
 
 

Engineering, Operations, and Technology Committee 

11/17/2025 Committee Meeting 

Revised 6c 
Subject 
Foothill Municipal Water District’s Point of Delivery 

Executive Summary 
In 1952, the Foothill Municipal Water District (Foothill) was approved for annexation into Metropolitan. The history 
related to this action is complex with many considerations that led to a formal set of terms and conditions linked to 
approval of the annexation. As a result of these terms and conditions, Foothill’s service connection to Metropolitan’s 
distribution system lies outside their agency boundaries. This stands in contrast to most service connections for other 
member agencies that lie within their respective agency boundaries. 

Foothill conveys water from Metropolitan to its service area via a 1.3-mile pipeline and pump station connected to the 
Upper Feeder. Foothill owns, operates, and maintains the pipeline and pump station, both of which are located outside 
of its service boundary. Foothill also pays an annual fee to Pasadena under its License Agreement for the operation 
and maintenance of the pipelines and pump station related to the Upper Feeder connection. The current arrangements 
are the result of the terms required for Foothill’s annexation. 

In a letter dated March 21, 2024, to Chair Ortega and a letter dated September 30, 2025, to General Manager 
Upadhyay, representatives of Foothill argue it is inequitable that Foothill is required to own and pay for the 
capital and pumping costs for facilities outside of its service area to provide imported water into Foothill’s service 
area. Foothill argues Metropolitan should absorb these costs as part of the cost of delivering Metropolitan water. 
Further, Foothill requested that this issue be brought to the Board for consideration. Given this request, 
Attachment 1 includes pertinent documents related to the annexation of Foothill for background information. 

Foothill has made a similar request in the past. In 1959, Foothill asked for reimbursement for the cost of 
constructing 6,759 feet of the pipeline they built to connect to Metropolitan’s distribution system. They also 
asked Metropolitan to take over ongoing operations. Metropolitan considered and documented its response in an 
April 1959 Metropolitan board letter, which detailed the reasons the Board refused to assume operation or control 
of the facilities upstream of its service connection, known as FM-01. The letter explained why Foothill was 
required to assume those obligations when it was annexed in 1952 (included in Attachment 1). 

However, Metropolitan is responding to conditions today that may warrant a more contemporary review of this 
issue. Attachment 2 is Resolution 9318 (Affirming a Call to Action and a Commitment to Regional Reliability 
for All Member Agencies). In support of this resolution, Metropolitan is now investing in significant pumping 
facilities within its distribution system to improve member agency access to supplies during times of drought and 
emergency conditions. This means that Metropolitan is actively investing in pumping systems at its cost to bring 
water to the boundaries of our member agencies. These investments were not contemplated at the time of 
Foothill’s annexation. These investments do not require a change in the terms and conditions of Foothill’s 
annexation; rather, they should prompt a thoughtful dialogue about whether a change would be helpful in order to 
maintain equity among Metropolitan’s member agencies. 
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This board letter and its attachments are meant to help support this dialogue by providing the Board with the 
historical information about the annexation of Foothill and an overview of current and past policies related to 
facility construction as part of annexation into Metropolitan. Staff will seek direction from the Board on next 
steps as a follow-up to this information item. 

Fiscal Impact 
It is estimated that the annual cost of pumping water from the current point of delivery to one along the boundary 
of Foothill would be approximately $500,000. This number does not include the operational and maintenance 
costs of the facility. Additionally, any changes to the current point of delivery policy may establish a precedent 
that impacts other member agencies whose annexation was negotiated based on then-existing terms and policies. 

Applicable Policy 
Metropolitan Board Statement of Policy, adopted January 9, 1931 (establishing policy on delivery of water to 
member agencies) 

Metropolitan Administrative Code § 3200. Water Availability (first adopted October 26, 1938) 

Metropolitan Board Letter, Minute Item 7962 (May 24, 1940) (explaining Metropolitan’s general policy of 
delivering “to a point “at or near [a member agency’s] boundary”) 

Metropolitan Board Resolution 4164 (signed November 18, 1952) (setting the terms and conditions of Foothill’s 
annexation) 

Metropolitan Board Resolution 4249 (signed July 14, 1953) (Metropolitan statement of non-obligation for 
additional facilities for delivery to future annexation areas) 

Metropolitan Board Resolution 4324 (signed November 10, 1953; repealed June 29, 1954) (repealing resolution 
and providing portion of payment to Foothill for costs of construction of the service connection) 

Metropolitan Administrative Code § 3104(d). [Annexation] Mandatory Terms and Conditions 

Metropolitan Board Resolution 9318 (signed August 15, 2022) (Affirming a Call to Action and a Commitment to 
Regional Reliability for All Member Agencies) 

Related Board Action(s)/Future Action(s) 
Metropolitan Board Letter (July 6, 1949) (On consideration to the problems of policy with respect to annexation 
of additional areas to the Metropolitan Water District) 

Metropolitan Board Letter (March 10, 1950) (On the subject of annexation to the Metropolitan Water District of 
the Altadena-La Canada-La Crescenta area) 

Metropolitan Board Letter (April 9, 1959) and Minute Items 19548 and 19511 (April 14, 1959) (denying 
Foothill’s request to assume ownership and operation of the Foothill facilities outside its boundary, and 
explaining the Board’s rationale) 

Details and Background 
Background 

Foothill receives water from Metropolitan at Service Connection FM-01 located on the Upper Feeder within the 
boundaries of the City of Pasadena. Foothill conveys water from FM-01 to its service area via a 1.3-mile-long 
pipeline and a pump station. As part of the annexation agreement for Foothill, all construction, operation, and 
maintenance costs for facilities to deliver water from the Upper Feeder to the Foothill boundary were to be borne 
by Foothill. Currently, Foothill covers the costs associated with the operation and maintenance of the Upper 
Feeder connection. Foothill also pays an annual fee to Pasadena under its License Agreement for the operation 
and maintenance of the pipelines and pump station related to the Upper Feeder connection. 

In a letter dated March 21, 2024, to Chair Ortega and a letter dated September 30, 2025, to General Manager 
Upadhyay, representatives of Foothill argue that it is inequitable that Foothill be required to own and pay for the 
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capital and operational costs of facilities outside of its service area so that it can provide imported water into its 
service area. Foothill contends that Metropolitan should absorb these costs as part of the cost of delivering its 
water. Further, Foothill requested that this issue be brought to the Board for consideration. 

Foothill previously sent a letter in 1959 requesting that Metropolitan reimburse Foothill for the cost of the 1.3-mile 
portion of the pipeline connecting Foothill to the Upper Feeder. In a board letter dated April 9, 1959, then Chief 
Engineer and General Manager Robert. B. Diemer recommended denying the request, explaining that he did not 
believe Foothill was treated unfairly when it was annexed and required to accept these obligations. At the April 14, 
1959, Metropolitan Board meeting, Foothill was granted a request to present the following month in response to 
Diemer’s recommendation. On May 5, 1959, Foothill submitted a letter rebutting Diemer’s arguments for denying 
Foothill’s initial request. However, on May 8, 1959, Foothill’s board of directors held a special meeting, during which 
they adopted a resolution to take no further action regarding their request for Metropolitan to reimburse the cost of the 
pipeline. This resolution was presented to Metropolitan’s Board on May 12, 1959, with the Board approving 
Foothill’s request that the petition be withdrawn without prejudice and filing away all letters and attachments. 

The delivery point for Foothill is located on the Upper Feeder approximately 1.3 miles south of its boundary. 
According to Diemer, in his letter to the Board responding to Foothill’s 1959 request, this location was chosen 
because it avoided challenging construction and complex right-of-way issues, providing a more practical and 
direct alignment to deliver water to Foothill’s various communities. In Resolution 4164 approving the annexation, 
Metropolitan specified that Foothill would be responsible for paying for, owning, and operating all facilities 
needed to serve its preferred delivery point along the Upper Feeder where Service Connection FM-01 is now 
located. 

Foothill Annexation into Metropolitan 

Inquiries from the foothill areas began in the 1930s, but annexation was delayed for many years due to the high 
cost of facilities that would have been required to serve the area. The foothill areas were encouraged to annex to 
existing Metropolitan member agencies, including the Cities of Los Angeles, Glendale, and Pasadena, but the 
residents in the foothill communities opposed these efforts. By 1951, the Foothill community had approved the 
formation of a municipal water district. Regarding Foothill, General Manager and Chief Engineer Julian Hinds 
stated in a letter dated March 10, 1950: 

An important element in past recommendations, that these areas be annexed to adjacent cities rather than directly 
to the Metropolitan Water District, is the cost of facilities required to supply them independently. Representatives 
of the areas are now fully aware of this difficulty and know that they cannot expect the required facilities to be 
furnished by the District. All present inquiries are based on the understanding that the annexing area must come 
to existing lines and do all booster pumping. 

Metropolitan’s Board formalized this requirement in Resolution 4164, adopted in 1952, which explicitly stated 
that all feeder pipelines, structures, and related facilities for the Foothill area would be built at Foothill’s expense 
if it wanted to be directly annexed to Metropolitan. The annexation vote in December 1952 proceeded under these 
conditions, and in 1953, the Board approved Resolution 4324 authorizing construction of a connection to the 
Upper Feeder at Foothill’s cost. In 1953, Metropolitan adopted a formal “come and get it” policy for facility 
construction related to annexations, rather than reviewing each annexation request on a case-by-case basis. 

After the adoption of the policy, in June 1954, Foothill returned to Metropolitan’s Board asking for Metropolitan 
to revisit the terms of Resolution 4324 and requested that Metropolitan pay for the costs of the service connection 
($21,000). In June 1954, Metropolitan’s Board agreed to pay the $21,000 for the service connection and rescinded 
Resolution 4324 for this purpose only. Five years later, in 1959, Foothill submitted its letter requesting 
reimbursement from Metropolitan for construction of the pipeline, which they subsequently withdrew as 
explained above. 

Board Authority for Policy Setting 

In 1928, the California State Legislature enacted the Metropolitan Water District Act (MWD Act), creating 
Metropolitan and granting it broad powers to develop, store, and distribute water. Since its formation, 
Metropolitan’s Board of Directors has exercised this authority by delegating certain tasks to staff, codified in the 
Administrative Code, and by adopting a range of policy principles to guide Metropolitan’s mission. These policies 
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are expressed in formal policy statements, the Administrative Code, board-adopted principles, and board letters, 
and are often reflected in meeting discussions and minutes. They are further operationalized through the design of 
programs and the provisions of related agreements. While policies provide guidance and clarity for staff and 
member agencies, they do not limit the Board’s discretion. The Act gives the Board the authority to establish, 
revise, or depart from existing policies as circumstances require, ensuring that policy remains a flexible tool within 
the boundaries set by law. 

It is Metropolitan’s policy to build infrastructure that benefits the region and not a single agency. Metropolitan’s 
distribution system was built to be a regional system, and each pipeline has multiple service connections. 
Although Metropolitan constructed a limited number of turnout pipelines, these pipelines were built solely for the 
convenience of Metropolitan. Had Metropolitan constructed Foothill’s pipeline to its boundary, it would have 
deviated from its standard of practice at that time. 

Metropolitan Policy on Annexation 

Metropolitan’s policies on annexation charges and facility responsibilities have shifted over time. In the early 
1930s, annexing cities such as Compton, Fullerton, Long Beach, and Torrance were treated much like the original 
11-member cities. For these cities, Metropolitan constructed boundary connections and required payment of back 
taxes in cash with modest interest. Metropolitan implemented this strategy because the original agencies had 
shouldered the burden of constructing the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Weymouth Water Treatment Plant, and a 
distribution system, incurring a financial burden without income from water sales to support the organization. 

In a letter to the Board on May 24, 1940, and approved by the Water Problems Committee, W. P. Whitsett 
(Minute Item 7962), in referring to the policy of January 9, 1931, states: 

 
[T]he water would be delivered to each, of the “eleven original member cities and to 
those cities whose, application for admission prior to March, 1, 1931, have been 
approved.” That wording was put in in order to make it definitely clear that the District 
was not adopting the policy of delivering water to every area which annexed to the 
District. At the time the policy was adopted Long Beach, Torrance, Compton, and 
Fullerton had not yet joined the District but had made application for membership. It was 
these particular cities that were in mind when the limitation of “March 1, 1931,” was 
included. In fact, the delivery of water to a point at or near their city boundaries was 
offered as an inducement to early annexation. They joined the District with the clear 
understanding of this policy. 

The reason back of all these discussions, way back in 1930 and 1931, was the realization 
that there was a limit to the extent to which Los Angeles could be expected to contribute 
some 70% of the cost of pipelines and other facilities entirely for the benefit of other 
communities and areas. 

 
Then General Manager Whitsett requested the Board to “reaffirm our original policy and eliminate any possibility 
of the expectation on the part of anyone that the District intends to build a great maze of distribution lines to every 
hamlet on the coastal plain. In my opinion, we should limit our annexations to large integral units with each of 
which the District will cooperate in so far as is economically sound in making water available from the nearest 
point of the Aqueduct system.” 

By the 1940s, as seen with the Coastal Municipal Water District, Metropolitan continued to build major 
extensions, such as the 12.6-mile Orange County Feeder. Metropolitan introduced repayment schedules allowing 
annexing areas to pay back taxes over 20 years at 4 percent interest. In subsequent annexations within Coastal, the 
repayment periods were extended up to 30 years. 

However, following World War II, Metropolitan’s approach tightened as its water sales increased and its finances 
improved. Annexing agencies were generally required to finance and construct their own delivery facilities, 
marking a clear shift of cost and responsibility away from Metropolitan. For example, the Inglewood Lateral, part 
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of the West Basin system, was built after the formation of the West Basin Municipal Water District in 1947. 
Metropolitan constructed the facilities. However, the cost of the facilities was added to the annexation charges 
with interest to be repaid by the annexing territory (West Basin). 

In 1949, Franklin Thomas, the Chairman of the Water Problems and Public Relations Committee, submitted a 
letter to the Board of Directors regarding annexation and construction of facilities. That letter provided the 
following recommendation: 

 
Consideration was also given to the matter of expenditures for the purpose of construction of 
works necessary to accomplish delivery of water to the annexing area, but it was concluded that, 
because of the fact that each area presents a different geographical and physical problem, no rigid 
policy should be expressed, and that each situation should be examined on its merits. 

 
Foothill annexed in 1952 to Metropolitan, and its situation was indeed evaluated on its own merits. As a result, 
and as explained in the background section of this letter, Metropolitan and Foothill agreed to annexation on the 
condition, among others, that Foothill would pay for the construction, licenses, and operations and maintenance of 
delivering water from the Upper Feeder to its boundary line. 

In July 1953, the Board formally adopted Resolution 4249, clarifying the obligations of annexing areas related to 
facility construction. The resolution reads: 

 
BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, that 
it be declared to be the intent of the Board that all future annexations to the Metropolitan Water 
District be based on the principle that this District shall not be obligated to provide additional 
works or facilities, necessitated by such future annexations, for the delivery of water from works 
owned and operated by the District. 

 
The policy, referred to as the “come and get it” policy is the current policy for Metropolitan (Metropolitan 
Administrative Code § 3104(d)). The Foothill Municipal Water District’s 1952 annexation under Resolution 4164 
already demonstrated this policy, as Foothill bore the full cost of its feeder construction, with only limited 
exceptions. Although its annexation was approved prior to the formal policy, the Board had already evaluated the 
specific circumstances of annexing Foothill and the arrangement was consistent with the developing policy as was 
demonstrated in the construction of the Inglewood Lateral. 

As Metropolitan’s financial footing improved, annexation charges evolved from Metropolitan assuming both 
construction and financial burdens to a model where annexing agencies carried primary responsibility for 
infrastructure and repayment. Foothill believes it is not fair to apply the “come and get it” policy in its original 
annexation terms and conditions in 1952, prior to the formal adoption of this policy. 

Equitable Supply Reliability – 2022 Policy (Board Resolution 9318, August 16, 2022) 

Foothill cites a recent board policy as a basis for revisiting its annexation agreement. The Board’s 2022 policy on 
equitable supply reliability focuses on intra-district equity. It is intended to ensure that all existing member 
agencies (not just those affected by new annexations) have an equivalent level of supply reliability during severe 
droughts. The resolution acknowledges disparities, especially for State Water Project–dependent agencies. It 
directs Metropolitan to implement a balanced set of projects and programs that improve existing infrastructure, 
imported and local supplies, and demand management to provide equitable supply reliability across the service 
area. The 2022 resolution assumes annexation is long settled and seeks to ensure all current members, regardless 
of when or how they annexed, receive the same level of reliability. Projects approved to date for drought 
mitigation have not changed the point of delivery for any agency; instead, they have improved system flexibility 
so that all agencies are treated equitably during times of water shortage. None of the projects approved to date by 
the Board has altered points of delivery or added new ones. 
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However, many of the projects that have been approved in response to Resolution 9318 are pumping plants 
within Metropolitan’s distribution system. These plants are largely outside of the boundaries of the member 
agencies that would receive supplies during the extreme droughts and emergencies they are designed to protect 
against. Metropolitan is investing in these facilities at its own cost in order to bring water to the service 
connections of most agencies, which rest within the boundaries of most member agencies. At the same time, 
Foothill continues to pay for pumping in order to bring water from Metropolitan into the Foothill service area. 
Given the new investments referenced above, it may be worth discussing whether the Board intended 
Resolution 9318 to be interpreted so as to have bearing on the question Foothill is asking. 

Next Steps 

Foothill requested that the Board review and consider their request to absorb the costs of delivering water to their 
agency’s boundary. This information item is intended to start the discussion. Staff will receive and evaluate 
feedback from the Board on this item. Additionally, in bringing any action to the Board, staff will also assess any 
applicable legal issues related to changing the arrangement with Foothill regarding the costs of water delivery 
from the Upper Feeder to the Foothill boundary.  

 
 
 
 11/12/2025 

Mai M. Hattar 
Chief Engineer 
Engineering Services 

Date 

 
 

 11/12/2025 
Deven Upadhyay 
General Manager 

Date 

 

 
Attachment 1 – Documents Related to Foothill MWD Annexation, Infrastructure Development, 

and Reimbursement Requests 
Attachment 2 – Metropolitan Board Resolution 9318 (signed August 15, 2022) (Affirming a Call 

to Action and a Commitment to Regional Reliability for All Member Agencies) 

Ref# es12710322 
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Table 1: Documents Related to Foothill MWD Annexation,  
Infrastructure Development, and Reimbursement Requests 

*Click the blue text to access the hyperlink to the corresponding document

Date Item/Hyperlink* Description

January 9, 1931 
Statement of 
Policy 

Established policy on delivery of water to member agencies 

May 24, 1940 
MWD Board 
Meeting and 
Whitsett Letter 

Meeting Minutes 7962 and Whitsett Letter - Metropolitan’s 
general policy of delivering “a point at or near [a member 
agency’s] boundary” 

July 6, 1949 

Water Problems 
and Public 
Relations 
Committee Letter 

Letter from the Water Problems and Public Relations 
Committee Chairman on the subject of annexation to the 
Metropolitan Water District of the Altadena-La Canada-La 
Crescenta area 

March 10, 1950 Hinds Letter 

Provides historical context to Foothill Annexation and 
initial recommendation to annex to neighboring cities. 
Recommends annexation based on proposed larger 
annexation area and with FMWD understanding that they 
are to bear costs for constructing facilities to service area. 

November 18, 1952 
MWD Resolution 
4164 

Metropolitan Board approval of Foothill annexation on 
condition of Foothill constructing facilities to convey water 
from Metropolitan's pipeline to its service area 

July 14, 1953 
MWD Resolution 
4249 

All future annexations to MWD be based on the principle 
that this district shall not be obligated to provide additional 
works or facilities, necessitated by such future annexations, 
for the delivery of water from works owned and operated 
by the District 

November 10, 1953 
MWD Resolution 
4324 

Approval of construction of service connection at Foothill 
MWD Cost 

June 5, 1954 Foothill Letter 
Letter requesting Metropolitan to assume cost for 
constructing service connection 

June 9, 1954 
MWD Board 
Meeting 

Meeting minutes 15721 - Approve Metropolitan to assume 
costs for constructing service connection to Foothill 

June 28, 1954 Diemer Letter 
Request authorization to construct service connection and 
repeal Resolution 4324 

June 29, 1954 
MWD Board 
Meeting 

Meeting Minute 15756 - Approve construction of service 
connection and repeal Resolution 4324 

March 15, 1959 Foothill Letter 
Letter requesting Metropolitan to reimburse for cost of 
constructing 6,759 feet pipeline 

April 9, 1959 Diemer Letter Recommendation of denial to Foothill request 

April 14, 1959 
MWD Board 
Meeting 

Meeting Minutes 19511 - Diemer Letter submitted, 
approval for Foothill to present following month 
responding to Diemer Letter. 

April 30, 1959 Foothill Letter 
Correspondence from Foothill to Metropolitan including 
May 5, 1959, letter from Foothill in response to Diemer 
Letter 

May 8, 1959 
Foothill Special 
Meeting 

Foothill adopts Resolution to take no further action on 
reimbursement request 
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*Click the blue text to access the hyperlink to the corresponding document

Date Item/Hyperlink* Description

May 12, 1959 
MWD Board 
Meeting 

Meeting minutes 19548 - Foothill proposal to withdraw 
request for reimbursement approved without prejudice, all 
letters filed into archives 

March 21, 2024 Foothill Letter 
Letter to MWD Chair for MWD to consider taking 
operation/ownership of pipelines and pump station 

April 1, 2024 
Foothill Letter 
and License 
Agreement 

Letter to MWD Chair including attachment of the License 
Agreement between Foothill and City of Pasadena from 
May 10, 1954, for building & operation of portion of 
pipeline and pumping plant within the City of Pasadena 

September 30, 
2025 

Foothill Letter 

Letter to MWD General Manager for MWD to seeking 
reimbursement for the costs of maintaining and operating 
facilities to FMWD boundaries.  Ask for action to be 
brought to Board by end of year 
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Statement of Policy 

January 9, 1931 
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Board Minute Item 7962 and Whitsett Letter 

May 24, 1940 
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^ ^ 4 ^ APPROVED • 1 - ^ i 
by the Bo,3rd of Directors of . / 

-The Metropolitan \7ater District 
of Soushern Caiifornia 

t its meehng hoid.:.G^ci2v_j2^ ^^.^^Tv 

£zecntiTe Secntafy 

^ • ' BJINUTES .OF THE ADJOURNE.D- REGULAR MEETING OF THE " 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF T H E METROPOLITAN -WATER DISTRICT 

-/^-V; '-OF. SOUTHERN,'CALI FORNIA-• ' 

: - ' • ' - ' ^. ' '../MAY .24, -1940. .-,'>-./"• • ; ';•; •-•;;• 

7953 • The Board of-Directors of The Metropolitan 'Water 
District o;f" Southerh Galifornia met in Adjourned Regular . 
Meeting, in the •Directors' Room -at' 306 West. Third; Street,-' 
Los Angeles,- California/"'on .Friday, May' 24,,:'1940.'. 

• The. Meeting was called to order by"Chairman ;..•• -'/. 
Whitsett at 1:3.2 ;p-.-m. .-,;,̂  . •; •- .; •':. ,'̂'>,'--., ' ."- '" 

.Secretary Finley-called the rpl-1-. ;, Tho.se answer- -: 
.ing'^presen-t were- Directprs"3utl'er. Cook, Emme, Finley,. V. ;'••' 
Hapgopd; -Neisbn, Norwobdy. Rambpz,. Ross'etti,. Thomas, and -,, ' .-

'Vfeltsett. Those not answering present were Directprs; Creel', 
Greer,. Humphreys,- Nordlinger, Pont.ius, Richards,-Rippy, -and 
Taylor.' -; ; ;.. ; ; .̂ ; ; • •-" • - . • .. ̂ - ' ' -'' . ̂  , ••... 

' ,' -The .Chair' .declared a:;;quprum present. . . --,.;.-

79.54. It was moved by Director .Rossetti, seccnded' by 
Director Nprwpod,. and carried,' that consideration'"'of the 
Minutes of the'Regular Meeting held Bfcy lO, 1940, "and of .'•" 
the Adjourned Regular Meeting .he.ld- May 17, .1940,- be. 
deferred until-the next Meeting-. /" -; '.", 

7955 A letter signed"-'Fv E. Weymouth, General Manager -
and Chief Engineer, • addre'ss'ed to ;the-""Bpard, dated May -23.>; 
1940, submitting fifte'en' instr-u.ments . for acceptance, .was --. 
readi ;. ' . _ ;... . .;'..." . -:, -

It was moved by Director Cook, seconded by Di-• 
rectpr Hapgood, and carried,' that; Resolution No. 3113̂ ''D,e 
adopted accepting the Instrument executed by Charles'Hoyt 
Thorpe and Mary M. Thorpe,, dated April 25, 1940, covering-
Parcel No. 1416-4-5; that Resolution No. 3114 be adopted 
accepting the instrument executed'by Charles Hoyt- Thorpe . 
and Mary M.. Thorpe, dated April 25, 1940, .covering Parcel 
No. 1416-4-7; that Resolution No. 3115 be adopted accepting 
the instrument- executed by.Eachi Machida and Michi Machida, 
dated April 20, 1940, covering Parcel No. I4I6-8-I; that 
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Minutes --May 24,' 1940 '• . .• i- - 5. 

- - • A RESOLUTION OF THE^BOARD OF DIRECTORS OE 
.'-. THE METROPOLITAN^ WATER-'DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN 
: CALIFORNIA, AUTHORIZING AÎID DIRECTING THE " 

• • CONDEMNATION OF CERTAIN.PROPERTY SITUATED . • 
' I N THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF-

'CALIFORNIA.-^ • :.. - • •'- V , -• - -" 

be adopted authorizing the condemnatipn.of the prpperty as 
described and rescinding Resplutipn N P . 3063. ,' . 

7962 • -A-"-letter,..signed F.' E,- Weymputh, General Manager 
and Chief Engineer,:-'addressed' to -the Water Preblems Gdm-- ..-' 
mittee, dated May 143,1940, bearing-the notation "Approved 
for submission to Board May-"24, 1940. Wat. Prob. ,Com. F.Tw;" 
reporting that as the result' of- further, investigations the 
estimated cost of cohstructirig -the proposed connecting lines 
to the municipal systems of ;.the 'cities of Burbank,- Compton, . 
Long Beach^ .-jBanta Ana,- arid T̂ or ran ce reported on April 11, 
1940,-had.been reduced, from'|285,000 to tl85,bOO, summarizing 
the details, and .cost of eachpf the prpposed' connections and 
stating that in-the-'pplnion of the, General Manager and Chief 
Engineer the- benefit- to the District of haying' physical 
connections to the:waterworks systems pf all its constituent 
cities, except ,Sari" Marino, more than.justifies this small 

.expenditure,, and recommending that the construction of the.se -
connections be authorized, v/as read. 

Directbr Rossetti read a communication which he • 
stated had iDeen prepared for-him by "the Staff summarizing 
the actions of the Board'and..the conferences and correr- ' ., 
spbndence between, the Distri.ct-and. the officials of the 
-various member ci'ties -with regard ••'to the points, at wh'ich the 
delivery of .Aqueduct water was desired 'and relative to the 
recent'develppments.and discussipns on the prppbsal that 
the District construct connections betweeri the distribution' 
system authorized by .the. Board pf Directprs and the local 
distributipn.;,systems:.: 

•.. The :Chair 'presented a letter signed W. P-. Whitsett, 
addressed; to the.-Rpard, dated May .24, ,1940, which was read, 
summarizing the. backgrourid'and'̂  expressing'his views on the 
policy of the. pistrict relating to,, the, delivery of Aqueduct 
water to its member ci'ties and "to future annexations to the 
District and preseriting as suggestions and considerations: 
that the po.ssihility be in-ve'stigated "of having the extensions 
to-the.local systems constructed as federal projects; that 
the construction of the"extensions be deferred until an 

-expression is. received by the District from each community 
that it intends to-use -Colorado River water, and indicates the 
amount.; that any lines constructed by the District within a 
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member city never be used as part .cf the.local distribution 
system; and that the District'.reaffirm its original policy 
of January 9, 19^1, relating to the delivery of -v*.fater: tp-the 
member cities. ' .. - ' - ' ;' 

At the request of Director Rambpz, a letter- signed 
R. Hi.Lacy, Mayer pf. the City of-San Marine, addressed to 
the Board, dated May 21> ;1940> requesting on behalf of. the 

'City of San Marino that inasmuch as that city' may not have 
a municipal'.water system for a number of years,, the .Board . 
of Directors of the District 'take such action..as ;may be 
apprppriate to; assure the construction by trie-District •• 
when required, of• a lateral from, the District's-'main distri­
buting line on Mountain Street irt Pasadena to the. ci'ty 
limits of San Marinp pr .tp a pp'int within the city limits 
to, be-designated by the city .where water.may be delivered 
with the greatest convenience, and to. have the privilege 
of inserting in the District's lateral a.- storage reservoir 
located somewhere betvi'ee.n .Mountain Street and the city 
limits -'of San Mari-no in: order to secure the advantage .-of 
greater water pressure, without,being deprived of the 
privilege of having- the District construct the lateral 
between the reservoir and the' point within the city limits, 
to be designated later, v/as; read. • 

,;it ''//as moved by Director Rossetti snd seconded by, 
Directpr Cpok that, the recomm-endation of the General' 
Manager and Chief Engineer, addressed to the Water Problems 
Cormnittee, under date of May 14, 1940,. approved for sub­
mission- tp the Beard -by - the Water Prpblems Cpmrnittee, author­
izing the cpnstruction by the District of physical 
connectipns to the v/aterwprks systems of all its -constituent 
cities,;except San Marino, be approved. 

-" At the request of Director Thomas, the four 
suggestions contained in the ."Letter of Director, ViTnitsett. to-
the Board,-.iinder date of May 24, 1940, v/ere reread..-, •' • : 

' Director Rpssetti, with the consent of the. 
seconder of.the 'motion, Director Cook, withdrew his motion 
approving the recommendation.of the General Manager and Chief 
•Engineer as approved by the Water Problems Committee. 

. Director, .Ramboz read a statement from .the Minutes 
of February 23, 1940, reporting the estimated initial demarid 
of the various member cities of the District for Aqueduct- . 
water. . . . . 

It was moved-by Director Rossetti and seconded hy 
Director Butler that the preceding mptlon be renewed and 
that the recpmmendation of the Staff as approved,by the 
Water Problems-Committee be approved arid that the cpnnections 
tp the. •various member cities, involving the expenditure of -
$185,000, be undertaken and expedited to the end that the 
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Aqueduct project be completed at the earliest possible date 
and that ConstruGtion of the connection to the City-of , . 
San Marino at some, future d.ete>. as-requested ,in̂  the letter 
signed. R. H. Lacy, Mayor, of the City of ..S.an..Marino, 
addressed to the Board, under date -of May 21, 1940, be ' 
included-in the authorizatipn. . , ., 

Director Thomas ca.lled for a vote' on the motion.; 
Following an oral-vote, the Chair-ordered a roll call on 
the motion. The following is a .record pf the vote on the -
motion: -,,•:-; 

:' • :"Ayes:•' ' Anaheim (Dir. Hapgood I'vote), Burbank ,.• ,' 
(Dir.. Norwood"-, 3 votes), Compton (Dir. Butler 1-vote), 
Glendale (Dir; ••.Neison .6 votes). Long Beach (Dir.- Cbpk 18 
votes), Pasadena (Dir. Thomas 9 votes), "San M^-rino (Dir. 
RamboZ: 2 vo-tes):,; Santa Ana (Dir i., Finley'2. votes) , Santa 
Monica (Dir.--Creel 5 votes); .Total 4'7 votes.. 

Noes: None-.- „ ... 

•' 'Absent: ; Beverly Hills - (Dir.Xaylor 6 y o t e s ) ^ 
Fullerton (Dir.'"Humphreys .2 votes), Torrance .(Dir,'. Rippy ',• 
2. votes).;' 'Total';iO -votes.". ' •— ~. \-.'-'y-r •• • ..'--

The. City of Lps Angeles v/as unable; tp. .caS^lts - . -, 
vpte because-a majority of its representatives pres'ent did -'-
not vote either aye .or no.. ,T.he follpwlng is a •record of 
.the vote of - tiie'repr'esentatives of the'Gity ;pf •Los "Arigele:S 
present at the Meeting: Ayes:- .Dirs. Richard3''and. Rossetti; 
Noes:. .- Dirs... "Emme: and Whitse"tt';-'.Absent:; ..Dirs. "Greer, "•• , •--. • 
Nordlinger, and- Pontius; (57 votes). ," ' 

...,;. The'-Chair called fbr' a-legal opinipn- regarding 
this vote, :and upon'the report- o"f Assistant .General Counsel. 
Vl'eber that-" the: affirm.atiye, votes of members representing . 

•more than fift-y per cent of the. total number of votes of- -..-
all the members 'shall be necessary to' carry." any order> 
re so lution,."-"or" ordinance" coming; bef-o.rp trie' Board,.̂  decl.ared .' .: 
trie motion not carried. . . " ' •• . - : 

It was moved by Directpr 'Ro3,3e;.-tti and seconded by . 
Directpr Richards that the Staff .be instructed not to • 
proceed with the extension of.; any distribution lines beyond 
the" points established by the policy of the--Board of Directors 
ad-opted on January 9,. 1931, including work-authorized but 
for v/hich trie, contracts have-not-yet' been- signed. ' -. - :• 

Following an oral vote, the Chair called'for a-
roll call on the adoption of' ths-motion.. The following is 
a record of the vote on the motion: 
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; ..-'; - -Ayes.-: Anaheiin. .(.Dir:.-...Hapgpod.' 1 vpte),; 'Burbank. " •--
(Di r . •-Norwood ••3 vot.es) ,- .•••Cp.mpton -'(Dlr.<; 'B'utler" l vote).,." .- , ' 

.Long:Beach (Dir.-. Cpok;:l8 : 'vot^s),-. Santa/'An^f. (Dir^• F in l ey 2 ,. 
;"'votes);-. To ta l .,25 -vp;t,es:...-, ^ •' '•-.''' /'- 'r' •: ' .. y '" '•• ' . .- ' . 

''.,;.-."-- .' Noes:' Glenda'l.e':-'(-©i,r-.-..-Nelson j-6 vpte.'s)-, -Pasadena' 
- :(Dir. Thpm"as'-.-9 vote',s);^';\.'Sari" Marinpr(bir. ' 'Rambpz 2 v o t e s ) , • ..; 
.Santa Monica''(Dlr.-. Gree'1'^5; vptes");: ' .Total.-2.2 vote .s . . . , ' ..-• . 

- Absent-::"- iBeVerly'. Hi l ls i •;("Dir.-' Taylor" 6 v o t e , s ) , ' ^ 
F u l l e r t o n -(-Dir.-.; Humph'reys. 2 -vote's)-;, torraric.e- (•Dir:..>^R.ippy-

-2 vo tes ) ; - -. Total.. 10 -vp tes , , - . ;•" ; ' ' '" ' ' ' •';•' '.*•-. " '' ./ " ",;- ': •.:;' .' 

.The-Oity ^of-Lbs,: Angele.s:.;:was;-u^ i t s • \ • 
vo te .bepause •a,..maj,or.i"ty; p'f,: i t s ' r 'epresentative.s: p-resent; did-- •. 

.; no t v o t e - e i t h e r ; ay e.-.br..; no'Ir. '.Trie -fblipwirig . i s a -record- of.; 
-^':the vote; -of-:"the rep;r"es'entatives ' of ..th-e ;Cit,y---of. Lb.s 'Angeles-" 
-..:'.pre3ent''at ".the -Mee'ting:. „' Ay"e:S: -Dirs i "'Richards and 'Ros se t t i ; . 
\ Noes.: .. 'D.irs'. ̂  Emme" and . -Vftitsett.; •Absent,;:. .-/Dir S;. Gre.er, . . 
"•Wordling:er> arid. Pon t iu s ; ' (57:.votes:);. •'• ,.̂ ;..--r-;';.-, .".' •'̂ ' '-:''' 

/-.;-:• ' ; The mo.tion no t havirig'receiv'ed. '-the. a f f i rma t i v e 
vo tes :0.f members-: represent ing- , m'p-re than ;,;f i f t-y .per- 'cent 'of •••;. 

. the - t o ta l : ' number ofi.Vo.te-s'of a l l • trie..'-membsrs,, the. ,Chair ; - -' ^ 
. - 'declared ' the mati'p'h--riot-carrie'd",-•-.".'•; • ' ' - •-'' .. .. ,; ••° ' 

•-' v""--- . I t was...mpye.d by. Director:'RiCh'irird's arid seconded..by 
Director ' . Ro:ssett;i "t'ria-t -the cpnitracts for the cons-truct ion of 

. t h e .distribu-t ' lpn; line.,."thro.ugh;- trie Ci"ty 'O-f VGlendale be" held- ;. 
in-•'•ab'eyariGe'-until June-;.7',- 1940, "or u r i t i i ,,"tri,e'"date when the ; 

- Board',determines-., i t s . p o l i cy -w i th rega;r.d t o .graritlri'g,-
, extensions- t p . 'the f i v e • 'ci t ies ' .rioW. r eques t i ng such",-exterislons 

" ; "' 'The Chair . 'ordered, a i r b l i callli-.-bn-the motion; - .The 
•'.•.:fpllpwing-,is-;;;a',.recprd .-,pfy.ihe,.'vo-te-.ori- t-h'e.,':motlon.: ' " 

... Ayes,:- Anaheim;-:.'(Dir'i „ Hapgood 1 .•vote) ^ B.urbank ' •' •. 
:(D.i'r.:-Nprwo.bd; 3"'vb'tes)-,y •Compton" ;-(--L'ir."Bu t i e r ' 1 "vote),--. ->-. . 

.. ;Eon-g- Be:ach'; '('Dir. Cook 18 -yotes) , .Santa Ana (Dir• ' . 'Finley ••.•,'' 
:..2 votes),:;. .Total 2-5 %3te,s'.",.-, .;•: ; • ; --"- - " •;' 

• ̂ '•'- . •-: • -. Noes:. Glen'dale (Dir-.. Neispn 6 v o t e s ) , . Pasad'cna 
,-.'(Dir, Tridmas; 9 votes),,.' 'Sail Marino- .(-Pir. -Ramboz- 2- vbtes•),;•,. ; , 

Santa,..MoniGa -..(.Dir...: Greel,;-5:-yot6s,):,;' /Tota l . 22' vo tes ' . 

..•>••''Absent-.:. Bever ly Hil l ' s ' ("Dlr. T ay lo r ' - 6 ' vo t e s ) , '• 
F u l l e r t o n (Pir-.- '-Hu'inphf'eys-' 2 - vo tes ) , / .Torr'ariGe (Di r . "Rippy . 
2 voters); . .To t a l 10 •vote:s-. -•, . - -" , --'_. "-̂ -:•'— --̂  y\ '-. .. :̂  

' The .Ci ty ".of Los-'Angeles, wa.s unable .to c a s t , i t s . ' 
- vo te "because a -majority o f - i t s r e -p r e sen t a t i ve s , p reser i t did. 
n o t vote", e i ther . -aye or no . ' Trie- foi iowing î s a r ecord of-
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the vote of the representatives' of the City: of ..Los Angeles-
present-at the Meeting.:." Ayes: Dirs. Richards and Rossetti; 
Noes: -Dirs. Emme and Whitsett; Absent: Dirs.' Greer,. 
Nordlinger, and Pontius^ (57 votes). 

The mptlon not haying received the affirmative 
votes of members,.representing more than fifty-per cent of 

- the tot£il number^ bf votes" of all the members," the Chair 
declared the motion not carried. .... 

.,--.•- Director Rossetti v.lthdrew from the Meeting at • 
4:05- p.m. ',.-.-•"-."-•----•. '• . -

'It was moved by Director Eimne, seconded by 
. Director Cook,' and carried, that -consideration of the proposal 
. to-;;coristruct connections to the' local systems of the member 
.cities-be deferred until 'a Meeting.tb be held June 7, 1940. 

•7963 • A letter signed Donald C. Jones, Appraiser, 
..addressed, to the Board, dated May 22, "1940., submitting a 

sealed .appraisal on Parcel 1421-^15-1 & 3 on the La Verne - -. . 
to'.Walnut Division of the Orange County Feeder, was read. 

It was moved by Director Thomas," seconded by Di-. 
rector Hapgood, and carried,.that the report be filed with 
the Secretary v;ith instructions to make available to the • 
Larid Committee and. thet-Controller.• - - ,. .' 

7964 A letter signed John H. Mathews, -addressed to, the' 
B.oard, dated May 2 2',-1940',, stating the pleasure accorded to 
h.ira and 'the other members of the Mathews, family :by' the re­
naming of "trie lake at Cajalco, Lake Mathews, in honor of 

- his father and ex"pres'sing appreciation-to "the Directors v/ho 
acquiesced in the' change,'was read. ' ' 

It .was moved h y Director Hapgood',-. seconded by 
Director . Norwood, 'and- carried',: -tha.t the communication be 
acknov/ledged and filed.' •: 

7965-'; It was moved by ,Director Butler, seconded by Di-• 
rector Norwood, and: carried,- that the Meeting be adjourned 
to BYlday-,. June "7,'-1940, at 1:30 p.m. . The Chair declared 
the Meeting adjourned .at -4il3 p-nii: 

'•''•.--• .. • •". ...- „.. (S. H... FINLEY)' " . 
SECRETARY" 

". (.W.. .-p....WHITSETT) 
'CHAIRMAN 
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

3 0 6 WEST THIRD STREET 

LOS ANGELES . 'CALI FORNIA 

, May 2 4 , 194-0 

W.P.WHITSETT, CHAIRMAN 
FRANKLIN THOMAS,ViCE-CHAiR M A N 
S . H . FINLEY, SECRETAPY 

A N A H E I M 
BEVERLY HI LLS 
B U R B A N K 
COMPTON 
FULLERTON 
GLENDALE 
LONG BEACH 
LOS ANGELES 
PA S A D E N A 
SAN M A R I N O 
SANTA ANA 
SANTA MONICA 
TO R R A N C E 

Board of Directors 
The Metropolitan Water District 

of Southern California 
Los Angeles, California 

Gentlemen: 

The extending of distribution lines at the District's 

expense for the benefit of the local communities may have far-

reaching consequences. The amount of money involved is not 

very great and I feel there is a great deal of merit in the 

arguments presented by Director Butler and others that these 

connections be made by the District. J/̂y greatest concern is 

with the difficulties we open the door to in departing from 

our long established policy, 

I do not intend to oppose these expenditures, but 

want to outline to you some aspects of the subjects as I see 

them. 

Back in 1924 when'I first became Intimately associated 

with the question of obtaining Colorado, River water, the idea 

prevailed that Los Angeles would undertake, the job alone jList 

as she had the Owens Valley Aqueduct. This wa's Mulholland'3 

idea. It was discussed many times and many agreed that., it would 

be the simplest and least expensive course for the City. 
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It is obvious what a dominant position the City of Los Angeles 

would haye been in if this course had,been follov/ed.. However, 

the broader view of including the coastal plain .prevailed with 

the full realization.that Los Angeles'City would be making a 

large contribution for the benefit of outlying areas. 

Early in 1931 when the selecting of the Aqueduct 

route and of presenting the bond issue for approval were, the 

pressing subjects confronting the Board, the question of the 

District's policy with regard to the distribution of Aqueduct 

v/aiter came up for discussion. Several of the Directors 

insisted that before proceeding further the District should 

define its policy' with regard to the delivery of Aqueduct water. 

At that time there was, considerable discussion of the idea 

that the District would-.largely confine itself to bringing the 

v/ater to the coastal .plain and leave the problem of distributing 

the water to the various areas participating .,in the District. 

Those were dry years and there, was a P.ressing need for 

agricultural water and,v/e...vlsuallzed a rather rapid expansion 

of the District, particularly in the agricultural sections of 

the coastal plain. Another factor was that we did not know 

what shape the District would take, and whether the early 

annexations would be toward the east end- or the west. 

It was never intended that each city would build 

a line to the Aqueduct but that communities and areas would 

construct the lines cooperatively, similar to the way 

sanitation districts connect with an outfall sewer or . 

irrigation districts connect to a master ditch. 
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The problem was discussed at great- length and the 

result of those discussions was the adoption of the policy of 

January 9, 1931,; on which the sebtioh' with regard to the . 

distribu.tion of water reads;,as-.follows: "The Metropolitan 

Water District will deliver.water, either directly or 

indirectly, through a system provided'by the District, to 

each of- the eleven original member, cities, and to those cities 

whose application for admission prior to March;!, 19-31> have 

been approved, at or near the boundary pf each', this ppint of 

delivery to be determined by •con'slderatiohs of economj'; and 

convenience with'respect to the general ehgineerihg plans . 

adopted by the District> and to-such other points as the 

Directors may determine." .•-;-* 

.You will'notice, first, that the.policy states, that 

the 'water wlpuld be delivered to .each, of. the "eleven original 

member cities and to those icities. whose, application for 

adml.ssip'n prior to March, 1,̂  1931,,"have been approved." That 

wording -was put in' in order to make it definitely clear that 

the' District was not adopting the policy of, delivering water 

to every area- which annexed 'to', the District. ' At the time the 

policy was adopted Long Beach, Torrance^ Compton, and Fullerton 

had not yet joined the District but had made application for 

membership. It was these particuiar cities that were in mind 

when the limitation of "Ma'r'ch 1,, 1931,"' was included. In 

fact, the delivery of water to a point at or near their city • 

boundaries was offered as an inducement to early annexation. 

They joined the District with the clear understanding of this 

policy. -' • - . • .' ; -... [ ' : ' .• ' -
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The reason,back of all these discussions, way back 

in 1930 and 1931, was the realization that there was a' limit 

to the extent to which'Los Angeles could be expected to 

contribute some 70^ of the-cost of pipe lines and other 

facilities entirely for- the benefit of other communities and 

areas. 

• ; I sincerely hope that the construction of these 

extensions now contemplated, if authorized, will, not create 

a.precedent or represent a departure from our'original policy. 

I want to give you an •'illustration of what may be 

the result of a departure from our policy. 'The area along 

the coast from Venice to-San Pedro,' between the shoestring 

and the ocean, represents'a natural unit for annexation to 

the District. In my opinion ,this whole area should come in as 

a unit. , The means and the manner in which the water would be 

dellvereid to the. area vraiild have to- be worked out at the "time 

of annexation. The District uhder its existing- policy would, 

not be obligated to deliver water at any point beyond its 

existing lines. ; A mutually satisfactory point of delivery 

would have, to be worked, out. If "we take that ̂area in on the 

assumption that we'would comiect to. all of the different local 

systems within that area, a- tremendous cost would be involved. 

In;addition, the District would be faced with'the expense of 

operating and maintaihing a vast network of .relatively small 

lines under pavements with valves and meters and all of the 

other miscellaneous facilities.- The amount which Director 

Ramboz has pointed out to us as remaining unincumbered out of 
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our $220,000,000 bond issue would'not go very far on such a 

;program. 

It seems unfortunate tp me that the matter of the 

extensions was not brought to a head before the plans for the 

distribution lines Were completed and the - construction 

undertaken. Very likely a more economical location of the. 

d'istribution lines could have been made if these extensions 

had been in mind and could have been taken into account. 

It also seems to me fair to point out that the 

Bpard refused to consider the construction of a line as proposed 

by Director Emme for delivering Aqueduct water to somewhere near 

the-center .of the Los Angeles sytem rather than at the remote 

easterly edge from which only a relatively small part of the . 

City could be served with Colorado River water. I want to 

point out-, that in line with our original policy I voted against 

the proposal even though the expenditure was for the benefit 

of the City, of Los Angeles. 

The time will' come in the not distant future when 

the District will have no additicnal funds available for the 

construction of distribution 'lines and from then on subsequent 

annexations will-probably have to bear the entire cost of-

connecting to the Aqueduct. 

• I think- it; can be fairly . said that the City of 

Los Angeles has been more than generous in making expenditures 

primarily for the benefit of the other communities in the 

District. As far as Los Angeles is concerned, some features 

such as the treatment plant could have been.deferred 15 or 

20 years. 
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Assuming/that in the: light of the foregoing the 

District authorizes'these local extensionŝ ,-;'totaling 

approximately $185,000^' I would like to present the following 

sugge.stions and considerations: 

l.' That- •the.: possibility be ihVe.stigated, in view 

of the.new'large federal public works program that will 

undoubtedly be star-ted, of the local communities undertaking 

to determine whether' thes.e extensions could not.qualify as •.-

federal projects, thereby saving-,the Dis,trlct the expenditure, 

: 2. That the construction of each of these 

extensions be deferred until the local, community states -

definitely that It intends- to use Colorado-River vvater and 

officially indicates- the ampunt which it proposes to use. ,In 

the light of statement's'which have been .made to ,the present 

time, some pf thes,'e connectipns-may remain inactive fcr ten 

years or more. If such is the case then we, should at least 

'save the carrying charges until -the connection is ac-t,ually 

needed. -• • -

3. That lines constructed by the District within a 

member city never ..be used as a part of the local distribution 

system from which'services or connections of any kind might 

be made'. In .other words, that the Distri;ct only allow each 

member city a'limited number of relatively large and strictly-

wholesale connections to the local distributipn system. If , 

such a limitation is not made, it is cohceivs.ble to me that 

eventually the District's distributing lines will acquire a 

multitude of connecting lines wi.th valves and meters which 

will be a constant source of'expense and annoyance. We 
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should maintain our Identity strictly as a wholesaler. 

4« 'That we reaffirm our original policy and 

eliminate any possibility of the,expectation on the part of 

any one that the District intends to build a great maze of 

distribution lines to every hamlet on the coastal plain. In 

my opinion, we should limit our annexations to large integral 

units with,each of which the District will cooperate in so_, 

far as is economically souiwî ^̂ in making water available from 

the'nearest point of the Aque9T>si.sy stem. 
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Water Problems and Public Relations Committee Letter 

July 6, 1949 
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

3 0 6 WEST THIRD STREET 

LOS ANGELES 13, C A L I F O R N I A 

Ju ly 6, 1949 

OFFICE OF 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS ^9-ff, 

Board of Directors 
The Metropolitan V/ater 

of Southern California 
i n g 

District 

• ^ 

B u i l d 

Gentlemen: 

ANAHEIM 
BEVERLY H ILLS 
BURBANK 
COMPTON 
FULLERTON 
GLENDALE 
LONG BEACH 
LOS ANGELES 
PASADENA 
SAN MARINO 
SANTA ANA 
SANTA MONICA 
TORRANCE 
COASTAL MUNICIPAL 

WATER DISTRICT 
SAN DlEGO' COUNTY , 

WATER AUTHORITY 
WEST BASIN MUNICIPAL " 

WATER DISTRICT 

.J 

i ' i ^ 
' l < i ^ 

\E^ 
•'•rE, ' " i ^ ^ 

Your Writer Problems and Public 'Relations Committee has 
given careful consideration to the problems of policy with re­
spect to annexation of additio"nal areas to the Metropolitan Water 
District and Is pleased to report that a unanimous conclusion has 
been reached. 

-iEAid:^^i>s c-liqifeie 

4̂ -
•EJ 

•„ 1 -

•V, 

Accordingly, it Is recommended that it be declared to 
be theVsense of the Board of Directors of the Metropolitan Water 
District CTna/D consideration be given to all applications for 

.^m^exationoi']^ additional units to the Metropolitan Water District 
and to annexations to existing units over v/hich this Board exer­
cises control, on the follov/ing basis: 

First. That, as,-.one of the terms and conditions of 
annexation, the system heretofore applied, of determining 
the accumulated back taxes to the date of annexation, in­
cluding simple interest at the rate of 4 per cent per • 
annum from the due date ox each item to the date of annexa­
tion, be adhered to. 

Second. That the area proposed for annexation be given 
the opportunity to pay the accumulated amount of back taxes 
in cash at the time of annexation; or 

To amortize such amount over a period not 
exceeding 30 years, vjith Interest at the rate of 3 '9^^ 
cent per annum, the amounts sufficient to accomplish such 
amortization to be collected as a special tax in substan­
tially equal annual levies over the period of repayment. 

Of course, in addition to the special tax, the annexa­
tion area would become subject to the District general tax, 
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Board of Directors 
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The Committee is advised that the plan suggested can 
be put into operation without amendment to existing;law. 

Consideration was also given to the matter of expendi­
tures for the purpose of construction of works necessary to 
accomplish delivery of v/ater to annexing areas, but it v/as con­
cluded that, because of the fact that each area presents a 
different geographical and physical problem, no rigid policy 
should be expressed, and that each situation should be examined 
on its merits. 

Very truly yours. 

WATER PROBLEMS AND PUBLIC 
RELATIONS COMMITTEE 

By lyEEl^siCri.'t^^C-^z^^^ /Ej^-f^^^-i-esf^ 
Chairman 
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RESOLUTION 4249

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of The

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, that it

be declared to be the intent of this Board that all future

annexations to the Metropolitan Water District be based on

the principle-that this District shall not be obligated to

provide additional works or facilities, necessitated by such

future annexations, for the delivery of water from works

owned and operated by the District.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution

was adopted by the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan

Water District of Southern California on July 14, 1953.

•
.. • J J,..... • -" _ .,..& .el,.~

Secretary of tne Board of-nrrectors
ot The Metropolitan Water District

of Southern California .

•
I
•

•
I
•
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RESOLUTION 4324 

WHEREAS, Foothill Nunicipal Water District, hereinafter 
designated as "Foothill", by letter dated October 20, 1953, 
signed by its Secretary, has made formal application for a 
service connection to be constructed upon the upper feede~ of 
The f'iletropolitan Water District of Southern California, herein­
after designated as "Metropolitan", for delivery of water by 
f'iletropolitan to Foothill for use within the corporate a~ea of 
Foothill; and 

WHEREAS, it is proper that such service connection be 
constructed at the expense of Foothill and without cost to Met­
ropolitan, upon the terms and conditions and in the manner here­
inafter in this resolution provided: 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the construction, 
in the manner hereinafter provided, of the service connection 
described in the recitals hereof be, and such construction here­
by is, authorized on behalf of f'iletropolitan, subject to the fol­
lowing terms and conditions, to-wit: 

1. Said service connection shall be located on the upper 
feeder of Metropolitan at such point at or nea~ the intersec-
tion of Seco Street and Rosemont Avenue, in the City of Pasadena, 
as may be mutually ag~eed upon by the Secretary of Foothill and ,J 
the General Nanager and Chief Engineer of f'iletropoli tan. 

11
,_, , 

~ ! .1 

2. Said service connection shall be constructed in ac- ~ · 
cordance with plans and specifications approved by the General 
Manager and Chief Engineer of f'iletropolitan and by the Secretary 
of Foothill. The turnout from the upper feeder pipe line and 
the shut-off valve structure of said service connection, to­
gether with all appurtenant parts of said service connection ex­
tending from the turnout to and including the coupling immedi­
ately downstream from said shut-off valve structure, shall be 
constructed bY Metropolitan, and the remainder of said service 
connection shall be constructed by Foothill; provided, that 
such construction by Foothill shall be subject to inspection and 
approval by f'iletropolitan. All equipment and materials requir­
ed for constructing the portion of said service connection to 
be constructed by f'iletropolitan, together with the venturi tube, 
flow meter, and accessories to be installed by Foothill, shall 
be purchased by Metropolitan in its customary manner, or Metro­
politan may utilize therefor suitable equipment and materials 
on hand. 

3. All costs of procuring equipment and materials for 
and constructing said service connection shall be borne by Foot­
hill, and all such costs incurred by Metropolitan shall be paid 
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or reimbursed to Metropolitan by Foothill as herein provided. 
Said costs so to be paid or reimbursed to Metropolitan shall in­
clude the costs of all equipment and materials so procured or 
utilized by Metropolitan therefor, the costs of all applicable 
labor and taxes incurred by Metropolitan, and all other direct 
costs incurred by Metropolitan, all said costs to be determined 
in accordance with the methods of cost accounting customarily 
employed by Metropolitan, plus the cost of general administra­
tive services and overhead expense of Metropolitan herein stat­
ed and agreed to be an amount equal to fifteen per centum of 
the aggregate of said direct costs. All costs incurred by Metro­
politan and so to be borne by Foothill shall be audited and 
certified in accordance with the customary practice of Metropoli­
tan. 

4. Said service connection shall include the facilities 
for diversion of water from Metropolitan's upper feeder and for 
delivery of such water into the distribution system of Foot­
hill; said facilities shall consist of a shut-off valve and 
branch pipe connected to Metropolitan's upper feeder, and a me­
ter equipped with indicating, recording, and totalizing instru­
ments, together with appropriate piping, fittings, and other ap­
purtenances; said meter and valve shall be housed in ventilated, 
reinforced concrete vaults, and said meter equipment shall be 
provided with a suitable weatherproof metal cabinet. The por­
tion of said service connection up to and including the coupling 
immediately downstream from the shut-off valve structure, to be 
constructed by Metropolitan as hereinbefore provided in Article 
2, shall be and become the property of Metropolitan and shall be 
operated, maintained, and controlled by Metropolitan. The re­
mainder of said service connection, including said venturi tube, 
connecting with the pipe line through which Foothill will re­
ceive water delivered through said service connection, and also 
including the flow meter with appurtenant instruments, and cabi­
nets therefor, constituting part of the equipment to be procur­
ed by Metropolitan as hereinbefore provided in Article 2, shall 
be and become the property of Foothill and shall be operated, 
maintained, and controlled by Foothill; provided, that Metro­
politan shall have the privilege of inspecting said venturi tube, 
flow meter, and appurtenant instruments, and of testing the ac­
curacy thereof at any appropriate time, such inspecting and test­
ing performed at the election of Metropolitan to be at Metropoli­
tan's expense; provided, further, that all expense of repairing 
and maintaining said venturi tube, flow meter, and appurtenant 
instruments to an accuracy consistent with the rules and regula­
tions of Metropolitan governing service of water shall be borne 
by Foothill. On said pipe line through which Foothill will 
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receive water so delivered there shall be a control valve or 
control valves and a check valve or check valves for preventing 
backflow from the distribution system of Foothill into Metro­
politan's said upper feeder, said control valve or control 
valves and said check valve or check valves to be installed, 
owned, and controlled by Foothill. 

5. The costs to be incurred by Metropolitan in procur­
ing equipment and materials for and constructing said service 
connection shall be estimated by tne General Manager and Chief 
Engineer of Metropolitan, wno shall inform the Secretary of 
Foothill regarding the amount of such estimate. A sum of money 
equal to the amount of such estimate shall be deposited with 
Metrvpolitan by Foothill, and shall be held and used by Metro­
politan as trust funds to defray the costs incurred by Metro­
politan in procuring equipment and materials for and construct­
ing said service connection, and until such sum shall have been 
so deposited, Metropolitan shall not undertake the construction 
of said service connection; provided, that Metropolitan may pur­
chase valve and meter equipment for said service connection in 
advance of said depositing of money with Metropolitan by Foot­
hill, it being understood that Foothill will not have funds for 
such deposit until after bonds have been sold. 

6. Upon completion of the construction of said service 
connection, Metropolitan shall render to Foothill a statement of 
all costs incurred by Metropolitan in procuring equipment and 
materials for and constructing said service connection; if such 
costs shall exceed the sum of money theretofore deposited by 
Foothill with Metropolitan as provided hereinbefore in Article 
5, Foothill promptly shall pay to Metropolitan the amount by 
which such costs shall exceed such deposit; and if such costs 
shall be less than the said sum of money so deposited, any un­
expended balance of such deposit shall be returned by Metropoli­
tan to Foothill. 

7. Foothill shall grant, or cause to be grante~ to Met­
ropolitan, such permanent easement as may be necessary for the 
construction, reconstruction, operation, maintenance, repair, 
and removal of the portion of said service connection to be 
owned, operated, maintained, and controlled by Metropolitan, in, 
over, through, and under a parcel of land, the location and di­
mensions of which parcel of land shall be adequate for said pur­
poses as determined by the General Manager and Chief Engineer 
of Metropolitan, and which easement shall be in form satisfac­
tory to the General Counsel of Metropolitan. 

11/17/2025 EOT Committee Meeting 6c Attachment 1, Page 39 of 203



Resolution 4324 - 4 -

8. The authorization to construct said service connec­
tion in the manner and subject to the terms and conditions set 
forth in this resolution shall not become effective until: 

a. Foothill shall have requested Metropolitan that 
said service connection be constructed in the manner and upon 
the terms and conditions prescribed in this resolution, said 
request by Foothill to be in form satisfactory to the General 
Counsel of Metropolitan; and 

b. Foothill shall have deposited with Metropolitan 
the sum of money estimated to be sufficient to cover the costs 
to be incurred by Metropolitan in procuring equipment and ma­
terials for and in constructing said service connection in ac­
cordance with the provisions of this resolution; provided, 
that the valve and meter equipment for said service connection 
may be purchased by Metropolitan prior to the making of such 
deposit, but immediately upon the sale and delivery of bonds 
heretofore authorized by the voters of Foothill to be issued, 
Foothill shall make such deposit; and 

c. 
request to be 
Metropolitan: 

Foothill shall have requested Metropolitan, said 
in form satisfactory to the General Counsel of 

(1) That upon completion of said service con­
nection and installation of said control valve or control valves 
and said check valve or check valves to be installed by Foot­
hill, and upon request in writing by the Secretary of Foothill 
for commencement of service, water be supplied to Foothill for 
use within the corporate area of Foothill, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Metropolitan water District Act and the 
rules and regulations of Metropolitan governing such service 
and that, except at times when Metropolitan shall consider it 
necessary to interrupt or curtail the service of water through 
said service connection or except during such time as Metro­
politan shall be requested by Foothill to suspend such service, 
said request to be expressed in writing by the Secretary of 
Foothill, the shut-off valve or valves under Metropolitan's 
control shall be opened and kept open at all times so that 
there will be delivered to Foothill, for use within the corpo­
rate area of Foothill, the full quantity of water that will 
flow through the meter whenever the control valve or control 
valves under the control of Foothill are not operated to re­
strict or suspend such flow; and 
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(2) That Metropolitan shall bill Foothill for 
all water so delivered through said service connection; and 

d. Foothill shall have agreed to pay Metropolitan 
for all water delivered in accordance with said request made by 
Foothill as required by the immediately preceding sub-paragraph 
"c" hereof, said agreement by Foothill to pay for such water to 
be in form satisfactory to the General Counsel of Metropolitan. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the General Manager and Chief 
Engineer of Metropolitan be, and he hereby is, authorized to 
execute on behalf of Metropolitan any agreement or agreements 
necessary or proper to be entered into between Metropolitan and 
Foothill in order to provide for the construction of said serv­
ice connection in the manner and subject to the terms and condi­
tions set forth in this resolution, and that the Executive Sec­
retary be, and he hereby is, directed to attest the signature of 
said General Manager and Chief Engineer and to affix the corpo­
rate seal of Metropolitan to such agreement or agreements; pro­
vided, that each such agreement shall be in form approved by the 
General Counsel of Metropolitan. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that the foregoing is a full, true, and 
correct copy of a resolution adopted by the Board of Directors 
of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, at 
its meeting held November 10, 1953. 
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MINUTES

REGULAR MEETING OF THE

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

JUNE 9, 1954

15702 The Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water Dis-
trict of Southern California met, in Regular Session, in the
Directors' Room at 306 West Third Street, Los Angeles~ California,
on Wednesday, June 9, 1954, the second Tuesday, June ~, 1954,
falling upon a holiday.

The Meeting was called to order by Chairman Jensen at
1:31 p. m.

15703 Secretary Heilbron called the roll. Those answering
present were: Directors Allen (Glenn P.), Anderson, Chase,
Crawford, Fischer, Haggott, Hapgood, Heilbron, Holmgren, Jensen,
Kohlenberger, Leedom, Nelson, Pontius, Ramboz, Reynolds, and
Stiles. Those not answering present were: Directors Allen (A. H.),
Austin, Butler, Crary, Cravath, Farrar, Jones, Long, Mills,
Rossetti, Stevens, and Walker.

The Chair declared a quorum present.

15704 There being no objection, the Chair ordered the Minutes
of the Adjourned Regular Meetings held May 18 and June 1, 1954,
not read, and approved as mailed to each Director.

15705 The Chair announced that information had been received
that Director Jones was confined to his home by illness; and
welcomed Director Ramboz on his recovery and return following an
operation.

15706 The Chair announced that following adjournment of this
Meeting an informal discussion of the Feather River Project would
be held.

15707 The Chair presented and introduced Mr. Gilbert F. Nel-
son, Deputy Attorney General assigned to the Colorado River Board
of California.

15708 The report of the operations of the District during the
month of May, 1954, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manager
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this District for a connection); and recommending that the au­
thority to install a service connection near Station 400+38 of
the Orange County Feeder, for delivery of water to the Walnut
Mutual Water Company and the Walnut Valley Water District areas
of the Pomona Valley Municipal Water District (authorized JUly
14, 1953, Item 15120), be enlarged to include provisions to
serve the Rowland County Water District area subject to the
reservations and restrictions previously adopted with regard to
the service of water to the Pomona Valley Municipal Water Dis­
trict from the Orange County Feeder (adopted July 13, 1951,
Item 13768) and to the established practice, requiring reimburse­
ment of the cost to this District and the depositing of funds for
the purpose, and the ownership, operation, and maintenance of the
connection by this District, was read.

The letter bore a notation of approval by the Engineer­
ing and Operations Committee.

It was moved by Director Stiles seconded by Direc­
tor Pontius, and carried, that Resolution 4429 be adopted, au­
thorizing the construction of the service connection in the man­
ner and pursuant to the terms and conditions specifically set
forth; and authorizing the General Manager and Chief Engineer to
execute any necessary agreements for the purpose and the Execu­
tive Secretary to attest his signature.

15720 A letter, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manager and
Chief Engineer, addressed to the Board of Directors, dated June
9, 1954, presenting, with the recommendation that it be approved,
a form of agreement between The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California and Mund, McLaurin & Company, covering the
furnishing of the services of an insurance analyst, was read.

The letter bore a notation of approval on behalf of the
Finance and Insurance Committee.

It was moved by Director Reynolds, seconded by Direc­
tor Kohlenberger, and carried, that Resolution 4430 be adopted,
approving the contract and authorizing its endorsement to that
effect and its filing in the Office of the Executive Secretary;
and authorizing the General Manager and Chief Engineer to exe­
cute the contract on behalf of the District, in substantially
the form approved and filed, and the Executive Secretary to at­
test his signature.

15721 On behalf of the Water Problems and Public Relations
Committee, Director Crawford reported that the Committee had
considered the request of J. H. Tumbach, President of the Foot­
hill Municipal Water District, submitted in a letter to the
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General Manager and Chief Engineer (dated June 5, 1954), that
this District construct a connection to serve the Foothill
Municipal Water District near the interseotion of Seoo Street
and Rosemont Avenue in the City of Pasadena, and submitted
the recommendation of the Committee that the construction of
the oonnection be authorized at an estimated cost of $21,000;
and so moved.

General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer endorsed
, the recommendation of the Committee.

The motion was seconded by Director Holmgren and car-
ried.

15722 The report of the Controller's Office for the month
of May, 1954, signed, A. W. McKinlay, addressed to the Board
of Directors, dated June 9, 1954, was presented.

Following an oral summary by the Controller, there be­
ing no objection, the Chair ordered the report filed.

15723 There being no objection, at the request of the Chair,
Controller McKinlay distributed to each Director present, and
read and discussed a oopy of a letter signed by him, addressed
to the Board of Directors, dated June 4, 1954, submitting for
approval the estimated bUdget of expenditures from tax funds
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, amounting to
$26,987,000, and stating that the letter had been approved by
the General Counsel and the General Manager and Chief Engineer.

Finance and Insurance Committee Chairman Nelson re­
ported that the letter of the Controller containing the budget
of the District for the fiscal year 1954-55 had been reviewed
and approved by the Committee.

It was moved by Director Nelson, seconded by Director
Crawford, and carried, that the budget as submitted by the con­
troller and approved by the Finance and Insurance Committee be
approved.

15724 Estimate and Authority X55 (1954-1955) authorizing
the operation and maintenance of the Aqueduct from July 1, 1954,
to June 30, 1955 at an estimated cost of $2,873,500 (considera­
tion deferred and information ordered sent to each Director,
May 18, 1954, Item 15678), was read.

It was moved by Director Stiles, seconded by Director
Koh1enberger, and carried, that Estimate and Authority X55 be
approved.

345
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THE METROTOUfliy^^ DISTRICT 

V 
LOS A 

OFFICE OF •^%?'VXSy>P' '5 
GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER ~'kkjy^.)'"' 

APPROVED 
Board of Directors '̂' "̂̂  ^™''^ "' Directors of 
The M e t r o p o l i t a n W a t e r D i s t r i c t The Mcir.,-o!,i.n Water i,i,=,(nct re<-^V'v <?t-^".^^=-^. 

of Southern California . «'->'""'<-n (j'liomm 7 ' f 
B u i l d i n g « -t* meeting lieiJ^^^fe;.r^..i?r%..47J/ 

Gentlemen: E«»^S««^ -

There is submitted herewith for your consideration 
and approval Estimate and Authority No. Z-30 in the amount of 
f21,000,00 to cover the cost of constructing one service connection 
to Metropolitan's upper feeder at Seco Street and Rosemont Avenue 
in Pasadena for service to Foothill Municipal Water District, 
complete with turnout, shutoff valve, metering, facilities, concrete 
vaults therefor, required appurtenances, engineering, and contingencies. 

Resolution 4-164 fixing the terms and conditions for 
annexation of Foothill Municipal Water District provides that all 
feeder pipe lines, structures, connections, and other facilities 
required for the delivery of water to the corporate area of Foothill, 
from works owned or operated by Metropolitan, shall be constructed, 
provided, and installed without cost or expense to Metropolitan, and 
Metropolitan shall be under no obligation to provide, construct, 
operate, or maintain such works. However, on June 9, 1954, on 
recommendation by the Water Problems and Public Relations Committee, 
the Board authorized construction of the service connection on the 
basis that our District will pay the cost, estimated to be $21,000.00. 

The action of the Board on June 9, 1954, also has the effect 
of nullifying Resolution 4324 adopted November 10, 1953, authorizing 
construction of the service connection at the expense of the Foothill 
District* 

It is recomraended that Estimate and Authority No. Z-30 be 
approved and that the aforementioned Resolution 4324 be rescinded. 

Very truly yours. 

Robert B. Diemer 
General Manager and.Chief Engineer 

End. 206 
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MINUTES

ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING OF THE

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

JUNE 29, 1954

15742 The Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water Dis­
trict of Southern California met, in Adjourned Regular Meeting,
in the Directors' Room at 306 West Third Street, Los Angeles,
California, on Tuesday, June 29, 1954.

The Meeting was called to order by Chairman Jensen
at 1:32 p. m.

15743 Secretary Heilbron called the roll. Those answering
present were: Directors Allen (A. H.), Anderson, Butler,
Chase, Cravath, Farrar, Fischer, Haggott, Heilbron, Holmgren,
Jensen, Mills, Nelson, Pontius, Ramboz, and Reynolds. Those
not answering present were: Directors Allen (Glenn P.),
Austin, Crary, Crawford, Hapgood, Jones, Kohlenberger, Leedom,
Long, Rossetti, Stevens, Stiles, and Walker.

The Chair declared a quorum present.

15744 There being no objection, the Chair ordered waived
the reading of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting held June
9, 1954, a copy having been mailed to each Director.

Executive Secretary Gram announced that Director
Crawford should have been recorded as the mover of the motion
in Item 15733 instead of Director Cravath.

There being no objection, the Chair ordered the
Minutes, as so corrected, approved as mailed to each Direc­
tor.

15745 The Chair introduced Mr. Fox Case, recently engag­
ed by the Colorado River Association in the capacity of Pub­
lic Relations Executive.

15746 A letter, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manag-
er and Chief Engineer, addressed to the Board of Directors,
dated June 28, 1954, submitting for acceptance eleven instru­
ments relating to rights of way acqUired for the Lower Feeder,
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the disposition of the other bids received, and the approval
of the United Pacific Insurance Company as surety on the
bonds to be furnished, was read.

The letter bore a notation of approval by the En­
gineering and operations Committee to the effect that the
recommendations be approved subject to action by the Board of
Water and Power Commissioners of the City of Los Angeles with
regard to sharing in the costs.

General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer reported
that the Board of Water and Power Commissioners of the City
of Los Angeles had approved the contract for joint oonstruc­
tion of the pipe line which, however, related only to a por­
tion of the work inoluded in the recommendations under con­
sideration.

357

It was moved by Director Butler, seconded by Direc­
tor Leedom, and carried, that the recommendations of the Gen­
eral Manager and Chief Engineer be approved and that Resolu­
tion 4451 be adopted, accepting the bid and awarding the con­
tract to the F. W. Case Corporation and Hood Construction Com­
pany, joint venturers, and authorizing its execution by the
General Manager and Chief Engineer and the attesting of his
signature by the Executive Secretary; ordering the disposition
of the checks accompanying the bids and of the other bids re­
ceived; and authorizing the General Manager and Chief Engineer
to approve the United Pacific Insurance Company and the Ameri­
can Surety Company of New York as sureties on the bonds to be
furnished by the contractor.

15756 A letter, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manager
and Chief Engineer, addressed to the Board of Directors, dat­
ed June 28, 1954, submitting with the recommendation that it
be approved, Estimate and Authority Z-30, authorizing the con­
struction of a service oonnection from the Upper Feeder at
Seco Street and Rosemont Avenue in the City of Pasadena to
serve the Foothill Municipal Water District at an estimated
oost of $21,000; and recommending further that Resolution 4324
previously authorizing the oonstruction (November 10, 1953,
Item 15345) of the same service connection at the expense of
the Foothill Municipal Water District be rescinded, was read.

The letter bore a notation of approval by the Engi­
neering and Operations Committee.

It was moved by Director Nelson, seconded by Direc­
tor Chase, and oarried, that Estimate and Authority Z-30 be
approved as reoommended and that Resolution 4324 be resoinded.
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RESOLUTION 4324

WHEREAS, Foothill Municipal Wa
after designated as tlFoothill U

, by Ie
1953, signed by its Secretary, has.mad
for a service connection to be c
feeder of The Metropolitan Water

1. Said service connection shall be located on the up­
per feeder of Metropolitan at such point at or near the inter­
section of Seco Street and Rosemont Avenue, in the City of
Pasadena, as may be mutually agreed upon by the- Secretary of
Foothill and the General Manager and Chief Engineer of Metro­
politan.

•
I
•

2. Said service connection shall be constructed in ac­
cordance with plans and specifications approved by the General
Manager and Chief Engineer of Metropolitan and by the Secretary
of Foothill. The turnout from the upper feeder pipe line and
the shut-off valve structure of said service connection, to­
gether with all appurtenant parts of said service connection ex­
tending from the turnout to and including the coupling ~edi-

ately downstream from said shut-off valve structure, shall be •
constructed!by Metropolitan, and the remainder of said service
connection shall be constructed by Foothill; provided, that
such construction by Foothill shall be subject to inspection
and approval by Metropolitan. All equipment and materials I
required for constructing the portion of said service connec-
tion to be constructed by Metropolitan, together with the
venturi tube, flow meter, and accessories to be installed by
Foothill, shall be purchased by Metropolitan in its customary
manner, or Metropolitan may utilize therefor suitable equip-
ment and materials on hand.

3. All costs of procuring equipment and materials for •
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and constructing said service connection shall be borne by
Foothill, and all suoh costs incurred by Metropolitan shall
be paid or reimbursed to Metropolitan by Foothill as herein
provided. Said costs so to be paid or reimbursed to Metro­
politan shall include the costs ·of all equipment and materi­
als so procured or utilized by Metropoli.tan therefor, the
costs of all applicable labor and taxes incurred by Metropoli­
tan, and all other direct costs incurred by Metropolitan, all
said costs to be determined in accordance with the methods of
cost accounting customarily employed by Metropolitan, plus the
cost or general administrative services and overhead expense
or Metropolitan herein stated and agreed to be an amount equal
to fifteen per centum of the aggregate of said direct costs.
All costs incurred by Metropolitan and so to be borne by Foot­
hill shall be audited and certified in accordance with the cus­
tomary practive of Metropolitan.

4. Said service connection shall include the facilities
for diversion of water from Metropolitan's upper feeder and ror
delivery of such water into the distribution system or Foothill;
said facilities shall consist of a shut-off valve and branch
pipe connected to Metropolitan's upper feeder, and a meter
eqUipped with indicating, recording, and totalizing instruments,
together with appropriate piping, fittings, and other appur­
tenances; said meter and valve shall be housed in ventilated,
reinforced concrete vaults, and said meter instruments shall be
provided with a suitable weatherproof metal cabinet. The por­
tion of said service connection up to and including the coupling
immediately downstream from the shut-off valve structure, to be
constructed by Metropolitan as hereinbefore provided in Article
2, shall be and become the property of Metropolitan and shall
be operated, maintained, and controlled b1 Metropolitan. The
remainder of said service connection, including said venturi
tUbe, connecting with the pipe line through which Foothill will
receive water delivered through said service connection, and
also including the flow meter with appurtenant instruments, and
cabinets therefor, constituting part of th~ equipment to be pre­
~ured by Metropolitan as hereinbefore provided in Article 2,
shall be and become the property of Foothill and shall be oper­
ated, maintained, and controlled by Foothill; provided, that
Metropolitan shall have the privilege of inspecting said venturi
tube, flow meter, and appurtenant instruments, and of testing
the accuracy thereof at any appropriate time, such inspecting
and testing performed at the election of Metropolitan to be at
Metropolitan's expense; provided, further, that all expense 'or
repairing and maintaining said venturi tube, flow meter, and
appurtenant instruments to an accuracy consistent with the rules
and regulations of Metropolitan governing service or water shall
be borne by Foothill. On said pipe line through which Foothill
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will receive water so delivered there shall be a control valve
or control valves and a check valve or check valves for preventing
backflow from the distribution system of Foothill into Metro-
politan's said upper feeder, said control valve or control
valves and said check valve or check valves to be installed,
owned, and controlled by Foothill.

5. The costs to be incurred by Metropolitan in procur­
ing equipment and materials for and constructing said service
connection shall be estimated by the General Manager and Chief
Engineer of Metropolitan, who shall inform the Secretary of
Foothill regarding the amount of such estimate. A sum of money
equal to the amount of such estimate shall be deposited with
Metropolitan by Foothill, and shall be held and used by Metro­
politan as trust funds to defray the costs incurred by Metro-
politan in procuring equipment and materials for and construct-
ing said service connection, and until such sum shall have been
so deposited, Metropolitan shall not undertake the construction
of said service connection; provided, that Metropolitan may pur-
chase valve and meter equipment for said service connection in
advance of said depositing of money with Metropolitan by Foot-
hill, it being understood that Foothill will not have funds for
such deposit until after bonds have been sold.

6. Upon completion of the construction of said service con­
nection, Metropolitan shall render to Foothill a statement of all
costs incurred by Metropolitan in procuring equipment and materi­
als for and constructing said service connection; if such costs
shall exceed the sum of money theretofore deposited by Foothill
with Metropolitan as provided hereinbefore in Article 5, Foothill
promptly shall pay to Metropolitan the amount by which such costs
shall exceed such deposit; and if such costs shall be less than
the said sum of money so d~posited, any unexpended balance of such
deposit shall be returned by Metropolitan to Foothill.

7. Foothill shall grant, or cause to be granted, to Metro- •
politan, such permanent easement as may be necessary for the con­
struction, reconstruction, operation, maintenance, repair, and
removal of the portion of said service connection to be owned,
operated, maintained, and. controlled by Metropolitan, in, over,
through, and under a parcel or land, the location and dimensions I
of which parcel of land shall be adequate for said purposes as
determined by the General Manager and Chief Engineer of Metro-
politan, and which easement shall be in form satisfactory to the
General Counsel of Metropolitan.

8. The authorization to construct said service connection
in the manner and SUbject to the terms and conditions set forth •
in this resolution shall not become effective until:
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b. Foothill shall have deposited with Metropolitan
the sum of money estimated to be sufficient to cover the costs
to be incurred by Metropolitan in procuring equipment and ma­
terials for and in constructing said service connection in ac­
cordance with the provisions of this resolution; provided, that
the valve and meter equipment for said service connection may
be purchased by Metropolitan prior to the making of such depos­
it, but immediately upon the sale and delivery of bonds here~

tofore authorized by the voters of Foothill to be issued, Foot­
hill shall make such deposit; and

c. Foothill shall have requested Metropolitan, said
request to be in form satisfactory to the General Counsel of
Metropolitan:

•
I
•

a.
said service
on the terms
said request
eral Counsel

Foothill shall have requested Metropolitan that
connection be constructed in the manner and up­
and conditions prescribed in this resolution,
by Foothill to be in form satisfactory to the Gen­
of Metropolitan; and

431-

•
I
•

(1) That upon completion of said service connec­
tion and installation of said control valve or control valves
and said check valve or check valves to be installed by Foot~

h1l, and upon request in writing by the Secretary of Foothill
for commencement of service, water be supplied to Fo~thill for
use within the corporate area of Foothill, in accordance with
the provisions of the Metropolitan water District Act and the
rules and regulations of Metropolitan governing such service
and that, except at times when Metropolitan shall consider it
necessary to interrupt or curtail the service of water through
said service connection or except during such time as Metropoli­
tan shall be requested by Foothill to suspend such service,
said request to be expressed in writing by the Secretary of
Foothill, the shut-off valve or valves under Metropolitan's con­
trol shall be opened and kept open at all times 80 that there
will be delivered to Foothill, for use within the corporate
area of Foothill, the full quantity of water that will flow
through the meter whenever the control valve or control valves
under the control of Foothill are not operated to restrict or
suspend such flow; and

(2) That Metropolitan shall bill Foothill for
all water so delivered through said service connection; and

d. Foothill shall have agreed to pay Metropolitan for
all water delivered in accordance with said request made by
Foothill as required by the immediately preceding sUb-paragraph
"c" hereof, said agreement by Foothill to pay for such water to
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be in form satisfactory to the General Counsel of Metropoli­
tan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the General Manager and
Chief Engineer of Metropolitan be, and he hereby is, author­
ized to execute on behalf of Metropolitan any agreement or
agreements necessary or proper to be entered into between
Metropolitan and Foothill in order to provide for the con­
struction of said service connection in the manner and sub­
ject to the terms and conditions set forth in this resolu­
tion, and that the Executive Secretary be, and he hereby is,
directed to attest the signature of said General Manager and
Chief Engineer and to affix the corporate seal of Metropoli­
tan to such agreement or agreements; provided, that each such
agreement shall be in form approved by the General Counsel of
Metropolitan.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was adopt­
ed by the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California on November 10, 1953.

~~,~~~~
Secretary o~ the Board of Directors
of The Metropolitan Water District

of Southern California

•
I
•

•
I
•

•
-.;",
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APFROVU~

the Boar*I GI Dt~e*tuv3 d

The Met~opo1äan W~t~r D~L~

of Southern Ca~Loià

ng~1d~P -/ ~
MINUTES

REGULAR MEETING OF THE
-~

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

APRIL i14, 1959

19)495 The Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water Dis

trict of Southern California met, in Regular Session, in the

Directorst Room at 306 West Third Street, Los Angeles, California,
on Tuesday, April 14, 1959.

19)496 In the absence of Chairman Jensen, the Meeting was

called to order by Vice Chairman Butler at 10:35 a. m.

191497 Secretary Heiibron called the roll. Those answering
present were: Directors A. H. Allen, Aufdenkamp, Austin, Boylan,
Butler, Chase, Crawford, Delimann, Farquhar, Fischer, Hayhurst,
Hayward, HelIbron, Hellis, Holmgren, Jones, Ramboz and Reynolds.

Those not answering present were: Directors Glenn P.

Allen, Anderson, Crary, Dietrich, Farrar, Hapgood, Jensen, Leedom,

Long, Mendenhall, Mills, Rossetti, Stevens, Stiles, Thompson,
Walker, W~ee1ock and York.

The Chair declared a quorum present.

192498 The Chair ordered the Minutes of the Adjourned Regular
Meeting held March 2~4, 1959, corrected in the next to the last

paragraph of Item 19473 by the substitution of Director “Butler’t
for Director “Jones”, and as so amended, their approval, with—

out being read, as mailed to each Director.

191499 Vice Chairman Butler presented to David H. Smith a pin
symbolical of his completion on March 27, 1959, of’ twenty years
as an employee.

19500 The report of the operations of the District during the

month of March, 1959, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manager
and Chief Engineer, addressed to the Board of Directors, dated

April 6, 1959, was presented.

Director Anderson took his seat at 10:240 a. m.

19501 General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer requested that

Directors accompanying or sponsoring inspection trips endeavor to
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Minutes - 5 - April 1~4, 1959

The letter bore a notation of approval by the Engineer
ing and Operations Committee.

It was moved by Director Holmgren, seconded by Director

Chase, arid carried, that Resolution 5)485 be adopted, accepting
the bid of the Union Oil Company of California on furnishing gaso

line and other petroleum products as specified in Request for

Bids P-1785, and that the other bids received be rejected; re

jecting all of the bids received under Request for Bids P-l7814
and authorizing readvertisement for bids; authorizing the General

Manager and Chief Engineer to execute a purchase agreement with

the Union Oil Company of California for furnishing petroleum
products as specified in Request for Bids P-l785, and the Ex

ecutive Secretary to attest his signature; and ordering that

copies of the specifications and the other communications re

ferred to, be filed.

19511 Water Problems Committee Chairman Hayward submitted,
and moved the adoption of, the recommendation of the Committee:

that consideration of the letter of the General Manager and Chief

Engineer (previously sent to all Directors)., recommending rejec
tion of the offer of the Foothill Municipal Water District to

transfer 6759 feet of its pipe line connecting with the aqueduct
system in return for a reimbursement of $1249,9140.35, be made a

special order of business for final disposition at the regular
meeting of the Committee to be held on May 11, 1959, and that Mr.

Jos. H. Tumbach, President of the Board of Directors of that Dis

trict, be requested to send answers to the reasons given for the

rejection well in advance for study and circulation to the mem

bers of the Committee.

The motion was seconded by Director Fischer----

An amendment by Director Helibron was accepted: that Mr.

Tumbach be invited to be present and present his views when the

matter is taken up for consideration.

An amendment by the Chair was accepted: that the con

sideration of General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemerts letter

and Mr. Tumbach’s answer be designated a special order of business

for final disposition, both at the meeting of the Water Problems

Committee on May 11, and at the Regular Meeting of the Board of

Directors on the following day, May 12, 1959.
Amendments proposed by General Manager and Chief Engineer

Diemer were accepted: that Mr. Tumbach be requested to submit his

answers in writing and, when received, a copy be sent to each mem

ber of the Water Problems Committee, together with a copy of his

original letter to General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer under

date of March 15, 1959, requesting reimbursement in consideration

of the conveyance of the pipe line, and of General Manager and
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Minutes - 6 - April l~4, 1959

Chief Engineer Dlemer’s letter to the Board of Directors under

date of April 9, 1959, recommending that the request be denied.

Thereupon, the motion, as amended, was carried.

Director Hayward requested that he be recorded as not

voting on the motion.

19512 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

recommending: that Mr. Harry F. Jahn be found qualified to render

engineering services subsequent to his mandatory retirement, and

that his continued employment be authorized, beginning May 1, 1959,
was presented. (Addressed to the Board of Directors, dated March

31, 1959)
Director Austin, Vice Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported the approval of the Committee, arid

moved the adoption of the recommendations.

The motion was seconded by Director Fischer, and carried.

19513 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

announcing: that employee Harry G. Matthews will be required to

retire on April 30, 1959, and recommending that he he found quali
fied to perform engineering services and his continued employment
be authorized effective May 1, 1959, was presented. (Addressed to

the Board of Directors, dated April 6, 1959)
Director Austin, Vice Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported Its approval, and moved that the

recommendations be adopted.
The motion was seconded by Director Fischer, and carried.

1951)4 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

reviewing the regulations in effect governing the granting of

annual vacations; reporting the ;practices of other public and of

private agencies in this regard; and

recommending that the regulations be amended to provide
that twenty working days of vacation be granted after twenty-two
years of continuous employment, was presented. (Addressed to the

Board of Directors, dated April 3, 1959)
Director Austln,VIce Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported the recommendation of the Committee

that consideration of the communication be deferred to the next

meeting; and the Chair so ordered.

19515 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

submitting, with the recommendation that it be approved, Estimate

and Authority Y-324, Revision 1, increasing the authorization to

construct Schedule 8OSC of the Lower Feeder pipe line by the ad

dition of pressure control structures at an estimated cost of

$250,000, thereby increasing the total to $14,950,000, was pre

sented. (Addressed to the Board of Directors, dated April i4, 1959)
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Foothill Municipal Water District

341 FOOTHILL ODULEVARD

LA CANADA, CALIFORNIA

SYLvAN 0-4036

PRESIDENT

JOSEPH H. TUMBACH

SECRETARY A
• 1 ‘nfl

E. 0. RICHARDS .-~pr1~. ~,

Mr. A. L. Gram

Executive Secretary
Metropolitan Water District

Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Gram:

As per our telephone conversation with

Nelson Hayward, herewith are the following enclosures:

Mr. Jos. H.~ letter to the Board of Directors.

Review of Water Matters in the Altadena-La Canada area

August 23, 1949.

Report of Executive Committee, Altadena-La Canada Water

Group - November 1, 1950.

Secretary

Altadena . Flintrzdge • La Canada • La Crescenta
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Foothill Municipal Water District

341 FOOTHILL BOULEVARD

LA CANADA, CALIFORNiA

SYLvAN 0-4036

PRESIDENT May 5, 1959
JOSEPH H. TUMBACH

SECRETARY

E. 0. RICHARDS

Board of Directors

Metropolitan Water District

Los Angeles, California

Gentlemen:

Mr. Hayward made available to me his copy of Mr.

Diemer’s letter to the Board of date April 9, 1959 in which

he recommends that our request for payment for a portion of

pipeline be denied; and Executive Secretary Gram has advised

me of the action taken, including an invitation to reply to

Mr. Diemer’s statement and to attend the meetings of the

Water Problems Coimnittee on May 11th and of the Board on May

12th. I appreciate the consideration. Because of his being

President of Valley Water Company of La Canada, which company

is the buyer of greatest quantities of Metropolitan water

through Foothill, I have asked Mr. Frank Lantermari to attend

the meetings with me - if he canget away from State Assembly

affairs.

After most careful consideration I can see no worthwhile

purpose in answering much of the material In Mr. Dierner’s his

torical review. This review is interesting; but it is quite

evident that it is founded on misconception of the origin of

Foothill Municipal Water District.

Foothill was projected and promoted as a direct result of

(tlFoothilltt refers to Foothill Municipal Water District

“Metropolitan” to Metropolitan Water District)

Altadena Flintrzdge • La Canada • La Crescenta
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the decree in Pasadena vs. Aihambra et al. (Pasadena C 1323)

which included a reduction of pumping rights in Monk Hill

Basin and the appointment of a Water Master to enforce it.

Altadena and La Canada water companies with the City of Pas

adena own practically all such pumping rights in Monk Hill

Basin. The water companies in question for many years derived

their entire water supplies from that basin excepting for one

organization that had and has certain rights in Verdugo Basin.

The approach to formation of Foothill is embodied in a

presentation the writer made to a joint and largely attended

meeting of civic leaders and directors of water companies of

Altadena and La Canada on August 23, 1949, copy of which is

appended. Also appended is copy of a progress report made

under date of November, 1950.

From all of which it will be found apparent that spas

modic approaches to Metropolitan by small areas had no bearing

whatever on organization of Foothill.

I find two particularly interesting points in Mr. Die

mer’s review:

1. The fact that members of Metropolitan staff urged

some people in Foothill territory to annex to adjacent cities

rather than join Metropolitan.

2. The omission by him of Resolution No. 4249.

1: Members of the staff advised people to annex to cities.

This, by the way, is the proverbial “red rag to a bull” in

Foothill areas. We cherish our independence. Members of this
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Board who were on the roster when our joining Metropolitan

was under discussion will possibly recall that I lead the dis

cussions for Foothill throughout. I can recall no occasion

when a member of the Board or staff recommended that we annex

to adjacent cities rather than join Metropolitan. Admittedly

prejudiced, it is my belief that if members of the staff did

repeatedly urge such a course on people of the Foothill areas

it was certainly a great disservice to their employer - Metro

politan. Had such advice been followed Metropolitan would

not only have been deprived of four and three quarter millions

of dollars of backtax revenue, now seemingly most welcome,

Metropolitan would also have been deprived of our member of

the Board arid his contribution toward attendance and devotion

needed for the conduct of the Corporate affairs of Metropo

litan in recent years.

It will also be hurtful to Metropolitan’s public re

lations in Foothill territory if, as and when it becomes

known that members of the staff urged such a course in contra

diction of the decision of civic leaders and water company off

icials.

2. The ommission from Mr. Diemer’s statement of Reso

lution No. 4249: this resolution, adopted July 14, 1953, SIX

M~NTHS AFTER FOOTHILL WAS ANNEXED TO METROPOLITAN is quoted

in full in my previous statement, page 3. That resolution

and the “closing paragraph” of the report of the Water Problems

Committee dated July 6, 1949, quoted by Mr. Diemer on page 6

of his review very definitely confirms our position, towit:
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Metropolitan HAD NOT adopted a policy of “come and get it”

when Foothill was annexed, as we had been given to understand

and as we understood when we accepted the terms. Until we

were members and had opportunity to consult past records we

had no possible means of ascertaining the facts herein re

lated and on which our request is based.

Here, then, we have the question before us, clearly de

fined: Was Foothill’s acceptance of the terms of annexation

based on incorrect information?

Turning to other points in Mr. Diemer’s letter:

He refers to letters from me in November 1949 and Jan

uary 1950 “regarding an enlarged annexation area”. This had

no reference whatever to the previous applications for admission

to Metropolitan he mentions. They had to do specifically with

adding La Crescenta to the areas previously under discussion.

Mr. Hines advised us in a letter dated February 8, 1950, that

the matter of adding La Crescenta to Altadena-La Canada was

under discussion by the Board and that we would be advised of

the decision. On May 11, 1951, the Board definitely defined

the boundaries of areas to be included, which added not only

La Crescenta, but the easterly portion of Altadena as well as

Kinneloa; whereupon the organization previously restricted to

A].tadena-La Canada was enlarged and renamed “The Foothill Water

Group”. Mr. Hayward, who had been in attendance at our meetings

prior to that time was then elected a member of our Board re

presenting the La Crescenta area.
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There is no room for argument on the score of Foothill

promoters understanding that Foothill would have to pay all

costs of connecting with Metropolitan lines. See my letter of

March 15, 1959, pages 2 and 3. The point at issue here is

that Metropolitan had not at the time adopted the “come and

get it” policy, and that we did not know it.

As to Foothill having received preferential treatment

(his page 5) in being permitted to annex “when the policy was

to admit only large, basin-wide areas”. We have found nothing

in the record to warrant this statement; but regardless if

there was, or is, such a record, Mr. Diemer is again misinformed.

Foothill agencies cover the whole of Verdugo Basin; and Pasadena,

already part of Metropolitan, with the addition of the Altadena

La Canada areas cover the whole of Monk Hill Basin, established

as such by the decree in Pasadena vs Aihambra.

On the other hand we did understand that Metropolitan

looked with favor on our application because, if consumnated,

the annexation of territory defined by the Board would “clean

the slate” along the foothills - which it does.

As to “the Upper Feeder passing through the extreme east

erly portion of Foothill District but Foothill did not want

their connection at this location”:

This doubtless refers to the vicinity of Sierra Madre

Road and Sierra Madre Boulevard. As near as we can make out

the Upper Feeder originally lay along the Foothill boundary

line at this point. Foothill was forced to include the area
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by decision of Metropolitan Board; and before proceedings

to admit Foothill were consumnated a large segment (or two?)

of the area was annexed to Pasadena, proceedings which caused

another delay and which, we think, removed the contact with

the Upper Feeder.

Connection at this point was suggested by the writer

himself. Our engineers conferred with Metropolitan engineers

and with engineers of the County Flood Control District re

garding such a routing for our delivery lines. The engineers

unanimously disapproved of such a plan. Such a route would

have resulted in a net addition of approximately 35 miles of

pipelines at an estimated cost of over $400,000.00. It would

have involved crossing Eaton Wash on the east and Devil’s Gate

Reservoir on the west. It was also pointed out to me that

when the Upper Feeder was built a connection-point was provided

for Altadena-La Canada on Seco Street a short distance below

Lincoln Avenue. This indicates that designers of the Upper

Feeder recognized even at that time that a connection at the

Sierra Madre location for Altadena-La Canada would be ill-

advised from an engineering standpoint. It might also be

said that both Mr. Jensen and Mr. Diemer were in sympathy

with such a decision since they both joined our directors in

a picture taking ceremony at the Seco-Lincoin location when

our plans were being drawn.

Turning to another point in Mr. Diemer’s letter where he

says the Foothill line “would be useful only for delivering

water to Foothill and for no other purpose”. This statement
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is also probably founded on misinformation. Crescenta Valley

County Water District, one of our delivery agencies, serves

2394 meters in territory annexed to Glendale after Foothill or

ganization was under way, presumably because Glendale does not

have the facilities to serve them. And if Crescenta Valley

County Water District did not have Metropolitan water available

through Foothill it could not serve these people, numbering,

according to the usual formula of 3.6 people per meter, be

tween 8500 and 9000. What will happen in that area as a result

of the Pueblo litigation instituted by Los Angeles is problem

atical. It is conceivable that Foothill might be called upon

to take up a much heavier load some day.

Meanwhile the people involved are paying a handsome premium

to get water. It illustrates the fallacy of the advice staff

members of Metropolitan are said to have given people of the

Foothill areas - that they had best annex to adjacent cities.

Mr. Diemer includes several times the statement that it

would be illegal for Metropolitan to accede to our request,

complete the taking over of the line in question and pay for it.

He cites no authority for this. If the opinion is based on

the fact that Foothill was voted in on the basis of having

to pay the entire cost of being joined to the Metropolitan

line and that it would be illegal to alter the conditions,

then it seems to me, a mere layman, that the thought is a

bit late. Foothill agreed also, and our admission was based

on the agreement that we would pay the cost of the connection

itself as well as the pipelines. The Board, at my request and
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on Mr. Diemer’s recommendation altered the agreement so far

as the connection was concerned. If it be said that any change

in the terms vitiates the agreement, hasn’t that already been

done, and isn’t the door open to any further changes the Board

deems fair and reasonable?

And since I am being presumptious enough to follow Mr.

Diemer’s lead and venture on sacred legal pr~ises: Hasn’t

Metropolitan obligated itself with respect to the pipeline in

question by taking over complete control of the vault con

structed and paid for by Foothill in which the metering de

vices are located and to which Foothill has no access?

If for any reason it is determined that it would be

illegal or not feasible for the Board to change the annexa

tion conditions again, might it not be legal and feasible for

the Board, by resolution at this time to authorize the purchase

of the pipeline in question and the vault, which Metropolitan

already has completely in its control?

It is my earnest hope that the Board, having taken all of

these points into consideration, will see fit to act favorably

on our request.

Re ect~ully submitted,

Jo~C~i~ach
President
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A REVIEW OF WATER MATTERS IN ThE ALTADENA-LACANADA AREA

By

Joseph H. Tumbach, chairman

Altadena-LaCanada Water Group

August 23, 1949

We welcome representatives of civic organizations of Altadena and

LaCanada whom we have invited to hear this review of the water sit

uation and to counsel with us in solving the problems which involve

matters political as distinguished from the practical.

To review all details would involve not hours but days, not

pages but volumes. So this discussion will attempt only to cover

outlines. It is our hope that you will get enough from it to give
you a general understanding of the situation, rather than the gar
bled versions broadcast by unknowing people.

Under the decree entered in what is usually referred to as the

Pasadena Water Suit, the annu~i Safe Yield of Monk Hill Basin, from
which we pump, was fixed at 6060 ac. ft. 6039 ac. ft. of this is

decreed to Pasadena and the 6 companies here represented. Pasadena

agreed, and it is so decreed, that we, by purchasing surplus water

offered ann~11y by parties to the agreement, including Pasadena,
would have the privilege of pu~ing from Monk Hill Basin, not only
our own decreed rights, but also the the right decreed to Pasadena.
We pay Pasadena extra tribute for this, of course.

In the five years elapsed since the decree became effective

parties other than Pasadena have always furnished at least part of
this so-called Exchange Water. For the present fiscal year, 1949-

50, we have engaged to take 3782 ac. ft., of w~iich 898 ac. ft. comes

from others and 2884 ac. ft. from Pasadena.

This is emphasized to clear the minds of those who wrongfully
assume or assert that Pasadena is supplying us with our total needs -

and doing it voluntarily; that we hay, been and are leaning on Pas

adena. The fact is that the water made available to us by all parties
is done by virtue of a court decree based on a settlement voluntarily
entered into by all; and we are beholden to no one in that connection.

At the tim. the settlement was made there was little thought that
within the minimum life of the agreement, 15 years in Pasadena’s case,
the whol, available Safe Yield, 6039 Sc. ft., would be needed by the
Monk Hill Basin Group. Some of us who were engaged in these matters

during the litigation and oven years before, would have laughed at

the idea that within the 15 year period the Altadena~~LaCanada com

pani*s wot~Id requir. any such quantity of pumped water as 6039 ac.

ft. annually. W. pumped only 2701 Sc. ft. in the fiscal year 1944-
45. It was generally assumed that we would be amply supplied for
the 15 year period.

It was likewise generally assumed that unless Pasadena meanwhile,
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findiflg th$ arrangement profitable to them as it is, would agree
to an extensio~ of the arrangement beyond the 15 year period, we

would have to tarn to Metropolitan for the future.

Two factors upset the calculations. The one patent to all is

the tremendous development of our area. This is most vividly por
trayed by the fact that Lincoln Avenue (“Water Company” is ommitted

throughout) meters increased from 1795 on 1-1-45 to 2834 on 1-1-49,
a gain of nearly 60%. ~ all seen this mushrooming and can

easily grasp the effect on water demand.

The second factor, scarcely mentioned in most discussions of

the subject, is th. drought. Again using Lincoln Avenue records
for the purpose: Our 20 year average use per meter to 1946 was

22,635 Cu. ft. In 1947 the use per meter jumped to 25,658 cu. ft.
and 1948 it was 27,038 cu. ft. - an increase of nearly 20% over ~the

20-year average. Pasadena’s experience is along th. same lines.

The use per person per day, shown by their annual report, was 127

gallons in 1942-43 and 152 gallons in 1947-48.

The third factor, due also to drought, is the very great re

duction in gravity supplies. This affected all three of the Al
tadena companies and the La Canada Irrigation District as well.

Both last named factors, increased use per meter and decrease

in gravity supplies had to be covered by pumping from the under

ground basin. A season of normal, even nearly normal, rainfall will
be reflected in decreased pumping requirements of almost the whole

group. Which, of course, is entering into the field of conjecture;
but these conditions will arise one of these seasons to further con

found prophets of doom. Furthermore; As a result of the efforts
øf this group initiated by peti~tion filed April 9, 1947, with Flood
Control officials, water spreading basins have been const~u•cted in

Arroyo Seco. Flood Control Engineers estimate that an average of
600 ac. ft. per year can be salvaged from flood waters that have
bcon heretofore been wasted to the sea through Devils Gate Reservoir.
These flood waters will be allowed to percolate into the underground
basin, increasing the supply In storage.

During the five Irears past, combined pumpage of the Menk Hill

Group was: 2701 ac. ft.; 4118 ac. ft.; 5577 ac. ft.; and, for the

year 7-1-48 to 7-1-49, 6120 ac. ft. The estimated pumpage for the

year 7-1-49 to 7-1-SC is 6463 ac. ft. A rainfall 50% of normal during
the coming fall and winter would reduce pumping needs sufficiently
to easily bring us within the Safe Yield basis, 6039 ac. ft.

But it has been our consistent policy to assume the pessimistic
rather than the optimistic view. When it appeared that continued

drought and such additional development as might normally be expect$
might run our pumping needs above the decreed Safe Yield, several

plans were considered. In these discussions we had the benefit of
the advice and counsel of the Water Master appointed in the decree
of settlement.
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The plan most in favor for a time, and still the favored one

with some of our Group, was the drilling of a well east of the east

erly boundary of Monk Hill Basin, for joint account of the Group.
Such a well could be pumped into the lines of one or two of the
Altadena companies. Water purchased under the Exchange Agreement
could be pumped there, rather than in Monk Hill Basin, and without

paying extra tribute to Pasadena.

Before embarking on this project it was thought advisable to

have competent, outside engineering advice. Mr. A. L. Sonderegger,
an outstanding authority in water matters was retained. His report,
based on the assumption that Pasadena will not extend their partici
pation in the Exchange Agreement beyond the 15 year limit, states

that application to Metropolitan is the final solution.

Mr. Sonderagger contacted Metropolitan and confirmed statements

made to us previously by Metropolitan officials to the effect that

no further applications for admiasion to the District would be enter

tained at that time. It should be said, too, that in our contacts
with officials of Metropolitan, prior to Mr. SondereggerTs being
retained, we were definitely advised NOT to push the matter at the
time. We were so adyised about the time local people, not connected
with the water compalies, were agitating forming a District to join
Metropolitan.

With Metropolitan out of it for the time, Mr. Sonderegger sug

gested three possible courses of action:

1. - Drilling the east side well, as we ha4 planned.

2 - In lieu of drilling the well, ask Pasadena to sell us an add
itional supply outside the ixchange Agreement, to tide us over

until the Metropolitan situation was clarified.

3 - That application be made to the Water Master and Court for
a review of the decreed Safe Yield of the basin with a view
to increasing it.

Departing from the main theme for the moment: An increase in the
Safe Yield of the basin seems reasonable, especially in view of the
fact that in years past, notably during the last drought, Pasadenats

heavy pumping from the basin carried total extractions to nearly
8000 ac. ft. one year. Even in 1941-42 total extractions were 7830

ac. ft., 5612 ac. ft. of it being pvmped by Pasadena. And the basin
has never been pumped below an econèmical, safe level.~~Water levels
inour wells as of this date are well above the lowest level ever

pumped, to wit:

Lincoln Avenue Well #2 #3
____

8-l~-49 266 258 268

D~s~ 1933 307 307 298
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In view of the heavy expense involved in drilling the proposed
east side well it was decided to first learn Pasadenats reaction to

a request for water outside the Exchange Agreement. A committee was

appointed to confer with City officials, Messrs. Fred C. Hash, E. Roy
Mosher and Arthur S. Hand undertook the work, Mr. Sonderegger assist

ing.
The final outcome was a letter from the City Manager in which

was stated the request would be granted under certain conditions
therein specified.

Assuming that this leads to some agreement; that this and/or an

increase in the Safe Yield of the basin - possibly the drilling of
the east side well - assuming that by some or all of these suggested
methods we take care of such possible overdraft of the basin during
the coming four or five years; we then arrive at the point of con

sidering the ultimate solution of the problem, which may be stated,
briefly and bluntly, something like this:

For the purpose of assuring a permanent and ample water supply
beyond the 15-year Exchange Agreement -

1 - Shall Altadena and La Canada organize a movement

to gain admission to Metropolitan Water District

direct; or

2 - Shall we consider annexing to Pasadena?

The latter, considering annexation to Pasadena, may seem pur
poseless in view of the very definite statements made by City officials,
to the effect that Pasadena cannot afford to and will not consider

annexing our territory. But one skeptic might be tempted to quote
our old friend Shakespeare, “Methinks the lady doth protest too much”;
while another might hand you a news dispatch taken from the very same

issue in which one of those denials is published, in which it is re

ported that Pasadena is planning to annex certain outside territory.

However, and in any event, there are some few people in our terri

tory who think annexing to Pasadena is the answer to their every prayer,
civically speaking, and the subject should be explored.

We, of the water companies, have felt that keeping the communi

ties supplied with water is the problem of the water companies. If

those in charge do not meet that obligation it is time to find men

who can. But the future problem involves political questions which

pass beyond the realm of the water companies. It is not for the water

companies to attempt to determine the future status of the communities.

That is the reason for inviting representatives of the civic
associations to sit in with us - perhaps by forming a joint committee
of water companies and civic association representatives. There is
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a wealth of data to assemble and consider and decisions to be made
that transcend in importance anything that has ever been before us.

We ask you .to help solve the problem.

Note: From minutes of the meeting

Present: 13 Directors, of water se’ ice organizations in Alta
dena and Lacanada

Representatives of seven (7) civic organizations
~epresentatives of the Press

Chairman Tumbach read the foregoing statement. After extensive

discussion it was moved by Frank B. Erigle (representing West
Altadena Improvement Association), seconded by T. Fenton

Knight (representing LaCanada chamber of Commerce and Civic

Association) that a committee consisting of one representative
from each of the seven civic organizations in the Altadena
LaCanada area be appointed for the purpose of assisting the

Water Group in its efforts to form a district so that Metro

politan District water might be made available to the Foothill

area. XXXXXXX

The motion carried by unanimous vote of all present.
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- REPCRT OF EXECUTIVE CC#~1MITTEE, ALTADENA-IA CANADA WATER GROJP

To

JOINT MEET I}K3 WITh CIVIC ORGANIZATIC~S
November 1, 1950

By
Jos. H. Tumbach

In our report of August 23, 1949 to directors of the water companies
and representatives of civic organizations of Altaderta and La Canada,
it was pointed out that the ultimate solution of the water supply
problem of the two communities lie~ without question, in gaining ad

mission to Metropolitan Water District, and that this might be accomp
lished in one of two ways; by application to Metropolitan direct, or

by annexation to Pasadena.

Those of you who participated in that meeting need not be reminded
that the latter alternative was not favorably received and4that,1after
a thorough discussion, the water companies were unanimously direct*d
to investigate and report on the possibility of joining Metropolitan.
We are now making this interim report.

To report our step by step progress would consume a weari~ome amount

of time, though it might be a surprise to some who have *iticised our

inaction. We have decided therefore to set forth the present position
of negotiations, while assuring you of our readiness to detail any
points on which information is desired.

The executive Committee of Altadena-La Canada Water Group met on Sep
ternber 12, 1949 and decided to initiate the negotiations by contacting
Dr. Franklin Thomas, chairman of Metropolitan’s Water Problems Committee.

Dr. Thomas told us Metropolitan was now considering adding new territory
and advised us the course to follow.

We started on the basis of including the territory of the six Altadona

La Canada Water Companies. In December 1949 we were asked by represent
atives of the three water companies in the La Crescenta Valley to include
their territory in our negotiations. Metropolitan approved of the addi~
tion of this and any other nearby territory. In Janu*~y 1950 Kinneloa
asked to be included, and in September 1950 Mesa Mutual Water Company,
in the Pasadena $len area near Kinneloa, also joined in. So the final

setup extended from the east boundary of Tujunga (Los Angeles City) to

the westerly boundary of Hastings Ranch properties, lately annexed to
Pasadena.

From these outer boundaries we excluded the areas outside the City of
Pasadena which are served by Pasadena, the sections lying south of Fig
ueroa Drive on the west side, and easterly of Allen Avenue on the east

side; also in and around the former AltaderB Golf Club on which Pasa

dena inaugurated water serv~ce after the Golf Club ground.s were broken

up.

The matter was finally crystallized by action of the board of directors
of Metropolitan on September 11, 1950 as follows.: “In response to an
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inquiry IXXX the Board of Directors authorized that indication be

made that either a County Water Authority or a Municipal Water Dis

trict, when properly constituted and having boundaries satisfactory
to this District, would be gwen consideration for annexation “, and

on September 22, l9~O, “the decision of the Board of Directors was

that any unit which did not i~clude the three areas referred to,
adjacent to or in th~ vicinity of the City of Pasadena, would be un

acceptable as a basi% for an annexation unit”.

And that is where. th~ matter now stands. In our discussion with Dr.

Thomas, with members of the staff, both operational and legal, and with
the Water Problems Committee in meeting assembled, we have stressed the
fact that we have nothing to offer the areas in question in exchange
for their assuming past and present tax obligations to Metropolitan,
that Mr Howard, chief Counsel for Metropolitan, has formally advised
the Water Problems Committee that Pasadena is bound, legally and con

tractually (?) to serve these areas regardless of membership in Metro

politan; and we also stressed that if these areas are “getting a free
ride” as has been argued by members of the Problems Committee, it is

none of our doing and we should not, in fairness, be called upon to

correct it.

We have very good reason to feel that Metropolitan is now favorably
inclined toward having a unit of their system in this Foothill area.

The day is surely coming when some of the smaller municipalities, not
interested in joining at this time, will be forced by growth of popu
lation and water demand to apply for membership, and a district such as

we propose would be the natural if, not indeed, the only means of mem

bership except for consol&~ation with larger cities now members..

A log is available, recounting the step by step progress in the negoi
ations to date. We can tell you when we contacted any of the cities
which Metropolitan thought might be Interested, who was interviewed,
and what he said; details of discussions of possible forms of district;
legal complexities which only a lawyer should tangle with; and incidents
such as members of our comittee coming to the defense of Pasadena when
debate was warm over the question of Metropolitan water being used to
serve these “outside” areas.

But when everything is said and done, the bare fact emerges that Metro

politan is ready to receive an application for membership by a Foot
hill District such as has been outlined herein, providing it includes
the “fringe” areas served by ~asadena which do not now contribute any
revenue to Metropolitan.

We would like to know what you think of the situation and to have the
benefit of your advic, and counsel as to procedure.

It would be ungracious to omit telling you that the Metropolitan staff,
Mr. Hines and his assistant Mr. Diemer, Mr. Howard, Chief Counsel, and
his assT~tant Mr. Cooper, and all others wLth whom we have been in con

tact at all times have been exceedingly co-operative, thoughtful and

helpful; and all of us who have been in touch with them feel obliged
and gratefuL to them.
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Foothill Special Meeting 

May 8, 1959 
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APPROVED

~theByd0fDj~~,~
The Metepotitan Water ~stzi~i

of Ssnthen~ Cali~orni~

MINUTES
me.b~ }~d ~5- 2 /-

REGULAR MEETING OF THE

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

MAY 12, 1959

19538 The Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water Dis

trict of Southern California met, in Regular Session, in the

Directors’ Room at 306 West Third Street, Los Angeles, Cali

fornia, on Tuesday, May 12, 1959.

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Jensen at

10:31 a. m.

19539 Secretary Heii.bron called the roll. Those answering

present were: Directors A, H. Allen, Glenn P. Allen, Anderson,

Aufdenkamp, Austin, Boylan, Butler, Chase, Crawford, Deilmann,

Farquhar, Fischer, Hayhurst, Hayward, Helibron, Holrngren, Jensen,

Leedom, Long, Ramboz, Reynolds, Rossetti, Stevens, Stiles and

Thompson.

Those not answering present were: Directors Crary,
Dietrich, Farrar, Hapgood, Hellis, Jones, Mendenhall, Mills,
Walker, Wheelock and York.

The Chair declared a quorum present.

195140 There being no objection, the Chair ordered the read

Ing of the Minutes of the Regular Meeting held April 14, 1959,
and of the Adjourned Regular Meeting held April 28, 1959, dis

pensed with, and that they be approved as mailed to each Direc-

tor.

195141 Chairman Jensen congratulated Director Thompson on his

recovery from illness and renewal of attendance at nieetlngs.

19542 Upon order of the Chair, a news item appearing on the

front page of the Compton Herald American reporting that Vice

Chairman Butler had been chosen to receive the Distinguished
Service Award for 1959, presented annually to a citizen of Cornpton
by the Compton—Lynwood Board of Realtors, was read.

19543 A letter from General Counsel Cooper recommending, for

the reasons set forth, that the notice of termination of the Dis

trict’s 19145 Resale Contract, dated May 31, 1957, be withdrawn
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Minutes - 3 - May 12, 1959

Preliminary Summary Report on Investigation of Alternative Aque

duct Systems to Serve Southern California “, and its Appendix A,

entitled “Long Range Economic Potential of the Antelope Valley

Mojave River Basin’t and its Appendix B, entitled “Effects of Dif

ferences in Water Quality, Upper Santa Ana Valley and Coastal

San Diego County”, was presented;
also presented was a supplementary memorandum by Hydro

graphic Engineer Eider to General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer,

under date of May 8, 1959, on the subject of aqueduct routes to

Southern California.

The Chair reported the recommendation of the Water Prob

lems Committee: that Hydrographic Engineer Elder orally summarize

to the Board of Directors at its meeting this date, May 12, 1959,
his analysis of Bulletin No. 78 and its Appendices A and B; arid

Hydrographic Engineer Eider did so.

19546 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Dierner

reporting the operations of the District during the month of

April, 1959, was presented. (Addressed to the Board of Directors,
dated May 7, 1959)

General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer orally sum

marized and supplemented his report.
The Chair ordered the report filed.

Director Rossetti withdrew from the Meeting at 11:22 a. m.

19547 General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer announced that

arrangements were being made to inspect, on May 20, 1959, units

of the work in progress on the expansion of the aqueduct system,
and urged all the Directors who could do so to participate.

19548 Water Problems Committee Chairnian Hayward, referring to

the special order (adopted April i4, 1959, Item 19511) to con

sider at this meeting, the offer of the Foothill Municipal Water

District to transfer 6759 feet of its pipe line connecting with

the aqueduct system in return for reimbursement of the cost,
amounting to $149,940.35, presented and read a letter, signed,
Foothill Municipal Water DIstrict, E. D. Richards, Secretary to

the Board of Directors, addressed to the Board of Directors of this

District, dated May 8, 1959, stating: that the Board of Directors

of the Foothill Muniolpal Water District, at a special meeting on

May 8, 1959, had adopted a resolutIon, offered by Its President,
Mr. Jos. H. Tumbach, requesting that no further action be taken

upon Mr. Tumbach’s letter to General Manager and Chief Engineer
Diemer, under date of March 15, 1959, or with regard to his letter

to the Board of Directors of this District, under date of May 5,
1959, and requesting that the petition contained in the foregoing
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Minutes - 11 - May 12, 1959

letters, proposing the transfer of the section of pipe line to

this District with reimbursement of its cost, be withdrawn with

out prejudice; and

reported and moved the adoption of the recommendations

of the Water Problems Committee: that the request be granted and

the petition withdrawn without prejudice, and that all of the

communications referred to or related to the proposal be filed.

The motion was seconded by Director Heilbron, and car

ried.

Accordingly, the following communications were ordered

filed: A letter, signed, Robert B. Diemer, General Manager and

Chief Engineer, addressed to the Board of Directors, dated April
9, 1959, to which was attached the following: a letter, signed,
Jos. H. Tumbach, President ~Foothill Municipal Water District)
addressed to Robert B. Diemer, General Manager and Chief Engineer,
dated March 15, 1959, a map of the Foothill Municipal Water Dis

trict Service Area, a copy of Resolution 41614 of this District

consenting to and fixing the terms and conditions for the annexa

tion of the Foothill Municipal Water District, and a copy of the

statement of policy of this DistrIct adopted January 9, 1931;
a letter signed, Jos. I-I. Tumbach, President (Foothill Municipal
Water District), addressed to the Board of Directors of this Dis

trict, dated May 5, 1959, to which was attached two memoranda,
the first entitled “A Review of Water Matters in the Altadena

LaCanada Area” by Jos. H. Tumbach, Chairman, Altadena-LaCanada

Water Group, dated August 23, 1949, and a second entitled “Report
of Executive Committee, Altadena-La Canada Water Group To Joint

Meeting With Civic Organizations”, November 1, 1950, By Jos. H.

Tumbach, and a letter, signed E. D. Richards, Secretary (Foot
hill Municipal Water Districtj, addressed to A. L. Gram, Execu

tive Secretary, dated Apr11 30, 1959, transmitting the foregoing
letter and memoranda by Mr. Tumbach; the letter previously read

in this Meeting, signed, Foothill Municipal Water District, E. D.

Richards, Secretary to the Board of Directors, addressed to this

Board of Directors, dated May 8, 1959, requesting withdrawal of

the petition without prejudice; and a letter, signed, Frank Lanter

man, addressed to the Board of Directors of this District, dated

May 5, 1959, protesting t~ë1ative to the foregoing letter of Gen

eral~Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer.

195149 In response to the enquiry of the Chair, the following
Directors indicated their intention of participating in the in

spection of the construction work in progress, on May 20, 1959:
Directors Holmgren, Boylan, Reynolds, Hayward, Leedom, Chase,
Farquhar, Aufdenkamp, Long, Crawford, Fischer, Butler and Jensen.

19550 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

submitting for acceptance a deed to a parcel of land acquired

11/17/2025 EOT Committee Meeting 6c Attachment 1, Page 110 of 203
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March 21, 2024 
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Foothill Letter and License Agreement 

April 1, 2024 
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FOOTHILL MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
               Altadena - La Cañada Flintridge - La Crescenta 

 

 
 

4536 Hampton Road * P.O. Box 686 * La Cañada-Flintridge, CA  91012—0686   (818) 790-4036  FAX (818) 790-9418 
 
 

 
 
 
September 30, 2025 
 
 
Mr. Deven Upadhyay 
General Manager 
Metropolitan Water District  
    Of Southern California 
 700 N. Alameda Street 
 Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Dear Deven, 

Foothill Point of Delivery 
 
I would like to thank you, Chief Counsel Marcia Scully and Principal Deputy General Counsel Cathy 
Stites for meeting with District Counsel Keith Lemieux, General Manager Nina Jazmadarian and me 
regarding the Foothill Municipal Water District’s point of delivery.   As noted in our March 2024 
letter, updated in April 2024 (Attachment A) and follow up discussions, the District believes that we 
are being treated differently than the other Metropolitan agencies which is resulting in higher costs 
for imported water to Foothill and its customers.   
 
To summarize, Foothill finds it inequitable that it is required to own and pay for the capital and 
pumping costs for Foothill facilities outside of its service area so that we can provide imported 
water into our service area. As you know, Foothill pays for the costs related to the operation and 
maintenance of the Upper Feeder connection.  Foothill also pays an annual fee to Pasadena under 
its License Agreement for the operation and maintenance of the pipelines and pump station related 
to the Upper Feeder connection. These costs should be absorbed by Metropolitan as a cost for the 
delivery of its water.  Metropolitan has absorbed similar costs related to other districts annexed to 
Metropolitan and consequently leaves Foothill and its customers at a significant disadvantage as 
a result.   
 
But not only are we paying for these facilities, we are also paying through the Metropolitan rates for 
the capital and sometimes pumping costs for other Metropolitan member agencies who have 
facilities up to their District boundaries and many times beyond the boundaries for Metropolitan 
water deliveries.  We do not understand why we should be financially supporting the other agencies 
and not getting the same benefits in return. 
 
At our meeting, you asked for further information after General Manager Jazmadarian disputed the 
letter written to the Metropolitan Board of Directors by Robert Diemer on April 9, 1959 (Attachment 
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B).  GM Jazmadarian provided that information to you (Attachment C) which noted that Foothill 
annexed to Metropolitan under a stated policy which did not exist at the time of its annexation.  
Because the Public Records Act did not exist at the time, and even the Brown Act did not exist until 
1953, there was no way to verify the accuracy of the policy so the argument that it is our fault that 
we did not know is not correct.   
 
It has been stated that when Foothill annexed in 1952, we agreed to the method of annexation, and 
we must stick to it.   
 
We disagree.  Many things have changed dramatically in the 72 years that Foothill annexed to 
Metropolitan including the annexation of other Metropolitan member agencies that have not had to 
meet the annexation policy that was adopted six months after Foothill joined Metropolitan.  Foothill 
is concerned it is being singled out and is being treated differently. 
 
The interesting portion of all of this is that the cost to Metropolitan is negligible as it is spread out 
amongst its agencies whereas for Foothill it is a large cost.  The cost for power is less than 50 cents 
per acre-foot for Metropolitan - when Foothill’s demands are high.  The facilities have been 
maintained well over the years and the cost of rehabilitating a booster when it is needed is well 
within Metropolitan’s GM’s authority.   
 
Proposition 26 amended the California Constitution to clarify that a charge is not considered a tax 
if it is imposed for a specific government service or product provided directly to the payor that is not 
provided to those not charged, and which does not exceed the reasonable costs to the local 
government of providing the service or product. (Cal. Const., art. XIII C, § 1(e); see Great Oaks Water 
Co. v. Santa Clara Valley Water Dist. (2025) 110 Cal. App. 5th 260, 281-82.)  
 
Foothill has expended costs for constructing portions of the connection to the Upper Feeder and 
continues to expend costs for the pump station, pipelines, and facilities related to the Upper Feeder 
connection. By contrast, most of the agencies annexed by Metropolitan received partial or full 
contributions toward the cost of constructing similar facilities. In other words, Foothill continues 
to pay the same rate as these agencies, without having received the same or similar benefits from 
Metropolitan’s investments. Based on this discrepancy, it is clear Foothill’s current rate exceeds 
the reasonable cost of Metropolitan’s services and Foothill is essentially subsidizing the other 
agencies’ fees because it should be paying less by virtue of the delivery system which is paid by 
Foothill itself. Thus, continuing to impose these rates is an unconstitutional levy of taxes requiring 
voter approval. 
 
In conclusion, we are seeking reimbursement from Metropolitan for the costs of maintaining and 
operating the facilities to our District boundaries.  At our meeting, it was agreed that staff would be 
assigned to write a letter to the Board explaining the situation and making a recommendation for 
action.  Foothill also asked that this issue be brought to the Board for discussion and action before 
the end of the year and we look forward to the discussion at the Metropolitan Committee and Board 
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meetings.  Again, thank you for meeting with us and allowing Foothill to explain its reasons that 
reimbursement of costs for the pump station and pipelines to Foothill’s boundaries should occur. 
 
If you would like to discuss this issue further, please let me know. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Garry E. Bryant 
Foothill MWD Representative  
 
 Cc:   Marcia Scully 

Cathy Stites 
Keith Lemieux 
Nina Jazmadarian 
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THE M DISTRICT

OFFICE OF

GENERAL MANAGER AND CHIEF ENGINEER •~A1~ 9 1959

PILE b

~theBoardaffljreii~,J
TI. Me rIo.~tan Watet~

~i S:~k~~
Board of Directors

The Metropolitan Water District

of Southern California -

Building

Gentlemen:

A letter dated March 15, 1959, addressed to me and

signed Jos. H. Tumbach, President, has been received from

Foothill Municipal Water, District requesting that Foothill

District be reimbursed inthe amount of $149,940.35 for the
o

cost of a portion of the pipe line connecting facilities of

Foothill District with the Upper feeder of Metropolitan District,
in consideration of which Foothill District would convey to

Metropolitan District title to this ~portion of the pipe line.
The letter, a~copy of which is attached, was handed to me by
Director Hayward on March 24, 1959. I understand that copies of

this letter have also been mailed to all Water Problems Committee
members.

The portion of Foothill’ssystem for which reimburse

ment is requested consists of 6759 feet of 39 and 36-inch
diameter steel cylinder concrete pipe extending from a connection

with Metropolitan District’s Upper feeder, south of the Rose Bowl
in the Arroyo Seco, northerly about 1.3 miles to a main pumping
plant that.supplies two delivery lines. One of the last two

lines runs northeasterly to the Altadena area north of Pasadena,
and the other northwesterly to the La Canada-La Crescenta area

north of Glendale. The letter invites attention to the -fact that

the northerly end of the portion of line for which reimbursement
is requested is still a considerable distance from Foothill

District’s boundary line.

The most important reasons presented for requesting the

repayment of the $149,940.35 are as follows:

1. Foothill District was not treated the same as other

annexing areas with regard to delivery being made to

the boundary of the area.
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2. Metropolitan District agreed to pay one-third of

the cost, some five and one-half million dollars,
of the pipe line that would have been needed to

carry water to the San Bernardino area if its

annexation election had carried.

3. Metropolitan District is subsidizing the spreading
of water in Los Angeles and Orange Counties both

in regard to. the construction of pipe lines and

the price charged for water, and Foothill is con

tributing its share to this program.

4. Foothill will help pay for the Second San Diego
Aqueduct extending nearly six miles into the area

of the San Diego County Water Authority.

5. The sum of money requested is less than one annual
installment payment on Foothill’s annexation charge.

6. Fairness and equity warrant the granting of the

request.

To review the history of this annexation, inquiries
regarding the foothill areas becoming a part of Metropolitan
District date back to August 1930 when a letter was received
from the La Canada Valley Chamber of Commerce. In 1932,
Metropolitan District made ,a rather comprehensive report at the

request of Mr. E. C. Gates, Secretary of the La Canada Irrigation
District, on the feasibility ofserving the area with Colorado

River water. These inquiries stemmed from the knowledge that the

foothill areas had a very limited natural water supply. Addi

tional studies and reports were made from time to time in response
to repeated inquiries, but no progress toward annexation was made

because of the high cost of the facilities that would be required
to serve the area. It was for this reason that the Board of

Directors, on November 14, 1947, concluded that the La Canada-

La Crescenta Valley area did not represent a desirable unit for

direct annexation to Metropolitan District. It was the belief of

the Staff and Board at that time that the interests of all parties
concerned would probably be best served if the foothill areas

annexed to the Cities of Pasadena, Glendale and Los Angeles.
However, an election held, on December 6, 1949, to annex the La

Crescenta area to the City of.Glendale, failed.

In November 1949 and January 1950, letters were

received from Mr. 3. H. Turnbach, Chairman for the Altadena—La Canada

Water Group, regarding an enlarged annexation area. In recommending
to the Board that favorable consideration be given to an annexation
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area, substantially the same as the present Foothill Municipal
Water District, General Manager and Chief Engineer Julian Hinds

stated ~in letter of March 10, 1950:

“An important element in past recommendations, that

these areas be annexed to adjacent cities rather than

directly to the Metropolitan Water District, is the

cost of facilities required to supply them independently.
Representatives of the areas are now fully aware of this

difficulty, and know that they cannot expect the

required facilities to be furnished, by the District.
All present inquiries are based upon the understanding
that the annexing areas must come to existing lines and
do all booster pumping.”

Prior to the formation of the Foothill Municipal Water

District, the annexation area was fully aware of the above

requirement as evidenced by the following statements which

appeared in a brochure prepared under the direction of the Foothill

Water Group in advance of the election date (December l~, 1951) to

form a municipal water district:

1. “The take-off for the Foothill Water District will

be from the main conduit where 509 cfs of water is

available •
U

2. “A complete report has been made and revised as of

July, this year (of plans for importing Colorado

River water), so that all costs have been brought
up to date. It contains everything from route, to

size of pipe, pumps, valves, storage facilities,
to operating costs after the system is completed.”

The above-mentioned report included the costs of all

works beginning at Metropolitan District’s Upper feeder, and pro
rated the costs to various areas .within the proposed Foothill

District.

The Board of Directors, at its meeting on November 1~,
1952, adopted Resolution 4164., copy of which is attached,
granting formal consent to the annexation of Foothill Municipal
Water District. One of the conditions specified in the

Resolution was as follows:

I?In the event of such annexation, all feeder pipe lines,
structures, connections, and other facilities required
for the area of Foothill, from works owned and operated
by Metropolitan, shall be constructed, provided, and

installed without cost or expense to Metropolitan, and

Metropolitan shall be under no obligation to provide,
construct, operate, or maintain such works.”
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The Foothill District voted favorably on annexation
to Metropolitan District on December 22, 1952, subject to the
terms and conditions imposed by Metropolitan District including
the requirement that it provide all necessary .facilities for

obtaining water from Metropolitan’s Upper feeder.

On November 10, 1953, the Board of Directors authorized
the construction of a connection to the Upper feeder for Foothill

District, at Foothill District’s expense.

Under date of June 5, 1954, Mr. J. H. Tumbach,
President, Foothill Municipal Water District, addressed a letter
to the General Manager and Chief Engineer requesting that Metro

politan District consider assuming the cost of the service
connection. The letter is quoted in part as follows:

“In the preliminary discussions of the project with

your esteemed predecessor as General Manager & Chief

Engineer, Mr. Julian Hinds, we understood our

District would have to meet the major costs of works

necessary to bring water to our territory; but it

was thought Metropolitan would meet the cost of the

items in question, which was the custom at that time.”

“The writer assumes personal responsibility for

failure to raise the question at the time of our

annexation, confessing frankly that attaining the goal,
annexation, over-shadowed all minor details.”

“If you, as General Manager and Chief Engineer, do not

consider such a request of your Board proper and in

order we will drop it.”

On June 2~, 1954, the Board, on the recommendation of

the Water Problems Committee, authorized construction of the

connection~ on the basis that Metropolitan District would pay the.
cost, estimated at ~2l,000. The recommendation was endorsed by
the General Manager. and Chief Engineer. The actual cost of the

connection when completed was ~l5,400.

Foothill District was short of water, and was glad to

annex to Metropolitan Water District under the terms of annexa

tion prescribed in Resolution 4164. In order to help overcome

the local water shortage, Metropolitan District sold water in

1951, 1952, and 1953 to six water distributing companies
operating within Foothill District. This water was transported
by the City of Pasadena through its pipe lines. After the

annexation of Foothill District, water was sold to that agency

and transported by the City of Pasadena until Foothill’s

facilities were constructed and ready for use in 1955.
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It is my opinion that Foothill District received

preferred treatment when it was permitted to annex directly to

Metropolitan District, with representation on Metropolitan’s
Board of Directors, at a time when the policy was to admit only
large basin-wide areas. No area of comparable size and valua

tion has been permitted to annex directly to Metropolitan
District since Foothill District was annexed. At the time Central
Basin District was being formed, the City of Vernon, with assessed
valuation double that of Foothill District, was denied a request
to annex directly to Metropolitan District. The Culver City-
County Territory annexation to West Basin District also had double
the assessed valuation of Foothill District. Neither of these

areas was provided with additional facilities at Metropolitan
District’s expense.

Had not Metropolitan District relented in its policy,
the Foothill areas would have had to annex to one or more of the

adjacent Cities of Pasadena, Glendale, and Los Angeles, in order
to maintain their ec~onomy, because of inadequate local water

supplies. With an assured water supply, the areas have been able
to maintain their individual identities rather than be forced to

annex to other incorporated cities on terms which may have been

very unattractive to the annexing areas.

Mr. Tumbach’s letter makes particular mention of the
fact that Metropolitan District does not deliver water to the

boundary of Foothill District. Actually, the Upper feeder passes

through the extreme easterly portion of Foothill District but

Foothill did not want their connection to be made at this location.
In regard to deliveries in general, Metropolitan District’s

January 9, 1931 Statement of Policy, copy of which is attached,
specifies that: “The Metropolitan Water District will deliver

water, either directly or indirectly, through a system provided by
the District, to each ~ the eleven original member cities and to

those cities whose application for admission prior to March 1, 1931,
have been approved at or near the boundary of each, .“ With

regard to other areas, the Statement of Policy reads as follows:

“Applications from municipalities, or other areas

eligible for membership in the District, within the

described area, will be individually considered by
the Board of Directors. The consent of the Board to

such. municipalities or areas becoming a part of the

District and receiving water from the aqueduct system
will be decided on the basis of mutual advantage, and

the terms and conditions of joining will be determined

on the merits of each application.”

By letter of July 6, 1949, copy of which is attached, the

Water Problems and Public Relations Committee made a report to the

Board in connection. with annexation policy. The opening and closing
paragraphs of this letter read as follows:
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Opening paragraph

“Your Water Problems and Public Relations Committee
has given careful~ consideration to the problems of policy
with respect to annexation of additional areas to the

Metropolitan Water District and is pleased to report that

a unanimous conclusion has been reached.”

Closing paragraph

“Consideration was also given to the matter of

expenditures for the purpose of construôtion of works

necessary to accomplish delivery of water to annexing
areas, but it was concluded that, because of the fact that

each area presents a different geographical and physical
problem, no rigid policy should be expressed, and that each

situation should be examined on its merits.”

This report of the Water Problems Committee, which proposed certain

changes in the terms and conditions of annexation, was adopted by
the Board on July 8, 1949, at about the time early negotiations
were being carried on for the Foothill annexation.

The District’s annexation terms have become progressively
less liberal in recent years. The first annexations to the original
11 cities were the Cities of Compton, Fullerton, Long Beach, and

Torrance, in 1931. They were required to pay their back taxes in

cash with a 3 percent interest factor. Facilities were provided
to deliver water a short distance inside the boundary of each city.

There were no further annexations until the original
Coastal Municipal Water District annexed 11 years later, in 194.2.
This agency was permitted to pay its back taxes over a period of

20 years without interest on the unpaid balance, but with interest
from the due date of each original tax payment to the date of

annexation with a 4 percent interest factor. In order to serve

the newly created agency a pipe line 12.6 miles long was constructed

at. Metropolitan’s expense extending the Orange County feeder

southerly from Santa Ana to the Coast Highway near Corona del Mar.

During the next 7 years, 5 additional areas annexed to Coastal

District under similar financial terms, except that the number of

years for paying back taxes was increased from 20 years to 30 years
for the 3 areas that annexed after 1946. No additional facilities

were provided by the District to serve these additional areas.

The next direct annexation to Metropolitan District was

the original San Diego County Water Authority in 1946.. The

Authority was granted a 30-year repayment period without interest
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after annexation, but with 4. percent interest on tax payments
due prior to the time of annexation. By the terms of annexation,
San Diego’s Colorado River water rights were merged with those of

Metropolitan District, and Metropolitan District agreed to pay
for and operate the northerly one-half of the San Diego Aqueduct.
Metropolitan District also agreed to enlarge or parallel the

northerly half of this aqueduct when necessary to satisfy the

Authority’s requirements for water.

Original West Basin Municipal Water District was annexed
in 1948 as the nucleus of a contemplated, larger unit in south

western Los Angeles County. Its financial terms with respect to

interest, rate and number of years for repayment of annexation

charges were the same as those for the San Diego County Water

Authority. This was the last direct annexation to Metropolitan
District that did not require payment of interest on the unpaid
balance of deferred annexation charges. As a condition to annexa

tion, the District agreed to construct a feeder line extending from
its existing Palos Verdes feeder to Aviation Blvd., and also to

provide 5 turnouts on this feeder and 5 additional turnouts on other

Metropolitan District feeder lines.

On July 8, 194.9 the Board of Directors adopted a new

annexation policy requiring the payment.of interest at 3 percent
on the unpaid balance of deferred annexation charges for new

annexing areas. The last seven direct annexations to Metropolitan
District, Pomona Valley, Eastern, Chino Basin, Orange County,
Foothill, Central Basin, and Western Municipal Water Districts, all

paid this 3 percent interest rate on deferred annexation charges.
Pomona District annexed in 1950; Eastern, Chino Basin, and Orange
County Districts in 1951; Foothill District in 1953; and Central

Basin and Western Riverside Districts in 1954.

In 1954, the Board increased the interest rate to be

applied in amortizing any unpaid balance of annexation charges from

3 percent to 4 percent for new areas that had not qualified for

annexation prior to March 1, 1954. Although no direct annexations

to Metropolitan District have taken place requiring the 4 percent
interest rate on-the unpaid balance of annexation charges, 16 new

areas have annexed to existing member agencies, the largest being
the Culver City-County Territory annexation to West Basin District

in 1955. At the time of annexation, this new area had an assessed

valuation of $153,700,000.

When original Ppmona District annexed, Metropolitan
District made the sum of. $275,000 available for a service connection

and other facilities for the delivery of Colorado River water.
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When original Eastern District annexed, Metropolitan
District provided one service connection at Metropolitan’s
expense, made the sum of $325,000 available for other facilities

for the delivery of Colorado River water, and agreed to transport
local water collected in San Jacinto tunnel to points of delivery
within Eastern District without charge. As a condition to this

annexation, certain legal claims and causes of action pending
against Metropolitan District were settled.

When original Chino Basin District annexed, Metropolitan
District made the sum of $360,000 available for service connections

and other works for the delivery and distribution of Colorado River

water.

When original Orange County Municipal Water District

annexed, Metropolitan District agreed to provide, works and service
connections by means of which Colorado River water could be

delivered into Santiago Reservoir, into existing canals on the
north and south side of the Santa Ana River, into the Santa Ana

River bed, at a point in the vicinity of Buena Park, and at a point
in the vicinity of the intersection of Stanton Avenue and Katella
Avenue. Only one service connection was provided at Metropolitan=
expense for the last two delivery points. In agreeing to provide
these facilities, an importantconsideration was the fact that

Orange County was a potential customer for large volumes of water

from Metropolitan District. To date, more than 20 percent of all

water delivered by~Metropolitan has been to areas in Orange County.

As stated before, one service connection was provided for

Foothill District at Metropolitan expense at the time of Foothill’s

annexation.

When original Central Basin District annexed, the terms

and conditions of annexation specified that all service connections

and required facilities for the distribution of Colorado River

water be provided without cost to Metropolitan District.

In the case of original Western Municipal Water District

of Riverside County, the terms and ~conditions of annexation pro
vided that Metropolitan District would construct, at its expense,

portions of seven service connecttons, the portions to include the

turnout valve structures and shut-off valve and appurtenances at

each connection. All other facilities, including meters, were

required to be constructed without expense to Metropolitan District.

Western and Central Basin Districts were the last direct annexations

to Metropolitan District.

In addition to the 10 direct annexations to Metropolitan
District since 1942, there have been 40 additional annexations to

these 10 agencies aggregating ll~5 square miles of area. These
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annexations nearly doubled the original area of the 10 agencies.
The District constructed special facilities for both the Inglewood
and Culver City-County Territory annexations to West Basin District.

However, the costs of these facilities (Inglewoo4 feeder and Culver

City feeder) were added to the annexation charges and are being
repaid with interest by the annexing areas. The Inglewood annexa

tion took place in 1952, prior to Foothill’s annexation, and the

Culver City annexation took place in 1955, after Foothill’s annexation.

Changing conditions have influenced past annexation policy
and the fixing of terms and conditions of annexation. When Coastal
District annexed in 1942, Metropolitan’s tax rate was 4.~3 cents and
was still on the increase, and the prospects for water sales were

dismal. The Board of Directors welcomed applications for annexa

tion, and. many inquiries were received, but the various areas,
including Foothill District, were not willing to assume the financial

obligations involved in joining the District.

When the Authority’s application for annexation was

granted in, 194.6 the tax rate had reached a high of 50 cents, and

annual water sales were still only 60,000 acre-feet - about 4.0 per
cent of a one-pump flow.

Two years later, when original West Basin District was

given its terms and conditions of annexation, the turning point in

Metropolitan’s operations had been reached. The tax rate dropped
to 3.5 cents, and annual water deliveries had increased to 113,000
acre-feet - about ~0 percent of a one-pump flow. From this time

on, the ~ terms and conditions of annexation became less

liberal.

By the time Foothill District annexed in 1953, the tax

rate had dropped to 2~ cents, and water deliveries had increased

appreciably. In 1953-54, the District delivered 246,000 acre-feet

of water - approaching a full two-pump flow. Between 1942 and 1953,
Metropolitan District’s total area increased from 625 to 1750 square
miles, its population from 2,300,000 to 4,~40,000 persons, and its

assessed valuation from ~2,001,000,000 to ~6,0l5,000,000. Most of

this expansion took place after l94.~. With further expansion taking
place at an accelerated rate, it is understandable that the Board’s

attitude toward new annexations changed, and terms and conditions

of annexation became less lenient since each new annexation

decreased existing members’ rights to Colorado River water.

The present request of Foothill District for Metropolitan
District to purchase the first 6759 feet of its feeder system is

in effect a request to change the terms and conditions of annexation

of Foothill District predicated on the argument that, intentionally
or unintentionally, Metropolitan’s Board did not accord Foothill

District the same treatment that has been accorded other annexing

areas.
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In the first place, it is my understanding that Metro

politan District cannot legally purchase this portion of line

because it would be useful only for delivering water to Foothill

District, and for no other purpose and therefore could not be

considered to benefit Metropolitan District as a whole. In the
second place, the terms of annexation were determined by the Board

under conditions existing at the time of annexation, and after
full consideration of all information pertinent to the situation.

The terms were acceptable to Foothill District and formed the
basis on which the area voted favorably to join Metropolitan
District. Even though it were legally possible to do so, it is my

opinion that it would be a mistake for Metropolitan District to

purchase this portion of line because it would establish a precedent
that could be followed in innumerable instances throughout the
District where agencies have constructed feeder lines leading away
from connections to the District’s aqueduct system.

On page 6 of his letter, Mr. Tumbach states that recharg
ing underground basins in Los Angeles and Orange Counties will not

“inure to the benefit of Foothill whose underground basins are also

depleted.” This is not true, since a large reserve supply of

underground water, no matter where located in the Southern
California Coastal Plain, would be available for some areas to draw

upon in emergencies., leaving water flowing In the aqueduct system
available to other areas that would not have access to the under

ground supplies because of their geographical locations. For

example, in the event of an extended shutdown of the main aqueduct
due to enemy action or for other reasons, underground water supplies
could provide for most of the needs in Orange and Southern Los

Angeles Counties, leaving water stored in Lake Mathews available

for use in other areas not so fortunately situated with respect to

local underground supplies. Foothill District would be one of the

areas that would stand to benefit most -from this arrangement. More

over the program to which Mr. Tumbach refers, involves overcoming
current overdraft before any actual restoration of groundwater
supplies to historic levels can take place. If present pumping of

wells was stopped in order to overcome this overdraft, the District

would not be able to supply the added load on its system without

constructing additional works that would cost at least as much as

the pipe lines now approved for construction. In my opinion
Foothill District stands to benefit more from the replenishment
program than it will contribute to it.

it is my belief, in view of the facts presented herein,
that Foothill District has been treated fairly by the Board of

Directors, and therefore it is my recommendation that Foothill’s

request that Metropolitan District purchase 6759 feet of its feeder

line for ~li1.9,94.O.35 be denied.

Very truly yours,

Robert B. Diemer

General Manager and Chief Engineer
Enclosures
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pipeline in questS4n. Thu portion of t~. pip4irie ii 6759 feet long

and .o t~ts of *41.97 feet ot 36e ~fl4 6S374.1. feet of 39” steel

oylt~d,r e~ncrets ptpe~ 2t ext•nds northward’y troxi a ~anhole

conneetten o~i the ~~pp.r ?ee4.v at ~.$.C&ont and ieee Stt*eet in t1~e

City of P’.asadana to thi Ar:t~. 1~ttmping flit •t YoethUl M~tniitp*1

Water D~~1~*t, q*~ed ~ ~~with

~4oward 8trMt, .110 in ~*s*4.ns. This is *~t t~s boundary line of

Yorothili *~nieipal W~t.r ~titrict.

1~o* this tootht~1 P~ping P1*nt 2 tz’~n~lin.s div~rge, o~s

going eaStwardly toward’A1t~4*n the othir weitwaz’dly to La

(‘~~TiIi Where ~Ki~o~o1itan~ appears ~.ret* ~ ~$te’~ to
)(.tr~po1itan W*tsr Distriet and lootbiUN refers to
Foothill J~a*icipa1 Water Ditttst.)
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Canada &nd Is .tsseenta. The AZta~eits. Une U appx’ox$.mat.ly il,240

feet 3~g, of ieish: $O~) ~teet lies in the city Gf Ft adøma~ and thø

La Canada-Li OrOoe*ta 1th~s are approximat..ly uI))2 f.t long, of

Which 3600 t.et. Usa in the City of Pasadena The total distanee

from tbs Metrpolitsn Aq~ethict to othiU t,r!tt4a7 is i~~559 feet

on the Alt~d~ne (salt) sUe and lO,3~9 t*et on the Ls Oanada4a

•Grise.nta (west) aide •tArroya 3.~e,

~ ‘a$~$~, ‘~ Pj~’.r~~

whinb $e~en~ ~ik~ft ~ ~ t~~r ~

cost of ~ ~D&~$~e Ihpe~~ Y~de~ t~ PeØh~~~ TiLtorY~

From the fer,~eing r~visw of distanod a*4 frsa ezaaiin*tion øf

accompanying map, it wtA.b~ ob*erir.d thà. pa7aemb r.qu,st.d wOuld

Over the cost of a. óompart~v.ly smaU porttoà of th. lines built

to bring MstiopeUt*n water to Foothill ~~dári*s~

That portion, 6759 test Of 36” and 39”lines tar *ieh reim

bursement is req~mst.4 lies entiróly withLn the boundaries of the

City of ?asade~i, •utside ?óotblU teitory. Xt is new and always

has been under Metropolitan eoi*trel. rh.. setaring facilities are

installed in it, 1* a l..~ted ‘,*~tlt, to which PoethiU hO no ac4.is,

the key being bald by Metropolitan p.~’eon1~~1.

ReAsons for .r.qm,ating thà R.psya~t..

When the promoters It ?øothiU. were negotiating tsr adMission no

M.tropolitan we were inferme4: thst wht1.M.trOpo~4.tan h~. .theretofo~.

paid the cost of pLpelin.~ tro* Metropeliti~
.

t&ollLtiei to the border

of annexing territory, it had new been dat*?o1.ned that t~&t~re annexa
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tions wo~a].4 b considered ~n1y cn the basis of ~bo annexing territory

paying ;uoh Costs; it. would be, in effect, a ~co~ and get tt~ deal.

Later on~ when the cast of the iaii.4%ate sonnectton it*.lf was

being dtgeussid (the oest was esti**t.4 to us at $40,000.00), we

re~iwte4 Gen.r4 Manager and Chief ~nginOr Di.a*r that his predecsssor,

Mr. Jultan Bin4s, told us $.tropolitan MIGHT perhaps as$u*e this

conn.otto.~~~st~ ~er.up.n Mr. Dian.r recou~i*ndad and the Board of

Directors approlod of the District’s assuning this cost whi~b, by

the way, we now tmdsrstsnd was about~ ~ts is.tb.~only

•

~ $~Qiit~4.~~ J~~A,st ~

at Foothill shoe. obligatton tar b*ck tazs and tnterest was

$4,734,000.0. ~ Ann*a1 Z,pt,?ag.f50
:

Eviden*. i~ow ayai1,abl. to u a a ~eab.r at Metrepoliten ~o*nts

the fact that at the tta.V*othiU was anfl~xod (Js~u.ry 19~),

Metropolitan was still operating c~ the huts of the doctrine e*bodied

in s letter to the Board of øirectora ~nd.r d~ãts July 6, 1949, by

Franklin Thoa~ss, as Chairian of the Water ?r~eblemi and Public

•

R4*ttons Co~tttse, whi~b ooa.lndesi

~~onatderatton was iil*. glyon t~ the a*%te? of .xp.n4iture.
~ ~urws. .t ~npt t4p~~ o~ wqjrl ~stI.r~ to

soo~p~i~~~&v~’-Y ~1t waW~~ but it was

coflO1~**5 tA*~ b*C***e OX the raet tZ~*t ,si~ ares presents
a ditfsr.*t geographical and physical probleM, z~o rigid
po1io~ should be expressed, and that sash situation should
be *xs*ised on ~.t$ rnèrit4,’~ (Undersu.ri~g is ours,)

We now le*rn tW ~ that it wa. not until July 14. 1953, $ix

*onths after P.othiU was annexed under the ~G~*e and get tt terns,

thst *es*lution #~*49 was adopted, in which resolution we read;
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*

~Z IT fl$OLVXD, by th~ bard of ~1r..t•rs of The

KetrepolitaR Wat*r Djstri~t •f ~oaths~~ ~alif~rnia,
that it be d.slsr.d to b, tb. i*t.nt of tkis ~oazd
that all fut~ro ain.zatis~is to the Metropolitan Water

?i.vio~~s thereto, that. is te say prior to July lii., 1953, the

policy had been to build connecting pipelines at Metropolitan expense

to the boundaries (or borders), •f annexing areas as has beefl said.

Notable exuiples of this policy wore th. annexations of Coutal

Municipal Water District, aan Diego, West *1L*ifl~ tOSO*&, ~sstern,

Qbino Basin and Orange County Municipal dietricts~ This and any

other ref,re~ce to the$* several. districts and to coa~tribittion.a sad.

toward ..aki*g Metroplitu water available to thea is not to be road

as criticism of the policy nor as unfriendliness to the areaa. It is

made solely, entirely and completely to bring into prominence thi

fact that Yø,thji).. Menic~sd W .r.~iatrt~t w~* not~ tb.

as~ were theme uth. 4i~4tct$ and as some of thess .n4 ~tb~r

di.~tricte and scos~e~rs a .~antIs bein& tr.atpd

Nor can it be said that th. exception untaworable to Foothill

was and is being made becaus. of the amount being pledged and paid

for payai.nt of back taxes Th* obligations aasua.d for back taxes

on the original areas plus anfl.x*tions to the original areas to

January 1, 1953, based on ?abl. #4.0, pages 11,6-7 of the 1957 bsport

are as follOw*1
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CoastalM~ntcLp*L~....,.... $~~,442,6~Q
Oraqa Ce~tnty *a~toJ.pai . •. • •:~ . . 2O,U04,Q9O
~*“ ~iiego Authority . • • • • • . ~h,2~9,797
Wøst Basin • • ~ ‘ • • • ‘ ‘

Pe*ena. * . • •• • • • •~ . 5,5X~,.
_________

. • .• . . . • . ~ . •
___________

. . . • . . • . , . . • . . 1,395,
c~1no$astn .. s.. . . , . . . a.. , . 5,405,100

(a X~ndu4es colt .t 1~i~o~ at the ing1,w~*d lat.r4)

Xt was the origin4 purpose to ‘ist with the tabrulation ot

annezatto~. ~h~g.s pledged (or paid) the aso~nt or. anouuts ~.ntributed.’

or paid 1y Metropolitan .

tar Ixtenlion of pip.3tnea and facilities for

serving th, ~s4y &m.zqd areas. Exhau*~i~. raseareb of the a*n~i1,

reports shows it will iJWelve a tz’ese*deus lot of ti*t and work to

prepare sash a tabulation; and experience pro*pts the belitt that

~ would. read it it it w~s prepared. And ~v•i a ~isual

ri.~w of, the annual .I’.port$ p1a~tn1y ~hows th*t in e,ez, tastanoc,

Metropolitan contributed t~r~d or paid th* entire sect of the needed

faoUiti,g---in every i**t~an~ø ~Ye tO1’~ ~5~thj~

So, too, the Ct was widely pablietsd r.*.ntly th*t Metro

politan, disregarding the ~‘cene and get it” ~ a4~pted July 14,

1953, proposed to pay one~*hird the cost., seat t4~ and

aj.llion. of doUars, of the pipeline that wo~ild be needed tø carry

water to their l*n ftS~hàd the San ard. *nnlxati~n. election

carried. Zt is readt~y wtterstood that there were øthsr *•tims

involved in that project and offer; ~ the fast renàtns that it was

proposed hereto eg~i~ d .gnrd the *ce*.and g~t ~it~ princi$e

adopted after foothill was annexed and wt~tth w*e prss.*t.d as a

reason for net sontzibuting at the tin. toth. ~ .~f ~v.j’i~
water to Footbtl~ bøi*darL.*,
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Againi Ketrop&4tan has paid for and according.to reports is

planning to ezpend zillions of dollars fox’ installstis~ of pip.line

taoilitie* to tur~iah raw water for recharging’ certain ‘deptetod

undergroun4 storage b~si.ns in both Los Angeles and Orange ~ot&nties,

none of which will ~*ure to the be*.tit. of Foothill, ~ost. underground

are 4so d.p~.tad.

It is understandable that such Leasurs$’have *sx’it~-ev~u though

the watt! ~tupnjahe4 at what’ Metropolitan s~st oo~aid.r a

if the 25% increases recently *ad. in the prices charged far watex

are justified; but b.rs, too, we find a departure fros the 5c~* and

get it~ policy uflder which foothill was an*ez.d. Metropolitan proposes,

or has already coatraet.4, to build and pay tor lines and fuiliui.s

needed to sake delivery at sueb basin,replenishing waters; ~

~U hel~ ~ to~ t

‘$0, too, will Yootbtll help to pay for the add’i.tt~n*l facilitiss

being installed to incre.a$s deUrertes t, our fr’iencis in $an Diego.

Her, the sdded tact ties bethg paid i~or by MetrepoUtan will saks

great quantities of *dditi*nai wet,r ~vailabX., not only. to the

borders of the original territory, but, according to annowtaes.nts

as we read thee, as **~oh~ as. noarly six ~( 6~ ntl.à, inside Auth~rtty

territory. And it áight be added, p~zch ~at tbi~, s4ttttonal ~ate~ being

~t?aM~14~4~$$~ttcs ~an~then*~q4p.ofL ~,territory

~n.zt. ,tk, A srit~ ~i*c. foo~htU qi~. 4n

—

~ —~ ~‘
* ~ — ~ —..

We hope it is not uns~Enly in thi* discussion to call atteutton

also to the fact that Foothill is prba~ly th. only ~aioipal Water
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Diatriet in thi Ms pdlitan f*atly to Or?. a~Ll of its exiøting

retail entities with K.trcpc~.itan Watfr through one single

connection (on th~ ~Jpper Feeder) ~ There are •e,en of these retail

entities en. of which now pays $46.00 per aCre foot to Foothill

for MetrspoUt.~ Wst.r id$eh it (F.othtU) has pnaped fro. an

el.~*ti**.ot $~:f~*t in ~rroys 3.co to l~O0 f..t and which this

entity in tern pulp. *nd deLivers at -an elevation of 2800 feet.

The Foothill facilities in~tall.d to handle Metr’opolitan

wstøt’ have been ~eci~rd4 many co*plia.ntary corn*ants for the

excellence of d.áign-A~dCenitruction. ‘- Tbiiøf*oiflties ws~e con~.

struot,4 St. a c~$t at nearly one and three quarters millions of

dollars, towari whiolt Metropolitan àontii~bute4 mothing - as comp~r.d

with some of the m~nif1.oent contributions made and being Mde to and

for th. benefit of t*~• other members of the Metropolitan family.

the rsq~&e*t now before you, y~ou are asked to *a~ euch

a contribution in the. sue Of $l49,940.~ ~ for ~hicb you will be

given titl. to pipelises which- wo~4d Cost mach sore toddy. The~im

t~volv,d is 3~ess thap .~~ ~on

our back taxeà ebligstion of $4,734,000, on which we have siready

made payments to MetPop~litan amounting to $7*9,36$.0O (20th Annual

~eport, tage 150)

In addition to the anflual payment of $157,800 on back

taxes Foothill so paid $140, 5*7.00 for *ater used in the fiscal

year ending Ju~e 3ó, l9~8.
-

•-
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We hope that your Board will give earuest consideration to

our request and you may be sure of o*r h.krty cooperation with

the District in its great problems of serving w*ter to all of the

southland.

Respectfully submitted

By authority of the Board of
Direotors*

/5/ Jos. .H. Tu&~acb

(Jos. H.. ?umbacb) President
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U$OUJTIO* or TilE BOARD OP ~$Q~$ 0? ThE MET&O-~
POlitilt WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CU.ZFOUI* OQL.
BZNTIIPG TO THE ANNEXATION TO SAXD DIStRICT C? THE
CCUULLT* AREA OF YCOTHILL NUUCZPAL WATER DISTRICT
£1 BUCK CCUONATH AREA WILL UX$!’ UPON THE CONPLL.
TION 07 IRE *OCERD1]K~3 FON THE UCLU8ION PEON SAID
POOThflL IIU*XaXFAL WATER DISTRICT C? CERTAIN UNIW
RABITID TRIUTO&~ ANERUD TO THE CITT 0? PASADENA,
DISIONATID AS MASTIJK~$ $0. 5, AND ?UZNO THE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS C? $(IGH ANNEXATION TO TIlE MITROPOLI
11$ WATER DISTRICT OP SOUTHERN GALX?CMU

A. WUZitZA$ th. gay.rning body, to wit, th. Board of

Directors0, of FOaTEfl.L *~LtOIPAL WATER IU$TRXCT, a aunicipal
watet dtstriØ sl.tnat.d l.a the County of Z.oi An~.lss, State of
California (hereinafter ?st.rr.d to as 7.otbiU°) pursuant to

its Resolution 1., 34, adopted on November 14, 1951, and in ac

cerdane. with the proitsiens of the Metropolitan Water District
Act of the Stat. of California, has

.

applied to the Board of Di~
rectors of The Metropolitan Water District at $eu~here Cali
fornia (hereinafter referred to am ‘$stropolitan’~) for consent

to annex to Metropolitan th. corporat. axes of Foothill as such

corporate are. will ~~st upon the completion of the pros.~d
tags for th. exclusion from Foothill of certain uninhabited tar

ritory annexed to the City .f Pasadena, and designated as Hast

ings Annex No. 5 (auah corporat. area as it will si~ exist being
hereinafter. r.f.rrd tO as “said corporate are. of 100thille)J
and

B. WHEREAS, on Noveabor~, 1952 the Board of Direc
tors of Foothill pursuant to proceedings a~~7 initiated by
Resolution No. 36 of said Board, duly adopted Ordinance No 3,
entitled ~Aa Ortt*s.ne. of th. Board of Direet*rs of Foothill
)~anictpat W*tsi District approving thu ozelusisa of certain

territory designated as Hastings Annex No, 5 from th. bounda
ries of Foothill )~nLetpsl Water Msfttet°, by which ordinance
the exclusion from Foothill of that certain uninhabited terri

tory annexed to the City of Puadona wader the designation of

Hasting; Annex No. 5 and so designated in said Ordinance Mo.

3, was approved, sad unless sutficteat petition Los’ retere*du*
be filed within thirty Clays tree the adoption of skid Ordinance
No. 3, reçuring submission of said Ordinance to the voters of
Foothill fez’ their v.to~ such Ordinance will becom. effective
and thereupon it will be th. duty of the proper officials to

perform th. sets necessary to complete the exclusion from Foot
hill of ..id territory iso designated as Hastings Annex No, 5,
and upon completion of aush exclusion so part sf the corporate
area of Foothill then will tiC witht* Metropolitan; and
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Issointien 4164

C. W~ZU~ it appears to the Board of Diroetrs of

Me*rep.3.itan that said appliestiøa of the Board ~t DtreeI.rs of
Foothill for eansen; to annex to ktrepolitan said e.rporat.
area •f 7oøtbill ah.~i]4 be granted, subj set to the tor.. and
conditions )ierotast$sr sat forth i

D. ~V, ?1L~t~OR1~, aE IT RE~0LflD, that ;b. Board of

Dije43tor$ of The M.u.p.1ttan Water Di.strt.s of Southern C.1i-
fornia, gub,~set to the following tern. a*d oonditions, doos

hereby gr*at the said sp~lication of the govornth~ body of Foot
hill *inioipal Water’ Metriet to annex to The Metropolitan Water
District of ttth.rs California the corporate ates of ?oothiU.
J~tr4cip.l Watr District as such corporate area will exist upon
the sospletion of said proceedings (or the sxslueien fron Piot
hill. ..t said satnhabitad territory dosignated as Hastings Annex
I.. ~, eM 4... hereby tiLE the terms aM sonditions. upon
stzeh annexation nay .o*w a. tollowe:

Se.ti.n 1. ~scb exclusion froit Foothill of that cer

tain. tnhab~ted t.rrt;~y annexed to the City of Pasadena .*d
design5ted as Wasttr~ga Ai~~ Mo a 5~ .h*11 be .~l.t.4 prior t.
the adaptia~ by the loon of Directors of Foothill of tt~ rose

lution calling the elecUen for the purpose of subnitting to
the voters of 7oothLU th, proposition of ouch annezati.n of said

oorporste sios of ?oethill to Metropolitan; in the evont that this
condition be net as; an .xation to N.tr,p.3ttan at said corporat.
area of P0Ot~LiU shall not be autheri~sd, eM Metropolitat’. eossont

thereto shalt b. void *nd of rio tore. or effoat

$.etion 2 ft. annexation to Ketropc31tas of said

corporate area at Foothill shall be ~ai~l.s%e4 en or before Jsnn

517 20, t95~.

S,.ties 3 • Zn th. event of such annexation *

a, Thor. ehall bi levied by Metr.pelltat
special taxes upon taxabl, property within s&td corporat. area

.f Foothill in addition to the taxes el~e*.r. in the Mstr.poLi
tan Watir’ D1st4.$ Let ~8t.t.. 1927, page $4, •a amended)
authorised to be levied by Metropolitan.

a. Th. ~gi~egat. netint to be raised by
aueh sp.uial. taxes shall WIi,734,00Q.

o. The n~bsr of years prescribed for rais

ing ueh .g~rs$sto sun shaLl be thirty years, commencing with

the fiscal. 1.ari9534954~
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STATEMENT OF POLICY

of

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ADOPTED JANUARY 9, 1931.

To the end that the furnishing of a supply of water

to the Coastal Plain of Southern California from the

Colorado River, may be accomplished in the most effective

and economical manner, and to the best interests of the

area taken as a unit, the following statement of policy is

presented ~

(1) The Coastal Plain is taken to be

That part of Los Angeles County southerly
from the Santa Susana and the San Gabriel or

Sierra Madre, Mountains; that part of San

Bernardino County south of the San Gabriel or

Sierra Madre Mountains, and south and west of

the San Bernardino Mountains extending easter

ly to the summit of San Gorgonlo Pass; that

part of Riverside County west of the San Jacinto

Mountains; that part of Orange County west and

north of the Santa Ana Mountains.

(2) Those portions of the Coastal Plain to which the

aqueduct system can economically deliver water are regarded
as the ultimate area that should be included within The

Metropolitan Water District.

Water will be made available to all areas within the

District in accordance with their requirements, domestic

use being the dominant use.

(3) Applications from municipalities, or other areas

eligible for membership in theDistrict, within the
described area, will be individually considered by the
Board of Directors. The consent of the Board to such

municipalities or areas becoming a part of the District

and receiving water from the aqueduct system will be

decided on the basis of mutual advantage, and the terms

and conditions of joining will be determined on the merits
of each application.

(4) The Metropolitan Water District will deliver water,
either directly or indirectly, through a system provided
by the District, to each of the eleven original member

cities, and to those cities whose application for admission

prior to March 1, 1931, have been approved, at or near

the boundary of each, this point of delivery to be
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Minutes - 5 - April 14, 1959

The letter bore a notation of approval by the Engineer

irig and Operations Committee.

It was moved by Director Holmgren, seconded by Director

Chase, and carried, that Resolution 5485 be adopted, accepting
the bid of the Union Oil Company of California on furnishing gaso

line arid other petroleum products as specified in Request for

Bids P-1785, and that the other blds received be rejected; re

jecting all of the bids received under Request for Bids P-l784
and authorizing readvertisement for bids; authorizing the General

Nanager and Chief Engineer to execute a purchase agreement with

the Union 011 Company of California for furnishing petroleum
products as specified in Request for Bids P-1785, and the Ex

ecutive Secretary to attest his signature; and ordering that

copies of the specifications and the other communications re

ferred to, be filed.

) 19511 Water Problems Committee Chairman Hayward submitted, // and moved the adoption of, the recommendation of the Committee:

that consideration of the letter of the General Manager and Chief

Engineer (previously sent to all Directors), recommending rejec
tlQn of the offer of the Foothill Municipal Water District to

transfer 6759 feet of Its pipe line connecting with the aqueduct
system in return for a reimbursement of $149,940.35, be made a

special order of business for final disposition at the regular
meeting of the Committee to be held on May ii, 1959, and that Mr.

Jos. H. Tumbach, President of the Board of Directors of that Dis

trict, be requested to send answers to the reasons given for the

rejection well In advance for study and circulation to the mem

bers of the Committee.

The motion was seconded by Director Fischer- - --

An amendment by Director Heilbron was accepted: that Mr.

Tumbach be Invited to be present and present. his views when the

matter is taken up for consideration.
An amendment by the Chair was accepted: that the con

sideration of General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemerts letter

and Mr. Tumbach’s answer be designated a special order of business

for final disposition, both at the meeting of the Water Problems

Committee on May 11, and at the Regular Meeting of the Board of

Directors on the following day, May 12, 1959.
Amendments proposed by General Manager and Chief Engineer

Diemer were accepted: that Mr. Tumbach be requested to submit his

answers in writing and, when received, a copy be sent to each mem

ber of the Water Problems Committee, together with a copy of his

original letter to General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer under

date of March 15, 1959, requesting reimbursement In consideration

of the conveyance of the pipe line, and of General Manager and
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Minutes - 6 - April 14, 1959

Chief Engineer Diemer’s letter to the Board of Directors under

date of April 9, 1959, recommending that the request be denied.

Thereupon, the motion, as amended, was carried.

Director Hayward requested that he be recorded as not

voting on the motion.

19512 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

recommending: that Mr. Harry F. Jahn be found qualified to render

engineering services subsequent to his mandatory retirement, and

that his continued employment be authorized, beginning May 1, 1959,
was presented. (Addressed to the Board of Directors, dated March

31, 1959)
Director Austin, Vice Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported the approval of the Committee, arid

moved the adoption of the recommendations.

The motion was seconded by Director Fischer, and carried.

19513 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

announcing: that employee Harry G. Matthews will be required to

retire on April 30, 1959, and recommending that he he found quali
fied to perform engineering services and his continued employment
be authorized effective May 1, 1959, was presented. (Addressed to

the Board of Directors, dated April 6, 1959)
Director Austin, Vice Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported its approval, and moved that the

recommendations be adopted.
The motion was seconded by Director Fischer, and carried.

19514 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

reviewing the regulations in effect governing the granting of

annual vacations; reporting the .;practices of other public and of

private agencies in this regard; and

recommending thal the regulations be amended to provide
that twenty working days of vacation be granted after twenty-two
years of continuous employment, wa~ presented. (Addressed to the

Board of Directors, dated April 3, 1959)
Director Austin, Vice Chairman of the Organization and

Personnel Committee, reported the recommendation of the Committee

that consideration of the communication be deferred to the next

meeting; and the Chair so ordered.

19515 A letter from General Manager and Chief Engineer Diemer

submitting, with the recommendation that it be approved, Estimate

and Authority Y_3)4, Revision 1, increasing the authorization to

construct Schedule 8OSC of the Lower Feeder pipe line by the ad

dition of pressure control structures at an estimated cost of

$250,000, thereby increasing the total to $4,950,000, was pre

sented. (Addressed to the Board of Directors, dated April 14, 1959)
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AprtL 27, .L9~9

*r1 Js. L .?*~uh, b~si4int
8oas~ of D1~Sotor*
~uthLU **Ldp*1 W&trnr District
3~L POothU1~ *O~4~Y**~
14 Oøfl*d~, c&tiforni.

j)~$~p **!. ?‘~a~*J~

Zn sc*or%$no* with the rq~pit. saøt*$~*d in

your letter of ~prtX ~ &959 I en *.n4i~ todaj~ to

the Zlosor*bL• ~r.nk ir~n1 ~*b*r ot the Aum.bly
of the $tst of CaUto~sts, s espy of Mr. .~a~’s
tu’ to the $osrd .1 DS~*oton under dste of April 9,
£959, in wh3~I~ he r.eosas~$ dintal of s pz’opóUl that
this Dtstriot tm*~ over the o*t of * portion at the
srfle. o t**ti~ of the WoQth~it Wmtitp*1 Wstar DM~
triot,

Miss $or~*n, ay $.rt,,j, 3* of th. opinion
•th*t you tnt•ndsd to send prsG~s117 a eopy ot Kr’.
Dleaex’* L~$t? to Ase1~~ Lantex*~. It this

proves to be th ease, thu* is no h*z* dose.

Yours truly,

A. L,Gsu
&z**i~ttv. $sca’*tary
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May 5, 1959

Mr. Jos. H. Tumbach, President

Board of Directors

Foothill Municipal Water District

3~41 Foothill Boulevard

La Canada, California

Dear Mr. Tumbach:

The consideration of General Manager and Chief Engi
neer Diemer’s letter recommending denial of the proposal of the

Eoothill Municipal Water District that a portion of its connect

ing pipe line be taken over by this District, with reimbursement

of the cost, and your answer in support of the proposal will be

taken up by the Water Problems Committee as a special order on

Monday morning, May 11, 1959, at 10:30 o’clock.

The Board of Directors, at the time the action was taken,
ordered that you be invited to attend the meeting. This notice

and invitation is sent to you pursuant to the order referred to.

The Committee will meet at its customary place in the

Board of Directors’ Room on the twelfth floor at 306 West Third

Street, Los Angeles.

Yours truly,

A. L. Gram

cc: Chairman

Vice Chairman

GMCE

Gen. Coun.

Dir. Hayward
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$~. $.is_ $t~wa*’~~’~’

‘15 ~nad’’1 ~iUor~i*

Dear I~. as1

~alossd is t~ eop~ at AssaØ4j en Z*nt*r~

~ea~s letter to ‘the Soerd of Dtr.oton wader date of

Ney 5, 1$9 w~ioh .~s addressed to t)~ Water Probleas
CoL$tae rs1*tin~ *0 the proposal at tasns-~

terrin~ to this District S porttat, of the cooseeting
pipe lies of the POothUI Kimielpal Water *i*tri*t,

X — sending this t. ~s bj special
in .soflfor*Ity with ~o~r rsqtest.

,Tours tr~sL;,

A. f. Urea
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IL. Metro~&an~p~’~
ol Sôuth~~

~ aeet~~g~W~

c~.
/f~I

Foothill Municipal Water District

341 FOOTHILL ODULEVARD

LA CANADA, CALIFORNIA

SYLvAN 0-4036

PRESIDENT

JOSEPH H. TUMBACH

SECRETARY A
• 1 ‘nfl

E. 0. RICHARDS .-~pr1~. ~,

Mr. A. L. Gram

Executive Secretary
Metropolitan Water District

Los Angeles, California

Dear Mr. Gram:

As per our telephone conversation with

Nelson Hayward, herewith are the following enclosures:

Mr. Jos. H.~ letter to the Board of Directors.

Review of Water Matters in the Altadena-La Canada area

August 23, 1949.

Report of Executive Committee, Altadena-La Canada Water

Group - November 1, 1950.

Secretary

Altadena . Flintrzdge • La Canada • La Crescenta
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Foothill Municipal Water District

341 FOOTHILL BOULEVARD

LA CANADA, CALIFORNiA

SYLvAN 0-4036

PRESIDENT May 5, 1959
JOSEPH H. TUMBACH

SECRETARY

E. 0. RICHARDS

Board of Directors

Metropolitan Water District

Los Angeles, California

Gentlemen:

Mr. Hayward made available to me his copy of Mr.

Diemer’s letter to the Board of date April 9, 1959 in which

he recommends that our request for payment for a portion of

pipeline be denied; and Executive Secretary Gram has advised

me of the action taken, including an invitation to reply to

Mr. Diemer’s statement and to attend the meetings of the

Water Problems Coimnittee on May 11th and of the Board on May

12th. I appreciate the consideration. Because of his being

President of Valley Water Company of La Canada, which company

is the buyer of greatest quantities of Metropolitan water

through Foothill, I have asked Mr. Frank Lantermari to attend

the meetings with me - if he canget away from State Assembly

affairs.

After most careful consideration I can see no worthwhile

purpose in answering much of the material In Mr. Dierner’s his

torical review. This review is interesting; but it is quite

evident that it is founded on misconception of the origin of

Foothill Municipal Water District.

Foothill was projected and promoted as a direct result of

(tlFoothilltt refers to Foothill Municipal Water District

“Metropolitan” to Metropolitan Water District)

Altadena Flintrzdge • La Canada • La Crescenta
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the decree in Pasadena vs. Aihambra et al. (Pasadena C 1323)

which included a reduction of pumping rights in Monk Hill

Basin and the appointment of a Water Master to enforce it.

Altadena and La Canada water companies with the City of Pas

adena own practically all such pumping rights in Monk Hill

Basin. The water companies in question for many years derived

their entire water supplies from that basin excepting for one

organization that had and has certain rights in Verdugo Basin.

The approach to formation of Foothill is embodied in a

presentation the writer made to a joint and largely attended

meeting of civic leaders and directors of water companies of

Altadena and La Canada on August 23, 1949, copy of which is

appended. Also appended is copy of a progress report made

under date of November, 1950.

From all of which it will be found apparent that spas

modic approaches to Metropolitan by small areas had no bearing

whatever on organization of Foothill.

I find two particularly interesting points in Mr. Die

mer’s review:

1. The fact that members of Metropolitan staff urged

some people in Foothill territory to annex to adjacent cities

rather than join Metropolitan.

2. The omission by him of Resolution No. 4249.

1: Members of the staff advised people to annex to cities.

This, by the way, is the proverbial “red rag to a bull” in

Foothill areas. We cherish our independence. Members of this

11/17/2025 EOT Committee Meeting 6c Attachment 1, Page 187 of 203



-3-

Board who were on the roster when our joining Metropolitan

was under discussion will possibly recall that I lead the dis

cussions for Foothill throughout. I can recall no occasion

when a member of the Board or staff recommended that we annex

to adjacent cities rather than join Metropolitan. Admittedly

prejudiced, it is my belief that if members of the staff did

repeatedly urge such a course on people of the Foothill areas

it was certainly a great disservice to their employer - Metro

politan. Had such advice been followed Metropolitan would

not only have been deprived of four and three quarter millions

of dollars of backtax revenue, now seemingly most welcome,

Metropolitan would also have been deprived of our member of

the Board arid his contribution toward attendance and devotion

needed for the conduct of the Corporate affairs of Metropo

litan in recent years.

It will also be hurtful to Metropolitan’s public re

lations in Foothill territory if, as and when it becomes

known that members of the staff urged such a course in contra

diction of the decision of civic leaders and water company off

icials.

2. The ommission from Mr. Diemer’s statement of Reso

lution No. 4249: this resolution, adopted July 14, 1953, SIX

M~NTHS AFTER FOOTHILL WAS ANNEXED TO METROPOLITAN is quoted

in full in my previous statement, page 3. That resolution

and the “closing paragraph” of the report of the Water Problems

Committee dated July 6, 1949, quoted by Mr. Diemer on page 6

of his review very definitely confirms our position, towit:
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Metropolitan HAD NOT adopted a policy of “come and get it”

when Foothill was annexed, as we had been given to understand

and as we understood when we accepted the terms. Until we

were members and had opportunity to consult past records we

had no possible means of ascertaining the facts herein re

lated and on which our request is based.

Here, then, we have the question before us, clearly de

fined: Was Foothill’s acceptance of the terms of annexation

based on incorrect information?

Turning to other points in Mr. Diemer’s letter:

He refers to letters from me in November 1949 and Jan

uary 1950 “regarding an enlarged annexation area”. This had

no reference whatever to the previous applications for admission

to Metropolitan he mentions. They had to do specifically with

adding La Crescenta to the areas previously under discussion.

Mr. Hines advised us in a letter dated February 8, 1950, that

the matter of adding La Crescenta to Altadena-La Canada was

under discussion by the Board and that we would be advised of

the decision. On May 11, 1951, the Board definitely defined

the boundaries of areas to be included, which added not only

La Crescenta, but the easterly portion of Altadena as well as

Kinneloa; whereupon the organization previously restricted to

A].tadena-La Canada was enlarged and renamed “The Foothill Water

Group”. Mr. Hayward, who had been in attendance at our meetings

prior to that time was then elected a member of our Board re

presenting the La Crescenta area.
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There is no room for argument on the score of Foothill

promoters understanding that Foothill would have to pay all

costs of connecting with Metropolitan lines. See my letter of

March 15, 1959, pages 2 and 3. The point at issue here is

that Metropolitan had not at the time adopted the “come and

get it” policy, and that we did not know it.

As to Foothill having received preferential treatment

(his page 5) in being permitted to annex “when the policy was

to admit only large, basin-wide areas”. We have found nothing

in the record to warrant this statement; but regardless if

there was, or is, such a record, Mr. Diemer is again misinformed.

Foothill agencies cover the whole of Verdugo Basin; and Pasadena,

already part of Metropolitan, with the addition of the Altadena

La Canada areas cover the whole of Monk Hill Basin, established

as such by the decree in Pasadena vs Aihambra.

On the other hand we did understand that Metropolitan

looked with favor on our application because, if consumnated,

the annexation of territory defined by the Board would “clean

the slate” along the foothills - which it does.

As to “the Upper Feeder passing through the extreme east

erly portion of Foothill District but Foothill did not want

their connection at this location”:

This doubtless refers to the vicinity of Sierra Madre

Road and Sierra Madre Boulevard. As near as we can make out

the Upper Feeder originally lay along the Foothill boundary

line at this point. Foothill was forced to include the area
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by decision of Metropolitan Board; and before proceedings

to admit Foothill were consumnated a large segment (or two?)

of the area was annexed to Pasadena, proceedings which caused

another delay and which, we think, removed the contact with

the Upper Feeder.

Connection at this point was suggested by the writer

himself. Our engineers conferred with Metropolitan engineers

and with engineers of the County Flood Control District re

garding such a routing for our delivery lines. The engineers

unanimously disapproved of such a plan. Such a route would

have resulted in a net addition of approximately 35 miles of

pipelines at an estimated cost of over $400,000.00. It would

have involved crossing Eaton Wash on the east and Devil’s Gate

Reservoir on the west. It was also pointed out to me that

when the Upper Feeder was built a connection-point was provided

for Altadena-La Canada on Seco Street a short distance below

Lincoln Avenue. This indicates that designers of the Upper

Feeder recognized even at that time that a connection at the

Sierra Madre location for Altadena-La Canada would be ill-

advised from an engineering standpoint. It might also be

said that both Mr. Jensen and Mr. Diemer were in sympathy

with such a decision since they both joined our directors in

a picture taking ceremony at the Seco-Lincoin location when

our plans were being drawn.

Turning to another point in Mr. Diemer’s letter where he

says the Foothill line “would be useful only for delivering

water to Foothill and for no other purpose”. This statement
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is also probably founded on misinformation. Crescenta Valley

County Water District, one of our delivery agencies, serves

2394 meters in territory annexed to Glendale after Foothill or

ganization was under way, presumably because Glendale does not

have the facilities to serve them. And if Crescenta Valley

County Water District did not have Metropolitan water available

through Foothill it could not serve these people, numbering,

according to the usual formula of 3.6 people per meter, be

tween 8500 and 9000. What will happen in that area as a result

of the Pueblo litigation instituted by Los Angeles is problem

atical. It is conceivable that Foothill might be called upon

to take up a much heavier load some day.

Meanwhile the people involved are paying a handsome premium

to get water. It illustrates the fallacy of the advice staff

members of Metropolitan are said to have given people of the

Foothill areas - that they had best annex to adjacent cities.

Mr. Diemer includes several times the statement that it

would be illegal for Metropolitan to accede to our request,

complete the taking over of the line in question and pay for it.

He cites no authority for this. If the opinion is based on

the fact that Foothill was voted in on the basis of having

to pay the entire cost of being joined to the Metropolitan

line and that it would be illegal to alter the conditions,

then it seems to me, a mere layman, that the thought is a

bit late. Foothill agreed also, and our admission was based

on the agreement that we would pay the cost of the connection

itself as well as the pipelines. The Board, at my request and
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on Mr. Diemer’s recommendation altered the agreement so far

as the connection was concerned. If it be said that any change

in the terms vitiates the agreement, hasn’t that already been

done, and isn’t the door open to any further changes the Board

deems fair and reasonable?

And since I am being presumptious enough to follow Mr.

Diemer’s lead and venture on sacred legal pr~ises: Hasn’t

Metropolitan obligated itself with respect to the pipeline in

question by taking over complete control of the vault con

structed and paid for by Foothill in which the metering de

vices are located and to which Foothill has no access?

If for any reason it is determined that it would be

illegal or not feasible for the Board to change the annexa

tion conditions again, might it not be legal and feasible for

the Board, by resolution at this time to authorize the purchase

of the pipeline in question and the vault, which Metropolitan

already has completely in its control?

It is my earnest hope that the Board, having taken all of

these points into consideration, will see fit to act favorably

on our request.

Re ect~ully submitted,

Jo~C~i~ach
President
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A REVIEW OF WATER MATTERS IN ThE ALTADENA-LACANADA AREA

By

Joseph H. Tumbach, chairman

Altadena-LaCanada Water Group

August 23, 1949

We welcome representatives of civic organizations of Altadena and

LaCanada whom we have invited to hear this review of the water sit

uation and to counsel with us in solving the problems which involve

matters political as distinguished from the practical.

To review all details would involve not hours but days, not

pages but volumes. So this discussion will attempt only to cover

outlines. It is our hope that you will get enough from it to give
you a general understanding of the situation, rather than the gar
bled versions broadcast by unknowing people.

Under the decree entered in what is usually referred to as the

Pasadena Water Suit, the annu~i Safe Yield of Monk Hill Basin, from
which we pump, was fixed at 6060 ac. ft. 6039 ac. ft. of this is

decreed to Pasadena and the 6 companies here represented. Pasadena

agreed, and it is so decreed, that we, by purchasing surplus water

offered ann~11y by parties to the agreement, including Pasadena,
would have the privilege of pu~ing from Monk Hill Basin, not only
our own decreed rights, but also the the right decreed to Pasadena.
We pay Pasadena extra tribute for this, of course.

In the five years elapsed since the decree became effective

parties other than Pasadena have always furnished at least part of
this so-called Exchange Water. For the present fiscal year, 1949-

50, we have engaged to take 3782 ac. ft., of w~iich 898 ac. ft. comes

from others and 2884 ac. ft. from Pasadena.

This is emphasized to clear the minds of those who wrongfully
assume or assert that Pasadena is supplying us with our total needs -

and doing it voluntarily; that we hay, been and are leaning on Pas

adena. The fact is that the water made available to us by all parties
is done by virtue of a court decree based on a settlement voluntarily
entered into by all; and we are beholden to no one in that connection.

At the tim. the settlement was made there was little thought that
within the minimum life of the agreement, 15 years in Pasadena’s case,
the whol, available Safe Yield, 6039 Sc. ft., would be needed by the
Monk Hill Basin Group. Some of us who were engaged in these matters

during the litigation and oven years before, would have laughed at

the idea that within the 15 year period the Altadena~~LaCanada com

pani*s wot~Id requir. any such quantity of pumped water as 6039 ac.

ft. annually. W. pumped only 2701 Sc. ft. in the fiscal year 1944-
45. It was generally assumed that we would be amply supplied for
the 15 year period.

It was likewise generally assumed that unless Pasadena meanwhile,
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findiflg th$ arrangement profitable to them as it is, would agree
to an extensio~ of the arrangement beyond the 15 year period, we

would have to tarn to Metropolitan for the future.

Two factors upset the calculations. The one patent to all is

the tremendous development of our area. This is most vividly por
trayed by the fact that Lincoln Avenue (“Water Company” is ommitted

throughout) meters increased from 1795 on 1-1-45 to 2834 on 1-1-49,
a gain of nearly 60%. ~ all seen this mushrooming and can

easily grasp the effect on water demand.

The second factor, scarcely mentioned in most discussions of

the subject, is th. drought. Again using Lincoln Avenue records
for the purpose: Our 20 year average use per meter to 1946 was

22,635 Cu. ft. In 1947 the use per meter jumped to 25,658 cu. ft.
and 1948 it was 27,038 cu. ft. - an increase of nearly 20% over ~the

20-year average. Pasadena’s experience is along th. same lines.

The use per person per day, shown by their annual report, was 127

gallons in 1942-43 and 152 gallons in 1947-48.

The third factor, due also to drought, is the very great re

duction in gravity supplies. This affected all three of the Al
tadena companies and the La Canada Irrigation District as well.

Both last named factors, increased use per meter and decrease

in gravity supplies had to be covered by pumping from the under

ground basin. A season of normal, even nearly normal, rainfall will
be reflected in decreased pumping requirements of almost the whole

group. Which, of course, is entering into the field of conjecture;
but these conditions will arise one of these seasons to further con

found prophets of doom. Furthermore; As a result of the efforts
øf this group initiated by peti~tion filed April 9, 1947, with Flood
Control officials, water spreading basins have been const~u•cted in

Arroyo Seco. Flood Control Engineers estimate that an average of
600 ac. ft. per year can be salvaged from flood waters that have
bcon heretofore been wasted to the sea through Devils Gate Reservoir.
These flood waters will be allowed to percolate into the underground
basin, increasing the supply In storage.

During the five Irears past, combined pumpage of the Menk Hill

Group was: 2701 ac. ft.; 4118 ac. ft.; 5577 ac. ft.; and, for the

year 7-1-48 to 7-1-49, 6120 ac. ft. The estimated pumpage for the

year 7-1-49 to 7-1-SC is 6463 ac. ft. A rainfall 50% of normal during
the coming fall and winter would reduce pumping needs sufficiently
to easily bring us within the Safe Yield basis, 6039 ac. ft.

But it has been our consistent policy to assume the pessimistic
rather than the optimistic view. When it appeared that continued

drought and such additional development as might normally be expect$
might run our pumping needs above the decreed Safe Yield, several

plans were considered. In these discussions we had the benefit of
the advice and counsel of the Water Master appointed in the decree
of settlement.
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The plan most in favor for a time, and still the favored one

with some of our Group, was the drilling of a well east of the east

erly boundary of Monk Hill Basin, for joint account of the Group.
Such a well could be pumped into the lines of one or two of the
Altadena companies. Water purchased under the Exchange Agreement
could be pumped there, rather than in Monk Hill Basin, and without

paying extra tribute to Pasadena.

Before embarking on this project it was thought advisable to

have competent, outside engineering advice. Mr. A. L. Sonderegger,
an outstanding authority in water matters was retained. His report,
based on the assumption that Pasadena will not extend their partici
pation in the Exchange Agreement beyond the 15 year limit, states

that application to Metropolitan is the final solution.

Mr. Sonderagger contacted Metropolitan and confirmed statements

made to us previously by Metropolitan officials to the effect that

no further applications for admiasion to the District would be enter

tained at that time. It should be said, too, that in our contacts
with officials of Metropolitan, prior to Mr. SondereggerTs being
retained, we were definitely advised NOT to push the matter at the
time. We were so adyised about the time local people, not connected
with the water compalies, were agitating forming a District to join
Metropolitan.

With Metropolitan out of it for the time, Mr. Sonderegger sug

gested three possible courses of action:

1. - Drilling the east side well, as we ha4 planned.

2 - In lieu of drilling the well, ask Pasadena to sell us an add
itional supply outside the ixchange Agreement, to tide us over

until the Metropolitan situation was clarified.

3 - That application be made to the Water Master and Court for
a review of the decreed Safe Yield of the basin with a view
to increasing it.

Departing from the main theme for the moment: An increase in the
Safe Yield of the basin seems reasonable, especially in view of the
fact that in years past, notably during the last drought, Pasadenats

heavy pumping from the basin carried total extractions to nearly
8000 ac. ft. one year. Even in 1941-42 total extractions were 7830

ac. ft., 5612 ac. ft. of it being pvmped by Pasadena. And the basin
has never been pumped below an econèmical, safe level.~~Water levels
inour wells as of this date are well above the lowest level ever

pumped, to wit:

Lincoln Avenue Well #2 #3
____

8-l~-49 266 258 268

D~s~ 1933 307 307 298
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In view of the heavy expense involved in drilling the proposed
east side well it was decided to first learn Pasadenats reaction to

a request for water outside the Exchange Agreement. A committee was

appointed to confer with City officials, Messrs. Fred C. Hash, E. Roy
Mosher and Arthur S. Hand undertook the work, Mr. Sonderegger assist

ing.
The final outcome was a letter from the City Manager in which

was stated the request would be granted under certain conditions
therein specified.

Assuming that this leads to some agreement; that this and/or an

increase in the Safe Yield of the basin - possibly the drilling of
the east side well - assuming that by some or all of these suggested
methods we take care of such possible overdraft of the basin during
the coming four or five years; we then arrive at the point of con

sidering the ultimate solution of the problem, which may be stated,
briefly and bluntly, something like this:

For the purpose of assuring a permanent and ample water supply
beyond the 15-year Exchange Agreement -

1 - Shall Altadena and La Canada organize a movement

to gain admission to Metropolitan Water District

direct; or

2 - Shall we consider annexing to Pasadena?

The latter, considering annexation to Pasadena, may seem pur
poseless in view of the very definite statements made by City officials,
to the effect that Pasadena cannot afford to and will not consider

annexing our territory. But one skeptic might be tempted to quote
our old friend Shakespeare, “Methinks the lady doth protest too much”;
while another might hand you a news dispatch taken from the very same

issue in which one of those denials is published, in which it is re

ported that Pasadena is planning to annex certain outside territory.

However, and in any event, there are some few people in our terri

tory who think annexing to Pasadena is the answer to their every prayer,
civically speaking, and the subject should be explored.

We, of the water companies, have felt that keeping the communi

ties supplied with water is the problem of the water companies. If

those in charge do not meet that obligation it is time to find men

who can. But the future problem involves political questions which

pass beyond the realm of the water companies. It is not for the water

companies to attempt to determine the future status of the communities.

That is the reason for inviting representatives of the civic
associations to sit in with us - perhaps by forming a joint committee
of water companies and civic association representatives. There is
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a wealth of data to assemble and consider and decisions to be made
that transcend in importance anything that has ever been before us.

We ask you .to help solve the problem.

Note: From minutes of the meeting

Present: 13 Directors, of water se’ ice organizations in Alta
dena and Lacanada

Representatives of seven (7) civic organizations
~epresentatives of the Press

Chairman Tumbach read the foregoing statement. After extensive

discussion it was moved by Frank B. Erigle (representing West
Altadena Improvement Association), seconded by T. Fenton

Knight (representing LaCanada chamber of Commerce and Civic

Association) that a committee consisting of one representative
from each of the seven civic organizations in the Altadena
LaCanada area be appointed for the purpose of assisting the

Water Group in its efforts to form a district so that Metro

politan District water might be made available to the Foothill

area. XXXXXXX

The motion carried by unanimous vote of all present.

11/17/2025 EOT Committee Meeting 6c Attachment 1, Page 198 of 203



r

- REPCRT OF EXECUTIVE CC#~1MITTEE, ALTADENA-IA CANADA WATER GROJP

To

JOINT MEET I}K3 WITh CIVIC ORGANIZATIC~S
November 1, 1950

By
Jos. H. Tumbach

In our report of August 23, 1949 to directors of the water companies
and representatives of civic organizations of Altaderta and La Canada,
it was pointed out that the ultimate solution of the water supply
problem of the two communities lie~ without question, in gaining ad

mission to Metropolitan Water District, and that this might be accomp
lished in one of two ways; by application to Metropolitan direct, or

by annexation to Pasadena.

Those of you who participated in that meeting need not be reminded
that the latter alternative was not favorably received and4that,1after
a thorough discussion, the water companies were unanimously direct*d
to investigate and report on the possibility of joining Metropolitan.
We are now making this interim report.

To report our step by step progress would consume a weari~ome amount

of time, though it might be a surprise to some who have *iticised our

inaction. We have decided therefore to set forth the present position
of negotiations, while assuring you of our readiness to detail any
points on which information is desired.

The executive Committee of Altadena-La Canada Water Group met on Sep
ternber 12, 1949 and decided to initiate the negotiations by contacting
Dr. Franklin Thomas, chairman of Metropolitan’s Water Problems Committee.

Dr. Thomas told us Metropolitan was now considering adding new territory
and advised us the course to follow.

We started on the basis of including the territory of the six Altadona

La Canada Water Companies. In December 1949 we were asked by represent
atives of the three water companies in the La Crescenta Valley to include
their territory in our negotiations. Metropolitan approved of the addi~
tion of this and any other nearby territory. In Janu*~y 1950 Kinneloa
asked to be included, and in September 1950 Mesa Mutual Water Company,
in the Pasadena $len area near Kinneloa, also joined in. So the final

setup extended from the east boundary of Tujunga (Los Angeles City) to

the westerly boundary of Hastings Ranch properties, lately annexed to
Pasadena.

From these outer boundaries we excluded the areas outside the City of
Pasadena which are served by Pasadena, the sections lying south of Fig
ueroa Drive on the west side, and easterly of Allen Avenue on the east

side; also in and around the former AltaderB Golf Club on which Pasa

dena inaugurated water serv~ce after the Golf Club ground.s were broken

up.

The matter was finally crystallized by action of the board of directors
of Metropolitan on September 11, 1950 as follows.: “In response to an
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inquiry IXXX the Board of Directors authorized that indication be

made that either a County Water Authority or a Municipal Water Dis

trict, when properly constituted and having boundaries satisfactory
to this District, would be gwen consideration for annexation “, and

on September 22, l9~O, “the decision of the Board of Directors was

that any unit which did not i~clude the three areas referred to,
adjacent to or in th~ vicinity of the City of Pasadena, would be un

acceptable as a basi% for an annexation unit”.

And that is where. th~ matter now stands. In our discussion with Dr.

Thomas, with members of the staff, both operational and legal, and with
the Water Problems Committee in meeting assembled, we have stressed the
fact that we have nothing to offer the areas in question in exchange
for their assuming past and present tax obligations to Metropolitan,
that Mr Howard, chief Counsel for Metropolitan, has formally advised
the Water Problems Committee that Pasadena is bound, legally and con

tractually (?) to serve these areas regardless of membership in Metro

politan; and we also stressed that if these areas are “getting a free
ride” as has been argued by members of the Problems Committee, it is

none of our doing and we should not, in fairness, be called upon to

correct it.

We have very good reason to feel that Metropolitan is now favorably
inclined toward having a unit of their system in this Foothill area.

The day is surely coming when some of the smaller municipalities, not
interested in joining at this time, will be forced by growth of popu
lation and water demand to apply for membership, and a district such as

we propose would be the natural if, not indeed, the only means of mem

bership except for consol&~ation with larger cities now members..

A log is available, recounting the step by step progress in the negoi
ations to date. We can tell you when we contacted any of the cities
which Metropolitan thought might be Interested, who was interviewed,
and what he said; details of discussions of possible forms of district;
legal complexities which only a lawyer should tangle with; and incidents
such as members of our comittee coming to the defense of Pasadena when
debate was warm over the question of Metropolitan water being used to
serve these “outside” areas.

But when everything is said and done, the bare fact emerges that Metro

politan is ready to receive an application for membership by a Foot
hill District such as has been outlined herein, providing it includes
the “fringe” areas served by ~asadena which do not now contribute any
revenue to Metropolitan.

We would like to know what you think of the situation and to have the
benefit of your advic, and counsel as to procedure.

It would be ungracious to omit telling you that the Metropolitan staff,
Mr. Hines and his assistant Mr. Diemer, Mr. Howard, Chief Counsel, and
his assT~tant Mr. Cooper, and all others wLth whom we have been in con

tact at all times have been exceedingly co-operative, thoughtful and

helpful; and all of us who have been in touch with them feel obliged
and gratefuL to them.
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

OF THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

RESOLUTION NO. 9318 

AFFIRMING A CALL TO ACTION AND A 

COMMITMENT TO REGIONAL RELIABILITY 

FOR ALL MEMBER AGENCIES 

1) WHEREAS, Metropolitan seeks to provide water supply reliability to its Member Agencies.

a) Metropolitan’s enabling legislation provides broad powers for “developing, storing, and distributing water

for domestic and municipal purposes.”

b) The Board in 1931 established, “Neither surface nor subsurface storage shall be created to the advantage

of any area within the limits of the District, or elsewhere, unless such storage is a necessary and

economical part of the general engineering plans which may be accepted.”

c) The Board in 1991 established its current mission to “provide the service area with adequate supplies of

high-quality water to meet present and future needs in an environmentally and economically responsible

way.”

d) The Board in 1996 adopted its first in a series of Integrated Water Resource Plans (IRPs) to identify

infrastructure and supply programs to achieve 100 percent reliability.

e) The Board in 2008 adopted a water supply allocation plan (WSAP) for use when regional shortages exist

to manage shortage conditions felt across the entire service area.

2) WHEREAS, Metropolitan’s infrastructure today cannot provide equivalent water supply reliability to

all Member Agencies.

a) Metropolitan’s distribution system was designed decades ago to operate by gravity and to serve large

portions of the service area from a single supply system.

b) Past reliability efforts focused largely on increasing supply availability rather than connecting member

agency demand to multiple imported sources

c) Infrastructure constraints prevent the State Water Project (SWP)-dependent agencies from accessing

sufficient amounts of supply from the Colorado River Aqueduct, or from storage in Diamond Valley Lake

or Lake Mead

d) Metropolitan’s actions to operate existing infrastructure to distribute water across the service area, such as

the rehabilitation of the Greg Avenue pumping plant, can only meet a small portion of SWP dependent-

area needs.

3) WHEREAS, infrastructure constraints created substantial and disparate impacts between Member

Agencies.

a) Under the Emergency Water Conservation Program, six out of 26 member agencies, serving about one-

third of Southern California’s population, were required to severely constrain outdoor water use or

comply with strict volumetric limits beginning on June 1, 2022.

b) These affected member agencies must cut their use of Metropolitan’s SWP supply by up to 73 percent, or

face volumetric penalties of $2,000 per acre-foot or a first-ever total ban on outdoor irrigation.
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c) Meanwhile, other member agencies face lesser requirements under statewide regulation to implement

demand reductions under Level 2 of their Water Shortage Contingency Plans, locally determined to

achieve up to 20 percent water use reduction, and without volumetric penalties.

4) WHEREAS, Severe drought curtailed Metropolitan’s State Water Project Supplies.

a) Beginning in water year 2020 (October 1, 2019, to September 30, 2020), the watersheds supplying the

California State Water Project (SWP) received below-average precipitation. The California Department

of Water Resources (DWR) classified water years 2020 - 2022 as dry or critically dry.

b) The three-year sequence of water years 2020 - 2022 (October 1, 2019, through September 30, 2022) is

projected to be the driest on record in California for statewide precipitation. Precipitation in Northern

California during the three months from January through March 2022 was the driest on record for that

region.

c) On March 18, 2022, DWR reduced the SWP Table A allocation for 2022 from 15 to only five percent of

contract amounts. Table A allocations for 2020 and 2021 were 20 and five percent, respectively. The last

three years marks the lowest three-year combined deliveries of allocated water in the history of the SWP.

5) WHEREAS, Metropolitan and its Member Agencies have taken specific actions to preserve SWP

supplies.

a) Metropolitan’s member agencies have, where feasible, operated their systems to reduce dependency on

Metropolitan’s supply delivered through service connections fed from the SWP system.

b) On August 17, 2021, by Minute Item 52481, Metropolitan’s Board adopted a resolution declaring a

“Condition 2 – Water Supply Alert” to preserve Metropolitan’s supply for the region.

c) On November 9, 2021, by Minute Item 52581, Metropolitan’s Board adopted a resolution recognizing the

statewide drought emergency, declaring specified emergency conditions to exist within portions of its

service area, and calling on member agencies to take various actions to preserve Metropolitan’s supply

from the SWP.

d) On April 26, 2022, by Minute Item 52802, Metropolitan’s Board adopted a resolution declaring a Water

Shortage Emergency Condition and established an Emergency Water Conservation Program for member

agencies within the SWP-Dependent Area.

6) WHEREAS, Metropolitan has sought additional water for the Human Health and Safety needs of the

residents in the SWP-dependent areas.

a) Supply and infrastructure capabilities within the SWP Dependent Area became insufficient in 2022 to

meet basic human health and safety needs, as defined by State Water Resources Control Board

regulations and based on 55 gallons per capita per day.

b) Although DWR granted Metropolitan’s request for additional supply for unmet Human Health and Safety

water needs, this water comes under certain conditions: Metropolitan must impose mandatory

conservation and must also repay any water borrowed for this purpose within five years.

7) AND WHEREAS, Metropolitan and the affected Member Agencies jointly agree on this problem

statement:

a) Due to limited infrastructure, Metropolitan cannot provide the SWP-dependent member agencies

equitable access to water supply and storage assets during severe droughts.
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1) NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District 

of Southern California hereby affirms the following: 

a) Southern California’s water reliability is in crisis because of record-breaking drought and insufficient 

pipeline connectivity for imported supplies and existing regional storage to serve all member agencies. 

b) The disparity in water supply reliability between member agencies is unacceptable. 

c) Serving any member agency from only one supply source creates a long-term and unacceptable risk. 

 

2) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board intends to provide equitable reliability across the service 

area through a balanced combination of infrastructure, storage, demand management, and water supply 

programs. These three policy statements affirm this intent: 

a) All member agencies must receive equivalent water supply reliability through an interconnected and 

robust system of supplies, storage, and programs. 

b) Metropolitan will reconfigure and expand (1) its existing portfolio to provide sufficient access to the 

integrated system of water sources, conveyance and distribution, storage, and (2) programs to achieve 

equivalent levels of reliability to all member agencies. 

c) Metropolitan will eliminate disparate water supply reliability through a One Water integrated planning 

and implementation approach to manage finite water resources for long-term resilience and reliability, 

meeting both community and ecosystem needs. 

 

3) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the urgency of this inequity requires a Call to Action where the 

General Manager is directed to: 

a) Identify a portfolio of projects and programs, in coordination with the member agencies, to address the 

problem statement in this resolution. The selected portfolio must include infrastructure improvements to 

deliver available water supplies to the SWP-dependent areas. The portfolio must also be balanced 

through new storage and supply programs and local supply development and management. 

b) Bring a recommended portfolio and implementation plan for Board approval in February 2023. 

c) Reprioritize CIP projects and spending plans as needed to expedite work on critical and time-sensitive 

elements to address the supply and infrastructure inequity. If available, use alternative project delivery 

methods to deliver the projects. 

d) Provide quarterly reports on the status of the drought emergency projects. 

 

4) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the General Manager to address these actions through 

a One Water approach with robust Board oversight through the implementation phase of the IRP. The 

cornerstone elements of the actions must include the following: 

a) Upgrade water infrastructure to ensure equitable access to supply and storage assets. 

b) Increase long-term water savings through water use efficiency and transformation of non-functional 

turfgrass into a more appropriate Southern California landscape. 

c) Advance development of local supplies for recycled water, groundwater recovery, stormwater capture, 

and desalination. 
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d) Align imported supply planning and actions for the full potential impacts of climate change, using the 

best available science. These actions include stabilizing those supplies through conveyance 

improvements, storage infrastructure and programs, water-loss prevention, and voluntary transfers. 

 

5) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board recognizes that the urgency of these improvements may 

appear to diminish when this present drought eases. The Board affirms that the General Manager must 

continue to pursue these infrastructure investments even if temporary relief is provided and the water supply 

conditions improve. 

 

6) BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the General Manager is hereby directed to continue the actions and 

activities specified in Board Resolution 9313 (August 17, 2021), 9289 (November 9, 2021), and 9305 

(April 26, 2002), except as expanded or limited herein. 

 

 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the 

Board of Directors of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California at its meeting held on 

Aug. 15, 2022. 
 

 

 

 
Secretary of the Board of Directors 

of The Metropolitan Water District 

of Southern California 
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