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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Conceptual Planning Studies Report presents the results of further technical studies and analyses
related to the Regional Recycled Water Program (RRWP) being considered by the Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California (Metropolitan/MWD) and the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
(Sanitation Districts). These conceptual planning studies build upon the initial analyses presented in the
November 2016 “Potential Regional Recycled Water Program Feasibility Study — Report No. 1530”
(Feasibility Study). This report was presented to Metropolitan’s Board in January 2017 as well as the
Sanitation Districts’ Board. While the Feasibility Study established that the indirect potable reuse (IPR)
program described in the RRWP is feasible given the assumptions used, this report addresses specific
issues regarding its potential path to implementation and anticipated performance. In broad terms, the
studies presented here evaluate the opportunities for program phasing; further delineate and refine the
major program elements; present additional groundwater modeling evaluations associated with
introducing purified water into the groundwater basins; and examine the potential for the program to
accommodate direct potable reuse (DPR) opportunities in the future.

The RRWP provides an opportunity to develop a local and sustainable water supply for the region with
the objective of providing water to replenish groundwater basins. Groundwater has always been an
important resource for Southern California as it is a key component of regional reliability and integrally
related to the management of imported water supplies and surface storage. Groundwater storage levels are
also important because they impact how the groundwater basins can be used during times of shortage. If
the groundwater storage levels are too low, basins may not be able to serve as a source of water when
needed by the region and the basins’ demands for imported supplies or surface storage will likely
increase. Therefore, maintaining stable higher groundwater levels enables these basins to provide critical
supply during shortages or emergencies.

Metropolitan delivers imported water for groundwater replenishment; however, replenishment deliveries
in the basins have not been sufficient to maintain groundwater basin water levels. A number of factors
contribute to this, including water supply availability due to drought, regulatory restrictions, and
replenishment purchase patterns. Due to drought conditions within the service area, groundwater demand
has increased, groundwater replenishment has decreased, and groundwater storage has dropped since
2005. Without continued replenishment of the groundwater basins, groundwater storage is expected to
continue to decline due to increased demand and limitations on other sources for natural and incidental
recharge. For the basins to continue to provide benefits for regional reliability, water deliveries to the
groundwater basins for recharge are essential. The RRWP can provide stable year-to-year deliveries of a
new supply for groundwater replenishment to improve the supply reliability conditions for the region.
With the program, imported supplies that would have gone toward meeting local agency groundwater
recharge demands would instead be available to meet other regional demands or go into Metropolitan
storage programs. By implementing the program, storage levels in Metropolitan’s regional storage
portfolio are likely to be higher over most or all conditions.
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1.1  Program Concept

As configured in the Feasibility Study, the RRWP would produce up to 150 million gallons per day (mgd)
or 168 thousand acre-feet per year (TAFY) of purified water in partnership with the Sanitation Districts.
A new advanced water treatment facility would be located at the Sanitation Districts’ Joint Water
Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP) in Carson and a new regional conveyance system would deliver a
reliable source of IPR water to recharge four regional groundwater basins: Central, West Coast, Main San
Gabriel, and Orange County. An overview of the IPR concept is shown in Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1: Program Overview

Actions to Date

For more than 8 years, Metropolitan and the Sanitation Districts have been evaluating a regional
collaboration to jointly develop recycled water. From June 2010 through July 2012, pilot-scale studies
were conducted by Metropolitan and the Sanitation Districts at the JWPCP to evaluate the feasibility of
advanced treatment of the JWPCP’s secondary effluent. The results of these studies determined that
advanced treatment of JWPCP secondary effluent for producing water suitable for IPR through
groundwater recharge is technically feasible.

In November 2015, Metropolitan and the Sanitation Districts entered into an agreement for development
of a demonstration facility at the JWPCP. Both organizations also established a proposed framework of
terms and conditions for development of a full-scale RRWP. For the full-scale project, the initial set of
terms and conditions were nonbinding; however, they set forth key conditions anticipated to be in a future
full-scale agreement. Building upon these initial terms, subsequent discussions with the Sanitation
Districts in 2016, and future finalized California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation, staff
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