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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

August 4, 1992

Board of Directors (Water Problems Committee--Information)
General Manager

Seasonal Storage Service

Report

Seasonal Storage Service has been in place since
July 1, 1989. The attached report summarizes our recent
and limited experience with the program. In that time
about 624,000 acre-feet of water has been sold as
Seasonal Storage Service.

The three principal goals of Seasonal Storage
Service are to achieve greater conjunctive use of imported
and local supplies; encourage construction of additional
local production facilities; and reduce member agencies'
dependence on Metropolitan's deliveries during the summer
months. Regional benefits include enhancing Metropolitan's
ability to capture excess surface flows from both the State
Water Project and the Colorado River, and improving the
capability of the region both to produce more groundwater
and to draft local surface reservoirs during sustained
droughts and emergencies.

Seasonal Storage Service appears to be meeting its
stated goals while benefiting the region. Metropolitan has
been able to achieve greater conjunctive use of imported
and local supplies by making Seasonal Storage Service
available when supplies are available. Thus, Metropolitan
has been able to influence demands on imported water and
groundwater. This conjunctive use has benefited the region
by allowing Metropolitan to divert additional Colorado
River and State Water Project supplies when supplies
became available.

According to a survey taken by Metropolitan's
member public agencies, Seasonal Storage Service has
encouraged construction of additional local production
facilities. Currently, more than $22,000,000 is planned
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to be spent on the development of new facilities. Member
agencies' dependence on Metropolitan's deliveries in the
summer has decreased, thus reducing Metropolitan's need
to increase system capacity.

Board Committee Assignment

This letter is referred for information to the
Water Problems Committee pursuant to its authority to
study policies regarding the sales and delivery of water for
various uses under the Administrative Code Section 2482(d).

Recommendation

For information only.

Carl Boronkay
NT:gn

Attachment
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SEASONAL STORAGE SERVICE ASSESSMENT

Overview

The Seasonal Storage Program was instituted with
the fiscal year (FY) 1989-90 rate structure. This was in
‘response to the request by the Board of Directors to develop a
permanent version of Metropolitan's temporary in-lieu program,
first implemented in 1978 as a drought-related pilot storage
program. These programs are consistent with historic practices
of Metropolitan to price groundwater replenishment service as
low as economically practicable to encourage management of
groundwater storage to meet regional storage needs. A
groundwater replenishment rate was first established in
January 1955 at which time the groundwater replenishment
rate was $2.00 per acre-foot (AF) less than the basic

domestic rate of $10.00 per AF.

The current seasonal storage water service is
available between October 1 and April 30 whenever and so
long as the General Manager determines that water and system
capacity are available. Additionally, the General Manager may
make this service available at other times of the year at his

discretion.

Table 1 lists the agencies which have participated

in the Seasonal Storage Program, the total amount of seasonal



storage water taken, and percentage of seasonal storage water

taken in relation to total water sales per agency.

Purpose/Benefits

The three principal goals of seasonal storage
service are to achieve greater conjunctive use of imported
and local supplies; encourage construction of additional local
production facilities; and reduce member agencies' dependence
on Metropolitan's deliveries during the summer months.
Regional benefits include enhancing Metropolitan's ability to
capture excess surface flows from both the State Water Project
and the Colorado River, and improving the capability of the
region both to produce more groundwater and to draft local

surface reservoirs during sustained droughts and emergencies.

Administration

Member agencies are encouraged to take seasonal
water through a discounted rate offered by Metropolitan.
This economic incentive allows local agencies to invest
in new water production, storage, and treatment facilities.
These facilities are needed to restore and add to local
agencies' capability to produce local water as well as store
Metropolitan's water during periods of abundant availability.
This rate is currently $168 per AF for untreated water and
$203 per AF for treated water or approximately 60 percent of
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the noninterruptible rate. Seasonal Storage rates for the
first year of the program were set based on the costs of
providing water service during the October through April

period.

To receive the lower rates, agencies must certify
to Metropolitan the amounts of imported water that they have
stored in local reservoirs and groundwater basins by direct
and in-lieu means. Certification forms are provided to
agencies to assist in their calculations and standardize

the certifications of all agencies.

Types of Seasonal Water

Seasonal water can be classified in several various
ways: shift or long-term storage, reservoir storage or
groundwater replenishment by spreading or injection, and

in-lieu or direct deliveries. (Please refer to Exhibit A.)

Shift seasonal storage is that water produced from
storage in the summer and restored the following winter.
Under this concept, the agency's total annual purchases of
Metropolitan water are unchanged from the baseline operation.
Long-term storage is that water which an agency leaves in
storage for a duration extending past the end of the FY
(June 30). Under this scenario, total purchases from
Metropolitan increase by the amount of seasonal storage
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water which qualifies for long-term storage. During FY
1989-90, 183,523.7 AF of seasonal storage water was sold. Of
this amount, 126,391.5 AF or 68.9 percent was shift seasonal
storage and 57,132.2 AF or 31.1 percent was long-term seasonal

storage.

Either type of water may be taken by in-lieu or direct
means for reservoir storage or groundwater replenishment.
In-lieu delivery means that Metropolitan's water is served
into a member agency's distribution system in place of that
member agency producing water from its local sources, causing
additional water to accumulate in local storage for use at some
future time. The quantity of seasonal storage service taken
for storage by in-lieu means is measured as the difference
between: (1) the quantity of water that an agency would have
produced locally in the October 1 through April 30 period,
without any incentive from Metropolitan; and (2) the actual

local water production by the agency during the same period.

Service for direct reservoir storage and for
groundwater replenishment by spreading or injecting may
be activated or terminated immediately upon notice by the
General Manager. Service for in-lieu groundwater replenishment
or in-lieu reservoir storage may be activated by the General
Manager upon five days notice to member agencies and terminated

upon 15 days notice to member agencies.



Survey

In May 1992, a questionnaire was sent to
Metropolitan's member public agencies requesting
information on how seasonal storage service has affected their
operations and their future operational plans. A copy of the
questionnaire is attached as Exhibit B. The member agency and
sub-member agency responses were compiled in a matrix attached

as Exhibits C and D.

In summary, 49 wells have been rehabilitated, 50 new
wells have been drilled, and 12 contaminated wells are being
treated. These operational changes have maintained or added
500 cubic-feet per second (cfs) of capacity at a cost of
approximately $86,000,000. By way of comparison, a constant

flow at this rate would equal about 990 AF a day.

Additionally, more than 79 wells will be
rehabilitated, more than 91 wells will be drilled and more
than 35 contaminated wells will be treated. These planned
projects will maintain or add about 900 cfs of capacity at

an approximate cost of $161,000,000.



Since the inception of seasonal storage services,
member public agencies have spent about $300,000 on the
~development of additional new facilities other than wells.
Over $22,000,000 is planned to be spent on the development

of additional new facilities.

Effects on Metropolitan

The effects of seasonal storage service on
Metropolitan have been complicated by the drought and
Metropolitan's water supply. Graphs 1, 2, 3, and 4 illustrate
water demands for the last four fiscal years. It appears that
peaking in the summer has been reduced with a corresponding

increase in the amount of water taken in the winter period.

During FY 1989-90, seasonal storage service was
available from October 1, 1989 through April 30, 1990. During
FY 1990-91, seasonal storage service was available beginning
October 1, 1990. In response to deteriorating water supplies,
seasonal storage deliveries were ceased February 28, 1991.
However, three things changed the short-term water supply

situation:

Increased diversions from the Colorado River Aqueduct;

. Decreased demands due to heavy rains in March; and



Shifting to groundwater supplies by agencies in an

effort to comply with the IICP.

These three items left Metropolitan in a situation where it
either had to reduce pumping from the Colorado River Agueduct
or encourage agencies to leave water in their groundwater
basins and increase their use of water from Metropolitan. As
a result, Metropolitan began deliveries of seasonal storage

water to stimulate increased demand for storing water. These

deliveries were made from March 15, 1991 until April 15, 1991.

During FY 1991-92, direct groundwater replenishment

seasonal storage service was made available beginning

September 15, 1991. The remaining types of seasonal water were

made available from October 1, 1991 through April 30, 1992.
Direct groundwater replenishment deliveries were begun early
due to an increased State project water allocation. The
Department of Water Resources stipulated with its increased
allocation that all of the water had to be taken for storage
by the end of the calendar year though Metropolitan was able

to carry over some State water into 1992.

Summary

Seasonal storage service appears to be meeting its

stated goals while benefiting the region. Metropolitan has



been able to achieve greater conjunctive use of imported and
local supplies by making seasonal storage service available
when supplies are available. Thus, Metropolitan has been able
to influence demands on imported water and groundwater. This
conjunctive use has benefited the region by allowing
Metropolitan to divert additional Colorado River and State

water project supplies when supplies became available.

According to the survey, seasonal storage service
has encouraged construction of additional local production
facilities. Currently, more than $22,000,000 is planned to be
spent on the development of new facilities. Member agencies'
dependence on Metropolitan's deliveries in the summer has
decreased, thus reducing Metropolitan's need to increase system

capacity.

Staff will continue to work with the member public
agencies to ease administration of the seasonal storage

program and increase benefits.



TABLE 1

Seasonal Storage Program Participation

Percentage
of Seasonal

Seasonal Water Sales
Storage to Total
Agency Service Water Sales
(Acre-Feet)

City of Anaheim 29,129.3 35.05
City of Beverly Hills 0.0 0.00
City of Burbank 1,295.3 2.11
Calleguas MWD 8,600.5 2.90
Central Basin MWD 21,305.9 5.18
Chino Basin MWD 8,972.8 3.93
Coastal MWD 2,372.7 1.60
City of Compton 537.0 3.90
Eastern MWD 497.1 0.30
Foothill MWD 1,559.6 5.33
City of Fullerton 805.7 2.19
City of Glendale 992.4 1.29
Las Virgenes MWD 3,936.7 5.96
City of Long Beach 14,614.8 11.18
City of Los Angeles 211,908.7 19.54
MWD of Orange County 98,967.7 13.08
City of Pasadena 11,977.0 18.08
San Diego CWA 176,810.8 10.65
City of San Fernando 1,933.9 71.39
City of San Marino 0.0 0.00
City of Santa Ana 18,494.1 32.45



Percentage

Seasonal of Seasonal
Storage Water Sales
Service to Total
Agency ‘ (Acre-Feet) Water Sales
City of Santa Monica 642.9 2.41
Three Valleys MWD 358.4 0.17
City of Torrance 0.0 0.00
Upper San Gabriel Valley 148.4 0.07
West Basin MWD 6,565.5 1.31
Western MWD 1,273.1 0.57

Total 623,700.3 9.37

ntseason
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Exhibit

SEASONAL STORAGE SERVICE QUESTIONNAIRE

Have you or your agencies rehabilitated wells because of
the implementation of the seasonal storage program?

El YES [ NO

If so, how many?
What is the production capacity of each well?

What was the approximate rehabilitation cost of each
well?

Do you or your agencies have plans to rehabilitate wells?

] YES L] NO

If so, how many?

What will be the production capacity of each well?

What will be the approximate rehabilitation cost of each
well?

Have you or your agencies drilled new wells because of
the implementation of the seasonal storage program?

E] YES [j NO

If éo, how many?

What i1s the production capacity of each new well?
What was the approximate cost of each well?

Do you or your agencies have plans to drill new wells

because of the implementation of the seasonal storage
program?

L] YES ] NO

If so, how many?

What will be the production capacity of each new
well?

What will be the approximate cost of each well?



Have you or your agencies begun the treatment of water
from contaminated wells because of the implementation of
the seasonal storage program?

L] YES L] NO

If so, how many?
What is the production capacity of each well?

What is the approximate cost to treat water from each
contaminated well?

Will you or your agencies begin treatment of water from

contaminated wells because of the implementation of the
seasonal storage program?

E] YES Ej NC

If so, how many?
What will be the production capacity of each well?

What will be the approximate cost to treat water from
each contaminated well?

Have you or your agencies developed additional diversions

of surface water (local runoff) because of the
implementation of the seasonal storage program?

[] YES [ NO

If so, how much surface water diversion was
developed?

What was the approximate cost to develop this diversion
of surface water?

Will you or your agencies be developing additional

diversions of surface water because of the implementation
of the seascnal storage program?

D YES D NO

If so, how much surface water diversion will be
developed?

What will be the approximate cost to develop this
diversion of surface water?




10.

11.

1z2.

13.

Have you or your agencies developed new facilities to
directly store seasonal water?

L1 yes L wo

If so, what new facilities were developed?

What was the cost of these facilities?

Will you or your agencies be developing new facilities to
directly store seasonal water?

[] YES E] NO

If so, what new facilities will be developed?

What will be the cost of these new facilities?
Before seasonal storage service was implemented, did you

or your agencies have excess local water capacity (well
capacity or surface diversion) in the summer?

E] YES [] NO

If so, what was the excess local water capaclty?

How much 1s it since seasonal storage service was
implemented?

How much excess local water capacity do you forecast to
have in the future?

Has your agency made special programs available to your
member agencies to take seasonal water?

E] YES [j NO [] NOT APPLICABLE

If so, what are the nature of these programs?

Does your agency plan to make special programs available
to your member agencies to take seasonal water? ‘



[] YES [] NO [] NOT APPLICABLE

If so, what will be the nature of these programs?

14. Describe any ideas for improvements in the
program:

15. Other comments:

Please return your response by June 1, 1992 tTo:
The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California
P. O. Box 54153 Terminal Annex
Los Angeles, California 90054
attention: Ms. Nina Topjian

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Tovjlan at
(213) 250-6583.

ntquest



Exhibit C
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1 7 - 1
PROOUCTION  kcosT/ PLAN TO PRODUCTIN  [coST/ PROOUCTION CcosT/ PLAN TO - [PRODUCTIN  [cosT/ 1o
REUBLATED  [How CAPACITY/  fwELL T |rouBATE oW CAPACTTY/ [wBLL |Rm  jHow CAPLCTY/ WELL DRLL HOW  JeApeY/ | lwal o
AGENCY - _—wals _ JMANY - iwad ___KTHOUSANDS) - |weits BLIU weLL  (THOUSANDS) © |WELLS T JMANY WELL _ ) (THXUSANDS)  iwals MARY WAl (THOUSANDS) R
Cily of Anohem Y MO = TS X X K ) POSS ® [ K 13
Gty of Burberic 9] i ] : o) %) -
" [City of Compton - NO TS 3 §00/350 i35 YES 1 1, 050 550 YES i 1,060 500
[Cotecuos MWD * Y& 1 §50 $7¢ X0 YER { 1,000 £500 3} 3 - 1,000 $500
_ [Chino Basih WWD - i - 1. . i R :
(Cogstal WND * - - . - — ; - o
Eostern MWD NO YES T3 ) - I YES 2 _{7.155/2. 427 £, 500 o
City of Fullecton NQ ND ] - YES. 3 2,000/1,000/500 - §750 NO N
Foolhl KD NO YEs 2 1,000 T3 NO - STLOY X X X o
-~ - - [City of Glenddle NO YES ®i 2 1, 500" I3 YIS - 2 —_ 150 §100 YES *f 31T Tf.000 K T
(City of Los Argeles K0 YES 1013 2-6 Oy 2] 12 8CFs il .9}
City of Long Beoch YES 1, 500-2, 500 $30 YIS *1s VARES $30 Y ] 7 1. 000-3, 000 $350 TES "7 3. 000 $410
Les Yirgess MWD NO NO X0 - NO
MWD _of Orangs Couty * ~
City of Posodena TES 1 LcFs $500 YES | 5o $500 N YES L b ses $750
Thres Yoleys WWD ¢ NO NQ NQ NQ
City of Sontg Ang N XQ YES 3 2.50073,500 {750 YES 3| 3060 $200
City of Sov Disgo NG “NO - - N or I - YIS T NOTAVL | woT avt NOT AVL
City_of Son Fecnondo _NQ . ; M o 2 1 2,000 - §237 el NO
City of Son Morino YES 12 6002, 000 $150 YES 3 200-1, 500 $180 Y& 2 3,500 $350 YES 3 3,500 $1, 600 }
City of Santa Monkca .
City of Torronce NQ 3] 2 1,.200/2, 000 §59 NO - YES 2 2,000 $400-500 H
Upper_Son Gabriel KWT - ) |
Wesi Bosn MWD_* 53 26 500-3,000 | $500-2, 500 YES i3 5003, 000_| $500—1. 409 YES 11 1, 500-3, 000 $450~750 YES 32 3, 606 501 i
[Wegtern MWD of Riverside Co, NO YES TS - 2 2,500 $650 i) . Lo

* — MEMBER AGENCES USTED SEPARATELY
= _ CONTRAL AND WEST BASN RESPONSE COVEIND ) i

" v{ — PENONG EPA SUPERFUND PROELT

43— ONE NOW WELL EVERY 2 TO 3 YEARS )
*11 ~$18, 000, 000 NCLLDES COST OF 12 WELLS, PUWPHG STATIONS. AND STORAGE TAXK ) ) N : o . : -
+17 —DRLL A NEW WELL EVIRY OTHER YEAR =~ - ST R - - s .

PRODUCTION/WELL CAPACITY N GALLONS PER WNUTE UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED
. K ~ UNKHOWN
. STUOY — CLRRENTLY UNOER STUOY S .
NOT AYL — RFORMATION NOT AYALABLE
N/A — NOT APPUCASLE
S5§ — STASOMAL STORAGE SERVICE
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HOW

AGOCY - N WELLS MANT
City of_Anchem i

City of Bubak  —~ ~

2000 -

SUT1/0F -

City of Bevery by

€y of Complon

5 |B5lB

|Coleguos MWD

)

Chino Bosin KWD

&85! l@ls

Centrdl Basin MWD

Coastd MWD

|Eostarn UW¥D

City of Fulerton

8l3

Foothll UWD

1,000 GPM

HOT AV

STUWOY

1.4

City of Glanddle

YES 02

il

330

$1. 500, 000 -

Clty of Los Angeles

City of Long Beach

E5EE|5EES

Ei5|5EHEE

Loy Yirgews WWO

MWD of Or Coudy
iy of Poftdend "

4 CFS

Thres Yoleys MWD

1——wonr

City of Sonta Ana

City of San (iego

Cily of Son Fernondo

AlsizEEE 5B

55(55(5| [55(5[5E[5

City of_Son Morino

1, 600-2, 300

$750, 000

City of Somta Monica

& [BIBI5|8|8H

City of Torrones

=
I~
»

=
1
»

[Uppar San Gabrid KWD

1, 100

$10-640/AF

2t

500-3, 000

$40-640/8F

West_Basin KWD 5

Wastern MWD of Riverside Co. NO

[l

zl5 15| 55555

I-3f5

ﬂ—!mLS&lmWAT‘ERPtK#SYm TREATMENT PLANT COST
¢12 — POSSIELY, DEPENDING ON WATIR OUALITY REDURDANTS. -- - -




- 9 10 i 12
T ] /4 SSS sneE-ss§ EXCESS SPECUAL
. . . [PLANTD EXCESS  |exeess LOCAL PROGRAKS
DEVELOPED T [eevane LOCAL LOCAL WATER O NATURE
: MW WHAT ST e KW WHAT cost WATER HOW WATER CAPACITY MR oF
AGDNCY FACLITES FacLTES (THOUSANDS) FALLITES FACLITES (THOUSLHDS) CAPACITY _ |WucH capacY FORESASTED AGENCES PROGRAMS
City of Anotwim o] R - N = ot - - - - - T - -
City of Burbak YES vy N YES N/k
Chty of Boverly Wy _ 7 : : - -
City of Comolon ¢} _ W ~ TES B0-1G0 &F 9 9 N/A o
Collecuros MWD MO NO NO s COST OFFST
[Chino Bosin MWD
Canird Basn WWD - —-
Coostd WWD
Eogiern WWD YIS L] 4150 - . - YES " . 8420 o) TS B
Chy of Fulerton N NO NO N/&
Foottll WWD o) STUOY K K N . NO
Clty of Glendole NO TS REPLN COMN $1. 000 S VARES 5, 000 N/4
Chy of Los Angeles NO Yes X5 X 153 120 CFS o 75 CFS N/&
Chty of Long feach N 5 N N/4
Los Yrgwwg WWD 05} HO N N/A
. |WwD of Orongs Coundy
CAy of Posode — CYES "o $150 _YES® ] B A - I - N/A
Thres Voleys WD M . : N N N - N ’
CRy of Soda Ao N NO . N W/k
City of San Do o] YES 5 % L) )
City of Son Fernondo ro) HO - e N/&
Cily of Son Mario o) MO N/A N/A
CRy of Sanda Mok
City of Torrones NO N YES N/A
|Upper Son_Gobrie WD
West Bosn WD Y5 CHARNGCK YES WU MGMT $12,000 M Y& RA Y AF
Wastern UWD of Riverside Ca. -YES - v - TES - Mo $1, 500 - N0 - L N/A -

u—orcmmmmmmmvmmmucmm
*5 — All NEW WELLS WIL KAYE AOUFER STORAGE AND RECOYERT CAPABUTES

*8 — SPREADING PONDS

*J — PURCHASE OF CANYOH LAKE

*10 — GROUNDWATER RECTION WELLS

*{3 — S. HAIWEE RESERYOR

*15 — NEW SPREADING CONELTION AT PACOMA

% — SIRFACE FESIRVOR FOR EMERGONCY STORAGE COST $3-5, 000, 000 AND GROBOWATER STORAE PROLTS MO COST ESTMATE -~

i
i
i
|
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- oo AN TO
- WAKE - .
o SPECUL NATURE DEAS
R beecailg © loF N - B - |CTHR. - R S e
AGOGY - s AYALASCE _ - T
City of Anohem N/A RED TO BE N PLACE SEVIRAL YRS TO CAUSE SIG CONSTRUCTION OF NeW FACLITES.
- oty of Burbork: - o - I RN, 7/ N - . j -
City of Bewwcly His = -
City of Coqolon N/A - j i
Colepis KD — R BN R [ _ -
- o oD = —— 5 {RST YR LOCAL AGENCES PARTCPATED, ENCOURAGING TO B4PROVE LP AP, ]
Conérd Bosin MWD —
R Cogyigl WWD -
R ) " |Eostern MWD N TES - - TAKE ADY BY WITHORAWNG OURNG SUMMER . . TAKE ADVANTAGE OF SSS ALL YEAR ROUND -

City of Filerion N/A ) - - -
Foothl WWD STWOY | DNGNEERNG STUDY WL DETERMIE y - ~WINTER/ SUMMER- RATES -

E-a - Ciy of Glenddle N/A — 35S PROYDES FLEXIIAY N PRODUCTION PLANNNG & STRATEGES
City of Los Angees ) ) N/A 3 - WINTER / SMAER PRICING. -
City of Long Beoch N/A,
Los Yirgenss W#D N/A
WWD of Oronge County : - . L
City of Pasodew K/A WNTIR /S MHER PRICNG PRESENT POLCY PUTS GREATER BURDEN DH '"N-UEULERS
Thres Yoleys WWD . NO
City of Sonta Am - - 5 N/K — T T e
City of Son Diego NO i WOULD LKE-TO PARTIPATE N REYISHG . SSS.FORM.. .~ -
Chy of Son Ferrondo N/A - - . EASKR DOCUMENTATION .
City of San Mario
City of Santa Worica N

S City of Torronos - N/A -

T West Bosn HWD YES. "l NCREASE DFTERENTIAL, SWMPUFY PROCEDURES SINT A, REPORT DN SSS BENEFITS

Wesien WWD of Rivwside Co. N/& HGHER % OF SWP WATER TO RfD. T0S - N -

. . 7 - mmmummmrmmwmmmws&
- L - mummmmmm WELL-HEAD TREATMENT, PC\VN—(EJPR&RM MDMI]TWLN.EI:TNYHIS




EXHIBIT D

§ 1 : 3 1
PROOUCTION - [cosT/ PUN T - PRODUCTION COST/ - - ~ |PRODUCTION cosT/ FUNTO | . [PROCUCTION cosT/
REMATED  fHOW CAPACTTY/ WELL. REHABIATE  [HOW CaraCTY/ Wil  ©  [oRUED HOW caPACTTY/ WELL bRLL HOW CAPACITY WHLL
AGENEY WHIS - BANY WEL ~ |(THOUSANDS)  CIWRUS - MANT ~ ~[wal -~ {(THOUSANDS) -~ [ WELLS KANY L JCTHOUSANDS) _[WELLS MANY  WELL o (THOUSAMS)
Coteguxs MWD [ .
City of Oxard 15 2 1,900 $4%5 9] Y 1 2.500-3, 009 5120 e 1] 3, 00¢

. [ City of Comorile . YES 1 ] $40 SToY NO STUOY

Comrosa Water Disirct NO YES [ 1. 000 —§35 [N “NO - - -
Cocafd UWD -

{rvine Ronch WD s 1 2,230 $16 [To) - YES 1 5 CFS $1, 500 - YES 7. . S CFS $1, 500
Logung Beach CWD -NQ . NG ND - o YR 00Q-AF $500-10Q0
Newport Beoch i) o] N YES 7 3,500 $1, 000
South Coast WD ) NO N NO s
Tri-Citieg MWD NQ NO - YES 1 £90 $100 YES 4 600 $100

MWD of Oronge County g - - . B .
Fost Oronge County WO YE&S 1 %00 ¥ 1 K _ N3 _ NO
City of Fountoin Yolley N 9] T YES 1 i o T 41000 —_NO- [ I
City of Garden Grove N YES 1 2, 000 $160 NO YES 3 4, 000/3, 600/3, 600 $1, 000 YES 1 4 000 $1, 200
Cily of Hudinglon Beach NO - - N __ho - . YES 2 -~ 3,000 $750
R WD s 1 2,239 $16 N £ 1 5 CFS §1, 500 YES 7 5 CFS $1, 500
City of Sed Beach 3] NO NO - NO N
Seronp D - - YES. 1 . 590 - §50 IS 2 1,000 £3¢ YES 1 1,500 600 YES { 2,000 $550
Southern Coiit, Woter Co, o] MO NO - N o
City of Tustin YES 1 209 $130 N N YES 3 1,000-2, 000 | $750-~1, 000
“City of Yorbg Lodg .2 - - TES -t -b- 1200 $100 — |-~ -NO ND oo -
Three Yoleys KWD - ! - ] .. -
City of Pomona __No YES 2 B00 $50 NO &S 2 1,000 3450

o{ — NELTION = 600 GPM, EXTRACTION = {100 GPW
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(THOUSANDS)
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AGBCY
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cost/
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coest

CALLFGUAS WWD

CITY OF DXNARD .. .

CITY ©F CAMARLLD

|1B1BIE]

CAMROSA WATER DSTRCT
T |COASTAL MWD S

o
!

RYINE RANCH WD

5 Crs

$500

LAGUNA BEACH CWD

1,000 AF

$300-~1000

NEWPORT BEACH

SOUTH COAST WO

UWD of Ororme Coundy

Eoyt Orange County WO
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Grove

t 4,000 $12
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- 4,000

§1, 500 -
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£500
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Southern Colll. Water Co.
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300

$.42/AF
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2 — 3 WELLS WIL BE TREATED BECAUSE OF THE GROUMUWATER RECOYERY PROGRAM
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- ] e 10 | 11 12
: —l ] 8/4 SSS [SNCE 5SS SPECAL
- lpuNTO EXCESS EXCESS PROGRAVS
EVELOPD - loeveoe - : eAL - LDCAL O NATLRE
W . . L3 S Wt feost [yatR HOW WATER vioBeR o
AGENCY R FACLITES costT FACLITES FACLITES " |(Trousanes) CAPACTTY _ [MCH CAPLCITY AGENCIS PROGRAKS
CITY_OF OXNARD N NO [T} N/A
CITY OF CAMARLLO" _ N - N TN - L —
|_CAMROSA WATER DISTRCT ND o] M N/r
COASTAL MWD - - .- - -
RYINE RANCH WD N N NO 10 CFS 50 CFS N/A ST
LAGUNA BEACH CWD NO N o) H/4,
NEWPORT BEACH YES Yes 350_4F 150 AF N/h
SOUTH COAST WD N o) MO N/A,
| _TR-CITES M¥D NO TES WELLS /PPELINES _$4, 000 NO N/
WWD-of- Orange County - - - S - - e = -
Fost Orange Coundy WO N N NO N/b
City of Fourton Yaley o) POSS N "N/
City of Gorden Grow N [ WO 3, 000 13, 600 N/A
City of Hudinglon Begch 9] . o) NO N/A
_irvine Ronch %0 N N S 10 58 50 CFS N/A
City of Sed Beodh ) ) NO N/A -
Serrom D . L) N YES 3,000 AF 1,000 &F | 1, 000-3, 000 AF YES STORE N RYME LAXE 70 3, 000 &F
" Southen Coit. Waler Co. ) N N S : R TS R
City of Tustin o] ] Ny _N/E ST
City of Yorba Linda s
Thres Yoleys WD
City of Pomom N NO NO




14 15
DEAS
FOR OTHR
- AGENCY . IAYARARE |MPROVEVENTS - S — —{COMVENTS =
CALLEGUAS MWD . —
CITY OF QXNARD N/A
" CITY _OF CAMARLLD _ N/A
| CaMROSA WATER DISTRICT N/A
[COASTAL W¥O
- |_RYNE RANCH WD - - BPP BASED ON 20, 000 AF/YR, DEVELOFWG ADD GW SUPPLES FOR 75% BPP
o LAGUNA BEACH CWD _~ N/& R N - R .
| NCWPORT BEACH N/h NOTFY PROR T START DATE OF SSS PROGRAMS,
SOUTH COAST WD N/A
a .- s [ memeS MWD - N/A REDUCTION N COST OF RECHARGE WATER
’ WWD of Orongs County - -
" Eost Oroage Coirdy WD LYZS = - e T v
Ciy of Fountoin Yoley N/A WAY BE FORCID TO STOP SSS 8/C OF PAPERWORK
- City of Gorden Growe N/A - - - I j }
City of Hundington Beach N/A CONTINIE W/ KETHOO USED KN FY91-92. -
¥-vrw Ronch WO 8PP = 20, 000 AF/YR. DEVILOPNG G SUPPLES TO ATTAN 75% BPP.
- City of ‘Sedl Beach N/A . . -
Serrono D
Southarn Caif, Water Co. H/A
City of Tisfin N/A "SSS PRICE SHOULD BE SET AS FXED X% OF TM
City of Yorba Linda i j - - -
Thres Yoleys WO
City of Pomoma N/h
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Graph 1

FY 1988-89 TOTAL WATER SALES
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Graph 2

FY 1989-90 TOTAL WATER SALES
AND SEASONAL STORAGE SALES
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Graph 3

FY 1990-91 TOTAL WATER SALES

AND SEASONAL STORAGE SALES
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Graph 4

FY 1991-92 TOTAL WATER SALES
AND SEASONAL STORAGE SALES
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