the region by providing rebates on efficient plumbing fixtures and turf removal
rebates, all of which have directly benefitted Glendale’s customers through increased reliability
through demand reduction.
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The Need for the WaterFix

There are several needs that the WaterFix will help to meet for Glendale. The first is continued
water supply reliability. The second is improved water quality. The third is fulfillment of a
promise to Glendale’s residents.

There are three water supply reliability issues that the WaterFix will address. The first is
protecting the State Water Project supplies from an earthquake near San Francisco. Currently
water from the Sacramento River flows through the Bay Delta down to the pumping stations that
pump water into the State Water Project. The Bay Delta is made up of islands that are formed
by levees that were built in the 19th Century and which protect farm land that has subsided due
to the local farming practices. These earthen levees are extremely vulnerable to collapse, and if
there is an earthquake in the area and a few key levees collapse sea water will rush into the
Bay Delta from the ocean and collapse more levees and cutoff fresh water supplies to the State
Water Project for up to one and a half years or more. Such an event would require drastic
emergency conservation measures in the entire Southern California region including Glendale.
In fact, the last major levee failure was in June of 2004 when a levee on the Jones Tract failed,
resulting in $90 million of repairs by the State Department of Water Resources, and a
subsequent emergency declaration by then Governor Schwarzenegger.

The second reliability issue that will be addressed is the environmental constraint that limits
pumping into the State Water Project. The Delta is the area where the San Joaquin River and
the Sacramento River converge and flow toward the San Francisco Bay. The pumping plant
that sends water to the State Water Project is in the South end of the Delta. When the water
project pumps run, water can change from its natural direction toward the Bay and instead flow
towards the pump station interfering with fish survival. By installing the tunnels that are part of
the WaterFix, the pump station will be able to operate more reliability and with fewer concerns
about fish survival. Since this has become an ever more restrictive issue, pumping has been
limited during most of the year Even since the water shortage of 2015, the pumps were unable
to run when storms created high flows into the Delta. The ability to capture these flows with the
construction of the California WaterFix would greatl~’ add to the ability to pump and store water
for use in drier periods.

The third reliability issue that will be addressed is a reduction in the number of water supply
shortage events that trigger cutbacks to MWD’s member agencies during periods of water
shortage. By completing the WaterFix and other components identified in MWD’s Integrated
Water Resources Plan, MWD’s projected probability of water restrictions in 2030 will go from
three years out of ten to zero out of ten years, meeting the region’s reliability goals. Regardless
of precipitation and snow pack, if the WaterFix is not completed, the State Water Project will not
be able to operate effectively due to regulations and restrictions. The restricted pumping will
lead to more frequent water supply shortages from MWD that will require Glendale’s residents
to have mandatory water restrictions placed on them more frequently in the coming years.

The WaterFix will also greatly improve the water quality of the water received through the State
Water Project. As water flows through the Bay Delta it absorbs organic materials from plants,
fish and other animals, by flowing through the many winding channels that make up the Bay
Delta. This organic material leads to by-products in the water after it is treated and disinfected
by prior to delivery to Glendale. By installing the tunnels upstream of the Bay Delta the amount
of organic material in the water will be drastically reduced and it will improve the quality of the
water supplied to Glendale’s residents. In addition, water upstream of the Bay Delta is lower in
salinity (total dissolved solids), which helps reduce the total dissolved solids that make their way
into Glendale’s groundwater supplies from irrigation and groundwater recharge operations in the
San Fernando Basin.
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The claim that was made to Southern California during the 1960s when the State Water Project
was conceived was that investment in reservoirs and aqueduct facilities would result in
additional reliable water supplies for Southern California. However, that claim has not been met
because the State never completed the water diversion facilities in the Delta that would have
provided more effective and efficient operations to allow for a reliable supply. The original
concept of a peripheral canal developed in the 1960s was never built. Now that new and better
methods and technologies are available, Glendale’s residents that have been funding and
paying down the State Water Project debt that built the reservoirs and aqueduct system will be
able to have the promise fulfilled of a reliable water supply. The table below summarizes the
major expenditures so far and the remaining needed to complete the “original project”.

Capital CostProject Lead Agency Date (2017 Dollars)

CA Dept. Water 1965 $19.2 billionState Water Project Resources

As noted above, MWD and Glendale have implemented, and are still implementing, several
additional local programs to reduce dependency on imported water. These include Glendale’s
recycled water programs, Pasadena’s recycled water program, conservation programs and
rebates, and MWD’s work on expanding recycled water use for supplementing groundwater
supplies in the region.

Since Glendale is not adjacent to the ocean, and Glendale’s elevation is between 550 ft.
and 2,485 ft. above sea level, directly using artificially desalinated water in Glendale would
cost three to four times of the cost of using the naturally desalinated water from the State Water
Project and California WaterFix. The water supplied by the State Water Project is naturally
desalinated using solar power as the sun warms the ocean and evaporates water into the
atmosphere which falls as snow in the Sierra Nevada Mountains which then melts and flows
into the State Water Project and the California WaterFix. Artificial desalination is very energy
intensive because the treatment process needed to remove the salt from the sea water and then
to pump the water up to the users. When other agencies along the ocean do move forward with
desalination projects, it reduces their need for MWD water which increases water reliability for
Glendale.

Past Council Actions

The effort to complete “California WaterFix” started in the 1960s. In 1982 the Statewide
referendum initiative to revisit the legislature’s approval (SB 200 in 1980) to finance the
peripheral canal and help complete the SWP through general obligation bonds to be repaid with
water contractor funds, was voted down due to low voter turnout in Southern California

Diamond Valley MWDLake/Inland Feeder 2000 $3.6 billion

Other Alternatives
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and an aggressive anti-water campaign in Northern California resulting in the defeat of the
measure to fund the project. As recently as 2014, the Glendale City Council adopted Resolution
14-125 in support of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP), which was a pre-cursor to the
California WaterFix and laid the foundation for much of the study and analysis used in the final
California WaterFix studies discussed herein.

FISCAL IMPACT
The California WaterFix supplies two aqueduct systems. The two systems are the State Water
Project and the Central Valley Project. This allows for 45% of the $16.7 billion project cost to be
paid by Central Valley project, thus reducing the State Water Project’s share of the total cost to
55%. Additionally, MWD is one of several State Water Project Contractors. MWD’s share of
the total project cost is 26%. So, MWD, and Glendale, are able to utilize the assets and the
benefits provided by a $16.7 billion project at a 74% discount, with the remaining share being
pràvided by other users of the project.

Water district and water agency rates are set at the local level and include the cost to produce
and deliver water, and to maintain and operate the agencies local water system as well as to
provide customer service and all the items related to the system. The cost analysis of the
California WaterFix is provided at the wholesale level. The analysis also provides the per ACFT
cost impact, which is the cost impact that Glendale would pay for the water it purchases from
MWD. The City currently purchases water from MWD at the Full Service Tier I Rate of
$942/ACFT. The proposed cost impact of the project is mainly dependent on future bond
financing rates as shown in the table below:

Future Bond Rate Scenarios 4% 6% 8%
Full cost increase to MWD wholesale water rates $122/ACFT $157/ACFT $I96IACFT
including O&M, Capital, and Interest

The proposed rate impact is estimated to be 0.390/gallon. The actual rates will be determined
as part of our Cost of Service Analysis and development of our rate schedule that is currently in
process. -

ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1: The City Council may choose to adopt a Resolution of Support for the California

WaterFix.

Alternative 2: The City Council may elect not to adopt the Resolution of Support as
recommended herein.

Alternative 3: The City Council may consider any other alternative not proposed by staff.

CAMPAIGN DISCLOSURE
Not applicable.

EXHIBIT(S)
Exhibit 1: California WaterFix Top Five Reasons
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA, IN
SUPPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA WATERFIX

WHEREAS, the City of Glendale was one of the 13 founding cities of the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California (MWD), and Glendale, as one of the founding agencies
and a participanting partner with a vested interest in MWD, has a seat on MWD’s Board of
Directors and participates in the setting of MWD’s policies and priorities; and

WHEREAS, Glendale’s water supply is comprised of 30% to 40% from local
groundwater and 60% to 70% imported/purchased water from MWD; and

WHEREAS, Glendale also has a recycled water system and is the co-owner of the Los
Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant (LAGWRP), with a right to approximately 6,000 to
8,000 acre feet of treated water per year; and

WHEREAS, Glendale, along with other parties inclusive of the cities of Los Angeles, San~
Fernando, and Burbank are within the Upper Los Angeles River Area (ULARA) basin comprised
of the San Fernando, Verdugo, Sylmar and Eagle Rock basins; and

WHEREAS, in the 1960’s City of Los Angeles sued multiple parties, including San
Fernando, Glendale and Burbank in an effort to stop them from pumping water in the San
Fernando Basin; and

WHEREAS, in the 1970’s, after more than a decade long legal battle, the California
Supreme Court rendered a judgment (Judgment) that the City of Los Angeles has exclusive
right to all “native waters” in the ULARA; and

WHEREAS, the Judgment also provides Glendale with limited groundwater rights in the
Verdugo Basin within the ULARA, whereby Glendale can pump up to 3,856 acre feet of
groundwater per year; and

WHEREAS, due to the Verdugo Basin’s physical characteristics and declining
precipitation in the areas which provide water to the Verdugo Basin, the groundwater levels
have been declining for decades and have made it difficult for Glendale to pump its full water
right in the basin, which requires Glendale’s continued reliance on MWD supplies; and

WHEREAS, Glendale’s robust recycled water program will require Glendale to expand
the recycled water system, while at the same time the process under the recent state
regulations for reductions in discharges to the Los Angeles River will make Glendale’s
implementation of future recycled water projects more difficult, in turn requiring Glendale to
continue discharging into the Los Angeles River and purchasing MWD water; and

WHEREAS, for the reasons noted above, Glendale is dependent on a reliable water
supply from MWD to meet customer demands; and
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WHEREAS, to ensure a reliable supply, MWD has developed a diverse portfolio of water
inclusive of the Colorado River Aqueduct, participation in the State Water Project, various
recycled water supplies, and conservation savings — all of which have benefitted Glendale
customers; and

WHEREAS, the WaterFix project which is comprised of, among other features, two
tunnels and three intakes, will address three water supply reliability issues, as further described
in detail in the Report dated September 19, 2017 by the General Manager of Glendale Water &
Power Department (September 19, 2017 Report): 1) continued water supply reliability by
protecting the State water Project supplies from an earthquake near San Francisco, 2)
improving water quality, and 3) reducing MWD’s period of water shortage by enabling the State
Water Project to operate more efficiently which in return will eliminate the need for MWD to
require Glendale residents to have mandatory water restrictions (resulting in higher costs)
placed on them; and

WHEREAS, the potential average monthly cost for a home in Glendale using 9,850
gallons of water per month is expected to be slightly over one-third (1/3) of a penny per gallon
including the cost of the WaterFix project; and

WHEREAS, Glendale’s local water supplies will help reduce the fiscal impact of the
California WaterFix on Glendale’s customers; and

WHEREAS, the efforts to address the issues and accomplish the goals which the
WaterFix project aims to do, have been ongoing for decades; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has been supportive of projects for the enhancement of
reliable water supplies; and

WHEREAS, on July 29, 2014 the City Council, by Resolution No. 14-125 supported the
Bay Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) for reliable water supplies and environmental restoration,
which laid the foundation for some of the study and analysis used in the final California WaterFix
studies; and

WHEREAS, the City of Glendale is supportive of the proposed WaterFix project which
will, among many features, greatly improve the quality of the water received through the State
Water Project, as well as protect the spawning fish species, as outlined in the September 19,
2017 Report.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA:

SECTION 1. That, the City Council hereby supports the California WaterFix for the reasons
described in the September 19, 2017 Report.

SECTION 2. That, the City of Glendale urges the California Department Of Water Resources
to move forward with the WaterFix project implementation and also urges MWD to support the
WaterFix project as a state water project contractor for the reasons so stated herein.
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Adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale on this — day of _________ 2017.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 55.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution No. _______________ was adopted by a majority vote of the Council
of the City of Glendale, California, at a regular meeting held on the ______ day of
______________________ 2017, and that the same was adopted by the following vote:

Ayes:

Noes:

Absent:

Abstain:

City Clerk

APPRJQ~~~S TO FORM

Senilr i4tiitant City Attorney
Date_______________
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EXHIBIT I

9,000 — 3 new intakes, each
with 3,000 cubic-feet
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Five Reasons:

1. The Big One
The new tunneL pipeLines couLd safeLy transport supplies to the
25 miLLion peopLe, farms, businesses that depend on this water
in the event an earthquake or other disaster collapses Delta
Levees and disrupts the existing decades-old system.

2. DroLlcjht
NearLy all of the water that-is stored in Southern California for
drought and emergency needs comes either from Northern
CaLifornia or the CoLorado River.

3. Groundwater
Groundwater is Southern CaLiforniWs single largest local
water source, but groundwater basin managers actually
depend primariLy on imported suppLies from Northern
California to help replenish those basins.

4. Bgstorrns
A modern zed system cou d once aga n reliabLy capture
enough water to refill reservoirs after big storms because it
would have multiple locations in the Delta to divert supplies.

~ p ov d ng flexibility and reducing conflicts with migrating fish
spec es such as salmon.

T e HFghest OLality More Local SL phes
Sierra snowmelt is pure enough to recycLe again and again
in Southern CaLifornia. promoting more recycling projects in
the region’s future, And the Northern California suppLy has
been good enough for Metropolitan to enter into international
water tasting competitions — and win,

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Why a California
ater “Fix”?

About 30 percent of the water that flows out of taps in Southern California comes
from Northern California via the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. State and federal
agencies want to modernize the water system by building three new intakes in the
Northern Delta along with two tunnels to convey water to the existing aqueduct
system in the southern Delta. Why is it needed? Here are five reasons why the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California supports the planning effort
known as California WaterFix.
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An Important Investment
Modernizing the hub of the statewide water system is no small matter. Building new water intakes in the
northern Delta and the twin tunnel pipelines to transport the supply would cost about $15 billion, with
Metropolitan’s share likely 25 percent. Yet consider the benefit of protecting water reliability from the
state’s single largest supply, the Sierra snowpack. This investment, spread over the expected supply,
breaks down to less than a tenth of a penny per gallon of supply delivered, protecting the supply for
decades to come and billions in previous investments to secure and store this supply.

WHO IS METROPOLITAN

The i’tet opoli tan Water Dis tric of 5ocr them
Califoi ri is a state- established cooperative
of 26 member agencies — cities and public
“a er agencies — that serve nearly 19 nI Ilion
people in si:~ counties. Met opoli tan I~ 1 ports

a e from the Colorado River and Northern
4;; -~

Ca litornia to su polerne n t Local supplies a ncr
hel )5 its tier n hers develon ncr easeci v.’ater
co iserva~ion, recycline, storage and other
resource-manacrenient programs.

OUR MISSION
The ni rssion of the Mcci ooolita n Wa tei District
oi Southern California is to provide its service
area t,ith adequate and reliabte su))lies of
high — qua Ii ty v/a let to meet present a rid future
.ieeds in a i environ.ueritally and economically
responsible ‘vay.

BE INFORMED,
BE INVOLVED
www.mwdh2o.com

700 N. Alameda St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles. CA 90054-0153

(213) 217-6000

(800)call-mwd (255-5693) 0000
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Cheaper Than Any For Some,
Alternative No Alternative
The cost of v/a ter from N a rtti em
California, even after modernizing the
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