
1

StatusStatus ReportReport

Access to Excess Access to Excess 
Policy and ProceduresPolicy and Procedures

CAWCD Board MeetingCAWCD Board Meeting
April 9, 2009April 9, 2009

Board Status Report, April 9, 2009

BackgroundBackground

Increasing competition for Excess CAP water

Reductions imposed on 2009 orders

Board directed Staff to develop policy guidelines for 
future access to excess
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February 23February 23rdrd WorkshopWorkshop

Reviewed excess supply

Proposed a process for setting AWBA/CAGRD RR pool

Discussed Incentive Recharge pricing options

Reviewed access factors under consideration by Staff

Cus tom er/Stakeholder W orkshop, February 24, 2009
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Custom er/S takeholder W orkshop, February 24,  2009

WhoWho ordered the water?ordered the water?

Municipal Water Providers

Subcontractors

CAGRD  Members

Non-CAGRD Members

CAGRD

SRP

Industrial Users
Mines

Power plants

Turf users

Other

Credit Remarketers

Other

CAGRD
10%

Indus
28% SRP

6%

Muni
43%

Remarket
12%

Other
1%

Excess Orders Placed for 2009

(Percent by Volu me; excluding AWBA & Ag Pool)

Cus tom er/S takeholder W orkshop, February 24,  2009

HowHow does order relate to past?
does order relate to past?

Existing customer
Order “consistent” with past

Order “inconsistent” with past

New customer

Custom er/S takeholder W orkshop, February 24,  2009

Access FactorsAccess Factors

How…

Existing New

Consi stent

In consistent

Where…

Inside Outside

Phoenix AMA

Pi nal  AMA

Tucson AMA

When…

Now/Now Now/Later Later/Later

Who…

Muni CAGRD
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What…

Water Mgmt. Recovery Ag support Muni support
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April 1April 1stst WorkshopWorkshop

Reviewed planning assumptions

Presented 5-Step Staff Proposal

Cust omer/ St akeholder Workshop, April 1, 2009

AA22E AssumptionsE Assumptions

Ag Settlement Pool is fully satisfied

Five to ten year planning period
2017 is a key date

AWBA 4-cent funding has ended
Ag Pool drops from 400 KAF to 300 KAF

Excess supply generally diminishes over time
Tied to long-term CAP contract use, and On-River use

Normal supply conditions on Colorado River
Shortage greatly reduces or eliminates this category of excess, so 
different guidelines apply

AA22E ProposalE Proposal
A 5-step Process that Divides, Scores 
and Allocates Excess Water Orders

Cust omer/ St akeholder Workshop, April 1, 2009

Scoring SummaryScoring Summary

Points

________AllCustomer Type

SSSSS"""Small increase

SSSSSSSSNew, or large increase

SSS"""""Less or equal to past

Use History 

SSSSSSS"AllOther Policy

SSSS¡"""Credit @ USF

SSS"""""Credit @ GSF
Facility Type

"""""""" Inside SA
Location

SSSSSSSSOutside SA

AttributeType

Note, min & max apply to all o rders

Point values 
not yet 

determined!

Cust omer/ St akeholder Workshop, April 1, 2009

Scoring: Facility TypeScoring: Facility Type

Credits are for future use, but storage at a GSF has an 
immediate benefit for the partner (facility operator)

Staff will recommend that orders earning a long-term 
storage credit be differentiated by facility type

Orders at GSFs awarded more points than at USFs

Cust omer/ St akeholder Workshop, April 1, 2009

Scoring: Customer TypeScoring: Customer Type

Excess has been used by a wide variety of customers

CAWCD has not traditionally made eligibility distinctions 
among its non-agricultural excess users

The ability to transfer and sell recharge credits muddles 
the determination of intended use and “speculation”

SRP’s use of excess adds more complexity

Staff does not recommend differentiating based on 
customer type

Address speculation concerns with other means
Monitor activity, and reconsider if necessary
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April 1April 1stst Staff ProposalStaff Proposal

Ag Pool

AWBA & 
CAGRD RR

AWBA & 
CAGRD RR De Minimis

Board Status Report, April 9, 2009

April 1April 1stst Staff ProposalStaff Proposal

9 points

9 points

11 points

13 points

Ag Pool

AWBA & 
CAGRD RR

De Minimis

Non-Credit

6 points
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April 1April 1stst Staff ProposalStaff Proposal
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13 points
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April 1April 1stst Staff ProposalStaff Proposal

Ag Pool

AWBA & 
CAGRD RR

De Minimis

Non-Credit

9 points

9 points

13 points 6 points11 points
9 points

9 points

6 points
11 points
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April 1April 1stst FeedbackFeedback

Lively discussion with many different views
Everyone found something to hate about the Staff proposal
Almost every aspect had both supporters and detractors

Concerns about gaming and overdependence on excess

AMWUA proposal differs in approach, but has some 
commonality

Additional proposals and feedback expected

Board Status Report, April 9, 2009

Next StepsNext Steps

Collect & review comments

Convene 3rd Customer and Stakeholder Workshop

Present revised proposal at May 7th Board Meeting

Send comments & questions to 

Ken Seasholes (kseasholes@cap-az.com)


