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and sexual harassment, and for having complained 
about retaliation.  In June 2011, the superior court 
granted Metropolitan’s motion for summary 
judgment and in July, the court entered judgment 
in Metropolitan’s favor.  The court also awarded 
Metropolitan its costs incurred in defending the 
case.  Metropolitan’s Legal Department provided 
legal representation for Metropolitan through 
November 2010, when the law firm of Meserve, 
Mumper and Hughes LLP associated in as co-
counsel.  (See General Counsel’s September 2012 
Activity Report.)  

San Luis Rey River Indian Water Authority v. 
Metropolitan Water District (JAMS Case 
No. 1400013202) 
The arbitration of this contract dispute between 
Metropolitan and the San Luis Rey River Indian 
Water Authority (IWA) was resolved in 
Metropolitan’s favor by a final award issued on 
September 21, 2012.  The arbitration panel 
affirmed Metropolitan’s interpretation of a disputed 
clause in the contract that requires payments in 
trust for the IWA for water that Metropolitan 
currently receives from the lining of the All-
American and Coachella Canals.  The arbitration 
panel rejected post-arbitration motions by the IWA 
seeking to overturn the award.  Although 
Metropolitan anticipated that the IWA would 

challenge the arbitration award in court, it decided 
not to do so.  Instead, the IWA agreed to join 
Metropolitan in petitioning the California Superior 
Court to enter judgment confirming the award.  
Judgment was entered on October 30 in the 
San Diego County Superior Court.  The award is 
now final and enforceable.  (See General 
Counsel’s August 2012 Activity Report.) 

San Gabriel Basin Water Quality Authority v. 
Aerojet-General Corp., et al. (SEMOU matter) 
(U.S. District Court, Central District of 
California)  
This case involves groundwater contamination in 
the San Gabriel basin, in the South El Monte area.  
Metropolitan was brought into the case in 2004 as 
an alleged source of perchlorate in the basin by 
virtue of deliveries of untreated Colorado River 
water to its member agencies.  As reported in prior 
monthly reports, all claims have tentatively settled, 
including cross-claims against Metropolitan for 
contribution related to Colorado River water 
supplies.  On November 7, the District Court 
entered the final order dismissing the claims of Art 
Weiss, Inc., the final party with perchlorate-related 
claims against Metropolitan.  This case is now 
closed.  (See General Counsel’s July and October 
2012 Activity Reports.)  

Items of Interest 

Finance 
Metropolitan priced its $111,890,000 Water 
Revenue Refunding Bonds, 2012 Series G on 
November 14, 2012.  Legal Department staff 
attorneys prepared Appendix A to the Official 
Statement and assisted outside bond counsel with 
bond documents.  The transaction is anticipated to 
close on December 27.  


