
SAN GORGONIO PASS WATER AGENCY 
1210 Beaumont Avenue, Beaumont, CA 

Board of Dire_ctors Engineering Workshop 
Agenda 

February 12, 2018 at 1 :30 p.m. 

1. Call to Order, Flag Salute and Roll Call 

2. Public Comment: 
Members of the public may address ·the Board at this time concerning items relating to any 
matter within the Agency's jurisdiction. To comment on specific agenda items, please complete 
a speaker's request form and hand it to the board secretary. 

3. Review of 2018 Water Bond Initiatives* (p. 2) 

4. Review of Proposed Water Conservation Regulations 

5. Discussion of Required Water Quality Modeling for 2018* (p. 29) 

6. Informational Only - General Manager Dan Jagger's (BCVWD} PowerPoint 
Slides and White Papers presented to San Gorgonio Pass Water Alliance 
on Strategy to Secure and Fund Water Supply for the SGPWA to Ensure 
Sustainability to the Year 2050 * (p. 56} 

7. Announcements 
A. Office closed Monday, February 19, 2018 in observance of Presidents' Day 
B. Regular Board Meeting, Tuesday, February 20, 2018 at 1 :30 p.m. 
C. EBX II Grand Opening, Thursday, February 22, 2018 

- Citrus Reservoir and Pump Station, 10:00 a.m. -12:00 p.m. 
(Shuttle Parking: Redlands Sports Park - Soccer Complex 
*Do not park at Citrus Reservoir) 

D. Finance and Budget Workshop, February 26, 2018 at 1 :30 p.m. 
E. San Gorgonio Pass Regional Water Alliance, February 28, 2018 

at 5:00 p.m. - Banning City Hall 

8. Adjournment 

*Information included in Agenda Packet 
(1) Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Board of Directors after distribution of the agenda packet are available for Public 
inspection in the Agency's office at 1210 Beaumont Avenue, Beaumont during normal business hours. (2) Pursuant to Government Code section 
54957 .5, non-exempt public records that relate to open session agenda items and are distributed to a majority of the Board less than seventy-two (72) 
hours prior to the meeting will be available for public inspection at the Agency's office, located at 1210 Beaumont Avenue, Beaumont, California 92223, 
during regular business hours. When practical, these public records will also be made available on the Agency's Internet Web site, accessible at 
http://www.sgpwa.com." (3) Any person with a disability who requires accommodation in order to participate in this meeting should telephone the Agency 
(951 845-2577) at least 48 hours prior to the meeting in order to make a request for a disability-related modification or accommodation. 
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Factors Leading to SB 5 Enactment -

June 2018 Ballot ... $4 Billion in New 

Investment 

• ''New Legislature11 

- Conservation Investments 
Lagging ... 

� • Environmental & Mitigation Funding Sources -
� Difficult to Create ... 

• Proposition 64 - Legalization of marijuana allocates 20% of state tax 
proceeds to environmental restoration 

• AB 398/AB 109 - Framework for Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds 
for Natural and Working Lands 

• SB 1- State Parks budget and Advance Mitigation 

• Chronic Budget Challenges for State Parks, Department of Fish & 
Wildlife, Resources Agency ... 
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Funding Categories in Senate Bill 5 

Environmental & Social Equity Investments 

Regional and Local Parks 

State Parks, Natural & Cultural Legacy 

1 Trails & Greenway Programs 
l 

Rural Recreation, Tourism, & Economic Enrichment 

: Rivers,. Creeks, & Waterways 

l Ocean & Coastal Protection 

Groundwater Sustainabifity 

1 Clean Drinking V\(ater & Drought Preparedness 

'. Conservancies; &. WiJd'nfe , ... ·.•. 
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$725 million 

$285 million 

$218 million 

$30 million 

$25 million 

$162 million 

$175 million. 
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History of voting on California Water Bonds 
1960 
--

1970 

-

1974 
--

1976 
-

1978 
--

1980 
--

1984 

1986 

·. 1988 

--

1990 
--

1996 

burns porter act. Bond. Established state water project. 

recreation at state water project; fish and wildlife enhancement 
clean water bond act 

clean water bond act 

safe drinking water bond act 

clean water and water conservation bond 

amend safe drinking water bond act of 1976 

safe drinking water bond act 
clean water bond act 

water conservation andwater.quality bond 
safe,drinkingwater bond act 

water conservation bond.act 
dean•waterandwater.redcimationbond act· 
safe· drinkirig water bond act•. 

. . 

water' resdtirces bond act 

safe reliable water supply bond act 

· parks, water, air toast bbrid a ct 
. waterbcu:i d a ct 
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KEY CATEGORIES, WATER BOND 

Safe Drinking Water $500 million 

Wastewater for DACs $250 million 

Urban Water Conservation $300 million 

Agricultural Water Conservation $50 million 

Wastewater Recycling $400 million 

Desalting (inland) $400 million 

SGMA Compliance $675 million 

Flood Management $500 million 

Oroville Dam Repair $200 million 

Repair Friant Kern Canal $750 million 

Salton Sea $200 million 

Storm water $550 million 

Fish Habitat & Waterfowl Habitat $1450 million 

Watershed restoration $2400 million 
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• Prop. 1 water bond statewide {2014: 67%) 

• Measure AA SF Bay Restoration {2016: 70%) 

• Governor position; candidates for Governor 

• Strong inter-sector support 

-CBIA 

- Ducks Unlimited, California Waterfowl 

Association 

- Association of California Water Agencies 

- Rice, Fresh Fruit, Pistachio, Dairy 

• Opposition: Sierra Club, NRDC 



'.alifornia Proposition 68, Parks, Environment, and Water Bond (June... https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_68,_Parks,_Environme ... 

I of8 

BALLOTPlEDllJ� 

California Proposition 68, Parks, Environment, 
and Water Bond (June 2018) 

Following California's 2018 initiative process? 
Subscribe to the California Counter 

Get weekly updates from Ballotpedia on: actions by the state 
legislature, new filings, related lawsuits, breaking news emails & 

more. 
Click here and start your free trial. 

California Proposition 68, the Parks, Environment, and Water Bond, is on the ballot in 
California as a legislatively-referred bond act on June 5, 2018J1 l 

I 
A "yes" vote supports this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds 
for state and local parks, environmental protection projects, water infrastructure 
projects, and flood protection projects. 

I 
A "no" vote opposes this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds 
for state and local parks, environmental protection projects, water infrastructure 
projects, and flood protection projects. 

I Overview 
Measure design 

Proposition 68 would authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for state and local 
parks, environmental protection and restoration projects, water infrastructure projects, and 
flood protection projects. Assuming a 3.5 percent interest rate over a 30-year period, the 
bond issue would generate $2.53 billion in interest, meaning the state would spend $6.53 
billion to pay off the bond issue.l1l 

The measure would require that between 15 and 20 percent of the bond's funds, 
depending on the type of project, be dedicated to projects in communities with median 
household incomes less than 60 percent of the statewide average; that 60 percent 
threshold amounted to about $39,980 in 2016. The largest amount of bond 
revenue-$725 million-would go toward neighborhood parks in park-poor neighborhoods 
in accordance with the Statewide Park Development and Community Revitalization Act of 
2008's competitive grant program. The measure would also reallocate $100 million in 
unissued bonds that voters approved via Proposition 1 (2014), Proposition 84 (2006), and 
Proposition 40 (2002). The measure would distribute bond revenue as follows: l1l 

Click show to expand the bond revenue table. 

I : Pr�position �(2018) 

Bonds on the ballot in California 

California 

Proposition 

68: California 

Parks, 

Environment, 

and Water 

Bond 

* 

CALIFOBIIIA REPUBLIC 

Election date 

June 5, 2018 
Topic 

Bond issues and 
Forests and parks 

Status 

On the ballot 

Type Origin 
Bond State 
issue Legislature 

In California, the state sells general obligation bonds to investors, who are in effect providing funds to the state 
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that the state repays the investors with interest over a period of time. The state repays bondholders through 
revenue in the General Fund.l2l The California Constitution requires that general obligation bond issues of 
$300,000 or more be referred to voters for approval or rejection. Between 1993 and 2018, voters of California cast 
ballots on 39 bond issues, approving 31 of them. 

State of ballot measure campaigns 
As of February 1, 2018, there were five committees registered to support Proposition 68. The committees in 
support of the measure had raised a combined $1.35 million. The top contributors included the Peninsula Open 
Space Trust ($300,000), The Wildlands Conservancy ($200,000), and the Save The Redwoods League 
($200,000). There were no committees registered to oppose the ballot proposition.l3l 

I Text of the measure 

Full text 
The full text of the measure is as follows: l1l 

--- · - . · ---�� 

SB 5, De Leon. California Drought, Water, Parks, Climate, Coastal Protection, and 
Outdoor Access For All Act of 2018. 

SECTION 1. Section 5096.611 is added to the Public Resources Code, to read: 

5096.611. Notwithstanding any other law, two million five hundred fifty-seven 
thousand dollars ($2,557,000) of the unissued bonds authorized for the purposes 
of subdivision (b) of Section 5096.610, and eight hundred thousand dollars 
($800,000) of the unissued bonds authorized for the purposes of subdivisions (b) 
and (c) of Section 5096.652 from the amount allocated pursuant to subdivision (d) 
of Section 5096.610 are reallocated to finance the purposes of, and shall be 
authorized, issued, and appropriated in accordance with, Division 45 (commencing 
with Section 80000). 
SEC. 2. Section 75089.5 is added to the Public Resources Code, to read: 

75089.5. Notwithstanding any other law, twelve million dollars ($12,000,000) of the 

I Support 
Senate President Kevin de Leon (D-24), a candidate for the U.S. Senate in 2018, was the lead author of the bond 
measure in the California State Legislature.l1l 

Supporters 
Officials 

■ Sen. Kevin de Leon (D-24)l1l 

■ Sen. Anthony Portantino (D-25)l4l 

■ Rep. Eduardo Garcia (D-56)l4l 

Organizations 

■ California Chamber of Commercel5l 

■ Association of California Water Agenciesl6l 

■ The Trust for Public Landl71 

Arguments 
Susana Reyes, vice president of the Sierra Club, and Sen. Anthony Portantino (D-25) wrote an opinion article 
advocating for the measure in the Los Angeles Daily News. Reyes and Sen. Portantino stated: l4l 
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" 
California has always been an environmental leader, and our publ ic spaces, forests, lakes and beaches 
are recreational destinations for mi l l ions .  Five years of severe drought fol lowed by heavy rains have 
magn ified the l ingering aftermath of the 2008 economic downturn , leaving our state with a substantial 
need to invest in deteriorating local and reg ional parks and aging water infrastructure, dams, reservoirs, " 

and flood protection. I81 

Senate President Kevin de Le6n (D-24), lead author of the bond measure, said: I91 

Clean and reliable water resources, including secure flood control systems, and access to parks and 
" recreational space, are vital to our economy and wel lbeing as a state. This bond al lows us to invest in 

critical priorities that have been neglected for years, while l ifting people up with good jobs and l ivable, " 

healthy communities)81 

Mary Creasman, California Director of Government Affairs for The Trust for Public Land, stated : 171 

Most importantly, it is a win for mi l l ions of California children and families, who wil l  soon have access to a 
" qual ity park with in a 1 0-minute walk of their home. Park access should not be considered a l uxury. It is a 

right, along with the clean air, clean water, and protection from climate impacts that result from these " 

investments. [Bl 

I Opposition 
Arguments 

■ David Wolfe, legislative di rector of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, said the state should use 
the general fund to maintain parks, not bonds. He stated, " If you are using bond money to fill potholes, 
you are paying the interest off for 30 years."11 01 

I Campaig n finance 

See also: Campaign finance requirements for California ballot measures 

As of February 1 ,  201 8, there were five ballot measure committees registered in 
support of the measure. The committee Conservation Action Fund for Clean 
Water and Parks, Sponsored by Environmental Organizations had raised the 
most funds at $605,000. Together, the five committees received $1 . 35 m il lion and 
expended $304,993.131 

The largest contributor to the committees was Peninsula Open Space Trust 
(POST), a nonprofit organization that acquires land for conservation in the San 
Francisco Peninsula area)1 3l The organ ization donated $300,000. 131 

As of February 1 ,  201 8, there were no committees registered in opposition to the 
initiative. 131 

Support 

Total campaign 
contributions[11l 

as of February 1, 201al1 2l 

$1,352,755.82 

Support: 

0 $0.00 

Opposition: 
--- --�- ,.--�--- -----

The contribution and expenditure totals for the committees in  support of the initiative were current as of February 
1 ,  201 8. 131 
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Committees in  support of Proposition 68 Totals in support 

Updated as of February 1, 2018 Total 
$1 ,352,755.82 

Cash In-kind Cash raised: 
Supporting committees 

contributions services expenditures Total 
$304,992.54 

Conservation Action Fund for Clean Water spent: 

and Parks, Sponsored by Environmental $605, 000 .00 $0.00 $203,834.99 
Organizations 

Committee for C lean Water Natural 
$ 128,400.00 $29,530.42 $1 9,723.23 

Resources and Parks 

Cal ifornia Park & Recreation Society I nc. 
Supporting Clean Water, Natural $9, 825.40 $0.00 $7,723.59 
Resources & Parks 

Cal ifornians for Clean Water and Safe 
Parks, Sponsored by Conservation $530, 000.00 $0.00 $41 ,344.35 
Groups 

Fund for a Better Future, Committee for 
$50, 000.00 $0 .00 $2,835.96 

20 1 8  Clean Water and Safe Parks Bond 

Total $1 ,323,225.40 $29,530.42 $275,462.1 2 

Donors 

The following were the top s ix donors who contributed to the support committees as of February 1 ,  201 8: [3] 

Reporting dates 
In Cal ifornia, bal lot measu re committees file a total of four campaign finance reports in 201 8. The fi l ing dates for 
reports are as follows: l1 4l 

Campaign finance reporting dates for June 201 8  ballot [show] 

Methodology 
Bal lotpedia calculates campaign finance based on the political committees registered to support or oppose a measure and 

independent expenditures, when relevant and available. When a committee is registered to support or oppose multiple measures it is 

impossible to distinguish between funds used for one measure and funds used for the other. 

In calculating campaign finance for supporting and opposing committees, Ballotpedia does not count donations or expenditures from 
one ballot measure committee to another since that would amount to counting the same money twice. This method is used to give the 

most accurate information concerning how much funding was actually provided to and spent by the opposing and supporting 
campaigns. 
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Ballotpedia subtracts out committee-to-committee contributions-both cash donations and in-kind contributions. Because of this, it is 
possible for certain committees to have negative contributions. Negative contributions mean that a committee has provided more 
contributions to other committees than it has received. If expenditures exceed contributions, it means the committee has accrued 
unpaid bills, has unpaid or unforgiven loans, or has contributed a certain amount of in-kind services to another committee. 

Ballotpedia provides information about all reported in-kind donations. I n-kind contributions are also counted toward total expenditures 

since, with in-kind gifts, the contribution and services or goods are provided simultaneously. Ballotpedia does this to provide the most 

accurate information about the cash-on-hand of supporting and opposing campaigns. 

I Background 

Bond issues on the ballot in California 
See also: Bond issues on the ballot 

Voters of California cast bal lots on 39 bond issues, totaling $1 54.829 bil l ion in value, from January 1 ,  1 993, 
through January 1 ,  2018 .  Voters approved 31  (79.49 percent) of the bond measures-a total of $143.409 bil l ion. 
Six of the measures were citizen's i nitiatives; four of six were approved . Th irty-three of the measures were 
leg islative referrals; 25 of 33 were approved. The most common purposes bond measures during the 25 years 
between 1 993 and 2018 were water infrastructure and publ ic education, for which there were seven bond 
measures each. There were four bond measures related to parks or environmental conservation between 1993 
and 201 8, for which three of four were approved . 

Prior to the election on June 5 ,  201 8 ,  the most recent bond issue that citizens voted on was a $9 bi l l ion public 
education bond titled Proposition 51 . 

Click show to expand the bond revenue table. 

Vear [show] Measure Amount Primary purpose · Origin Outcome 

Bond debt in California 
As of December 1 ,  201 7, Californ ia had $73 .33 bi l l ion in debt from general obligation bonds. The state had $31 .09 
bi l l ion in  unissued bonds, including $2. 1 9  bi l l ion for natural resources and environment-related bondsJ1 5l 

Budgets 
The state budget for fiscal year 201 7-20 18, which was signed into law on June 27, 201 7, included $1 83. 3 bi l l ion in  
state funds. Most-$ 1 25. 1 bi l l ion-came from the General Fund and less than two percent-$3.3 bi l l ion-came 
from bond funds. The 201 7-201 8  budget included $3.2 bi l l ion for the state's Environmental Protection Agency and 
$5.2 bi l l ion for the state's Natural Resources Agency. [161 

On January 1 0, 201 8, Gov. Brown (D) released a $1 90.3 b i l l ion budget plan for the state's fiscal year 
20 1 8-201 9. l17l Around $2.5 bi l l ion of the proposed spending wou ld be derived from bonds. The proposed 
201 8-201 9 budget would include $2.9 bil l ion for the state's Environmental Protection Agency, a 9.4 percent 
decrease from the prior budget, and $4.7 bi l l ion for the state's Natural Resources Agency, a 9.6 percent decrease 
from the prior budget.l1 8l The budget requ ires the approval of the Cal ifornia State Legislature, which votes on 
amendments and other changes to the budget. 

Gov. Brown's proposed budget would allocate $1 .02 bi l l ion of the Parks, Environment, and Water Bond in fiscal 
year 201 8-2019 . l 1 9l As the proposed budget included allocations from the Parks, Environment, and Water Bond, 
rejecting the bond measure would decrease the spending on natural resources in the 2018-201 9 budget, unless 
the budget is amended before enactment to increase spending. 

I Path to the bal lot 

See also: Authorizing bonds in California 
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Section 1 of Article XVI of the Cal ifornia Constitution requ ires that general obligation bond issues of $300,000 or 
more be referred to voters for approval or rejection. The Californ ia State Leg islature is requ ired to pass bond acts 
by a two-thirds vote of al l the members in both legislative chambers. The governor must also sign the bond act. 

The bond act was introduced into the legislature as Senate Bi l l  5 (SB 5) on December 5, 2016 .  On May 30, 201 7, 
the Cal ifornia Senate passed the bi l l  31 to 9. The bill was amended in  the Cal ifornia State Assembly, increasing 
the bond amount from $3.832 bi l l ion to $4 bi l l ion. 

On September 1 5, 2017 ,  the state Assembly voted 56 to 21 , with two members not voting, to pass the bi l l .  Three 
Republicans voted with 53 Democrats to approve the bi l l .  As one Democrat abstained from voting, at least one 
Republican vote was needed to pass SB 5. On September 1 6 ,  201 7, the state Senate voted 27 to 9, with four 
members not voting, to pass the final version of SB 5. I n  the state Senate, the bi l l  received just enough votes to 
pass as Democrats supported SB 5 and Republ icans either voted against SB 5 or abstained. l1 l September 1 5, 
201 7, was the last day of the 201 7 regu lar legislative session that the state Legislature was allowed to pass bil ls. 

On October 1 5, 201 7 ,  Gov. Jerry Brown (D) signed the bi l l ,  certifying the measure for the ballot in 201 8.l1 l 

Vote in the California State Assembly Vote in the California State Senate 
September 15, 2017 September 16, 2017 

Requirement: Two-thirds (66. 67 percent) vote of all members in each Requirement: Two-thirds (66.67 percent) vote of all memb, 

chamber chamber 

Number of yes votes required: 54 ..,,, Number of yes votes required: 27 v' 

Not 
Yes No voting Yes No 

Total 56 21 2 Total 27 9 

Total percent 70. 00% 26.25% 2.50% Total percent 67.50% 22.50% 

Democrat 53 0 1 Democrat 27 0 

Repub lican 3 21 1 Republican 0 9 

I See a lso 
2018 measures California News and analysis 

li:LL+ ,> ::1 

- ·-·-·~--·---·-�- B. �; 

■ 2018 bal lot ■ California ballot measures ■ Ballot measure 
measures ■ California ballot measure lawsuits 

■ Bond issues on the laws ■ Ballot measure 
bal lot ■ Environmental policy in readabil ity 

■ Environment on the Cal ifornia ■ Ballot measure pol ls 
bal lot 

■ 2018 legislative 
sessions 

I External  links 
■ Cal ifornia Senate Bi l l  5 
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The Basics 
► On the June 2018 bal lot, voters wil l  decide whether to approve a $4.i lbma@llll b@ullcdl that will provide funding for 

parks, d rought preparedness, water i nvestments and flood protection throughout the state. 
► Authored by Senate Pro Tern Kevin de Leon, this bond places a high priority on fund ing for low-income 

communities. 
► At least :2@ P®�'li!®iil'll: @'f 1th<?. f11,m«:lhs in each of the eleven chapters must be a l located to projects serving severely 

d isadvantaged communities. 

$1047 $1.47 
erar m - : mon BiHion 

Parks Water 

$725 MILLBOINI $550 MULLION 

for the creation and for flood 

expansion of safe protection and 

parks in park-poor repair 

communities $290 MULLION 

$290 MB!l..i.HON for regional 

to local and regional sustainability 

outdoor spaces $250 MBLUON 

$218 MIU .. 101\I for clean drinking 

to existing state water & drought 

parks facilities preparedness 

$1130 MRL!.llOil\l $200 MULLION 

to state to the Salton Sea 

conservancies $'100 MILLION 

$:30 MDl!.l!.DON for water recycling 

for trail maintenance $80 MILLDOINI 
and development for groundwater 

$25 MBll.l!.ION sustainability 

for rural areas 

�,� 
.. � 

$1.12 
Billion 

Environment 
$320 MftLUON 

for wildlife conservation and 

habitat restoration 

$300 MILi.iON 

to the California Natural 

Resources Agency and 

California Conservation Corps 

$215 MILLION 

for coastal protection 

$162 MILLION 

for river and urban stream 

restoration 

$60 MILLION 

for watershed restoration 

$50 M!LLION 

to the Department of Forestry 

$30 MILLION 

for climate resiliency 

Supported by 

► League of Ca liforn ia Cities 

► League of Women Voters 

► Association of Cal ifornia 
Water Agencies 

► California  Chamber of 
Commerce 

► Cal iforn ia State Parks Foundation 

► TreePeople 

► The Nature Conservancy 

► Audubon Cal ifornia 

► American Heart Association  

► The Wildlands Conservancy 

"Proposition 68 wi l l  provide the funding to 

protect, enhance and secure Ca lifornia's 

most valuable resource: water." 

-Charles Wilson, Executive Director 



The Basics 
► On the November 2018 ballot, voters may be asked to consider a $8.9 bim@ll1 b@tlil� that wil l  provide funding for 

major water infrastructure projects, d rought preparedness, water recycling and water qual ity protection .  

► I n  the past 12 yea rs, Ca liforn ians have passed two water bonds-Prop 1 i n  2014 and Prop 84 in 2006. 
By 2019, the remaining funds in  both of these bonds will l ikely be exhausted. 

Where Will the Money Go? 

• 

i l l i  

rs 

$2.4 Em.LION $550 MU .. UON 
for watershed for stormwater 
restoration 

$500 MULLION 
$1.45 BRILLION for flood management 
for fish habitat & 
waterfowl habitat $500 MIii.i.iON 

restoration/protection for safe drinking water 

$750 MRII.UOIN! $400 MDU.ION 

for Friant-Kern for wastewater recycling 

canal repair 
$400 MDB.I.IOINi 

$675 MAII.UOIN! for inland desalting 

for Sustainable $300 MIil.LiON Groundwater 
Management Act for urban water 

(SGMA) compliance conservation 

Supported by 

► Cal ifornia Chamber of Commerce 

► Cal ifornia Bui ld ing I nd ustry 
Association 

"This bond addresses California's d ire need to 

invest in  and update our state's infrastructure to 

secure a safe and relaible water supply." 

-Charles Wilson, Executive Director 

► Association of Cal iforn ia 
Water Agencies 

► Agricultural Council of California 

$250 MU.UO!NI 
for wastewater 
for disadvantaged 
communities 

$200 MILLION 
for Oroville Dam repair 

$200 MILLION 
for the Salton Sea 

$50 MUil.LiON 
for agricultural water 
conservation 

► Environmental Science 
Associates 

► Regional Council of Rura l  
Counties 

► Commun ity Water Center 



Potentia l Major Benefits of the Water 

Supply and Water Qua l ity Bond Act 

I n itiative for State Water Contractors 

The Bond act wi l l  appear on the November, 2018 Cal ifornia statewide ba l lot. It is not in confl ict 

with the legis lative park and environmental bond, wh ich wil l  appear on the June Ca l ifornia 

statewide ba l lot. The two measures are complementary. 

The fol l owing provis ions a re of particu lar i nterest to the agencies who are State Water Project 

contractors. 

Oroville Dam Spillway Repairs 

The in itiative inc l udes $200,000,000 for this purpose. These funds are justified, because the 

flood control faci l ities at Orovi l le were paid for by the federal government. If the State Water 

P roject contractors have to pay this amount, it wi l l  probably be i n  proportion to the Table A 

amounts for each contractor. 

AB 32: Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

The State Water Project m ust make payments due to  emission of greenhouse gases as  a resu lt 

of energy used to pump water throughout the state. At present the payments a re a l located by 

the Legis latu re for a variety of programs and projects. A provision of the in itiative requ ires use 

of these payments for water and energy conservation i n  SWP system, and by the contractors. 

At present these payments a re about $20,000,000 per year. They could go as h igh as 

$50,000,000 per  yea r in future yea rs. 

Water Supply Categories 

The in itiative includes a variety of tradit ional water supp ly categories, wh ich wi l l  be avai lab le to 

many SWP contractors. These inc lude the fol lowing: 

• Wastewater recycl ing: $400,000,000 

• Desalting in land suppl ies :  $400,000,000 

• U rban Water Conservation :  $300,000,000 

I ncreased Delta inflow from agricultural water conservation 
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Agricu ltura l water conservation which leaves water i n  streams tri butary to the Delta wil l  

improve Delta water q ua l ity, help restore fisheries, and wi l l  a l low for increased exports. The 

i n itiative i ncludes $50,000,000 for agricu ltural water conservation i n  watersheds tributary to 

the Delta, if the conserved water is a l lowed to rema in  i nstream.  

Fish Habitat 

Red uced d iversion of water from the Delta to the Cal iforn ia  Aqueduct is caused in part by 

regu lations  protecting endangered fish species. 

Recent science demonstrates that improved fish habitat can resu lt in more and healthier fish 

production .  If successfu l, this should lead to i ncreased fish numbers, and red uced pressure on 

exports. The in itiative makes a major i nvestment i n  fish restoration, focused mainly on l isted 

species 

Delta Conservancy: $100,000,000 

Fish Screens, Delta Tributaries: $100,000,000 

Fish habitat restoration: $383,000,000 

Watershed Restoration 

I ncreasing scientific evidence from the Sie rra Nevada demonstrates that healthier forests mean 

improved water  quantity and water qua l ity downstream. This is vita l  to the State Water 

Project, which derives export water from the entire watershed, not just the Feather River. The 

i n itiative funds restorat ion of forest watersheds, inc lud ing post fire recovery. 

Sierra Nevada Conservancy Watershed Restoration: $250,000,000 

Orovi l le: response to local concerns. 

During the Orovi l le spi l lway event, Butte County offic ia ls fou nd i t  hard to  commun icate. The 

i n it iative inc ludes fund ing for Butte County Emergency Communications Equipment: 

$1,000,000 

Sediment in Feather River causing wildl ife and flow problems. Massive amou nts of materia l  

be low Orovi l l e  Dam were washed i nto the Feather River channel  and wi ld l ife a reas. The 

i n iti ative i ncl udes funds to remove these sed i ments. Th is is done through grants to the 

Sutter Butte Flood Management Agency 

$15 mi l l ion for sediment remova l Feather River 
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$6 mi l l ion Orovi l l e  Wi ld l ife Area Improvement 

and the Wildlife Conservation Board. Feather River improvements: $7 m i l l ion 

Changing d iversion point for North Bay Aqueduct 

Water qua l ity in Barker S lough must be maintained through storage releases from Shasta, 

Orovi l l e, and Folsom Reservoirs, because of the North Bay Aqueduct d iversions to State Water 

Project Solano and Napa County water users from this dead end slough, which is in the midd le 

of de lta Smelt hab itat. A grant to the Solano County Water Agency of $5,000,000 wil l  a l low for 

the study of the relocation of this d iversion to the Sacramento River. Relocation wou ld re lieve 

pressure on Delta Smelt, and on mainta in ing d ri nking water qua l ity in Barker s lough . 

2 0/147 



Benefits for Southern California from Water Bond Initiative 

Southern California Counties: lmperi�I, Kern, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, 
Santa Barbara, Ventura, 

Safe Drinking Water and Wastewater treatment: $750 million. There are several communities in 
Imperial and other Southern California counties that can apply for these funds. 

Wastewater Recycling: $400 million. Every county in Southern California will have a project eligible for 
these funds. 

Groundwater Desalination: $400 million. These funds will be especially useful in Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Ventura and other Southern California counties. 

Water Conservation for urban areas: $300 million. All Southern California counties will be eligible for 
these funds. 

Water and Energy Techology program: $15 million. Of great importance to help all water districts save 
energy and water. 

Flood control reservoir repair: $100 million. Corps of Engineers and other flood control reservoirs 
needing repair in Los Angeles, Riverside and other counties are eligible for these funds, which will allow 
increased water yield. 

Improved water measurement and research: $60 million. Every Southern California county will be 
eligible for these funds. 

Stormwater management for water supply and water quality improvement: $510 million. Of these 
funds, $80 million are earmarked for Los Angeles County, and $40 million for San Diego County. All 
southern California counties can compete for the State Water Resources Control Board allocation of 
$400 million, and the coastal counties can compete for the $40 million allocated to the Coastal 
Conservancy. 

lntergrated Regional Water Management: $5 million. All lRWM agencies can compete for these funds, 
to continue IRWM coordination. 

Allocations to regional agencies for better watershed management: 

Coastal Conservancy: $135 million. San Diego, Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura, and Santa Barbara 
Counties eligible. 

Los Angeles and San Gabriel River and Mountain Conservancy: $60 million 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy: $60 million 
Santa Ana River (Coastal Conservancy): $30 million 
Baldwin Hills Conservancy: $30 million 
San Diego River Conservancy: $40 million 
Coachella Valley and Mountains Conservancy $25 million 
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River Parkways: $70 million all Southern California counties eligible. 

The following are in addition to the statewide allocation: 

Santa Clara River (Coastal Conservancy) $10 million 
Tijuana River (Coastal Conservancy): $10 million 
San Diego Bay (Coastal Conservancy) $15 million 
Santa Margarita River (Coastal Conservancy): $15 million 

Los Angeles River (Equally divided by River and Mountain Conservancy and Santa Monica Mountains 

Conservancy: $150 million 

Natural Community Conservation Plan implementation: $60 million. All Southern California counties 
eligible. 

Wildlife Conservation Board: $240 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

State Parks watershed restoration and water systems: $150 million. All Southern California Counties 
eligible. 

Department of Conservation watershed restoration and ag land program $60 million. All Southern 
California Counties eligible. 

Ocean Protection $100 million. San Diego, Orange, Los Angeles, Ventura and Santa Barbara counities 
eligible. 

Salton Sea habitat and dust control $200 million. This directly benefits Imperial, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, Los Angeles, and San Diego Counties due to the dust control elements. 

Urban Streams $50 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Urban Forestry $20 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Non motorized river and lake access $20 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Matilija Dam Removal $80 mill lion. Benefits Ventura County. 

UC Natural Reserves $25 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Sierra Nevada Conservancy fire and watershed mitigation $50 million. Kern County eligible. 

Cal Fire fire and watershed mitigation $50 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Land management for water supply. $100 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 

Conservation Corps $40 million. All Southern California Counties eligible. 
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act implementation $640 million. There are a number of 
areas throughout Southern California that do not have adjudicated groundwater basins. All these areas 
would be eligible for funding in this category. 

Borrego Groundwater stabilization $35 million. San Diego County. 

Waterfowl enhancement $280 million. There are waterfowl areas in all Southern California Counties 
that would be eligible for these funds. 

Friant Kern Canal restoration $750 million. Kern County would be a major beneficiary of these funds. 

Use of fees paid pursuant to AB 32 (greenhouse gas reduction) Fees currently paid by Metropolitan 
Water District, Kern County Water Agency and other southern California State Water Project contractors 
would be used for water and energy conservation projects within Southern California. This will amount 
to as much as $50 million per year in future years. 

There are additional funds which would be spent north of Southern California, but which would be of 

major benefit to Southern California. These include 

Oroville Dam Repair $200 million. To the extent that these costs end up falling on State Water Project 
contractors, 80% of these costs would fall on the Kern County Water Agency, Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California and the other State Water Project contractors in Southern California. 

Fisheries restoration $1.15 billion. Export of water to Southern California from the Delta is restricted 
due to fish flow requirements, largely for rare and endangered species. Fisheries habitat restoration in 
tributaries to the Delta, and in the Delta itself, should increase populations of these fish, thus relieving 
pressure to reduce Delta exports. 

Sierra Nevada Conservancy and Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. $300 million. These 
funds will go to improving watershed health and water productivity of the watersheds which are the 
source of a third of Southern California's water. 
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Official Endorsement List for the 

Water Supply and Water Quality Act of 2018 

Conservation Groups 

• American River Conservancy 

• American Woodland Conservancy 

• Anza-Borrego Desert Natural History Association 

• Bear-Yuba Land Trust 

• California Invasive Plant Council 

• California Native Plant Society 

• California Urban Streams Partnership 

• California Waterfowl Association 

• California Watershed Network 

• California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks Fund 

• Carrizo Plain Conservancy 

• Delta Waterfowl 

• Dry Creek Conservancy 

• Ducks Unlimited 

• Foothill Watershed Collaborative 

• Friends of Corte Madera Creek 

• Friends of Orinda Creeks 

• Friends of San Leandro Creek 

• Friends of the Napa River 

• Friends of the Santa Clara River 

• Friends of Wild Cherry Canyon 

• Lower Putah Creek Coordinating Committee 

• Mattole Salmon Group 

• National Wild Turkey Foundation 

• Natural Heritage Institute 

• Nor-Cal Guides & Sportsmens Association 

• Noyo Headlands Urban Design Group, Fort Bragg 

• Pheasants Forever 

• Placer Land Trust 

• Putah Creek Council 

• Quail Forever 

• Sacramento River Watershed Program 

• Sacramento Urban Creeks Council 
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• Salmonid Restoration Foundation 

• Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council 

• Santa Clara River Conservancy 

• Save the Bay (formerly Save San Francisco Bay Association) 

• Save the Waves 

• Sierra Foothill Conservancy 

• Sierra Nevada Alliance 

• Sonoma Ecology Center 

• Transition Habitat Conservancy 

• Truckee Donner Land Trust 

• Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy 
• Wildcat San Pablo Creeks Watershed Council 

• Worth a Dam 

Agricultural organizations 

• Agricultural Council of California 

• California Dairies 

• California Fresh Fruit 

• American Pistachio Growers 

• California Rice Commission 

• California Rice Industry Association 

Environmental Justice Organizations 

• Community Water Center 

• Grassroots Ecology 

• The Watershed Project 

• Center for Sustainable Neighborhoods 

Water agencies 

• Arvin Edison Water Storage District 

• Association of California Water Agencies 

• Bear Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

• Big Bear Municipal Water District 
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• Borrego Water District 

• City of Big Bear Lake, Department of Power and Water 

• Colusa Groundwater Authority 

• Friant Water Authority 

• Kern-Tulare Water District 

• Lindmore Irrigation District 

• Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District 

• Madera Irrigation District 

• Northern California Water Association 

• Porterville Irrigation District 

• San Joaquin River Exchange Contractors Water Authority 

• Saucelito Irrigation District 

• Solano County Water Agency 

• Solano Irrigation District 

• Tulare Irrigation District 

Individuals 

• EdwinCamp 

• Brigadier General Gerald Galloway, United States Army (Retired) 

• Ron Gastelum, Former CEO and GM of the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California 

• Brian Jordan, Vice President, Tetra Tech 

• Peter B Moyle, Distinguished Professor Emeritus, University of California, Davis 

• Ann L. Riley, Ph.D. 

Business 

• California Building Industry Association 

• California Chamber of Commerce 

• DM Camp & Sons 

• ESA (Environmental Science Associates) 

• Kern Machinery Inc 

• Sierra Business Council 

• Western Power Products, Inc. 
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• Northern California Water Association Water Bond Support (November 2017), 

and members: 

Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District 

B&B Ranch 

Brophy Water District 

Browns Valley Irrigation District 

City of Colusa 

City of Redding 

Crain Orchards, Inc. 

Danna & Danna Inc. 

Edwards Ranch 

Feather Water District 

Fedora Farms 

G&K Farms, LLC. 

Garden Highway Mutual Water Co. 

Garner, Garner & Stoy 

Glenn Colusa Irrigation District 

Hallwood Irrigation District 

Henle Family Limited Partnership 

Hershey Land Row Crop, LLC. 

J.A. Driver 

Joint Water Districts Board 

Biggs-West Gridley Water District 

Butte Water District 

Richvale Irrigation District 

Sutter Extension Water District 

Knaggs Ranch 

Larry Pires Farms 

Lindauer River Ranch, Inc. 

Llano Seco Rancho 

M&T Ranch 

Maxwell Irrigation District 

Meridian Farms Water Co. 

Natomas Mutual Water Co. 

North Yuba County Water District 
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Oji Brothers Farms, Inc. 

Pacific Farms & Orchards 

Pacific Gold Agriculture 

Paul Bertagna 

Felger Mutual Water Company 

Pleasant Grove-Verona Mutual Water Co. 

Plumas Mutual Water Co. 

Princeton-Codora-Glenn Irrigation Dist. 

Provident Irrigation District 

R. Gorrill Ranch Enterprises 

Ramirez Water District 

Reclamation District 1004 

Reclamation District 108 

Reclamation District 2035 

Richter Brothers, Inc. 

Rising Eagle Ranch 

River Garden Farms 

Riverview Land & Equipment, Inc. 

South Sutter Water District 

South Yuba Water District 

Sutter Bypass-Butte Slough WUA 

Sutter Mutual Water Company 

Sycamore Trust 

Taylor Brothers Farms 

Tehama Angus Ranch, Inc. 

Thermalito Irrigation District 

Tudor Mutual Water Co. 

Tuttle Ranches 

Western Canal Water District 

William P. Locket 

Yolo County Flood Control & WCD 

Yuba County Water Agency 

Members of Congress 

John Garamendi 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
TO PROTECT \VATER QCALITY AND ENCOCRAG E THE CONJUNCTIVE l!SES OF IMPORTED 

WATER IN THE SA!'.TA Al\'A RIVER BASIN 

This Cooperative Agreement to Protect Water Qual ity and Encourage the Conjunctive 
Us_es ?f [m1�orted Water ln the Santa A�r �asin (''Agrceme�t") i_s e11te1:ed into and 
eftect1ve this ..&i_ day of -....b114•cs

�
, 15)1 �d among the California Reg10nal Water Quality 

Control Board, Santa Ana Region �e ·'Regional Board") and the entities listed in paragraph 
1 1  (n) below. The Regional Board and each of the entities listed in paragraph l l (n) below are 
ind ividual ly refened to as a ''Party" and are collectively referred to as the "Parties." 

Recitals 

A. Water imported to the Santa Ana River Region, as defined in Water Code section 
1 3200(e) (the ' ·Region"), from the State Water Project, the Colorado River and other sources, 
and to groundwater basins within the Region from other grOlmdwater basins within the Region, 
is vital to meet present and future demands for water within the Region. Such water is directly 
used; injected or percolated within groundwater basins; stored in a groundwater basin for later 
use; may be combined with or used in addition to the native groundwater supplies in a basin; 
may be exported/imported from one basin to another� and after consumptive use may fonn a 
portion of the ·wastewater that is treated ,  recharged and reused within the Region. Such 
conjunctive uses of surface water and groundwater within the Region have been contemplated by 
the State of California at least since the issuance of the original California Water Plan in 1957 
and the adoption by the State Water Quality Control Board of Resolution No. 64-1 . 

B. The Regional Board is charged by statute \-vith adopting such water qual ity 
objectives as may be required to protect the beneficial uses of water ,:vithin the Region. In 
particular, the long-term conjunctive use of ground\'vater in the Region requires that the qual i ty 
of water in groundwater basins in  the Region be managed to meet the water quality objectives for 
nitrogen and total dissolved solids (collectively, the "Salinity Objectives") adopted by the 
Regional Board in the 1 995 Water Qual ity Control Plan for the Santa Ana River Basin, as 
amended in 2004 by R8 2004�000 1 (the ''Basin Plan''). 

35  C. The Salinity Objectives presently included in the Basin Plan are the result of a 
36 multi-year, multl�mi l l ion dollar cooperative effort among many of the Parties .  The Salinity 
37 Objectives are a product of the best scientific and technical information available. 
38  
3 9  ·o. The Legislature has declared that the faci l i tation of voluntary transfers of water 
40 and water rights is the established pol icy of the State. The Legislature has further declared that 
4 1  voluntary water transfers between water users can result in a more efficient use o f  water and can 
42  al lo\V more intensive use of  developed water resources so as  to conserve al l avai l able water 
43 resources. The Legis lature has directed the Regional Board to encourage voluntary transfers of 
44 water and water rights. 
45 
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46 E. The Parti es d isagree whelher Lbe R.egional Board may regulate the conjunctive 
4 7 uses of imported water in the Region by means of general waste discharge requirements. Some 
48 of Lhe Parties believe the Regional Board lacks authority to re&.rulate the conjunctive uses of 
49 water in  the Region because, they contend, such water does not constitute "vva.ste" as defined in 
50 Water Code section l3050(d); Lbe Regional Board and other Parties believe the Regional Board 
5 1  has such authority. 
52 
53 F. To avoi d  costly and ti.me-consuming litigation brought to resolve the scope of the 
54 Regional Board ' s authority to regulate imported water and without prejudice to the Pariies ' 
55 competing views 011 this question, the Parties wish to act cooperatively with the goa] of 
56 achieving compliance with the Salinity Objectives without the necessity of general waste 

· 57 discharge requirements. 
58 

59 G .  The Parties wish to memorialize the lcm1s of their cooperative cfforl by means of 
60 this Agreement. 
6 1  
62 

63 Agreements 
64 
65 l .  Purpose of Agreement 

66 'l11is Agreement is intended to aJJow 1l1e Parties to monitor and improve water qua]j ty 
6 7 within the Sa11 ta Ana River Region in a mlll1ncr tba1. is consistent both with adopted water quali ty 
68 objectives and with the needs of the inhahitanls of the Region for a reliable supply of water. 
69 This Ar:,rreemcnt is l imited in scope to compliance wi th m1d implementation of the Salini ty 
70 Objectives. 

7 1  

72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 

79 
80 
8 1  

2. Parties 

The Regional Board or any publ ic  agency or non-profit  mutual water company that 
imports water to the Region, exports/imports waler between basins within the Region, recharges 
such imported water wi thin the Region, delivers such imported water for potable use within tJ1c 
Region, or treats and/or recharges wastewater within the Region that includes imported \Vater 
may become a Party to this Agreement. 

3 .  Tenn r;_f Agreement 

This A&,,:rrccmcnt wi l l  have an in i tial term of 1 0  years and shul l automatically renew for 
subsequent 1 0-year periods, provided that any Party may withdraw at any time by providing one 
year's ,vntten notice of\:vithdrnwal to a l l  other Pmiies. 

82 4. Preparation of Triennial rVater Quali(}' Report 

8 ... ( .J 

84 
85 
86 

The Parties that intentional ly recharge imported water within the Santa Ana Region (the 
' ·Recharging Parties'') a6iree voluntari ly to collect, compile and analyze the NfI'DS ,vater 
qual ity data necessary to determine whether the in tentional recharge ·of imported water in the 
Region may have a signifieant adverse impact on compl iance with the Sal in i ty Objectives within 
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87 tbe Region. To that end, the Recharging Parties v\ill collect, compil e and analyze such Nfl'DS 
88  waler qua.l i t-y data and prepare, vvitlun eig}1teen months from the e ffective date o f  th.is Agreement  
89 and every three years thereufi.er, a report containing the fol lowi ng information: 

90 
9 1  
92 
93 
94 

95 
96 

9 7  
9 8  
99 

1 00 
1 0 1  
1 02 
1 03 
1 04 
1 05 

1 06 
1 07 

1 08 
1 09 
1 1 0 
1 1 1  
1 1 2 

a. 

b. 

C. 

A summary of 1he tl1en-current ambi ent water quality in each groundwater 
management zone and a comparison of that ambient water quality with U1e 
Salinity Obj ectives. The Recharging Parties shall calculate ambient water quality 
for each groundwater management zone in a manner that al lows for a technjcatl v ' '- ..... ., 

val id comparison with the Salinity Objectives. 

A summary of the amount and quality of imported water recharged in each 
groundwater management zone during the previous three-yem· period. 

The ini tial report zmd each report prepared at six-year intervals thereafter wi l l  
� 

� k-< "" 
includ_e a projection of ambient water quality in each i;,:rroundwater rnililagement U.) 

zone for U1e subsequent 20 years. +""� ! 

( 1 )  

(2 ) 

(3 ) 

The projection of ambient water qual ity for each groundwater 
management zone will be based upon prof�ssionally accepted modeling 
techniques, will reasonably account for s urface fluxes of salt input, wi l l 
reflect the effects of all existing and reasonably foreseeable recharge 
projects for which there i s  a certi.fied environmental document and wi l l  
compare baseline an1bient water quality with lhe Salinfry Objectives. 

The projections for different grnumlwaler management zones may be 
based on different modeling technjques. 

Each report thal includes a 20-year proj ection of ambient water q uali ty 
will also present a comparison of then-cun-ent water qual ity i n  each 
groundwater management zone wifu the ambient water quality projection 
made six years easl ier, together with an evaluation of the reason(s) for any 
differences . 

1 1 3  The Recharging Parties will agree among themselves regarding the manner i n  which they wi l l  
1 1 4 prepare the report and the manner in which lhey wil l  slrnre the cost of preparing the report. The 
1 1 5 RechargiI1 g Parties wi ll c irculate a draft version of each report to a l l  other Parties for review and 
1 1 6 ,ni tten comments for at least a 45-day period. The Recharging Parties shal l consider wrinen 
1 1 7 comments received on  lhe draft report i.n preparing the final report. Upon completion of the fi nal 
I I 8 report, the Recharging Parties shall promptl y  lodge the final report wi th the Regional Board. 

1 1 9 5 .  CEQA Review cf Proposed Projects 

1 20 Each Recharging  .Party agrees that, when it serves as a lead agency under the California 
1 2 1  Environmental Quu l i Ly Act (' 'CEQA'') for n p roposed project involving the recharge of imported 
1 22 water vvithin tl1e Region, i t  wil l  analyze that project as follows: 
1 2 3  
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1 24 
1 25 
1 26 

1 2 7  
1 28 

1 29 

1 3 0 

1 3 1  
1 32 

1 33 

1 34 

135 

136  
1 37 

1 38 
1 3 9  

1 40 
1 4 1  

1 42 
1 43 
1 44 
1 45 
1 46 

1 47 
1 48 
1 49 
1 50 
1 5 1  
1 52 

1 53 
1 54 
1 5 5  
1 56 

a. 

b. 

C. 

The envi ronmental documenl will include the waler quaIJ ry data compiled in the 
most recent triennial report to the Regional Board (see paragraph 4 above) in the 
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project. 

The environmental document will incorporate professionally acceptable modeli_ng 
techniques. The Parties agree that. the fol lov,..1ng models meet this standmd: 

( l )  

(2) 

(3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 
(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

The Wildermuth models used to establ ish maximum benefi t objecti ves. 

The Ora11gc County Basi.n Groundwater Model . 

The USGS/Geoscience/Secor model of the Bunker HiJl Groundwater 
Basin. 

The Chino Basin \Vatcm1astcr/Jnland Empire Utilities Agency model. 

The Beaumont-Cherry Val ley model for the Beaumont management zone 

Eastern Municipal Water District 's  San Jacinto Groundwater Model. 

Els inore Valley Municipal Water District 's  Elsinore Basin Groundwater 
Model. 

The USGS model of  the Beaumonl Basin (with MT3D package or 
equivalent added). 

Updates/refinements or these models arc presumed to be pro fessiona l ly  
acceptable. 

A Recharging Party may base its environmental analysis on a model other than 
those described above if that model has been presented to the Regional Board at 
least 1 80 days prior to the release of the draft environmental document and there 
bas been a determination by the Regional Board or its s taff that the alternative 
1nodel is acceptable .  

( l ) 

(2) 

The Regional Board agrees that an alternative model is acceptable for 
purposes orthis Agreement if tbc proponent of that model can 
demonstrate with reasonable certainty that the relat[ ve error of the mode l 's  
cali bration for the groundwater management zones in question for a 
reasonable base period is ± 1 0% or less wb'.en compared wi th existing 
groundwater data. 

The provis ions of tJ1c immediately preceding paragraph are not to be 
construed to preclude o ther means or methodologies for an al ternative 
moder s proponent to demonstrate to lhe Regional Bomd that an 
a l ternative model is acceptable for purposes of this Agrl!ement. 
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1 57 
1 58 
] 59 
1 60 
1 6 1 

J 61 

1 63 
1 64 
1 65 

1 66 
1 67 
1 68 

169  
1 70 
1 7 1  

1 72 
1 73 

1 74 

1 75 
1 76 
1 77 

1 78 
1 79 
1 80 
1 8 1 

1 82 6. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

( 3 )  lf an alternative model has noi been deemed acceptable by  the Regional 
Board or its staff and a lead agency vvishcs to inc lude resul ts from that 
model in Lhe environmental document, the lead agency shal l include 
resul ls from both the alternative model and one of the pre-approved 
models in the environmental document. 

TI1c environmental document \Vil l include the following analyses: 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

A summary of the condi tion of the groundwater management zones, as 
reflected in the most recent triennial report to the Regional Board, that 
might be affected by the project. 

A 20-year projection of water quality in the groundwater management 
zone with the proposed project and a comparison of that water qual i ty wiU1 
condit i. ons expected without the project. 

A comparison of the 20-year water quality projection for conditions with 
the proposed project with the Salinjty Objectives for the groundwater 
mmiagcment zone. 

A description and evaluation of any measures proposed to mitigate the 
potential effects of the proposed project. 

The draft environmental document wilJ be circulated to all Parties. 

Each Recharging Paity agrees to adopt U1e operative guidelines contained in this 
paragraph 5 as part of its CEQA implementing procedures pursuant to section 
l 5022 of the CEQA Guidel ines . 

The envi.ron.mcntal document shall include, if required under CEQA, an effective 
mitigati on monitoring and reporting plnn that enables the l ead agency to 
demonstrate compliance with applicable rcgu.latory s tandards and any 
pcrfonrn:mce st,mdards adopted in the environmental document. 

Basin Planning Updates 

1 83 The Regional Bmu·d wi l l  revicvv and, i f  appropriate, revise water quality objectives for 
1 84 the purpose of faci l itating the recharge of imported waler in groundwater management zones 
1 85 vv'i l:hin the Region. The Parties agree to cooperate in such ef:forts and agree to work 
1 8 6 cooperatively to deve lop a progrrtm that addresses the use and al locat ion of assimi l ati ve capac ity 
1 8 7 as part of overall B asin planrring and management. 

1 88 7 .  Er1fhrceme11t 

1 89 I f  the Recharging Part ies fail timely to prepan� the triennial report described i n  paragraph 
1 90 4 above or i f  a Recharging Party fails to include the analyses described in paragn1ph 5 above in 
I 9 1  an environmental docw11ent prepared in connection ,,vith a proposed project invol v ing the 
1 92 recharge of imported water, then any other Party may enforce the terms of  th is Agreement as 
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1 93 fo l l ows. 

1 94 [fthe d i spute relates to the triennial report on waler qual i t:y, tbe Regional Board vvil l  bold 
1 95 a hearing asl<lng the Recharging ParLies lo provide an explanation for the delay or fai l me to 
1 96 prepare LJ1e report. Such a bearing will precede an action for specific performance of the ten11S 
1 97 of tbis AgTeement by the Regional Board. In the event that the d ispute relates to tbe failure of a 
1 98 Party to provide tbe appropriate analysis in an environmental documenL, that dispute wil l  be 
1 99 addressed by the Party(ies) using the remedies avail able under CEQA. 

200 The Parties rccog.njzc that nothing in th.is Agreement can or  is intended to divest the 
20 1 Regional Board of its authority under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
202 Furthermore, nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as a waiver by any Party of any 
203 remedies it may h□vc against a non-Pmty for interference with the implementation of this 
204 Agreement. 

205 8. Book\- and Records 

206 Eacb Party shall have access to and the right to examine any o:f the other Parties' 
207 pertinent books, documents, papers or other records (including, without limitation, records 
208 contained on electronic media) relating to the pcrfomiance of that Party's obligations pursuant to 
209 this Agreement. The Parties shal l each retain all such books, docurnents, papers or other records 
2 1 0  for at least four years after the tem1ination o:f th.is Agreement 1.o frici ] jtale such review. Access 
1 1 1 to each Party's books and records shal l  be during normal business bours only. Nothing in this 
2 1 2  p,m1graph shall be construed to operate a s  a waiver of any applicable privil eges. 

2 1 3  9 .  No Admissions 

1 14  Nothing in this Agreement shal l b e  construed as an admission by  any Party rcgrmling any 
2 l 5 subject matter of  this Agreement, including but not l imited to the authority of the Regional Board 
2 1 6  to regulate 111c importat ion o f  water t o  the Region. The Parties agree that Evidence Code 
2 1 7  sections 1 1 52 and 1 1 54 render thls Agreement inadmissible as evidence against any of the 
2 1 8  Parties in any acljudicati ve proceed i ng, except a proceeding to enforce or interpret the terms or 
2 1 9  conditions o f  this Agreement. 

220 1 0. Presen1afion o/Rights 
22 l The Parties agree Lhat this Agreement is in sctilcmcnt of a dispute and preserves a l l  rights 
222 or the Parlies as they may exist as of the e ffective date of th.is Agreement. 

223 

224 
225 
126 
227 

228 
229 

] 1 .  General Provisions 

a. 

b. 

Authority. Each sig11atory of this Agreement represents that s/hc is authorized to 
execute this Agreement on behal f  o f  the Party for which s/hc signs .  Each Party 
represents that it has legal authority tn enter into this /\grecment and lO perform 
al l obligat ions under thjs Agreement. 

Amendments. This  Agreement may only be amended with the approval of al l 
Part i es. 
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230 
23 1 
232 
233  
234 

235 
236 
237 
238 

239 
240 
241 
242 

243 
244 
245 
246 
247 

248 
249 
250 
25 1 
252 
253 
254 

255 
256 
257 
258 

259 
260 
26 1 
262 
263 
264 

265 
266 
267 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h .  

i .  

J . 

Jurisdiction and Venue. This  AgTeernent shall bl: governed by and consm.ied i n 
accordance wi th the l avvs o f  the S tate of Cal ifornia, except for iLs confli cts of law 
rules. Any sui t. action, or proceeding brought under the scope of this Agreement 
shall be brought and maintained to the extent allowed by law in the County of 
Riverside, Cal ifornja. 

Representations and Warranties. Each representation and warranty conta.ined 
herein or made pursuant hereto shall be deemed to be material and to have been 
relied upon and shall survive the execution, delivery- and tenninaLion of th i s  
Agreement. 

Entire Agreement. This Ai;,'Teement constitUles the entire agTCcmenl of the Pm-Lies 
with respect to I.he subj ect matter of this Agreement and supersedes any prior oral 
or written agreemenl, understanding, or representation relating io the subject 
matter o f  this Agreement. 

Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall be b inding on and inure lo the 
benefit o f  the successors and assigm of the respective Parties to this Agreement.. 
No Party may assign its interests i n  or obligations under tbis Agreement without 
the written consent of the 0U1er Parties, which consen t shall not be unreasonably 
withheld or delayed. 

Adl'ic:e ,�f' Cozmscl; Drqfiing by Negotiations. This A1:,rreement has been nnived at 
through ncgoLiations and each Party has had a ful l  and fair opportunity to revise 
the terms of this Agreement. As a result, the normal rule of construction that any 
ambigu ities are to be resolved against the drafting Party shall not app!y in the 
construction or interpretation of  this Agreement. Each Party represents that it has 
sought and obtai_ncd any legal advice i t  deems necessary from i ts mvn separate 
counsel before entering into this Agreement. 

Waiver. No waiver of any v io lation or breach of this Agreement shal l  be 
considered to be a waiver of any other violation or breach o f  this Agreement. and 
forbearance to enforce one or more of  the remedies provided in 1l1 is Agreement 
shal l not be deemed to be a waiver of that remedy. 

Severability. H: after the date of execut ion of this Agreement, any provision or 
this Agreement is held to be illegal, inval id, or  unenforceable under present or 
future la\vs ei1ectivc during the term of this Agreement, such provis ion shal l be 
fully severable .  However, in l ieu thereof, there shal l be added a provision us 
simi l ar in terms to such i l legal, inval id or unenforceable provi sion as may be 
poss i bl e  and be legal, valid and enforceable .  

Complianc:e with La11w. In performing their respective obligations under 1J1is 
Agreement, the Parties sha l l  comply \Vith and conform to al l appl i cable l,nvs, 
rules, regulations and ord inunccs. 
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268 
269 
270 

k. No 77-lird-Pany Benr;ficiaries. 11,js Agreement shal l not cre:.ite any right or 
interest in any non-Pru1y or in m1y member of the publ ic as a third parry 
beneficiary. 

2 7 1  
272 
273 

L lv'ecessary Actions. Each Party agrees to execule and deliver addi tional 
documents and i.nstmments and to take any additional actions as may be 
reasonably required to carry out l11e purposes of this Agreement. 

2 74 
275 
276 
277  

m. Co11nte1parts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, 
which may be executed and del ivered via facsimile transmission, each of  which 
shall be deemed to be an original, but all of which together sball constitute but 
one and tl1e same imtrwnent. 

278 
' 179 
280 
28 1 
282 
283 
284 
285 
286 
287 

n. Notices. All notic�s, requests, demands or other communications required or 
pem1ittecl under this Agreement shal l be i.n writing unless provided other.vise in 
tl1is Agreement and sball be deemed to have been duly given and received on: 
(i) the date of service if served personally or served by facsimile transmission on 
the Party to whom notice is to be given at the address(es) provided bclovv, (ii) on 
the first day after mailing, if mailed by Federal Express, U.S .  Express Mail, or 
o ther similar overnight courier service, postage prepaid, and addressed as 
provided below, or (iii) on the third day after mai ling if mailed to the Party to 
whom notice i s  to be given by Jirst class mai l ,  registered or certified, postage 
prepaid, addressed as follows: 

288 CALIFORNIA REGlONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

289 Cali fornia Regional Water Quality Contro l Bmml 
290 Santa Ana Region 
291  3 737 Main St. , Sui te 500 
292 Riverside, CA 9250 1  
293 (95 1 )  782-4 1. 30 ph 
294 (95 1 ) 78 1 -6288 fcu: 

295 CITY OF CORONA 

296 City of Corona 
297 400 S. V iceniia Avenue 
2.98 Corona, CA 92882-2 1 87 
299 (95 1 )  736-2239 pb 
3 00 (95 1 )  736-223 1 fax 
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30 1 
302 303 3 04 305 3 06 
}07 

3 08 
309 

3 1 0 
3 1 1  3 12 3 1 3 3 1 4  
3 1 5 
3 1 6  3 1 7  
3 1 8 3 1 9  320 
321  
3 2:?. 323 324 325 
326 
327 328 
329 
330  33 1 
" " ') _) .) _ 333 334 3 3 5  3 36  

CTTY OF RIVERS !DE 
City of Riverside 5950 Acom Sb·eet Riverside, CA 92504-1 036  
(95 1 )  3 5 1 -6080 ph (95 1 )  3 5 1 -6267 fax 

EA.STEIL\.! l.vlU�JCrPAL \X':\. TER DfS".TTDCT 
Eastern Municipal Water District 2270 Trumble Road JJcrr:is, CA 92570 P.O. Box 8300 
Perris, CA 92572-8300 (95 '1 )  928~3777 ph (95 1) tJ28-6 177 fax 

ELSINORE V1;\LLE\'' J\1lJNTCIP.'\.L WATER DJSTRJCT 
Elsinore Valley J:v[unicipal Water District 3 1. 3 1 5  Chancy Street 
I ,ake Elsinore, CA 92530 P.O. Box 3000 Lake Elsin.rn:e, CA 9253 1 -3000 

OR1\NCE COUNTY W1\TER DISTRICT 
Orange County Water District 1 0500 Ellis Avenue Fowwun VaJlcy, CA 92708-6921 P.O. Box 8300 Fount1un Valley, CA 92728-8300 (7 1 4) 378-3200 ph (71 4) 378 3371 fax 

SAN HERN1\RDINO VALLEY "f\fUNICIP_\L \v':\TER DISTRICT 
Sa.n lkrn:ml.i.no Vidley 1V[unicipal \Vater District 1 350 South "E" Street S;i_n Bernardino, CJ\ 92408-:?.7'.25 P.O. I3ox 5906 S;rn Bernardi.no, CA 924 1 2-5906 (909) 387- 9200 ph (CJ09) 387-92,1 7 l;L, 
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337 S.AN GORGON1O PASS WATER AGENCY 

338  San Gorgonio Pass \�1ater Agency 
3 3 9  1210 Beaumont Aver.me 340 Beaumont, CA 92223 
34 l (951 )  845-2577 ph 342 (951 )  845-0281 fax 

343 WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRJCT 
344 Western Municipal Water District 
345 450 E. Alessandro Blvd. 346 Riverside, CA 92508-2449 347 P.O. Box 5286 348 lliverside, CA 92517-5286 349 (95 1) 789-5000 ph 
350  (95 1 )  780-3837 fax 

35 1  CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER 352 QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 353 354 355 356 357 358 359  
360 APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 
361  

362 
363 3 64 365 3 66 367 368 369 370 37 1  372 373 3 74 

By:~· ----------

A
B

PPROV'D AS TO,��,Y, 
y:�-..;.=....=-,--;------

Be · eger , LLP 
City of Corona Counsel 

8l l0S8 3 
3 8 / 1 4 7  

CfrY OF CORON/\ 
B)Jtm »/ 

Title: CITY MANAGER 
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3 37  SAN GORGONJO PASS WATER AGENCY 
3 3 8  San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 339 121 0  Beaumont Avenue. 340 Beaumont� CA 92223 34 1  (95 '1 )  845-2577 ph 342 (95 1 )  845-0281. fax 
343 WESTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
344 Wlcstern Municipal Water District 345 450 E. A1essanclt:o 13lvd. 346 Riverside, CA 92508-2449 347 P.O. Box 5286 348 Rivc.tsidc, CA 9251 7-5286 349 (951) 789-5000 pb 350 (951) 780-3837 fax 
35 1  352 353 
354 

355 356  357  
358  

3 59 360 APPROVED AS TO FORJvf ONLY: 361  
3 62 By: __________ _ 

CALIFORNIA REGJONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
By:. _________ _ Title: 

3 63 CITY OF CORONA 3 64 
365 ;J fl-.f}z t 
��; Byj)Jtfi �/ 368 Tttlc: CITY MANAGER 369 3 70 37 1 372 373 374 

rno1� J 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 

By: ,,_.;:f ?-1'4.,,M1..-- /2-Ul.-_�"V 

375 
376 
377 
378 
379 
380  
3 8 1 
3 82 
383 
384 
385 
3 86 
3 87  Dy;tv71 c,11; ace�;-
38 8  
3 89 
390 
3 9 1  
392 
393 
394 
395 
396 
397 
398 

.r\PPROVED AS TO FORlvJ ONLY. 

399 Bt __ . .  , .  .... _ 400 
40 1 
402 
403 
404 
4 05 
406 
407 

408 
409 APPROVED J\.S TO H)KM ON I  .Y : 
4 1 0  
4 I I 
4 1 2  By;. ____ _ 
4 1 3  

4 0 / 147 

C:ITY OF RfVERSlDI �  

Tit.le: 

ELSll\OR J o', Vi\J ,l ,EY /vflJN JCIPAL 
WATER D1STRICT 

13 ,, l ·--- ···--•-- · 
Tide: 

l.oopera1 ·,v<! /\gre�mcnr 
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375 CIT'{ OF lUVERSIDE 376 377 378 379 By: __________ _ 3 80 Title: 3 8 1  3 82 3 83 APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 384 3 85 3 86 By: _________ _ 3 87 
3 8 8  389  390 39 1  392 393  3 94 395 396 APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 3 97 3 98 399  By: _________ _ 400 
401  402 403 404 405 406 407 408 409 APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 4 1 0  
4 1 1 
4 1 2  By:. _________ _ 4 1 3  

&l llll8 l 
41/147 

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 

ELSINORE VALLEY MUNJCfP.AL WA'll�R DIS'11UCT 
By:. __________ _ Title: 
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375 

376 
377 
378 
379 
3 80 
3 8 1  
382 
383 APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 
384 
3 85 
3 86 By: _________ _ 
387 

3 8 8  
389  

390 
39 1  
392 
393 
3 94 
3 95 
3 96 1\PPROVED AS TO FORM ONTJY: 
397 
398 
399 By: __ _ 
400 

401 
402 
403 
404 
405 
406 

407 
408 
409 APPR ONLY: 
410  
4 1 1  
4 1 2  ll.,,..· ·_,,"'----_______ _ 
4 1 3  

8310\R J 
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CITY OF RIVE.RS IDE 

T3y: __________ _ 
Title: 

EAS1ERN MUNICIPAL WATER 
DISTRICT 

By: _________ _ 
Tide: 
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4 1 4  
4 l 5  
41 6  
4 1 7  
4 1 8  
4 1 9  
420 
42 1 
422 
423 

424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
43 1 
432 
433 
434 
435 
436 

437 
438 
439 
440 
44 1 
442 
443 
444 
445 
446 
447 
448 
449 

APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 

By. _________ _ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM ONLY: 

By. _________ _ 

8.I IIJ\il l 
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SAN BERNARDINO VALLEY 
MUNICIPAL WKfER DISTRICT 

By: 
--:::T=-it

-:-

le-: --------

SAN GORGONIO PASS WATER 
AGENCY 

By. __ -,--______ _ 
Title: 
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4 1 4 
4 1 5 
4 1 6  
4 1 7 
4 1 8 
4 1 9 . \  P J>RO\' l :,D . \S T< )  1 :c )It\[ o;,-.,:LY: 
420 
42 l 
422 
423 

424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
43 1 
432 
43 3 
434 
435 
436 

437 
438  
439  
440 
44 1 
�142 
443 
444 

, \PPROVI J)  .\S TO I •()Rf\- l  ONLY: 

lk __________ _ 

445 APPRO\T. I )  .\S TO H)R'.\1 ONLY: 
44(1 

447 
448 l�y: __________ _ 
449 

44/147 

OR.\ \: C rE  COL'NTY \'\" , \TER DlSTRTCJ ' 

S;\l\ BER1 LU •'.\' 
;\fl  ':-J lCI P. TRTCT 

.... � 
Brl ,--. 

Title: 

S.\N GORCUNIO P. \SS \'C\TI ,]( 

, \G  f •'.}'.;CY 

Ti rk: 
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4 14 
4 1 5 
4 1 6  
4 1 7  
4 1 8 
4 1 9  :\PPRO\'l ·:D ,\S TO FOlC\f O:'.\:LY: 
420 
42 1 
422 By: _________ _ 
423 

424 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
43 1 
432 1\PPROVED AS TO FORl\l 07'\LY: 
433 
434 
43 5 By: _________ _ 
436 

437 
438 
439 
440 
44 1 
442 
443 
444 
445 APPROVED 1\S TO FOll�J o::-..:LY: 
446 
447 
448 By: _________ _ 
449 

4 5 /14 7 

OR ... \!'\Gl � C:OL':--..:TY \\',\TER DISTRICT 

13"; _________ _ 
Tirlc: 

S. \:\ BERI\:;\R.Dl�O VALLEY 
;\ I l i�JClP:\L \V:\TER DISTRICT 

By: __________ _ 
Title: 

S,\;'\; GORC:;0\:10 P.\SS \\'.\TER 
,\GJI1\CY 
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450 45 1 
452 
453 
454 

455 
456 

457 458 APPROVED .AS TO FORM ONLY: 
459 
460 46 1 462 

46/147 

\\7EST1�Iu'\l MUNICIPAL \'\!ATER DISTRICT 

By D,n, ld D. GalkaitJ �-
President, Hoard of Directors 
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July 2007 
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472 473 474 475 476 4T/ 478 479 480 APPRO\'ED AS TO FORM ONLY: 481 482 483 By: ___________ .. ... . . . .. - ··· ·· • ···-- · • ·- -· • -··--·-·-
48'4 
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Memorandum of Understanding to Implement the Cooperative Agreement 

Accepted: Wednesday, January 14, 2009 

The Cooperative Agreement to Protect Water Quality and Encourage the Conjunctive Uses 
of Imported Water in the Santa Ana River Basin states, in part, that: 

"The Parties that intentionally recharge imported water within the Santa 
Ana Region (the "Recharging Parties") agree voluntarily to collect, compile 
and analyze the N/TDS water quality data necessary to determine whether 
the intentional recharge of imported water in the Region may have a 
significant adverse impact on compliance with the Salinity Objectives with 
the Region. To that end, the Recharging Parties will collect, compile and 
analyze such NITDS water quality data and prepare, within eighteen 
months from the effective date of this agreement, and every three years 
thereafter, a report . . .  The Recharging Parties will agree among themselves 
regarding the manner in which they will prepare the report and the manner 
in which they will share the cost of preparing the report. " 

The remainder of this document describes the agreed upon manner in which the report(s) 
will be prepared and costs will be shared. 

1 )  Each individual Recharging Party will be responsible for preparing the report for 
all groundwater basins where the Recharging Party is intentionally recharging 
imported water or intends to recharge imported water at any time between January 
1 8, 2008 and July 1 8, 20 12 .  If a Recharging Party has no plans to recharge 
imported water during the aforementioned period, it should so state in a letter to the 
other signatories to the Cooperative Agreement mailed on or before March 3 1 ,  
2009. 

2) The final report(s) must be submitted to the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality 
Control Board on or before July 1 8, 2009 in accordance with Resolution No. R8-
2008-001 9. However, the Recharging Parties have concluded that it is not 
necessary to "integrate" the individual reports into a single document for 
submission in July of 2009. 

3) Each Recharging Party preparing a report will circulate a draft version of the first 
report(s) to all other Parties to the Cooperative Agreement on or before March 3 1 ,  
2009. SA WPA will convene and coordinate a meeting approximately 30  days later 
at which meeting the draft reports will be discussed. 

4) Each Recharging Party will bear its own costs to prepare the report(s). In addition, 
the Recharging Parties will share SA WP A's direct administrative costs to 
implement the Cooperative Agreement equally. 

1 2/1 0/2008 
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5) The Recharging Parties acknowledge that different modeling methods will be used 
to develop the 20-year projections for groundwater quality in various management 
zones. Given the complexity of the modeling effort and the acknowledged 
differences in modeling approaches, the Recharging Parties agree that it would be 
prudent to assemble a Technical Committee (TC) to assure a high level of quality 
and consistency between the separate reports. Attendance and participation in the 
TC is not mandatory and the TC recommendations are not binding. The 
Recharging Parties have asked SAWPA to coordinate meetings of the Technical 
Committee. The Regional Water Quality Control Board staff has also agreed to 
participate on the Technical Committee. Each signatory to the Cooperative 
Agreement is entitled to name its own representative(s) to the Technical 
Committee. 

6) Future integration will be accomplished by staggering delivery dates for the 20-
year projections in a manner that assures that long-term estimates ofupgradient 
groundwater quality have been completed and accepted well before a similar 
projection must be made for each downgradient management zone. Therefore, the 
Recharging Parties and the Regional Board have agreed that the second set of 
projection reports will be due in accordance with the schedule shown in Table 1 .  

Table 1 :  Due Dates for Second Report Projecting Future Groundwater Quality 

Recharging Areas Report Due Date 
Beaumont, Yucaipa and San Timoteo July 1 8, 2012 
Management Zones and every six years thereafter 
Bunker Hill A, Bunk�r Hill B, Lytle, July 1 8, 20 1 3  
Rialto and Colton Management Zones and every six years thereafter 
Riverside A thru Riverside E and July 1 8, 2014 
Elsinore Management Zones and every six years thereafter 
San Jacinto Area Management Zones July 1 8, 2014  

and every six years thereafter 
Orange County Management Zone July 1 8, 201 5  

and every six years thereafter 

7) The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board has agreed that the 
document entitled: "Recomputation of Ambient Water Quality in the Santa Ana 
Watershed for the Period 1 987 to 2006" (a technical memorandum prepared by 
Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. for SA WP A's Basin Monitoring Program Task 
Force) meets all of the obligations identified in Section 4(a) of the Cooperative 
Agreement for the reports due on July 1 8, 2009. However, any Recharging Party 
may also elect to prepare its own independent analysis and submit a separate report 
as described in Section 4(a) of the Cooperative Agreement. 

1 2/10/2008 
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8) For the first report, due in July of 2009, the signatories to the Cooperative 
Agreement aclmowledge that the data needed to estimate future subsurface 
boundary inflows from upgradient groundwater basins adjacent to their own 
management zones may not be available. Therefore, the Recharging Parties may 
elect to assume that TDS and nitrate-nitrogen concentrations are equal to the 
applicable water quality objective for the upgradient management zone or use the 
estimated ambient TDS and nitrate-nitrogen concentrations for the up gradient 
management zone whichever is higher. Where a Recharging Party elects to rely on 
the estimated ambient TDS or nitrate-nitrogen concentration in the upgradient 
groundwater management zone to calculate projected water quality in its own 
management zone such values should be taken from the same report the Recharging 
Party submitted to fulfill its obligation under section 4(a) of the Cooperative 
Agreement. 

9) The Recharging Parties agree that the reports must include a detailed description of 
the initial water quality conditions ( e.g. nitrate-nitrogen concentration and TDS 
concentration) in the saturated zone of each groundwater management zone for 
which a 20-year projection is estimated. For the first report, due in July of 2009, 
the initial conditions will be estimated as of January, 2008 . Where actual data is 
not available for January, 2008 the Recharging Parties may estimate the volume of 
groundwater and/or salt concentrations from one of the calibrated and validated 
computer models identified in Section 5(b) the Cooperative Agreement. 

1 0) At a minimum, the Recharging Parties agree to prepare and report future water 
quality projections using the estimated subsurface boundary outflows from the 
upgradient projections as the estimated subsurface boundary inflows for their own 
management zone projections. However, nothing in the Cooperative Agreement 
precludes any Recharging Party from also preparing additional alternative future 
projections of groundwater quality using different assumptions about the estimated 
subsurface boundary inflows from upgradient groundwater basins adjacent to their 
own management zone. 

1 1) The Recharging Parties agree that any report submitted pursuant to the Cooperative 
Agreement will be prepared in accordance with commonly accepted professional 
standards such as those described in the Board of Geologists and Geophysicist's 
"Guidelines for Groundwater Investigation Reports" and the California Department 
of Conservation's Division of Mines and Geology's "Guidelines for Preparing 
Geologic Reports for Regional-Scale Environmental Resource Management 
Planning (aka Note 52) ." 
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12) Section 4( c) 1 of the Cooperative Agreement states that the ''projection of ambient 
water quality for each groundwater management zone will . . .  reasonably account 
for surface fluxes of salt input . . .  " 

The Recharging Parties agree that the following salt in-fluxes must be accounted 
for when and where they are lmown to exist: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Storm water recharge (incidental and deliberate) 

Artificial recharge of imported water (incl. State Project Water and 
Colorado River Water 

Artificial recharge from on-site wastewater disposal ( e.g. septic 
systems) 

Deep percolation of precipitation and agricultural and landscape 
irrigation water 

Subsurface boundary inflows from upgradient groundwater basins 
adjacent to their own management zone 

Routing recharge flows from all influxes through the vadose zone 

The Recharging Parties also agree that the following salt out-fluxes must be 
accounted for when and where they are lmown to exist: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Groundwater pumping 

Rising groundwater 

Evapotranspiration 

Subsurface boundary outflows to downgradient groundwater basins 
adjacent to their own management zone 

The Recharging Parties agree to certify in the report(s) that each of the salt in­
fluxes and out-fluxes identified above have been accounted for in their 20-year 
projections and to provide a brief explanation as to how each of these fluxes is 
addressed in the relevant calculations and to provide more detailed technical 
documentation upon request of any signatory to the Cooperative Agreement. 

1 3) The Recharging Parties aclmowledge that the obligations of the Cooperative 
Agreement and the principles described in this Memorandum of Understanding 
apply only to the signatories to the Cooperative Agreement and have no binding 
effect on other persons or agencies in the region that may be engaged in similar 
water resource management activities. 
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y 

Imported Water Recharge 
Technical Committee 

June 7, 2012 
Signatories to the Cooperative Agreement City of Corona / EMWD / EVMWD / OCWD / City of Riverside City of San Bernardino MWD / SGPW A /  SBVMWD / WMWD 

ATTENDEES Lyndy Lewis, EMWD Greg Woodside, OCWD Marsha Westropp, OCWD Johnson Yeh, Geoscience/SBVMWD Brian Villalobos, Geoscience/SBVMWD Sam Fuller, SBVMWD Rebecca Franklin, SBMWD 
Call to Order / Introductions 

Norris Brandt, EVMWD Cindy Li, CRWQCB Jack Nelson, YVWD Jeff Davis, SGPWA Samantha Adams, WEI Mark Norton, SAWPA Regina Patterson, SAWPA 
The Imported Water Recharge Technical Committee meeting was called to order at 1 :32 p.m. at the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority located at 11615 Sterling Avenue, Riverside, California. Introductions were made. 
Review Meeting Summary Mark Norton presented meeting notes from March 29, 2011 for review. The meeting summary was deemed acceptable as presented. 
Mark Norton said because most of the task forces are not on the fortnal level where detailed documentation would be needed, we will be transitioning to a "meeting action item" format. The agendas will continue to be prepared and distributed as usual. 
Draft Lump Parameter Model Outline Update Mark Norton and Greg Woodside reported that City of Corona is the only signatory that has responded and that they have no comments. 
Review Process of Upstream Basin Model Distribution and Submittal Mark Norton presented the list of the lead agencies and modelers for the projection of the groundwater quality reports. Approximately 18 months ago, all the recharging parties submitted their report on nitrogen and IDS water quality data. That report is due every three years. As we approach that July 18, deadline, 1) a summary of the aµ,.bient water quality in the groundwater basin (this is already being done every three years by the BMP Task Force); 2) a summary of the amount and quality of imported recharge in each groundwater management zone (MZ). A report is needed from each agency indicating the amount and the quality of the imported water recharged. If no recharging was done, please indicated that no recharge occurred and provide that to Mark No1•tnn hv fohr 1 .  It was also clarified that the summary of 
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imported water recharge over the past three years would be the volume of water recharged 
over three prior calendar years, 2009 through 2011, and would be based on the monthly TDS 
and nitrate data as flow weighted concentrations. Following discussion, it was determined that the summary reports would be submitted on CD to Cindy Li and Mark Norton no later than July 2, 2012 to be placed on SAWPA's FTP site. Deadline to the Regional Board is July 18, 2012. 
Johnson Yeh reported the Geoscience report will be provided soon. Once received, Mark Norton stated it will be placed on SA WP A's FTP site for review and comment. 
Review Status of Modeling and Study Updates by Basin 
Beaumont Management Zone (SGPWA) - Jeff Davis 
Geoscience did an additional modeling run. A meeting discussing the modeling run took place 
with him, Sam Gershon, and Cindy Li. The additional modeling run was done at the request of 
City of Banning and YVWD who did not participate in that meeting. Cindy Li said SGPWA did 
above and beyond what was required. 

Yucaipa and San Timoteo Management Zones (SBVMWD) - Sam Fuller and Johnson Yeh 
Work is in progress for the Yucaipa Basin and the San Timoteo MZ and will be circulated soon. 

Bunker Hill A and B, Lytle, Rialto and Colton Management Zones (SBVMWD) - Sam Fuller 
Regarding Bunker Hill, they are currently spreading 15,000 acre-feet of state project water over 
the next few months. Last year it was approximately 10,000 acre-feet. Lytle, Rialto and Colton 
MZs will all be included in the report and provided together as it was previously. Work is in 
progress. It was modeled before and we will see updates. 

Riverside A through F Management Zones (SBVMWD/WMWD/City of Riverside) 
No representative from City of Riverside was present. Rebecca Franklin reported that they have 
discussed that at some point in the future they are putting in a clean water factory that would 
stay and the water reclamation plant would be going back up to the top of the basins - no 
longer in the MZ. 

Temescal Management Zone (City of Corona) 
No representative from City of Corona was present. 

Elsinore Management Zone (EVMWD) - Norris Brandt 
EVMWD has completed the targeted 4,000 acre-feet of injection this year into the Elsinore Basin. 
MWD has contacted EVMWD indicating tl1at CUP (conjunctive use program) water is available 
for next year. Water quality is so good this year it has improved tl1e basin. 

San Jacinto Area Management Zone (EMWD) - Lyndy Lewis 
On May 23, began construction of conjunctive use ponds in tl1e San Jacinto area. Prior to 
construction, trapping to relocate the K-rats had to end. Only about 40 were caught and 
relocated out of tl1e expected 300. Biologists monitoring the site discovered hummingbird and 
sparrow nests which are covered under tl1e migratory act, therefore causing setbacks. The nests 
were vacated last week. The original conjunctive use ponds are ready to take water. Deliveries 
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are being scheduled. Remaining conjunctive use ponds should be done and receiving water in 
July. The source of the water is raw water from MWD. 

Orange County Management Zone (OCWD) - Greg Woodside 
Still purchasing some imported water this year, not as much as last year. Sam Fuller asked how 
OCWD is discriminating state project water from flowing in the SAR or, is OCWD running a 
model based on the Prado discharge quality? Greg Woodside said when the last model was 
done it was assumed all water was recharged by delivery into the basins like Anaheim Lake. 
We are assuming it was not coming down the river. If we wanted to do it we could because it is 
a lumped parameter model. Each source is accounted for. 

Arlington Management Zone (WMWD) 
No representative was present from WMWD. 

Geoscience Presentation 
Johnson Yeh presented the "Second Report of Recharge Parties Pursuant to RWQCB Resolution RB-2008-0019 Cooperative Agreement to Protect Water Quality and Encourage the Conjunctive Uses of Imported Water in the Santa Ana River Basin" and described the modeling assumptions, modeling 
process updates, water supply plans for potable and non-potable, and water balance from 2010 
to 2040. The modeling process will include 1) update of the Water Supply Plan (Tables Glc, G2c, 
G3c and G4c of WEI, 2011); 2) update of Concentrations for Deep Percolation from Applied 
Water (Tables B6, B7, and BS of WEI, 2011); and 3) update of the Salt Balance Model (Table GSc 
of WEI, 2011). 

Future Meeting 
No future meeting date was scheduled. 

Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 2:50 p.m. 

Note: Handouts are available at www.sawpa.org 
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Jeff Davis 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good Afternoon . 

Sara Villa < svilla@sawpa.org> 
Tuesday, February 6, 201 8 1 :  1 6  PM 
Hope Smythe; Cindy Li; Corona WRF - Tom Moody; katie.hockett@ci.corona.ca.us; 
Edward Filadelfia; Kevin Street; Jones, Paul; Al Javier; John Vega; pkalaria@evmwd.net; 
mmarkus@ocwd.com; Greg Woodside; Bob Tincher; Doug Headrick; Darin Kasamoto; 
Jeff Davis; Craig Miller; tbarr@wmwd.corn; Jennifer Shepardson; Rich Haller; Larry 
McKenney 
Mark Norton; Dawna Munson; Kelly Berry 
Cooperative Agreement for Imported Water Recharge 
Coop Agmt Conjunctive Use w-all sig pages 3-08.pdf 

We are seeking to schedule a meeting with the signatories of the Cooperative Agreement for Imported Water Recharge 
(see attached). It has been 1 0  years since the agreement was signed in cooperation with the Regional Board. 
The purpose of the meeting is to discuss the following: 

1 .  Review and update agreement to reflect list of types of groundwater models that may be used 
2 . Review and update the timing and frequency of the groundwater recharge reporting and groundwater modeling 

reporting 
3 .  Determine if the agencies listed as signatories need to be revised 
4 .  Review possible inclusion of agreement provisions to address ongoing administrative support by SAWPA 

Please provide your avai lability through the doodle l ink below to schedule a meeting to discuss the Cooperative 
Agreement for Imported Water Recharge. 

https :/ldoodle.com/poll/f387sgf8a8683t7u 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mark Norton at mnorton@sawpa.org . 

Thank you, 

Sara Villa 
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority 
1 1 61 5 Sterling Avenue 
Riverside, CA 92503 
951 .354.4243 

svilla@sawpa.org 

_, . 

please cons ider the environm ent before print ing th is  ema i l  
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951 -845-9581 

DATE: September 6, 201 7 

TO: Board of Directors 

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 

560 Magnolia Avenue 

Beaumont, CA 92223 

FROM: Dan Jaggers, I nterim General Manager 

www.bcvwd.org 

SUBJECT: Discussion of the Analysis of State Project Water (SPW) Requirements for 
SGPWA and BCVWD - White Paper No. 1 

This white paper is the first of a series of white papers discussing San Gorgonio Pass Water 
Agency (SGPWA) and Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District's (BCVWD's) imported water 
needs to year 2050 - essentially build-out. Subsequent white papers will expand on this initial 
forecast and identify funding sources and possible strategies to secure and fund the future 
imported water needs. 

Background: 
There has been much discussion at past BCVWD and SGPWA Board meetings and presentations 
about imported water sup°ply, the need for more "Table A" water, N ickel Water, Sites Reservoir, 
etc. ,  but there has not been much analysis presented by the SGPWA as to the region's needs 
and BCVWD's specific needs with respect to the proposed water supply opportunities. Some of 
these needs include: 

• What are SGPWA's regional needs for imported water and where will this water come 
from? 

• What is the effect on BCVWD's imported water demands without recycled water supply? 
What is the ripple effect on SGPWA? 

• What is the impact of demand reduction due to more efficient housing and landscaping in 
combination with rising costs for water? 

• What p lanned participation should BCVWD have in future water supply opportunities? 

This White Paper provides information to BCVWD Board Members and others so they have a 
better understand ing of our current and future water supply needs when they make decisions and 
set policy for the District's and the Region's future. 

BCVWD Engineering Staff has reviewed the SGPWA's supply needs taken from their 201 5  Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) and some of the additional supply sources they were or are 
considering and developed a set of bar graphs that i l lustrate how their demands and supply 
sources might look from now to 2050. 

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 
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Table 2-2, shown below, extracted from SGPWA's 201 5  UWMP, shows BCVWD's demands for 

201 O and 201 5. The data is correct, but is m isleading . 

TABLIE 2-2 
HISTORICAL (201 0) AND CURRENT (2015) WATER DEMAIN:OS ON SGIPWA (AF)fn} 

A�ency Name 201,0 201 5  
BCVWD m 5,727 2,773 
City of Banning1c' 1 338 694 
YVWolcJ 713 454 
Total Demands 7,778 3,921 

(a) Volumes shown are actual deliveries. 
(b) 20'10 Data provided by BCVWD; 2015 data from 

BCVWD 20'15 UWMP. 
(c) Data from retailer 2015  UWMPs. 

During 201 0 BCVWD was able to pump 6,802 acre-ft/year (AFY) of "temporary surplus" from the 

Beaumont Basin without replacement obligations. This reduced BCVWD's demand for imported 

water and a portion of the 5,727 acre-ft (AF) shown above was "banked" for future use. So the 

"5727 AF" in Table 2 would not be BCVWD's "normal" demand on the SGPWA. 

The 201 5  demand of 2,773 AF was reflective of reduced water consumption due to the mandated 

water conservation measures and the reduced amount of SPW available to SGPWA that year 

due to the low State Water Project Allocation (20% in 201 5) .  Under "normal conditions" BCVWD's 

imported water demand in 201 5 would have reflected a number closer to 7,565 AF and SGPWA 

SPW demands wou ld have been closer to 9,000 (AFY) . 

. Table 2-4, extracted from SGPWA's 201 5  UWMP, shows BCVWD's imported water demands and 

the SGPWA's total projected demands. The demands given to the SGPWA by BCVWD were 

adjusted sl ightly by BCVWD in the preparation of BCVWD's 201 5  UWMP. 

TABLE 2-4 
PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS ON SGPWA (AF) 

. Aaency Name 
scvwota) 
City of Banning1"1 
Yvwo<cJ 

Other
<ctJ 

Total Water Demands 

2020 
1 0,860 

1 ,809 
500 

13,169 

2025 2030 2035 
1 2,476 14,087 15,886 

501 1 ,344 2,237 
1 ,967 2 ,162 2,391 

1 ,600 2,800 3,900 
1 6,544 20,393 24,414 

2040 
1 7,334 
2,71 8 
2,644 

5,000 
27,696 

Since the SGPWA UWMP only has forecasts to 2040, BCVWD made some estimates of the 

SG PWA's demands for 2045 and 2050 by extrapolating the reported demands from 2040. The 

extension to 2050 was done to identify water supply needs beyond the l imits of the current 

UWMPs. 

Some Basic Assumptions 

1 .  SWP rel iabil ity in any given year is 62% to 64%; SG PWA used 62% in their UWMP which 

was the basis for this analysis. Their "Table A" amount is 1 7 ,300 AFY. "Table A" refers 

to the amount of water in SGPWA's contract with the Department of Water Resources 

Beaumont Cherry Val ley Water District 
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(DWR). It is used by DWR to allocate avai lable water supplies to State Water Contractors 
such as SGPW A. There is no guarantee that ful l "Table A" is available every year (1 00% 
allocation) . It has averaged 66.7% over the last 25 years; so the reliability percentages 
above are reasonable. This means that SGPWA can only count on approximately 1 0,700 
AFY of SPW in any given year. 

2 .  SGPWA is collecting a "fee" to purchase water to bring their "Table A" to 100% reliabil ity. 
BCVWD believes this will happen over the years and the assumption in this analysis is 
that the SGPWA wil l have 1 00% reliable "Table A" by 2050 through gradual purchases of 
"Table A" water rights or other long term supply options. It may occur sooner than this, 
and if it does, that will improve the water supply situation . 

3 .  In  SGPWA's UWM P  there is reference to "Yuba Accord" water. SGPWA has a long term 
agreement to purchase water from the Yuba County Water Agency through DWR. Over 
the years SGPWA has received about 300 AFY. It is assumed this will continue into the 
future. 

4. SGPWA's UWMP states they are in final negotiations with San Bernardino Valley 
Mun icipal Water District (Valley District, formerly "Muni") for 5,000 AFY of "Table A" in 
years when Valley's Board declares a surplus. SGPWA states that this would be on the 
average of 2 out of 5 years (40% of the time) , so it is assumed that 2,000 AFY can be 
obtained in any one year and this will continue in the future. 

5. SGPWA has been in negotiations with a) Antelope Valley-East Kem Water Agency 
(AVEK) for water from the Nickel Farms (AVEK Nickel Water), for 1 ,700 AFY for 20 years 
with a fi rst right to extending it another 20 years; b) a confidential individual or organization 
in the Southern Central Valley for 1 ,000 AFY to improve SPW reliability; and c) a 
confidential o rganization for 50,000 AF over a 1 O year period (5,000 AFY) just to name a 
few. The AVEK Nickel Water is not subject to the DWR SWP reliabil ity issues. 

6. SGPWA has made a commitment of 1 0,000 AF and BCVWD has committed to 4,000 AF 
to the S ites Project Authority to fund Phase I of the Sites Reservoir Study; The Sites 
Reservoir has been preliminarily modeled using the Cal S IM model and its yield is 
determined to be 500,000 AFY; but only 250,000 AFY is actually guaranteed to the project 
participants at this time. Portions of the remaining 250,000 AFY may be under the control 
of the resource agencies for the benefit of fish and migratory birds 1 .  Any unused portion 
of the 250,000 AFY, after the resource agencies "buy in," will revert back to the project 
participants. The Sites Project Authority participants requested more than 250,000 AF of 
the "guaranteed" water and so the Authority developed and allocated two classes of water: 
Class 1 and Class 2. Class 1 water is guaranteed if the project moves forward. After 
Phase I study is complete and all of the project participants, including the resource 
agencies, are committed, any remaining Class 2 water will be converted to Class 1 for 
each project participant. The Authority believes this might be as much as 50% of a 
participant's Class 2 water. 

1 Sites Project Authority (20i 7). Sites Reservoir Project, Program Administrator Position: Request for 
Qualifications and Proposal, June 23. 
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The SGPWA agreement with the Sites Authority is for 1 4,000 AF which included BCVWD's 
4,000 AF share (28.571 %) . The spl it is shown below in Table 1 .  

Class 1 
Class 2 
Total 

Table 1 
Original Agreement 

.. · ·sGf'WA;· ,,. , . . . 
rota1., AF. •··.•· ·. " /A:1: ·< ·  · ·•·• s'tvWo;'

A

F 
7,966 5,690 2,276 
6,034 4,31 0 1 ,724 
1 4,000 1 0,000 4,000 

Sometime after  the original offer to SGPWA, one of the orig inal participants decided not 
to participate, freeing up 1 0 ,000 AF Class 1 water which was then allocated to all of the 
participating State Water Project/Central Valley Project Contractor Participants. 
SGPWA's share of the reallocation was about 8.33%. The result of this reallocation is 
shown in Table 2. SGPWA and BCVWD's Class 2 water allocation were then reduced 
accordingly so the total participation remained the same. 

· , · · .- : <: .. 
.. 

Class 1 
Class 2 
Total 

Table 2 
Adjusted Agreement 

Jotal ,  · , s, . 
_ :: ,-, -;a.p 

8,799 
5,201 
1 4,000 

·sGEWA" - '', } 

AF:.- :· - · -· · . 
6,285 
3,71 5 
1 0,000 

. :� , 

.· · . .  -. , ·· 
'. • ·  

\scvWo, AF · 
2,51 4 
1 ,486 
4,000 

Discussions with SGPWA indicates there may be another participant that withdrew. Staff 
reviewed the minutes of the Authority's board meeting and determined that the agency 
that withdrew was Westlands Water District. Westlands had 1 1 ,380 AF of Class 1 water, 
which would result in a real location to SGPWA of about 949 AF. This should result in a 
final adjusted agreement shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Final Adjusted Agreement after Westland Withdrawal 

Class 1 
Class 2 
Total 

.· · ·  · ·. · r$GPWA; 
·. I6t�i, AF . ·. : - AF' , ,  

9,748 6,963 
4,252 3,037 
1 4,000 1 0,000 

BCVVVD .· 
. ' :· . . ' 
.. AF .· . .. 
2,785 
1 ,2 1 5  
4,000 

The final project yield could range from the Class 1 water amounts in Table 3 to a l ikely 
maximum amount shown in Table 4 which is based on 50% of Class 2 being converted to 
Class 1 as stated above. 

Table 4 
Final Probable Maximum Yield of Sites Water 

· Total , · 
AF 

Class 1 1 1 ,874 

• : SGPWA . ' 
AF 

8,481  
BCVWD, AF 

3,393 
It is possible, depending on the resources agencies funding, that the Class 1 water 
amounts shown in Table 4 could be greater, i .e . ,  the resource agencies fund less of the 
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project. It 1s also a very remote possibil ity that the ful l 500,000 AFY yield could be 
allocated to the project participants. 

The project schedule for Sites estimates completion is approximately 2029. For purposes 
of this analysis it is assumed that water would not be available until 2035. 

7. BCVWD's demands were extracted from their 201 5 UWMP ,  (Table 6-26), with the 2045 
demand extended forward to 2050. These demands were founded in the 201 6 Potable 
Water Master Plan . 

8. BCVWD's imported water demands were based on BCVWD using the following local 
sources: 

• Edgar Canyon Groundwater - 2,200 AFY 
• Beaumont Basin Groundwater, including forbearance water, 
• Recharged captured stormwater from MDP pipeline (Grand Avenue) and 

recharged urban runoff from water quality basins 
• Recycled Water 
• Non-potable groundwater from mouth of Edgar Canyon and San Timoteo 

Creek 

The quantities and more details can be found in Table 6-26 of BCVWD's 201 5 UWMP. 

SGPWA Imported Water Supplies to 2050 

Figure 1 shows a stacked bar graph of the various sou rces of imported water supply that the 
SGPWA already has, has committed to, or is in serious negotiations for. Figure 1 assumes the 
yield from Sites Reservoir is based on the Total Likely Maximum Yield of 1 1 ,874 AF shown in 
Table 4. This assumes conversion of 50% of Class 2 water to Class 1 water. This represents a 
l ike ly upper bound for S ites Reservoir water. There is no adjustment for reliabil ity. Also shown 
in Figure 1 are the SGPWA's total demands for imported water from their UWMP appropriately 

-extended along with BCVWD's imported water demands. 

Also shown are BCVWD's need for imported water if recycled water from YVWD and the City of 
Beaumont are not available. Figure 1 shows that the S ites Reservoir is essential to meeting 
SGPWA's demands to 2050. Figure 1 and the figures to follow show there is a significant 
deficiency in 2030. It will be imperative that SGPWA secure a short term supply to meet that 
demand until S ites Reservoir comes on l ine or use retail water agencies water in storage, develop 
a banking program for any avai lable water to cover the shortfall ,  or some combination of same. 

Figure 2 shows SGPWA's sources of imported water assuming none of SGPWA's Sites Reservoir 
Class 2 water is converted to Class 1 water. This is a l ikely lower l imit of supply from sites and 
represents a reduction of about 1 8%. There is no other adjustment for rel iabi l ity. In Figure 2, 
SGPWA's 2045 and 2050 demands slightly exceed the available water supply. This is noth ing to 
be alarmed about at this t ime; it is still 25 to 30 years away and sufficient time exists to secure 
additional supplies if needed. There will l ikely be some conservation measures that will bring the 
"demand curve" down. For example, new sources of imported water are very expensive. This 
will be reflected in the water rates and result in a reduction in demand. 

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 
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The status of Sites Reservoir should be known by 2020, or sooner, if it wil l move forward . At this 

time it is not known if the Sites Reservoir  yield will be subject to the rel iabi lity issues experienced 

SWP. BCVWD staff has posed this question to the Sites Project Authority, but to date the 

Authority has not responded. To see the impact of reduced rel iabil ity, a worst case scenario, 

F igure 3 was prepared. It is based on receiving only 62% of the minimum Class 1 water, i .e . ,  no 

conversion of Class 2 water to Class 1 water. Figure 3 shows that SGPWA will need additional 

water sources even as Sites Reservoir comes on line. With conservation, it is possible that the 

need for an additional source(s) can be deferred for a few years. In any case, it is imperative that 

the Sites Reservoir yield rel iabil ity be determined as soon as possible as this is critical to long 

term water supplies for the SGPW A. 
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Funding Strategies 

BCVWD's Long Term Imported Water Needs 

BCVWD Engineering Staff analyzed BCVWD's long term water supply situation similar to the 

analysis presented above tor SGPWA. The assumptions presented above tor SGPWA were also 

applicable to BCVWD; but BCVWD has some additional constraints since they are only a portion 

of SG PW A's demand. Additional assumptions: 

• BCVWD's share of SGPWA's "Table A" , "Table A" reliability enhancement, Yuba Accord 

Water, AVEK Nickel Water, Sites Reservoir Water, etc. is based on BCVWD's portion of 

the SGPWA's total demand. BCVWD's share of the demand can be extracted from the 

SG PWA 201 5 UWMP and is 85.9% in 2020 declining to 64.5% by 2040 and projected, by 

BCVWD to be 60% by 2050. 

• BCVWD has committed to. 4,000 AF from Sites Reservoir. 

Figure 4 shows BCVWD's long term imported water supply. There are three (3) demand lines 

plotted: 

• Demand tor imported water assuming local water resource projects (stormwater capture 

etc.) and recycled water from YVWD and City of Beaumont are utilized. 

• Demand tor imported water without recycled water. 

• Demand tor imported water assuming conservation. A 20% reduction in BCVWD total 

water demand was assumed by 2040 and 25% by 2050. The imported water supply is 

about 58% of BCVWD's total supply, so the reduction in imported water demand will only 

be 58% of the conservation reduction. 

The Sites Reservoir supply is based on having maximum Class 1 water, 3,393 AFY from Table 4 

above along with BCVWD's share of SGPWA's 8,481 Sites Reservoir supply. This probably 

represents a l ikely maximum supply from Sites Reservoir. It shows that under this scenario and 

assuming recycled water use, BCVWD will have more than adequate water supply to 2050 and 

beyond. The plot further shows that the "50,000 AF for 1 0 years" currently being considered, may 

not be needed if Sites Reservoi r  is completed. 

Figu re 4 and the figures to fol low show a short-fall in 2030, but that can be overcome by banking 

additional water between now and 2030 and using that water to meet demands until Sites 

Reservoir is ful ly functional . 

Figu re 5 shows BCVWD's imported water supply and demands under the same assumptions as 

Figure 4, but with Sites Reservoir yielding the minimum Class 1 supply. This is a likely minimum 

supply. The plot shows that BCVWD will l ikely have adequate water supply to 2045 and with 

conservation, well beyond 2050. 

Figures 4 and 5 show that BCVWD have adequate imported water suppl ies until 2025 assuming 

SG PWA secures AVEK Nickel Water and continues to aggressively purchase water rights to bring 

their Table A to 1 00% reliabil ity. This will provide some time to determine if Sites Reservoir wi l l 

be implemented. If Sites Reservoir is not implemented, additional sources of imported water are 

needed . BCVWD wil l be about 4,000 AFY "short" in 2035 without Sites Reservoir. 
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Funding Strategies 

Figure 6 represents a worst case scenario with Sites Reservoir at minimum Class 1 water and 
62% reliabi l ity. Figure 6 shows that with conservation, even under this worst case, BCVWD wil l 
be able to meet its demand ti l l 2050. 
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Figure 5 
BCVWD Imported Water Sources and Demands 

(Sites Reservoir at Minimum Class 1 Water) 
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BCVWD Imported Water Sources and Demands 

Funding Strateg ies 

20S0 

(Sites Reservoir at Minimum Class 1 Water and 62% Reliabil ity) 

Conclusions 
1 .  Recycled water and maximization of local water resources by BCVWD is crucial to 

meeting long term water demands and min imizing BCVWD's dependence on imported 
water. 

2 .  The SGPWA must secure Nickel Water and other long term contracts to bring their "Table 
A" amount from 62-64% reliabi l ity to 1 00% reliabil ity. The figures in this report assume 
"Table A" wil l be 1 00% reliable by 2050. 

3. Sites Reservoir  is critical to meeting long term water demands. It is essential to determine 
if Sites Reservoir  yield is subject to reliabil ity reductions. 

4. Water conservation should be encouraged to minimize the need for imported water. 
5 .  These water demand and supply scenarios should be revisited periodically, certainly at 

least every five years. 
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951 -845-9581 

DATE: November 1 5, 201 7  

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 

560 Magnolia Avenue 

Beaumont, CA 92223 

TO: Dan Jaggers, General Manager 

FROM: Joe Reichenberger PE, Senior Engiineer 

www.bcvwd.org 

SUBJECT: Role of Groundwater Storage and Banking in Meeting State Project Water (SPW) 
Requirements for SGPWA and BCVWD - White Paper No. 2 

This white paper summarizes a presentation to BCVWD's Board of Directors on October 1 1 ,  
201 7  continuing the d iscussion of San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (SGPWA) and Beaumont 
Cherry Valley Water District's (BCVWD's) imported water needs to year 2050 - essentially 
build-out .  This white paper focusses on the role of groundwater storage in overcoming short 
term deficiencies between imported water demand and imported water supply. 

Background: 
White Paper No. "1 identified BCVWD and SGPWA imported water requirements over the next 
30 years or so based on the respective agencies' 20"1 5  Urban Water Management Plans 
(UWMPs) . White Paper No. 1 also l isted a number of sources of imported water ("water 
portfol io") and the timing of the leasing, ·purchasing, or construction of these sources. S ince the 
leasing and/or purchasing of the various sources in the portfolio will not be able to match the 
demand exactly, there wi l l  be times in the future that supplies wil l either exceed demand or be 
less the demand. Banking and groundwater storage in the Beaumont Groundwater Basin 
(Beaumont Basin) can be used advantageously as a strategy to better balance supply and 
demand. 
The Beaumont Basin is an adjudicated groundwater basin, operated on a long-term safe yield 
basis, and managed by the Beaumont Basin Watermaster. When the Beaumont Basin was 
adjudicated, a minimum volume of 200,000 acre-ft (AF) was provided for banking (conjunctive 
use) of imported water avai lable during wet years for used during dry years when imported 
water supply is reduced. Groundwater banking can also be used on a short term to partially 
overcome the reduced reliabil ity of the SPW.  
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The Adjudication and Groundwater Storage 

The Adjudication allocated the basin safe yield to the overlying parties. The Basin's 
appropriator parties (BCVWD, City of Banning, Yucaipa Valley Water District, and South Mesa 
Water Company) were ass igned no rights except that in the event the overlying parties d id not 
use the entire safe yield, the unused portion was reallocated to the appropriator parties based 
on an al location percentage in the Adjudication and credited to the appropriator's groundwater 
storage account. The appropriator parties were g iven credit, acre-ft for acre-ft, for supplying 
recycled water and/or potable water to the overlying parties or their  successors which also went 
into the appropriator's groundwater storage account. The appropriator parties could only pump 
stored g roundwater or banked imported water without a replacement or replenishment 
obligation. 

The current storage accounts in the Beaumont Basin are as follows: 

City of Banning 
City of Beaumont 
BCVWD 
South Mesa Water Company 
Yucaipa Valley Water D istrict 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
SGPWA 
Total 

80,000 AF 
30,000 AF 
80,000 AF 
20,000 AF 
50,000 AF 
20,000 AF 
1 0,000 AF 
290,000 AF 

At the end of calendar year 201 6 there was a total of 1 01 ,425 AF of water in storage; about 35% 
"fu l l ." Having a total capacity of 290,000 AF available for storage will be an advantage in 
overcoming short term shortages in SPW availability. Figure 1 shows the accumulation in 
storage from all of the parties and BCVWD. BCVWD had 27,565 AF of the total .  These totals 
are increasing in  201 7  as more SPW was available from SGPW A. BCVWD projects over 
33,000 AF in BCVWD's storage account by the end of 201 7. This represents about three years 
of BCVWD's total current annual water demand and about five times BCVWD's annual imported 
water requirements. 

The Water Portfol io 

SGPWA has contract with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) for 1 7,300 AF of SPW 
(Table A) . However, that amount of water is not available year- in - year-out. In any g iven year, 
DWR forecasts that only about 60 to 64% of a State Water Contractor's Table A can be counted 
on. A rel iability of 62% was used by SGPWA in their 201 5  UWMP.  It is possible this could be 
reduced to 60% at some point in the future. Figure 2 shows the SWP Table A allocations since 
1 992. The average over the 25 year period was 66.7%, slightly larger than DWR's projection. 
DWR's projection is lower because it considers future development condition rather than 
historical del iveries. But Figure 2, nevertheless, does show the variabil ity from year to year. 
BCVWD is easily able to accommodate this variation through the banked groundwater. 
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At the time of this analysis SG PWA was considering the following water sources for its portfolio 
in addition to its Table A at about 60 to 64% reliability: 

• Table A reliability recovery to 100% reliability by 2050 
• Antelope Valley-East Kern (AVEK) for water from the Nickel Farms (AVEK Nickel 

Water), 1,700 AFY for 20 years with a first right to extending it another 20 years 
• San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (Valley District, formerly "Muni") for 5,000 

AFY of "Table A" in years when Valley's Board declares a surplus. SGPWA states that 
this would be on the average of 2 out of 5 years (40% of the time), so it is assumed that 
2,000 AFY can be obtained in any one year and this will continue in the future. 
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• "Yuba Accord" water. SGPWA has a long term agreement to purchase water from the 
Yuba County Water Agency through DWR. Over the years SGPWA has received about 
300 AFY (as stated in their 2015 UWMP. It is assumed this will continue into the future. 

• SGPWA has made a commitment of 10,000 AF and BCVWD has committed to 4,000 AF 
to the Sites Project Authority to fund Phase I of the Sites Reservoir Study. White Paper 
No.1 described in the detail the yield from Sites Reservoir which SGPWA and BCVWD 
can count on. There is some uncertainty to the final allocation of the yield from Sites 
Reservoir depending on finalization of the participants and the extent to which the 
resources agencies participate. This is discussed in White Paper No. 1. The results of 
this uncertainty in presented in Table 1, below, which shows a likely minimum yield of 
Class 1 water to SGPWA and BCVWD and a probably maximum yield if some of the 
Class 2 water is not fully taken by the resources agencies and the remaining portion of 
Class 2 water is reallocated to the project participants as additional Class 1 water. 

Table 1 
Sites Reservoir Minimum and Maximum Yield to BCVWD and SGPWA 

·.• 

T¼�J; SGPWA; Condition : ·. . ··.,.:: -· ·';·, 
,;:, ·:)(r:•·· 

BCVWD,AF 
. �-: ,,.· . 

Minimum Yield, adjusted 
without Westlands WO Class 1 9,748 6,963 2,785 
Probable Maximum Yield Class 1 11,874 8,481 3,393 

It is possible, depending on the resources agencies funding, that the Class 1 water 
amounts shown in Table 1 could be greater, i.e. , the resource agencies fund less of the 
project. It is also a very remote possibility that the full 500,000 AFY yield could be 
allocated to the project participants instead of only 250,000 AFY, the basis of the amounts 
in Table 1. At this point it is not known if the yields from Sites Reservoir, in Table 1 above, 
will be subject to the reliability factor of 62% like the current Table A SPW. 

• White Paper No. 1 included a discussion on the SGPWA's discussion with a confidential 
organization for 50,000 AF over a 1 O year period (5,000 AFY). This source is no longer 
under consideration in this White Paper No. 2. 

• The California Water Fix is not considered in this White Paper No. 2. 

Year-by-Year Analysis of SGPWA Imported Water Supply and Demand 

Based on the water supply portfolio presented above, BCVWD expanded the analysis in White 
Paper No.1 to a year-by-year analysis to determine the benefit and effectiveness of 
groundwater banking, and subsequent extraction, in meeting short term differences between 
imported water supply and demand. 

BCVWD Staff analyzed three possible scenarios: 

• A "best case" scenario where the maximum possible amount of Class 1 water is 
secured from the Sites Reservoir. 
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• The most likely scenario where supply is assumed to be between the "best" and 

"worst" case; for this case the minimum amount of Class i water is secured from the 

Sites Reservoir at 100% reliability. 

• A "worst case" scenario where the minimum amount of Class 1 water is secured from 

the Sites Reservoir at 62% reliability 

In all three cases, the imported water supply sources and amounts are identical until the 

Sites Reservoir comes on line. 

In all of the analyses to follow, the SGPWA imported water demand was extracted from the 

Agency's 2015 UWMP adjusted and projected to year 2050 as described in White Paper No. 

1. The analyses also assume that the current Table A 62% reliability will be gradually 

brought to 100% reliability through water purchases by SGPWA from 2020 through 2050. 

Other assumptions include: 

• AVEK Nickel Water delivery starts in year 2020 and continues to year 2040 and the 

agreement is extended for another 20 years to beyond 2050. 

• SBVMWD water is available every year (2,000 AFY). 

• Yuba Acord water is available every year (300 AFY) 

• Sites Reservoir water delivery starts in year 2035 

• Water conservation and demand reduction from new landscape ordinances, more 

efficient plumbing and appliances in new homes is not reflected in the demands 

• BCVWD's imported water requirements provided to SGPWA reflect the use of 

recycled water shown in Table 2 below. If recycled water is not available or used, 

BCVWD's and SGPWA's imported water demands would increase accordingly. 

BCVWD Recycled 
Water, AFY 

SGPWA Best Case Scenario 

0 

Table 2 
Projected BCVWD Recycled Water Use 

2,196 2,193 3,387 3,882 4,406 5,000 5,000 

Figure 3 shows the SG PWA Demand from White Paper No.1, projected to 2050, showing the 

sources of imported water from the water portfolio year by year. Figure 3 also shows that 

demand for imported water exceeds the supply from 2017 to 2020, and from year 2026 through 

year 2035 at the time when Sites Reservoir water deliveries will be available. Under the Best 

Case scenario, Sites Reservoir will meet the demands through 2050. 

Figure 4 shows the annual surplus/deficit in imported water supply and demand and the 

accumulated surplus/deficit in the imported water supply over time beginning in year 20i 5 under 

the best case scenario. This assumes SGPWA and its member agencies, e.g., BCVWD, City of 

Banning, YVWD, will bank water during years when the imported water supply exceeds 

demands. 
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Figure 4 shows that even though there are deficiencies between imported water supply sources 

and imported water demand from years 2017 to 2020 and years 2024 to 2035, the maximum 

accumulated deficit or shortfall was only 22,000 AF. Once Sites Reservoir water deliveries 

occur, this accumulated deficit is quickly refilled. The Beaumont Basin can easily accommodate 

the 22,000 AF deficiency where the SGPWA and its member agencies have a total of 290,000 

AF of allocated storage capacity in the Beaumont Basin. As of the end of 2016, the SGPWA 

and its members had over 100,000 AF in storage and projected increase further in 2017 due to 

the wet year in Northern California. Assuming normal water years, this cumulative volume will 

increase. But the strategy has to be to import as much water as the contracts allow and bank 

any surplus in the Beaumont Basin. 
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Figure 5 shows the SGPWA Demand and the sources of imported water from the water portfolio 

year by year in the Most Likely Case. It is assumed that Sites Reservoir water deliveries are the 

minimum yield amount from Table 1. Figure 5 also showsthat demand for imported water 

exceeds the supply from 2017 to 2020, and from year 2026 through year 2035 at the time when 

Sites Reservoir water deliveries will be available. This is similar to the "Best Case" analysis 

presented in Figures 3 and 4 above. Under the Best Case scenario, Sites Reservoir will only 

meet the demands through 2042 but the shortfall by year 2050 is very small and will easily be 

accommodated by the likely reduction in demand due to conservation and more efficient 

plumbing and appliances as described above. 
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Figure 6 shows the annual surplus/deficit in imported water supply and demand and the 
accumulated surplus/deficit in the imported water supply over time beginning in year 2015 under 
the Most Likely Case scenario. This assumes SGPWA and its member agencies, e.g. , 
BCVWD, City of Banning, YVWD, will bank water during years when the imported water supply 
exceeds demands. 
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Figure 6 
SG PWA Imported Water Supply Surplus/Deficit - Most Likely Case 

Figure 6 shows that even though there are deficiencies between imported water supply sources 
and imported water demand from years 2017 to 2020 and years 2024 to 2035, the maximum 
accumulated deficit or shortfall was only 22,000 AF similar to the "Best Case" analysis. The 
Beaumont Basin can easily accommodate the 22,000 AF deficiency as discussed above in the 
"Best Case" analysis. Once Sites Reservoir water deliveries occur, this accumulated deficit is 
partially refilled. 

Figure 6 shows that there will be adequate water supply until about 2040 or so and that unless 
there is a re�uction in the demand due to conservation, which is likely to occur over time, the 
accumulated deficit will not be fully replenished. If demand reduction does not occur, additional 
water supply will be needed beyond Sites Reservoir. This could be the California Water Fix or 
other sources. 

SGPWA Worst Case Scenario 

Because of the uncertainty with respect to the reliability of the yield of Sites Reservoir, BCVWD 
took a very conservative approach to bracket the "lower end" or 'Worst Case" scenario. This 
Worst Case scenario was based on the minimum yield from Sites Reservoir as shown in Table 
1 with a 62% reliability factor applied. This assumed Sites Reservoir would be subject to the 
same reliability of the State Water Project as a whole. Figure 7 shows the SGPWA imported 
Water Supply and Demand forecast to year 2050. As can be seen from Figure 7, there is a 
continuous shortfall from year 2024 through year 2050 even with Sites reservoir. By the year 
2050 the shortfall is about 7,000 AFY about 22%. Some or all of this deficiency will likely be 
made up by conservation and reduction demand. 
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Figure 7 
SGPWA Imported Water Supply and Demand - Worst Case 

Before Sites Reservoir deliveries begin in 2035 the delivery capability and reliability will be 
known. This could be as early the middle to late 2020s which should provide sufficient time to 
secure other imported water sources; perhaps the California Water Fix may make up some of 
the deficiency. 

Figure 8 shows the annual surplus/deficit in imported water supply and demand and the 
accumulated surplus/deficit in the imported water supply over time beginning in year 2015 under 
the Worst Case scenario. This assumes SGPWA and its member agencies, e.g., BCVWD, City 
of Banning, YVWD, will bank water during years when the imported water supply exceeds 
demands. 
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SGPWA Imported Water Supply Surplus/Deficit - Worst Case 

The strategy of using the Beaumont Groundwater Basin to store surplus imported water is a 
good strategy until more is known about the yield and reliability of Sites Reservoir yield and the 
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status of California Water Fix. As shown in Figure 8, the accumulated deficiency by the time 
Sites Reservoir is on line (year 2035) is 22,000 AF, same as the "Best" and "Likely" scenarios. 
However even with Sites Reservoir, there will be significant accumulated deficiency by year 
2050, (75,000 AF), which would be a concern if allowed to continue. But with some 
conservation and demand reduction the. accumulated deficiency would be reduced. Based on 
the storage capacity in the Beaumont Basin, the drop in water storage from year 2035 to year 
2050 is manageable. 

Year-by-Year Analysis of BCVWD Imported Water Supply and Demand 

A similar year-by-year analysis of BCVWD's imported water supply and demand was 
completed. The assumptions presented above for SGPWA were also applicable to BCVWD; 
but BCVWD has some additional constraints since they are only a portion of SGPWA's demand. 
Additional assumptions pertinent to BCVWD: 

• BCVWD's share of SGPWA's "Table A", "Table A" reliability enhancement, Yuba Accord 
Water, AVEK Nickel Water, Sites Reservoir Water (separate from BCVWD's 28.571 % as 
stated in White Paper No. 1), etc. is based on BCVWD's portion of the SGPWA's total 
demand. BCVWD's share of the demand can be extracted from the SGPWA 2015 UWMP 
and are 85.9% in 2020 declining to 64.5% by 2040 and projected, by BCVWD to be 60% 
by 2050. These percentages were applied to the above listed sources in making 
projections of imported water supply and demand in the following figures. 

• BCVWD has committed to 28.571 % of the final allocation to SGPWA from Sites Reservoir 
(2,785 to 3, 393 AFY minimum and maximum Class 1 yield as shown in Table 1 above). 

As with the SGPWA analyses presented above, the imported water sources and amounts are 
identical under all three scenarios up until Sites Reservoir comes on line. 

BCVWD Best Case Scenario 

Figure 9 shows BCVWD's long term imported water supply for the Best Case scenario; it assumes 
Sites Reservoir yield at its probable maximum yield per Table 1 above. There are three (3) 
demand lines plotted: 

· • Demand for imported water assuming local water resource projects (stormwater capture, 
etc.) and recycled water from YVWD and City of Beaumont are utilized. This was 
extracted from Table 6-26 in BCVWD's 2015 UWMP, projected to year 2050, and includes 
the purchased imported water for banking for wet year-dry year mitigation. 

• Demand for imported water without recycled water. 
• Demand for imported water assuming conservation. A 20% reduction in BCVWD total 

water demand was assumed by 2040 and 25% by 2050. The imported water supply is 
about 58% of BCVWD's total supply, so the reduction in imported water demand will only 
be 58% of the conservation reduction. 
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Figure 9 
BCVWD Imported Water Supply and Demand - Best Case 

Figure 9 clearly shows that BCVWD will be able to meet its year 2050 imported water demand 
assuming the recycled water amounts, presented in Table 2 above, are available and utilized. 
Without recycled water, BCVWD's demand for imported water in year 2050 will exceed the 
available supply by about 3,500 AFY. With conservation, BCVWD will be able to meet its year 
2050 imported water demands easily and for many years beyond 2050. 

Figure 9 shows a shortfall of supply from year 2017 to year 2020 and year 2025 to year 2035. 
Figure 1 O shows the accumulated surplus/deficit for the entire period of study assuming the use 
of recycled water. The maximum accumulated deficit is only 13,600 AF which occurs in year 
2035 just as Sites Reservoir is coming on line. This is easily accommodated as BCVWD is 
projected to have over 33,000 AF in storage at the end of 2017 even after an extended drought 
period. BCVWD's Beaumont Basin storage account can accommodate up to 80,000 AF. 

BCVWD Most Likely Scenario 

Figure 11 shows BCVWD's imported water supply and demand under the Most Likely scenario 
with Site's reservoi r at the minimum amount of Class 1 water from the Sites Reservoir at 100% 
reliability as shown in Table 1. Even under this scenario BCVWD can easily meet its imported 
water requirement in year 2050 without conservation and demand reduction. With conservation, 
as described above for Best Case Scenario, BCVWD will be able to meet its imported water 
demands well beyond year 2050. 
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BCVWD Imported Water Supply Surplus/Deficit - Best Case 
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Figure 11 
BCVWD Imported Water Supply and Demand- Most Likely Case 

Figure 11 shows there is a deficit of supply from year 2025 to year 2035. Figure 12 shows the 
accumulated surplus/deficit for the period of study. The maximum deficit, 13,600 AF, occurs in 
2035 just before Sites Reservoir comes on line. This can easily be met with groundwater from 
BCVWD's Beaumont Basin groundwater storage account which has capacity to 80,000 AF. As 
of the end of 201 7, BCVWD's groundwater in storage is projected to be 33,000 AF. Figure 12 
shows that there will be an aggregate surplus from 2017 to about year 2025. It is projected 
another 6,000 AF will be added to BCVWD's storage account by 2025 bringing BCVWD's 
groundwater storage account up to 39,000 AF . .  It is possible that more groundwater will be in 
storage if hydrologic conditions are favorable. 
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BCVWD Imported Water Supply Surplus/Deficit - Most Likely Case 

The storage account will decline to year 2035 when Sites Reservoir comes on line as shown in 
Figure 1 2. BCVWD's storage account would still have 1 9,400 AF in storage at this time. Figure 
1 2  shows that BCVWD's storage account would continue to increase from year 2035 on. 

BCVWD Worst Case Scenario 

Figure 1 3  shows BCVWD's imported water supply and demand under a Worst Case Scenario 
where the minimum amount of Class 1 water is secured from the Sites Reservoir but at 62% 
reliability. Under the Worst qase Scenario, BCVWD imported water supply will be about 2,300 
AFY "short" in year 2050 assuming local water resources and recycled water is available and 
used. Figure 1 3  shows that with conservation as described previously for Best Case Scenario, 
the imported water demand in year 2050 will be met. The amount of water available from Sites 
Reservoir and whether it is subject to the SWP reliability reduction will be known before is 
constructed which will provide opportunity to secure water from other sources. 
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Figure 1 3  
BCVWD Imported Water Supply and Demand - Worst Case 

Figure 1 4  shows the surplus/deficit on both an annual basis and cumulative to year 2050. The 
cumulative deficiency reaches 1 3,600 AF just before Sites Reservoir is on line, but then due to 
the inadequacy of imported water supply, the cumulative deficiency increases each year, 
eventually reaching about 42,000 AF by year 2050. 
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Figure 1 4  
BCVWD Imported Water Supply Surplus/Deficit - Worst Case 
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As discussed above for the Most Likely Scenario, BCVWD's Beaumont Basin groundwater 
storage account would have 1 9,400 AF in storage just before Sites Reservoir comes on line. 
Banked groundwater in BCVWD's storage account could meet the demand for a few years after 
Sites Reservoir comes on line but not for an extended period under this Worst Case Scenario. 
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Figure 1 4  shows that under the Worst Case Scenario, BCVWD will have enough water in 
storage to meet the demands up until Sites Reservoir comes on line. Beyond then, additional 
imported water sources will need to be in place. 

Conclusions 

• Sites Reservoir  and/or Cal ifornia Water Fix is critical to meeting long term 

water demands. 

• Over the next decade, the feasibility, yield, reliability, costs, and construction 
schedule for Sites Reservoir and the California Water Fix will be better known. 

• Because of the uncertainties of Sites Reservoir and the California Water Fix, 
SGPWA should secure projects like AVEK Nickel Water and other short and long 
term contracts as they become available and the demand in the service area 
continues to develop. This water can be banked to meet short-term demands during 
d ry years and will provide water to make up for short term deficiencies while 
agreements are being developed and additional water sources, e.g. Sites Reservoir, 
are brought on line. 

• Groundwater banking and subsequent extraction is critical to meeting deficiencies 
between imported water supply and demand until agreements can be executed and 
water supply projects come on line. As much imported water as is available should 
be banked. 

• If Sites Reservoi r  and/or the California Water Fix are not implemented or delayed, 
SGPWA must move aggressively to replace these essential sources. 

• Recycled water and maximization of local water resources is crucial to meeting long 
term water demands, minimizing BCVWD's and other SGPWA member agencies' 
dependence on imported water. 

• Water conservation should be encouraged to minimize the need for imported water. 
• Imported water demand and supply should be revisited periodically. 
• A complete strategy for funding of the water po rtfolio should be prepared to set forth 

a comprehensive fund strategy for new water including the following minimum 
components: 

o Capacity fees 
o Rates 
o Tax based contributions 
o Others · 
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951 -845-9581 

DATE: December 20, 201 7 

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 

560 Magnolia Avenue 

Beaumont, CA 92223 

TO: Dan Jaggers, General Manager 

FROM: Joe Reichenberger PE, Senior Engiineer 

SUBJECT: Water Supply Portfolio Unit Costs- White Paper No. 3 

www.bcvwd.org 

This white paper summarizes a presentation to BCVWD's Board of Directors on November 8, 
201 7 continuing the discussion of San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (SGPWA) and Beaumont 
Cherry Valley Water District's (BCVWD's) imported water needs to year 2050- essentially 
build-out. This white paper focusses on imported water portfolio, the costs for the various water 
sources and some funding strategies. 

Background: 

White Paper No. 1 identified BCVWD and SGPWA imported water requirements over the next 
30 years or so based on the respective agencies' 201 5 Urban Water Management Plans 
(UWMPs). White Paper No. 1 also listed a number of sources of imported water ("water 
portfolio") and the timing of the leasing, purchasing, or construction of these sources. Since the 
water purchases and leases do not always exactly match the demands, White Paper No. 2 
evaluated the feasibility of using groundwater storage and banking as a strategy to overcome 
temporary deficiencies between the demand for imported water and the supply. 

SGPWA's water supply (current and planned) comes from the following sources: 

• State Water Project (SWP) Current Table "A" Water 
• Increased Table "A" Water Reliability Through California Water Fix 
• Sites Reservoir Project 
• Yuba Accord Water 
• AVEK, Nickel Farms Water through the Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency 

(AVEK-Nickel) 
• San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) Water 
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Current Tab le A Supply 

The SWP provides approximately 4.2 million AFY in total Table "A" water supply (100% 
capacity) to the 29 state water contractors; San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (SGPWA) is one 
of the state water contractors. The long-term water supply contracts to each of the 29 
contractors sets forth a maximum amount of water a contractor may request each year tor the 
SWP, and these water amounts are written in the contracts in a list format known as "Table A." 

"Table A" or "Table A water" represents a portion or all of the annual Table A amount requested 
by the SWP water contractors and approved tor delivery by the Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) based on hydrologic conditions, current reservoir storage, and the combined requests 
from the SWP contractors. Under certain water year conditions, DWR is not able to deliver the 
quantity of water requested by the SWP contractors. In those years, a proportional amount s 
allocated and delivered according to the contracts by prorating the amount in proportion to each 
SWP contractor's annual Table A amount. Table A amounts are also used to allocate other 
water supplies. 

Of the 4.2 million AFY, SGPWA's Table "A," amount is 17,300 Acre-Feet (approximately 0.41% 
of the total 4.2 million AF supply). In 2017 the SGPWA will pay an estimated $23,060,018 
(includes taxes and water rates) to the SWP for entitlement to 17,300 AF of the Table "A" water 
(from DWR Bulletin 132-17). The current SWP Table "A" water supply is assumed to be 60% to 
64% reliable. Therefore, the SGPWA receives only approximately 10,400 AFY of Table "A" 
water from the SWP on an average annual basis. 

The estimated $23 million above includes t ransportation and energy charges (DWR "pass 
through" costs). SGPWA currently charges $317/AF with includes the DWR pass through costs 
plus other costs. A summary of the costs included in the $317/AF, extracted from the SGPWA's 
recent rate study, is presented in Table 1. 1 

The DWR energy and transmission charges ("t ransportation costs) are estimated to be 
$260/AF. 

With this annual supply, the water is forecast to be delivered at an approximate cost of $2,220 
per AF based future projected payments (includes capital cost and $260/AF Transportation 
cost). 

The California Water Fix 

The SWP planning began in earnest in the mid-1950s and was authorized in the Burns-Porter 
Act, also known as the California Water Resources Development Bond Act, passed by vote of 
the people in November, 1960 (Proposition 1 ). Construction on most of the basic facilities of the 
SWP was completed by 1975. Due to cost considerations, and initial project water demands 
lower than design capacity, a number of planned facilities were scaled down or deferred. Many 
have not been constructed to date. One of those projects was the Cross-delta Facility known as 

1 SG PWA (2009) . Final Draft - Water Rate Study, David Tausig Associates , Inc. , February 2. 
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the Peripheral Canal . The SWP is not able to l ive up to its original design capacity due to many 
factors beyond the scaled down, deferred, or not constructed facilities. 

Table 1 
Costs in SGPWA's Water Rate 

. . 

· . ·  ,:Costltem : 

Agency Operational Expenses 

Agency Administrative Cost 

SBVMWD Pass Through 

Yuba Water Purchases 

New Water Purchase 

Rate Stabilization 

$1 0.00 

$3.50 

$8.00 

$3.86 

$22.00 

$1 1 .00 

The Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta levees are vulnerable to seismic shaking;  the Delta 
ecosystem continues to decline; flooding and saline water intrusion into the Delta impacts the 
water quality delivered to municipal and agricultural users; climate change, whether short-term 
or extended long-term, wil l cause increased water levels in the Delta further stressing vulnerable 
levees. The SWP dams and reservoirs were designed about 50 years ago with the hydrology of 
the times. Climate change, whether short term (50 or 1 00 years) or long term 500 or more 
years, will impact the operation of the SWP. Precipitation, which used to fall as snow and be 
stored in snowpack, wil l be in the form of rain which the reservoirs were not designed to 
accommodate. More and water will be lost to the ocean in future years. 

The California Water Fix (CWF), intended to address some of these issues, proposes a dual 
gravity tunnel conveyance system from north of the Delta extending south to the Clifton Court 
Forebay. At the southerly end of the tunnels a new Clifton Court Pumping Facility would lift 
water from the tunnels into Clifton Court Forebay. The water would be pumped from Clifton 
Court Forebay by the State and Federal Central Valley Project pumps as they now do. About 
9,000 cfs would be diverted from the Sacramento River into the tunnels and around the Delta 
improving water supply re liability and export water quality TDS. The cost of the CWF is 
estimated to $ 1 6.7 bil l ion (20 17  costs) with an estimated $64.4 mil l ion in annual operation and 
maintenance costs .2 It is possible that the dual tunnels may be scaled back or phased. The 
project from initiation of design through commissioning is projected to take eighteen years. So if 
it started in 2020, it would not be complete until 2038. During that time, the reliabil ity of the 
SWP would gradually decline as described later in this section. The principal elements of the 
CWF are shown in Figure 1 .  

2 Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa Water Storage District, California Water Fix Business Case Analysis 
Spreadsheet. 
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All State Water Contractors were requested to provide non-binding resolutions of support for the 
CWF. As of October 1 7, 201 7, twelve Contractors, including SGPWA and many of large 
agencies, e.g. ,  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) ,  Kern County 
Water Agency, Santa Clara Valley Water District, voted to support the CWF. Many of those 
agencies that did not take a formal vote are anticipated to participate commensurate with their 
existing State Water Contracts. Although five of the 29 State Water Contractors ended their 
participation in the CWF; the remaining 24 contractors hold almost all of the original Table A 
(97.2%). 

The estimated $1 6.7 bi l l ion cost for the CWF (201 7 dollars) is anticipated to be shared 55% with 
State Water Contractors and 45% with federal Central Valley Project Contractors. Assuming 
the 55/45 split and the fact that SGPWA has 0.41 % of the Total SPW Table A, SGPWA would 
be paying about $38 mi llion for the CWF (based on 0.41 %) or $39.4 mil l ion based on 0.43%. 
See discussion below. Financing for the CWF is proposed over a 40-year period at a possible 
interest rate of 4%. Annual capital cost payments by SGPWA would be about $2.0 mil lion 
including bond issuance costs; annual O&M costs would be about $1 50,000 plus transportation 
costs, estimated to be about $260/AF currently. 

The reliabi l ity of the SWP Table "A" water is projected to degrade over time to 48% without the 
California Water Fix (CWF) due to a variety of reasons. The CWF is projected to increase the 
future reliability of the SWP by 1 4% (DWR study) to 1 7.62% (Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California [Metropolitan] study) resulting in an increase the overall reliability to 62% or, 
in the best case, 65.62%. This is about what the current rel iabil ity is. It should be noted that the 
reduction in reliabil ity will occur gradually over time from the current 60 to 64% reliabil ity to 48%. 

Without CWF, SGPWA's rel iable Table A would be 8,304 AFY (based on 48% of .1 7,300 AFY). 
The reliable Table A supply for SGPWA would increase to 1 0,726 AFY at 62% reliability or 
possibly as much as 1 1 ,352 AFY based on Metropolitan's study (65.62% reliabi l ity) . Potentially 
then, the CWF would result in an increase from 2,422 AFY to 3,048 AFY reliable supply. With 
the firm withdrawal of five of the contractors mentioned above, SGPWA's percentage of the 
CWF "yield" chould sl ightly more than 0.41 %, perhaps maybe as high as 0.43% of the yield 
based on SGPWA's share of the total Table A of the participating 24 contractors. 

To put a price on Table "A" water going forward from now, the estimated future annual cost of 
$24.2 mil lion estimated by DWR for SGPWA from Bulletin 1 32-1 7 will be used; it should be 
noted this cost includes transportation charges of about $260/AF. The SGPWA's pre-CWF cost 
for 8,304 AFY is calcu lated as shown in Table 2 

The cost of SGPWA water with CWF based on the original SWP contract at 48% reliability with 
the CWF at 1 4  % to 1 7 .62% additional reliability is summarized in Table 3 .  

The additional annual amount of water due to increased reliability brought about by the CWF 
ranges between 2,422 and 3,048 AFY; the annual cost for this incremental amount of water is 
$2.2 mill ion ($2.0 mil l ion + $0. 1 5 mil l ion) as shown in Table 3; resulting in a unit cost of about 
$887/AFY to $705/AFY respectively for the increment, not including DWR pass-through 
transportation costs. 
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Figure 1 

California Water Fix Facilities 
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Table 2 
Estimated Cost for SGPWA Table A Water without CWF Going Forward 

(based on 8,304 AFY) 

Total Annual Payment pre-CWF 

DWR Transportation Charges @ 8,304 AF 
$260/AF 

Annual Payment less DWR Transportation 
Charges 

Pre-CWR Cost per AF without DWR 
Transportation 

DWR Transportation Charges @ $260/AF 

Table 3 

$24.2 million 

$2.16 million 

$22.04 million 

$2,654/AF 

$260/AF 

Estimated Cost of SGPWA Table A Water with CWF Going Forward 

Total Annual Payment pre-CWF 

DWR Transportation Charges @ $260/AF 

Annual Payment less DWR Transportation 
Charges 

Annual Capital Cost of CWF plus bond issuance 
costs 

Annual O&M Costs for CWF 

Total Annual Payment with CWF 

Cost per AF with CWF but without DWR 
Transportation Costs 

' S\NP '.@ �2%'·8�1iabilit� > ••. ·• S\;Jp.:@ �5)32o/o 
· •60,126·A�v) .. . ••" 0 R�nJb,1ity, · . ··: (1.1,BS�J\FY .. 

$24.2 million $24.2 million 

$2.8 million $3.0 million 

$21.4 million $21.2 million 

$2.0 million $12.0 million 

$0. 15 million $0.15 million 

$23.6 million $23.4 million 

$2,200 $2,060 

$260 $260 

These costs are based on the current assumptions that the contractors currently involved in the 
SWP and CVP remain unchanged. There may be an opportunity for the SGPWA to secure 
more Table "A" supply through purchase or long term leases from the CWF in the event that 
more contractors from the SWP or CVP withdraw their support and associated financing of the 
project. Costs presented previously are melded SWP and CWF costs. However, any additional 
supply available may result in a decreased overall melded cost (SWP component reduction). 

iN ➔-----
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Sites Reservoir Supply 

Sites Reservoir is a proposed reservoir that would be located at the site of a cattle ranch in the 
eastern foothills of the Central Valley about 78 miles northwest of Sacramento. See Figure 2. 
Sites Reservoir is not on any major stream; all water must be pumped into the reservoir. Sites 
Reservoir was part of the original California Water Project, but was deferred. Because of 
dwindling water supplies, new interest has arisen in the reservoir. The reservoir would have a 
surface area of about 14,000 acres and store between 1.27 and 1.81 million acre-feet 
depending on final pr?ject. The estimated water yield would be between 470,000 to 640,000 
acre-feet per year, depending on yearly rainfall and environmental regulations, according to 
DWR. 
Flood flows in the Sacramento River, over and above that needed to meet the demands of 
existing water rights holders, would be captured and pumped into Sites Reservoir. During the 
drought year of 2014-15 Sites would have captured 410,000 AF; if Sites were operational in the 
2015-16 season it would have captured over 1 million AF, which was lost to the ocean. On an 
average year Sites will add 500,000 AF to Delta flows; during critical dry years, Sites would add 
about 250,000 to 300,000 AF of water. 

Figure 2 
Sites Reservoir General Location 

Water would be delivered to a forebay 
reservoir (Holthouse Reservoir expanded 
from the existing Funks Reservoir) through 
the existing Tehama-Colusa and Glenn­
Colusa irrigation canals, and from a new 
pumping station on the Sacramento River. 
The water would then be boosted into Sites 
Reservoir. The water would then be 
released into the Sacramento River, 
augmenting natural flows and releases 
from other reservoirs. Electric power would 
be generated upon release of the water into 
the Sacramento River. Refer to Figure 3. 
Sites Reservoir is projected to cost $4.7 
billion, (October, 2015 Costs), with annual 
operating and monitoring costs of $26 
million, according to DWR.3 

The Sites Reservoir Project is projected to 
supply 14,000 AFY of Class 1 water (9,748 
AFY) and Class 2 water (4,252 AFY) to the 
SGPWA with a reliability of 75% to 100%4

• 

It is possible the amount of Sites Reservoir 

3 Sites (2017). Basis of Estimate for Sites Authority Project Alternative D, Working Draft, Subject to 
Change, prepared by AECOM, June, page E-5 
4 See White Paper No. 1, Table 3. 
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Class 1 water may increase from the 9,748 AFY to perhaps as much as 11,874 AFY depending 

on the resources agencies' participation in the project. It is possible that maybe even 14,000 

AFY will be available, but that is very optimistic. 

If the Sites Project is ultimately considered to be part of the SWP the reliability will most likely be 

100%. If the project is ultimately not considered to be a part of the SWP there may be a loss of 

up to 25% as this portion of the supply may be lost through the Delta. Therefore, the Sites 

Reservoir Project could supply between 7,311 AFY, (75% of 9,748 AFY), and 11,874 AFY or 

maybe even more. Table 4 shows a possible allocation of Sites Reservoir project costs to 

SGPWA. It should be pointed out this is very preliminary and is based on SGPWA's Class 1 

Water Amount to the Total Class 1 Water Amount (250,000 AFY). 

Sites Reservoir (N) 

Ah h 1'A1JJ ,,t, Dor,: 

{NJ New 
(El Exist in'! 

(M) Mo1hl1,,,1 

Holthouse 
Reservoir (M) 

WS Elev 210 

Terminal Regulating 
Reservoir (N) 

2,000 ( � ), 1,500 ( ➔) cfs 
- • ·- �,iq��► 

Sacramento River 

Diversions 

At Mlle Post 158.5 (N) 

Delevan Pipeline {N) (N) b!Gkl�-� 

Figure 3 
Sites Reservoir Project Operating Schematic 

Table 4 
Possible SGPWA Allocation of Sites Reservoir Project Costs 

(All costs in thousands) 

Sites Reservoir Construction Cost $4,700,000 2015 cost 
Interest Durin Construction $789,000 AECOM 2017 stud 
Total Costs, Oct 2015 $5,489,000 
Escalation to 2017 6.6% er ENRCCI 
2017 Ca ital Costs ,$5)!51,274 
Percent Water Supply Joint Powers Agency AECOM 2017 Study estimated 
Funded 75% from 54% to 59% 
Annual OM&R and Monitoring Cost $26,000 2015 Costs 

Escalation to 2017 6.6% per ENRCCI 

2017 OM&R and Monitoring Costs $27,700 
ffl:i F.,,.,,...,.,,Dl,......,,.....,�ffl!BRS91p1YlWll''M111'Pl'Jl'FWJ«PI ♦ Etl5?B"��------------
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Table 4 Continued 
Sites Reservoir Project Cost Allocation 

(All costs in thousands) 

2017 Capital Costs 
Sites Pro'ect Authorit Share 
Cost Funded b Sites Pro ect Authorit 
Interest Rate 
Number of Years 

ear 

SGPWA Re uested Partici ation, AF 
SGPWA Allocated Class 1 Yield, AFY 
Total Sites Allocated Class 1 Yield AFY 

SGPWA Share of Yield and Cost 
SGPWA Share of Annual Cost 
SGPWA Share of OM&R and Monitoring 
Costs, not including DWR transportation pass 
throu h char es 

$5,851,274 
60% 

$3,510,800 
4% 
40 

0.05052 
$295,600 
14,000 
9,748 

250,000 

0.039 
$6,916 

$648 
$7,565 

above 
From AECOM Anal sis 

Based on fraction of Class 1/Total 
Class 1 

Table 5 shows the unit cost, $/AF, for SGPWA for the range of possible yields from the Sites 
Reservoir Project under various scenarios, with and without the 25% loss and, with and without, 
the transportation charges. As can be seen in Table 5, under the likely scenario, Sites 
Reservoir Project Water will cost between $1,035 /AF and $776AF for the likely amount with 
and without loss. The unit cost could be lower if more water is made available. 

Table 5 
SGPWA Estimated Cost of Sites Reservoir Water 

·.· .. Yield '•$/AF 
·:· 

"vr�id 
, ,  

$tAF··· 
AFY AFY •. · . 

Likely Amount, AFY 9,748 $776 7,311 $1,035 

Probably Maximum, AFY 11,874 $637 8,906 $849 

Maximum, AFY 14,000 $540 i0,500 $720 

Yuba Accord Water 

Through Yuba Dry Year Transfer Program, the official name for Yuba Accord Water, SGPWA 
can purchase additional supplemental water from Yuba County Water District under an 
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agreement.5 There are four categories of water in the agreement: Component 1, Component 2, 
Component 3 and Component 4, with each category having its own specific price per AF, 
varying from $25/AF to $125/AF depending on dry, normal, wet, or critical year water conditions 
and not including DWR pass through transportation costs. Going forward it is difficult to predict 
future hydrologic conditions, the amount to be purchased by SGPWA, or the price. It varies 
from year to year. The SGPWA estimates that about 300 AFY, on the average, of Yuba Accord 
Water can be obtained.6 For purposes of this white paper a conservative cost of $125/AF will 
be used (not including DWR pass through transportation costs) or $385/AF with pass through 
transportation costs. 

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD Water) 

The SGPWA is in the process of finalizing negotiations or has completed negotiations with 
SBVWD to purchase up to 5,000 AFY of SBVMWD's Table A water in years that SBVMWD's 
Board of Directors declares a surplus. The availability of SBVMWD surplus water depends on 
hydrologic and groundwater conditions within SBVMWD's service area per SBVMWD 
Ordinance 79. SGPWA has the right of first refusal on the first 5,000 AFY of surplus water. 
Assuming SGPWA exercises the right, it must first offered in equal shares to the two agencies 
that are in both SBVMWD and SGPWA, i.e., Yucaipa Valley WD and South Mesa Water 
Company. Any water "left over," SGPWA can be offered to other SGPWA retailers. The 
agreement is for a term of 15 years, but SGPWA intends to renegotiate the terms and extend to 
some point in the future. 

SGPWA estimates, based on past hydrologic conditions this is likely to occur about two years 
out of every five, or 40% of the time. This is equivalent to 2,000 AFY in any one year. The term 
of this agreement will be ·at least 15 years from now or about 2032.7 

SBVMWD has set rates for selling water to "outside" agencies based on the DWR's final Table 
A allocation as shown in Table 68 • 

The point of delivery to SGPWA is the Devil Canyon Afterbay. The cost of the water in Table 6 
does not include DWR's pass through cost for energy or the cost SGPWA would pay to pump it 
from Devil Canyon to Cherry Valley. This cost was presented previously in Table 1. It is 
assumed the cost in Table 1 includes DWR's pass through costs for transportation to SBVMWD 
(Devil Canyon) plus the cost to pump from Devil Canyon to SGPWA, i.e., $260/AF. 

5 DWR (2008). Agreement for the Supply and Conveyance of Water by the Department of Water 
Resources for the state of California to the Participating State Water Contractors under the Dry Year 
Water Purchase Program, March 3i. 
6 Refer to Table 3-i of SGPWA 20i 5 UWMP 
7 SGPWA 20i 5 UWMP 
8 SGPWA Proposed Surplus Water Sale Agreement with San Bernardino Municipal Water District ("Valley 
District"). 
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Table 6 
Cost to Purchase Surplus Water from SBVMWD 

. Firial SWP DWR\ · .. ;.; ;O?st,,j/Aft; 
..• ·. Table A Ali�c�tioh 

• :- , 
r 

••• -.J,•_ : •• • :,. ,. 

0-20% 

21 - 40% 

41 -60% 

61 -100% 

$400 

$300 

$200 

$100 

To develop and average cost for future water purchases, the last ten years of Table A 
allocations was used in conjunction with the rate associated with that allocation percentage 
presented in Table 6. The average cost for the ten-year period was determined to be $240/AF. 
not including DWR's pass through transportation charges ($260/AF). Total cost, including the 
pass through cost would be $500/AF. 

AVEK-Nickel Water 

In June 20i7 SGPWA Board of Directors approved an agreement with the Antelope Valley-East 
Kern Water Agency (AVEK) for 1,700 AFY for 20 years with the right of first refusal to extend it 
for a second 20 years. The water rights on the Kern River originally belonged to the Nickel 
Family LLC that were sold to Kern County Water Agency (KCWA) and subsequently leased to 
other parties in various amounts. One portion (1,700 AFY) is under the control of AVEK, which 
offered the water to SGPWA. This water is not subject to the reliability issues of the SPW. Per 
the agreement SGPWA must take all of the 1,700 AF each year or pay for 1,700 AF if the 
SGPWA does not take all of it in any one year. 

The cost of AVEK-Nickel water has three component charges plus the cost to pump to 
SGPWA9: 

• Purchase of the water, currently $716.29/AF 
• Replenishment charge, currently $300/AF 
• Administrative charge, currently $5/AF 

The total current 2017 cost is $1,021.29/ AF at the Tupman Turnout west of Bakersfield, but 
does not include the cost to pump it from there to SGPWA. The SGPWA estimates the 
pumping cost at $247/AF, bringing the total cost to $1,268.29/AF, round to $1,270/AF. It is 
important to note that water purchase charge and the replenishment charges are subject to a 
3% per year escalation or the Consumer Price Index (CPI) change for the Los Angeles, Orange 
and Riverside Counties, whichever is greater. For discussion purposes the SGPWA uses 3% 
per year. Over the initial 20-year period, the water will average $1,370/AF, not including the 

9 SGPWA (2017). Memorandum, Consideration and Possible Action to Enter into a Water Supply 
Agreement with Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency, June 19. 
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pumping costs. Using an initial (201 7) pumping cost of $247, the current cost, delivered to 
SGPWA would be $1,617/AF. It is likely the pumping costs will increase over time also. 

SGPWA Water Portfol io Per AF Cost Summary 

A summary of the range of cost for various SGPWA water sources are presented in Table 7. 
The transportation costs have not been increased over time. It is likely those costs will increase 
slightly over time. 

Table 8 contains a summary of Unit Costs ($/AF) for various water sources for SGPWA under 
differing scenarios of reliability and water loss etc. Also included are the total amount of water 
beyond the SGPWA's current Table A with and without the CWF. Without the CWF the amount 
of additional water varies from 1 9,651 AFY to 26,340 AFY; with the CWF the amount of 
additional water ranges from 22,037 AFY to 29,352 AFY or about 2,500 to 3,000 AFY more. 
The difference with and without the CWF is due to the decrease in reliability over time from the 
current 62% to 48%. The weighted average cost for the water supply wfll range from $1 525/AF 
to $2,067/AF. 

Table 7 
Summary of Unit Cost for SGPWA Portfolio Water Sources 

Existing SGPWA Table 
IIAII $1 ,960 $1 ,960 $260 $2,220 $2,220 

Future Table "A" w/o' 
California Water Fix 
Future Table "A" with 
California Water Fix (a) 
Sites Reservoir Project 
(b) 

Yuba Accord Water 

AVEK, Nickel Water (cl 

SBVMWD 

$2,654 

$2,060 

$600 

$ 1 25 

$1 ,370 

$240 

$2,654$ $260 $2,91 4 

$2,200 $260 $2,320 

$1 , 1 48 $260 $860 

$ 1 25 $260 $385 

$1 ,370 $247 $ 1 ,6 1 7  

$240 $260 $500 

(a) Cost depends on reliability increase, see text discussion presented previously 
(b) Depends on final yield and if 25% loss through Delta occurs 
(c) Average cost over 20 years based on 3% per year escalation 

Funding Alternatives 

$2,91 4 

$2,460 

$1 ,408 

$385 

$1 ,61 7 

$500 

White Paper No. 4 will discuss possible funding strategies and funding alternatives to consider. 
Possibilities include: 

• A single-component capacity fee for long-term water supplies. 
• A two-component capacity fee that would pay for interim supplies as well as a 

permanent supply (if it can be found). 
• The water rate charged to retail water customers. 

�IIA!O'lf'fW¥1:T11Y8Mt5P'JIIt{J5P[fJ1!Al!ll'Tlltttrne mcrr�"lllf9l!ffl' .. l/!IIWDP$M(�!ii'l'l'!Mf'TW'FW'.rnl"IJIIIRUSIEll!FFfUERll�IIWRIRil�R"MIYP1CIIPX M"IDRil'lr 
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• Withdrawals from reserves. 
• General fund tax revenues. 
• State Water Project tax (if new supplies are designated to be from the State Water 

Project) 
• Creation of a standby charge for the entire service area or various Improvement Districts 

within the service area. 
• Creation of new Improvement Districts, along with a water rate of standby charge, that 

would place the burden of funding new supplies on newly developed areas. 

Table 8 
Summary of Unit Cost and Additional Water Supply tor SGPWA 

. . . . . -

• . Water Supply Sour�e 

Existing SGPWA Table "A" 

Future Table "A" w/o 
Califo rnia Water Fix 

Future  Table "A" with 
Califo rnia Water Fix 

Sites Reservoir Project 

Yuba Acco rd Water 

AVEK, Nickel Water 

SBVMWD 

Wat�r Supply with c\Jvr=, 
_AFY 

" . 

Blended CostlNith CWF 

Conclusions 

' ' 'l\�Qu�t . .
. 
' Reii�bi!ity FEl�tor • '  . Qpport�riity for . . . . ; Probable ·c.ost Ra.'nge' . 

· · • Without ·. • • · • Purch�se with · ·_ · 
R�iiability .

. < R�fi�biut/ F1;1
6t;t · · ·.· 

1--�'----'-.------'--'----'-I--��--.'--,--;..-'-'_.-. -+--. � . . �- -'----'.�. -. . �. ----'--'---'--'-. ---l, . Factor_··. · · · .. . . . 
.·. Min ·. Max Min AFY Max AFY .. Lowest . . Hghesf (AFY) > •.· Cost/AF Cost/AF 

1 7,300 

1 7,300 

i ?,300 

1 4,000 

300 

i ,700 

2,000 

60% 60% i 0,380 

48% 48% 8,304 

62% 65.62% i O, 726 

75% i 00% 

i 00% i 00% 

i 00% i 00% 

i 00% i 00% 

7,3i i 

300 

i ,700 

2,000 

i 0,380 

8,304 

i i  ,352 

1 4,000 

300 

i ,700 

2,000 

. 22,037 . 29,352 

$2,220 $2,220 

$2,914  $2,914 

$2,320. $2,460 

$860 $i ,408 

$385 $385 

$i ,6i 7 $i ,6i7 

$500. $500 

$i ;606 $2,067 

The SGPWA's water supply portfolio has many cost variables which will require a very robust 
approach to ensure that the anticipated cost associated with each water supply component is 
properly funded. BCVWD, along with the other water retail agencies and stakeholders in the 
region, must come to a high level understanding of the portfolio component costs and the 
funding tools being employed or potentially employed by the SGPWA to ensure the delivery of 
necessary water supplies to the region at the lowest melded cost. Through this understanding 
BCVWD will strive to ensure that the most efficient methods of funding are being employed 
___ , ____ ,. ________ ....,........,......, ..... ..,_..,_,.,_,_..,,. ____________ _ 
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moving forward. BCVWD recommends that the SGPWA develop a funding strategy and identify 
specific fund vehicles for each component of the water portfolio. 
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Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 

560 Magnolia Avenue 

Beaumont, CA 92223 

951-845-9581 

DATE: December 20, 2017 

TO: Dan Jaggers, General Manager 

FROM: Joe Reichenberger PE, Senior Engineer 

www.bcvwd.org 

SUBJECT: Water Supply Portfolio Funding Requirements - White Paper No. 4 

This white paper summarizes a presentation to BCVWD's Board of Directors on December 7, 
201 7  at an Engineering Workshop. This continues the discussion of San Gorgonio Pass Water 
Agency (SGPWA) and Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District's (BCVWD's) imported water 
needs to year 2050 - essentially build-out. This white paper focusses on imported water 
portfolio funding requirements. The next white paper will discuss funding alternatives and 
strategies. 

Background: 
White Paper No. 1 identified BCVWD and SGPWA imported water requirements over the next 
30 years or so based on the respective agencies' 2015 Urban Water Management Plans 
(UWMPs). White Paper No. 1 also listed a number of sources of imported water ("water 
portfolio") and the timing of the leasing, purchasing, or construction of these sources. Since the 
W?tter purchases and leases do not always exactly match the demands, White Paper No. 2 
evaluated the feasibility of using groundwater storage and banking as a strategy to overcome 
temporary deficiencies between the demand for imported water and the supply. White Paper 
No. 3 identified the preliminary unit costs, ($/AF), for the various sources of water in the 
SGPWA portfolio, current and planned, including California Water Fix (CWF), Sites Reservoir 
(Sites), Yuba Accord Water, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD Water), 
and AVEK-Nickel Water. 

White Paper No. 3 showed that the future costs for water supply will range from as low as 
$385/AF to almost $3,000/AF depending on the source. On a blended (weighted) average, the 
cost ranges from $"1 ,525/AF to $2,067/AF depending on assumptions related to the CWF. 
Possible funding alternative were identified in White Paper No. 3 but not discussed or analyzed. 
White Paper No. 4 sets forth BCVWD staff's analysis of current and future funding requirements 
for the water portfolio identified in the previous white papers. A follow-on white paper discusses 
possible funding alternatives and strategies which might be used to secure the regional water 
supplies over the next several decades. 
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SGPWA's water supply, current and planned, comes from the following primary and 
supplementary sources: 

Primary: 
• State Water Project (SWP) Current Table "A" Water 
• Increased Table "A" Water Reliability Through California Water Fix (CWF) 
• Sites Reservoir Project (Sites) 

Supplementary: 
• Yuba Accord Water 
• AVEK, Nickel Farms Water through the Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency 

(AVEK-Nickel) 
• San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD) Water 
• Temporary Table A Supplies obtained through short term agreements 
• Possible Transfer of Other State Water Project Rights/Supplies 
• Article 21 Water and Turn back Pool Water when available 

Primary Water Supply Costs 

This White Paper assumes that the Department of Water Resources (DWR) will implement the 
CWF and Sites Reservoir and administer the financing similar to the method of financing and 
charging for the current SWP. If the SGPWA participates in CWF and Sites, there will be two 
types of annual costs associated with each source: 

• Capital (construction and project costs) funded through Bond Debt Service 
• Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Costs 

Bond Debt Service 

The original SWP has been funded through bonded indebtedness and very likely the follow-on 
CWF and Sites Reservoir projects would be similarly funded through bonds, though this is still 
uncertain. The capital or project costs associated with each project would be distributed 
proportionately to each of the State Water Contractors involved via some form of bonds either 
General Obligation and/or Revenue Bonds. This would be a State decision. General obligation 
bonds are voted on by the people of the State of California; the initial general obligation bond 
($1.75 billion) for the SWP was approved through Proposition 1 in 1960. These bonds have 
various life terms (typically around 40 years) and are typically issued every year a project is in 
its construction phase. The bonds ultimately result in annual charges or debt payments that last 
for the life term of the Bond. Revenue bonds are funded from water sales and other similar 
revenues and do not require voter approval. 

Project revenues from SWP contractor payments required under their long-term contracts are 
deposited into two accounts for accounting purposes: 

• Central Valley Water Revenue Funds where all revenues pledged to revenue bonds are 
placed 

-· ---,�---------·----------------•----·+a9JBKflU-�lWWWAWL K WWW 
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• California Water Resources Development Bond Fund - Systems Revenue Account 
where all other SWP operating revenues area placed. Use of these funds is limited to 
paying operating costs and debt service. 

Operations and Maintenance {O&M) Costs 

Operations and maintenance costs are accumulated and paid on an annual basis. The costs 
cover operation, maintenance, and power costs plus a deposit to a replacement account 
(OMP&R) . Power costs are the largest component of the OMP&R Costs. The replacement 
account has been used to fund replacement of SWP facilities over the years. In this series of 
White Papers O&M costs are synonymous with OMP&R costs and the terms are used 
interchangeably. 

SGPWA Current Revenue (Payment) Requirements 

SG PW A's Table A SWP amount assuming 100% reliability is 17,300 AFY or approximately 
0.41 % of the total SWP Table A (all contractors) of 4.1 mil lion AFY. The costs to be paid by 
SGPWA to the DWR are the total of the following components: 

• Delta Water Charge: 
o Capital Cost Component 
o Minimum OMP&R Component 

The Capital Cost Component of the Delta Water Charge is the cost applied to each acre­

foot of SPW the contractor receives from the SWP to repay all of the outstanding 
reimbursable costs of the Project Conservation Facilities including appropriate interest to 
the end of the repayment period (2035). The Project Conservation Facilities include 
Orovil le Dam, Lake Orovil le, and the dams and lakes on streams above Lake Orovil le; 
Oroville Power Facilities, a portion of the California Aqueduct from the Delta to the Dos 
Amigos Pumping Plant, San Luis Dam and Reservoir and Gianelli Pumping-Generating 
Plant. 

The Minimum OMP&R Component are those costs of operation, maintenance , power 
and replacement that are independent of the amount of water delivered, i.e., fixed 
operation and maintenance costs. 

• Transportation Charge: 
o Capital Cost Component 
o Minimum OMP&R Component 
o Variable OMP&R Component 

The Capital Cost Component of the Transportation Charge is for the facilities to transport 
water to the vicinity of each contractor's turnout and the annual charge represents each 
contractor's proportionate share of the reimbursable capital costs of the Project 
Transportation Facilities. The Project Transportation Facilities include, among others, 
the North Bay and South Bay Aqueducts, the remainder of the California Aqueduct from 
the Delta to Dos Amigos Pumping Plant, all facilities south including the dams and lakes 

---------------"""""'"'·---
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in Southern California, and the Off-aqueduct Power Facilities costs (Reid Garner Unit 4 ,  
Bottlerock Powerplant, and South Geysers Powerplant)1

• 

The Minimum OMP&R Component are those costs of operation, maintenance, power 
and replacement that are independent of the amount of water delivered, i.e., fixed 
operation and maintenance costs. 

The Variable OMP&R Component includes those costs that depend on the amount of 
water delivered - typically power costs. 

• Water System Revenue Bond (WSRB) Surcharge 
This is the revenue bond surcharge to the Delta Water Charge and the transportation 
capital cost component to each contractor to cover financing costs of the WSRB in 
accordance with an amendment to all of the water supply contracts signed by all of the 
contractors. 

The Bulletin 1 32 series "Management of the California State Water Project," issued annually, 
provides a detailed summary of water deliveries for the given year as well as an accounting of 
all of the charges to each contractor up to the given year. DWR provides a projection of 
charges from the given year to year 2035, the end of the current bond payments. SGPWA will 
pay an estimated $23,594,607 in 201 8 which includes the Delta Water Charge, Transportation 
Charge and WSRB Surcharge. Table 1 presents a summary of SGPWA's projected 201 8  SWP 
charges. It is important to note these are projections and subject to change from year to year. 

SGPWA Historical SWP Payments to DWR 

Figure 1 shows a timelines of the SWP Construction from 1 957 to 201 0. The timeline is a bit 
out of date and shows East Branch Extension Phase I I  as "future." It is essentially complete as 
of 201 7. 

Figure 2 shows SGPWA historical payments for capital financing and total OMP&R for the SWP 
from inception through 201 5. SG PW A's contract with DWR is dated November 1 6, 1 962 with a 
term of 75 years extending to 2037. The SGPWA began making payments in 1 964 with 
payments minimal until the start of EBX Phase I in 1 998; other increases occurred with the 
construction of EBX I improvements and EBX Phase 2. These payments include DWR's Pass­
through transportation charges. 
After 201 5, the amounts are projected and contained in DWR's Bulletin 1 32. The projected 
payments for OMP&R are based on 1 0,380 AFY. The projected payments level off at about $17  
million for capital and $7 million for OMP&R from 201 8  to 2035, at total of just over $24 
mil lion/year. Again these could change depending on the amount of water actually delivered to 
SGPWA. 

1 DWR invested in several power plant projects which have on-going liabilities. Reid Gardner in Moapa, 
NV (coal fired) which has shut down; Bottle Rock (geothermal) in Napa, CA, operated for a few years 
then ran out of steam; and South Geysers in Napa, CA which was constructed, but never operated due to 
lack of steam. 
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DWR does not currently anticipate financing SWP capital costs beyond 2035 or when the 
contracts expire. This has caused DWR to issue bonds with shorter life terms in order for them 
to be fully paid off by 2035 which has resulted in a dramatic increase in the size of bond debt 
payments as bond issue dates get closer to 2035. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed 
that SGPWA's capital financing wil l be complete by 2035, the last projection in the Bulletin 1 32 
series, "Management of the State Water Project." 

Table 1 
SGPWA's Projected 20'1 8  SWP Charges 

Transportation Facilities Minimum 
OM P&R 

Transpor tation Facilities Minimum 
OM P&R for Off-aqueduct Power 

Transportation Facilities Variable 
OMP&R 

De lta Water Charge 

WSRB Surcharge 
. . 

Total Transportation, Delta Water 

$ 3,302,187 

$ 10, 1 65 

$ 2,377,1 51  

$ 1 ,201 ,839 

$ 433,001 

$23,594,607·· 
Charg f3 apd ·vv$AB _§µiphafo� 

""""'"""'""=""",.,.,,..,-t-c:,-,._,.,...,=,..,,,.,.��==�.,-,,'-

Table B-16A 

Table B-1 6B 

Table B-18 

Table B-21 

Table B-22 

Ta_ble B-23 

(a) This wil l  decrease to  about 48% of Table A or 8,304 AFY over time without CWF 

A number of contractors, including SGPWA, have requested an extension of the long-term 
contracts beyond 2035. In May 2013, DWR and the SWP Contractors initiated negotiations to 
develop contract amendments to extend the term and change certain financial provisions on the 
long-term water supply contracts. In June 2014, the parties reached a general agreement on 
principles for an amendment. Under the Agreement in Principal, contracts would extend to 
December 31 , 2085 . Payment provisions for capital cost and other costs would be amended 
from an amortization basis to an annual "pay as you go" basis, with sufficient revenue to allow 
DWR to operate the SWP in a fiscal ly sound manner including the collection of annual debt 
service to cover all of the bonds. The Agreement in Principle provides for an increase in DWR 
operating reserves, establishment of accounts to fund certain water resources development 
system expenses chargeable to the SWP Contractors, and the establishment of a fincince 
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committee consisting of DWR and contractor representatives to serve as a forum for 
discussions on DWR financial policies. 

· Tirue line qil SWP.Development . lnltial Facllitles - Suh5equent Facllitles � Future Facllltle-..s ,;;.,r:-:,,��{" 

30,000,000 

25,000,000 

20,000,000 

'i3 15,000,000 
0 

10,000,000 

5,000,000 

.... 
en 

M .,., I'- O'l 
\0 \0 \D .,, 
0) 0) 0) "' ,-, .... .... .... 

Figure 1 
Timeline of SWP Construction 

SGPWA's Port ion of Cost SWP with EBX 
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SGPWA Historical and Projected Capital and OMP&R Costs for SWP to 2035 

.... 
!B 
N 

"' "' !B 
N N 

But before any long-term contract amendment is adopted, DWR must complete a CEQA review 
and deliver a presentation to the California Legislature in an informal hearing. In 2015, DWR 
has started preparing a draft Environmental Impact Report for the contract amendment. For 
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purposes of this white paper, a conservative approach will be taken and no contract extension 
refinancing is assumed. 

Figure 3 shows SGPWA projected payments for the SWP after 2035. Under current conditions, 
capital cost bond debt payments will theoretically end in 2035. After 2035 the capital cost, i .e., 
debt service for the SWP including EBX Phases I and II, will be completely paid off, and the only 
cost which SGPWA will pay is for the fixed and variable OMP&R which are estimated to be 
$8.14 million per year, the same as projected by DWR in Bulletin 132 for year 2035. It is based 
on 10,380 AFY annual delivery and it is assumed this cost would continue on indefinitely. Again 
this can vary from year to year depending on the amount of water delivered to SGPWA as well 
any changes in power and other costs over time. 

SGPWA's Portion of Cost SWP with EBX 

30,000,000 ----------------------------

� 
"' 

20,000,000 -----------

'5 15,000,000 -----------

10,000,000 ----------

5,000,000 --------

m Capital Financing Ill O&M Cost 

Figure 3 
SGPWA Historical and Projected Capital and OMP&R Costs for SWP to 2099 

The California Water Fix (CWF) 

The California Water Fix (CWF) is described in detail in White Paper No. 3 and involves 
construction of dual water tunnels under the Delta to convey Sacramentq River water to the 

south side of the Delta to Clifton Court Forebay and the Banks Pumping Plant. Without the 
CWF the reliability of the SWP Table "A" water is projected to degrade to 48% over time 
resulting is only 8,304 AFY on the average for SGPWA. The CWF is projected to increase the 
future reliability of the SWP by 14% (DWR study) to 17.62% (MWD study) which would increase 
the overall reliability to 62% or in the best case 65.62% -- about what the reliability currently is.2 

2 Due to some opposition i n  the scope and cost of the dual tunnel project, there has been some 
discussion to reduce the scope and cost by constructing only one tunnel. The impact on the reliabil ity 
increase due to CWF "reduced" is not known but will be assumed to be no change from 1 4% to 1 7.62%. 
����·--------------
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White Paper No. 3 summarized the cost of the SGPWA Table A water going forward with and 
without the CWF. These costs are summarized below. 

Table 2 
Summary of Unit Costs with and without CWF 

.,y/;�t�fi}M1e:ti1�-;1i s��WA?i'�vi};'i:if;!11i,g ;\AI�l;;¾t�f�◊)_W�Jttrl�,; tii,\{D�:◊:ri$;,:;t·' ·· ·· 1if�d2i;:i1iifiii(: 

Pre-CWF, Cost, $/AF without DWR Pass $2,654 
Through Transpo rtation Charge 

With CWF, Cost, $/AF without DWR 
Pass Through Transportation Charge 

DWR Pass Through T ransportation 
Charge, $/AF 

$260 

$2,200 $2,060 

$260 $260 

The reliability percentage recovered, in terms of incremental AFY, resulting from the CWF would 
come at a component cost of $705/AF to $887/AF based on incremental increases of 3,048 
AFY and 2,422 AFY respectively. These costs, as well as the costs in Table 2, are based on 
the assumption that the contractors currently involved in the SWP and Central Valley Project 
(CVP) will remain unchanged. There may be an opportunity for the SGPWA to secure more 
Table "A" supply through a potential transfer of State Water Project rights/supplies among State 
Water Project Contractors in the event that more contractors from the SWP or CVP withdraw or 
reduce their support and associated financing of the project. 
The capital cost of the CWF was identified in White Paper No. 3 to be $16.7 billion (2017 
dollars) and annual operating costs estimated at $64.4 million, with the participating SWP 
contractors responsible for 55% of the cost and the CVP contractors the remaining 45%. . The 
SGPWA share of the total SWP Table A is 0.41%. But not all of the SWP contractors are 
participating and it is likely that SGPWA's share would increase to 0.43%. For purposes of this 
preliminary analysis, 0.43% will be the assumed SGPWA share of CWF costs. 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) did an extensive financial 
review of the CWF to determine the impact of the costs on their rate payers. This analysis 
provided the basis for the analysis of the impact of CWF on the SGPWA. Table 3 presents a 
summary of the costs. SGPWA's share of the capital and O&M costs is $2.15 million. 
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Table 3 
Summary of CWF Costs and Bonds 

• ,  cost ftem , . ,. ' .,., .· ' '  . ·r6ta! ·�f�i�6t 

Project Cost Share 

Capital Cost (20 1 7) 

0 & M Cost (20 17) 

I nterest Rate 

Bond Term 

. . . .. " >}<\/:::: ' ' ' 

1 00% 

$1 6.7 billion 

$64.4 million 

Bond Issuance Cost, (added to 
capital cost) 

Annual Bond Payment 

Total Payment Including O&M 

Start of P roject 

Project Fully Operational 

Escalation of Costs 

> '/fuvi/p c'bntrapi�t i' '. ' ' ' 'SGP.WA Sh�r; J 
· ,. ' •;: share - , . ,/\ ·c . , '.  · . .  · ,  · 

55% 

$9. 1 5  billion 

$35.4 mil l ion 

4% 

40 years 

$500,000/issue 

$463 million 

$498.4 million 

201 9  

2033 

None - all 2017 dollars 

0.43% of SWP 
Contractor Share 

$39.4 million 

$ 150,000 

$2 million 

$2. 1 5  million 

Bonds Issued Start in 201 9  and step gradually to 2033 to cover design and 
construction 

Last Bond Payment 2073 

Figure 4 shows SGPWA's funding requirements for the CWF. These costs would be in addition 
to the funding requirements shown in Figure 3 above. In as much as the CWF brings the 
reliability back to about current levels, it is assumed that DWR's projected "pass through" 
transportation costs to convey the water to SGPWA are included in the annual payment, 
(approximately $8 million), shown in Figure 3 beyond year 2035. Figure 4 shows that the costs 
for CWF would be paid until year 2073 or so. 

Sites Reservoir Project 

The Sites Reservoir Project is described in detail in White Paper No. 3. The project consists of 
a 1.27 to 1 .81 million AF reservoir in foothills northwest of Sacramento. The purpose of the 
reservoir is to capture and store high flows in the Sacramento River. These high flows would 
otherwise flow out to the ocean. In addition to the dam construction, there are some pipelines to 
convey the water to Sites Reservoir and back to the Sacramento River where it can flow to the 
SPW Contractors who participated in the project. Pumping-generating stations would be 
constructed to pump water into Sites Reservoir and recover electrical power when the water is 
released back to the Sacramento River. 
White Paper No. 3 contained a breakdown of the Sites Reservoir cost. Table 4 below presents 
an updated summary to bring 2015 Sites Reservoir costs to 2017, the base for the other cost 
estimates in this white paper. In addition a consultant, AECOM, completed a study in 2017 that 
estimated the interest during construction to be $789,000, bringing the total 2015 construction 
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cost to $5.489 billion. Escalation from 2015 to 2017, about 6.6% per Engineering News Record 
Construction Cost Index (ENRCCI), brings the cost in 2017 dollars to $5.851 billion. The 2015 
dollar estimate of the annual OMP&R for the Sites Reservoir was $26.0 million or $27.7 million 
in 2017 dollars using the ENRCCI as above. This is summarized in Table 4. 

2.50 

2.00 
� 
� 1.50 
C 

� 1.00 

0.50 

0.00 

2017 Dollars SGPWA CWF Funding 

Vl!l Capital cost li'll O & M Cost 

Figure 4 
SGPWA Funding Requirements for CWF 

For purposes of this White Paper, and to be conservative due to the uncertainty of funding etc., 
the Sites Project Authority contribution is assumed to be 75%, (in lieu of the 59% shown in 
Table 4) , of both the capital and the annual OMP&R costs to keep it simplified. 

Table 4 
Sites Reservoir Cost Summary 

(All Costs are in thousands) 

Sites Reservoir Construction Cost 
Interest Durin Construction 
Total Costs, Oct 201 5  
Escalation to 201 7 

Percent Water Supply Joint Powers Agency 
Funded 
Annual OM&R and Monitoring Cost 

Escalation to 201 7 

$4,700,000 
$789,000 

$5,489,000 
6.6% 

$5,851 ,274 

75% 
$26,000 

6.6% 

201 5  cost 
AECOM 201 7 stud 

AECOM 201 7  Study estimated 
from 54% to 59% 
201 5  Costs 

per ENRCCI 

The total cost for S ites Reservoir in Table 4 will be shared with other project beneficiaries: 
Water Storage Improvement Program (WSIP) ,  federal funding, and Non-Prop. 1 Eligible Benefits 
(Sites Project Authority) . Federal funding is projected to be about for ecosystem improvement 
and flood control benefits. WSI P funding request was to cover other public purposes. If 
granted, the WSIP funding would provide sufficient matching funds to fully cover the capital cost 
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for all the project's public benefit categories and 100% funding for other elements such as 

Oroville cold water pool, Yolo Bypass. , and recreation. WSIP funding would also provide the 

remaining funding needed after the federal contribution above. 

AECOM prepared an allocation analysis in 2017  evaluating several methodologies: present 

value of capital and OM&R Costs, present value of capital costs only, and total annual costs. 

The range of participation for federal funding was 1 3%-1 4%, WSIP funding 28%-32% and Sites 

Joint Powers Authority 54-59%. A summary is shown in Table 5. For purposes of estimating 

the Sites Project Costs to be funded by the Sites Joint Powers Authority, 60% will be used. 

Table 5 
AECOM's Sites Reservoir Project Cost Allocation 

· Fund ing So�rce . Pe rcenft:>f,E�f��[ir ..•• Perc�nt dtTot�( . .. · . . . . · . . . Total · . .  ·• 
Value ·of Total · .·. . '. Capital)nd > .. · . .  Annual Costs (o) 

i Cetpita! ¢6�f{�)c C' · ·• ' .: 0fy1F?�R (t!I : . · ·J · .  •. 

Federal non -reimbursable 14% 

WSI P  32% 

Sites Project Authority 54% 

(al Based on A ECOM Report Table A 10-3 
(b) Based on AECOM Report Table A 10-4 
(c) Based on A ECOM Report Table A 10-2 

13% 13% 

28% 28% 

59% 59% 

The Sites Reservoir Project costs shown in Table 4 above are allocated to the Sites Project 

Authority and the SGPWA in Table 6" The annual costs for the SGPWA do not include the 

DWR Pass-through transportation costs, currently $260/AF, as this cost is assumed to be 

included in the water rate charged by SGPWA. Figure 5 shows the projected capital cost bond 

debt and O&M costs for SGPWA. These costs would be over and above the costs shown in 

Figures 3 and 4 for the years 2035 to 2075. 
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2017 Capital Costs 

Table 6 
Sites Reservoir Project Cost Allocation 

(All costs in thousands) 

$5,851,274 Table 4 
Sites Pro'ect Autho rit Share 60% F rom AECOM Anal sis 
Cost Funded b Sites Pro ·ect Autho rit $3,51 0,800 
Interest Rate 4% 
Number of Years 40 
Ca ital Recove Factor, 4%, 40 ear 0.05052 

$295,600 
SGPWA Re uested Partici ation , AF 1 4,000 
SGPWA Allocated C lass 1 Yield, AFY 9,748 
Total Sites Al located Class 1 Yield, AFY 250,000 

SGPWA Share of Yield and Cost 0.039 
Based on fraction of Class 1/Total 
C lass 1 

SGPWA Share of Annual Cost 
SGPWA Share of OM&R and Monitoring 
Costs, not including DWR t ransportation pass 
throu h char es 
SGPWATotai Annual Cost · 

$6,9 1 6  

$648 
$7,565 

2017 Dol lars SGPWA Sites Funding 

8.00 

7 .00 

V) 6.00 

5.00 

4.00 

3.00 

2 2 .00 

1.00 

0 .00 

l!i! Series2 II!!! OMPR & Mitiga tion Cost 

Figure 5 
SGPWA Funding Requirements for Sites Reservoir 
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Summary of SGPWA Future Funding Requirements 

Figure 6 shows the accumulated funding requirements for total annualized bond debt and 
OM&R for the existing SWP and EBX plus the California Water Fix and Sites Reservoir based 
on the cost presented above. The SGPWA will need another $10 million in annual revenue 
between 2020 and 2035 to cover the costs tor the CWF and Sites Reservoir. After 2035, the 
revenue requirements drop off dramatically to a relatively constant $18 million, then eventually 
dropping to below $1 O million as the bonds for CWF and Sites Reservoir are paid off. 

SGPWA Annual Costs (1961-2085} 
(Capital Debt + 0 & M) 

40 -----------------------------

Ii!! SWP with EBX Iii California Water Fix II Sites Reservoir 

Figure 6 
SGPWA Funding Historic and Projected Funding Requirements 

including Existing SWP with EBX, California Water Fix and Sites Reservoir 
The costs for the SG PWA three primary water sources maybe be able to be funded with debt 
service property tax revenues. Sites Reservoir was a part of the original SWP that was deferred 
and the CWF is only improving the reliability of the original SWP yield which has been eroded 
over the years by factors not known at the time the SWP was originally voted on would appear 
to be justification for using property tax revenues. However this will need to be evaluated by the 
SGPWA's legal counsel. 
These projects have the opportunity to provide a significant portion of the SGPWA's future water 
supply requirement and a comprehensive strategy needs to be developed to fund these critical 
projects. 
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951 -845-9581 

DATE: January 2, 201 8  

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District 

560 Magnolia Avenue 

Beaumont, CA 92223 

TO: Dan Jaggers, General Manager 

FROM: Joe Reichenberger PE, Senior Engineer 

SUBJECT: Funding Strategies - White Paper No. 5 

www.bcvwd.org 

White Paper No. 4 provided information on the capital and OMP&R costs for the original EBX 
Phases I and I I, the California Water Fix (CWF), and Sites Reservoir. Figure 1 shows the 
annual costs that SGPWA would be paying to DWR for these three components over time. The 
peak payment amount i s  about $35 million annually for a short period of time from 2028 to about 
2035 when the original SWP Bonds are paid off. After 2035 the annual payments are about $1 8 
million eventually d ropping to about $ 1 3  million. 

SGPWA Annual Costs (1961-2085) 

(Capital Debt + 0 & M) 
40 ------------------------------

l"!ll SWP with EBX � California Water Fix l1il Sites Reservoir 

Figure 1 
SGPWA Annual Payments to DWR for SWP w/EBX, CWF and Sites Reservoir 
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Sources of Funding 

SGPWA has a number of alternatives to fund the amounts in Figure 1 .  

• Property Tax Revenue 
• SGPWA Rate/AF ("water rates") 
• SGPWA's Share of Riverside County's 1 % property tax which with shared with other 

agencies 
• Capacity fees charged to new developers 
• Bonds 

o Assessment District Bonds covering new development areas only 
o Revenue Bonds repaid with pledged water rates over time 
o General Obligation Bonds 
o Community Facilities District Bonds (Mello-Roos) 

• Combinations of the above 

Property Tax Revenue 

Property tax revenue is based on the SGPWA Tax Rate, currently $0. 1 825/$ 1 00 assessed 
valuation (AV) , and the total Assessed Valuation in the SGPWA service area. The 201 6  AV in 
SGPWA service area based on data from Riverside County is $8.377 billion. BCVWD's portion 
of that is $4.5 19  billion, o r  53. 9% of the total. In 2002, before much of the development took 
place the AVs were $2.436 and $0.841  billion (34.5%) respectively . At the current tax rate and 

· the 20 16  AV, the annual property tax revenue is $1 5.234 million. See Figure 1 .  
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Figure 1 
SGPWA and BCVWD Assessed Valuation Over time 

The total property tax revenue collected by the SGPWA from 2002 through 201 6 was $ 1 74.3 
million of which BCVWD's residents contributed $89.5 million or 53% of the total taxes paid to 
SGPWA. In fact since 2000, BCVWD, YVWD and the City of Banning contributed over 90% of 
the SGPWA's total property tax revenue. Figure 2 shows the property tax revenue paid to 
SGPWA over the years by each retailer. 

Annual Tax Contributions from Water Retailers in the SGPWA Service Boundary 
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Figure 2 
Annual Property Tax Contributions to SGPWA by Retailers 

To project the future property tax revenue, the following assumptions were made: 

• Raw Land Value (201 7) = $50,000/acre 
• 4 new homes/acre 
• 650 new houses/year (the City of Beaumont alone from 2002 through 201 6 averaged 

772/year. From 201 3 through 201 6, average was 449/year. )  
• Home value (201 7) = $350,000 
• New home inflation rate 2%/year (very conservative, 201 7 increase was 7. 7%, The 

Riverside County Assessor forecasts 5.0% for 201 8 and 201 9  and 3.0% for 2020, 2021 ,  
and 2022) 

• Land value escalation rate 2%/year 
• Home assessed value annual increase 2%/year, maximum per Proposition 1 3  
• Once a new home is bu ilt and sold, the selling price becomes the initial assessed 

valuation. Per Proposition 1 3, the assessed val uation cannot increase by more than 
2%/year. 

• Real estate turnover was not assumed in the analysis although it is reported to be 8. 7% 
in Riverside County as a whole. This means that 8.7% of all residential homes are 
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resold and the assessed valuation would be the new, increased sales price. As a result 
the projected tax revenues are conservatively low. 

• Base y ear was 201 6  with total property tax revenue paid to SGPWA = $1 5 ,288,758. 
• Tax rate = $0. 1 825/$ 1 00 AV, the current tax rate; no increase was projected. 

A spreadsheet was developed to project the total tax revenue which could be used to fund the 
capital cost of SPW with EBX Phases I and I I, CWF, and Sites Reservoir. CWF and Sites 
Reservoir area assumed to be funded by DWR and SGPWA property tax revenue can be used 
to fund these projects. A plot of the tax revenue based on the assumptions above and the total 
annual costs for SWP with EBX I and I I , CWF, and Sites Reservoir are shown in Figure 3 .  
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I n  Figure 3 there is a leveling off of the property tax revenue from 2005 or so to 2016. This due 
to a reported reassessment of homes by the County that lost value during the recession. House 
values have risen since then and the assessed valuations are expected to grow. Once the 
assessed valuation reaches the 2% per year straight l ine projection from the time of 
reassessment, and assuming the homes are not sold in the interim, the assessed valuation will 
again be increasing at the 2% per year maximum P roposition 1 3  rate. Resell or turnover has 
not been included in the projections. 

Figure 3 ind icates that from 2017 through 2035, there is a shortfall of revenue to pay the annual 
costs for the water projects. Table 1 shows a sensitivity analysis of the cumulative shortfall 
based on different housing escalation rate assumptions. Table 1 and Figure 3 do not include 
the benefic ial impact of the turnover rate which is about 8.7% currently (a home resells every 
1 1 . 5 years). As can be seen, the cumulative annual shortfall is very dependent on the housing 
escalation rate. 
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The new home price escalation rate would have an impact on the financing strategy. At 4% or 
5% escalation rate, it may be possible to fund the shortfall from reserves. This is discussed 
later. 

Table 1 
Sensitivity of Home Price Escalation Rate on Tax Revenue 

(based on current SGPWA Tax Rate $0. 1 825/$1 00 AV) 

· · • · · New Home Price 
Escalation 

Per�entagetyear 

2% 

4% 

5% 

·rviaxirriurri' Annual 
Shortfall , millions .. 
... . . . /·.;:' . . . . 

$7.7 

$7.4 

$7.2 

Other Sources of Supplementary Funding 

Water Rates 

Cumulative AnllLial .·. 
Shortfall, mi!Hons 

.. . . . • · . . . 

$63.3 

$23.4 

$16.3 

SGPWA currently has a water rate charge of $31 7/AF delivered. This charge was described in 
detail in White Paper No. 3 and includes Agency operational and administrative expenses, a 
rate stabilization component, SBVMWD pass through charge, a component for Yuba Accord 
water and a component for new water purchases. The largest component is DWR's pass 
through of $260/AF for energy and transport to SGPWA. 

This rate can be increased, however it is  subject to the requirements of Proposition 21 8. 

Water rate increases encourages water conservation which may be beneficial in the long run, 
but does decrease revenue over time. Agencies with significant "fixed" operating costs will be 
adversely impacted by revenue reductions due to conservation. 

SGPWA 's Share of Riverside County's 1% Property Tax 

The largest tax item on the property tax is the 1 % tax, i .e . ,  $ 1 /$ 100  AV or "General Tax Levy," 
which stays with Riverside County . A portion of this is re-allocated to agencies within Riverside 
County according to a not-well understood formula. SGPWA gets a share of this 1 % General 
Tax Levy. This amounted to about $2.3 million on J une 30, 201 7. This tax revenue is 
unrestricted and can be used for any purpose. Many agencies use all or a portion of this to 
cover general operating expenses. 

Capacity Fee 

The SGPWA has been discussing a capacity fee for a number of years. One of the most recent 
was a study prepared by David Taussig and Associates, draft 201 5. The study envisioned two 
components: a Facility Fee for new infrastructure and a Water Capacity Fee for new water 
rights . Capacity fees are restricted funds and must be used only for the purpose intended. 
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The Facil i ty Fee portion was to be applied to new residential (d ifferent rates for single family and 
multi-family) and new commercial (based on meter size). Also included was a Water Capacity 
Fee applied to new residential and commercial based on water consumption and a $/AF cost 
($6,231 /AF). S ingle family water use was based on 0 .546 AF/yr/single family unit. The fees 
were never implemented.  

A Capacity Fee could be implemented; i t  will require a new nexus study to ensure the fees are 
consistent with the costs. Capacity fees are not subject to Proposition 2 1 8 requirements. 

I t  is commonly held that new development or new growth should pay for the supporting 
infrastructure and one way of ensuring this is to assess a capacity fee paid for by the developer 
of the property. Many agencies assess capacity fees but the developers ultimately pass this on 
to the sales price of the home which is ultimately paid for by the purchaser. Of course there is a 
market l imit to the amount of fees that can be attached to the sale price before the home 
becomes unsellable at the particular price. Attaching the capacity fee to the house increases 
the purchase price and down payment and makes homes unaffordable. 

Bonds 

The SGPWA Act ("Enabl ing Legislation") specifically identified the authority of the SGPWA to 
issue bonds. Specifically l isted were: General Obligation Bonds, Revenue Bonds per 1 941  Law, 
and 1 91 1  Act Improvement Bonds. On the surface,. without legal counsel opinion it appears 
these vehicles could be used by the SGPWA to fund the future projects or fund the shortfall 
shown in F igure 3. 

General Obligation Bonds 

General obligation (GO) bonds are secured by a pledge of the full faith and credit of the issuer 
and/or by a promise to levy taxes in an unlimited amount as needed to pay the debt services. 
The State of California's GO bonds are full faith and credit funded from the general fund pledge 
rather than from any revenue source. Local agencies are not generally authorized to issue full 
faith and credit bonds and are only payable from ad valorem property taxes. GO bonds are 
typ ically the least expensive debt available to government agencies. They do require voter 
approval, typically 2/3 vote, and there may be debt l imits imposed on the issuer. Securing 
approval of GO bonds by local agencies is very d ifficult. 

Revenue Bonds 

Revenue bonds are paid back from a dedicated revenue source such as water rates or other 
financial source. Revenue bonds do not require voter approval. Interest rates are higher than 
GO bonds. 

Improvement (Assessment District) Bonds (19 1 1  Act) 

Assessment bonds are authorized under the Improvement Act of 1 9 1 1  and are repaid from 
taxes collected from those who benefit from the project. An assessment is a levy or charge 
placed on real property by a local agency for a special benefit conferred on the real project from 
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a public improvement. The assessments are paid from scheduled installments collected by 
direct b il l ing to the property owner or through the tax rol ls, or through proceeds from 

. prepayment of assessments by the owners to discharge the unpaid tax lien. 

The SGPWA would be the sponsoring agency ; a petition signed by the owners of the parcels 
interested in the particular improvement. A benefit assessment district would have to be set up 
and an Engineer's Report prepared to identify the benefits to each parcel. Once the report is 
completed and disseminated, a ballot is p repared for the parcels to vote. A public hearing is 
held, typ ically called a "protest hearing," and the ballots collected and tabulated. The 
assessment d istrict is approved if there are more "yes" votes than "no" votes. 

I t  is not easy to fund an assessment district, particularly if it covers a large area. 

Historic SGPWA SWP and EBX I and II Funding 

Since inception of the Agency in the early 1 960s, the SGPWA has funded its SWP obligations 
from property taxes collected within the Agency . The first property tax rate was set at 
$0. 1 0/$ 1 00 AV in July 1 962. The rates changed over time since then. See Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 
SGPWA Property Tax Rate Over Time 

When water deliveries started to BCVWD, the first retai ler to purchase water, in 2006 .SGPWA 
established a water rate, $/AF delivered. The rate was $277/AF in 2008. It was increased in 
2009 to the current $31 7/AF. This covers the various pass through charges identified in White 
Paper No. 3 and provides funding for rate stabi lization and new water purchases. 

Tax Contributions to SGPWA Older vs. Newer Homes 

An analysis was performed on twenty homes with in BCVWD which were purchased prior to 
1 992 and from 1 992 through 2016  to determine how much property tax was paid by each home 
from 1 976 through 201 7. The homes were categorized by number of bedrooms. House 
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descriptions, sales year, sales price, etc. were obtained from Riverside County Assessor's 
Office. Refer to Figure 5 .  It is interesting to note that the 3-bedroom property purchased in 
1 976 when the tax rate was $ 1 .46/$ 1 00 AV actually paid less cumulative property tax to the 
SGPWA than homes purchased as late as 2008. From Figure 5 it can be concluded that the 
owners of newer homes pay more in taxes to the SGPWA than some much older homes. Much 
of this has to do with the effects of Proposition 1 3. 

This analysis was extended to the 2035 assuming the properties were not sold or reassessed . 
The results a re shown in Figure 6. The results are similar. The newer homes pay a large 
portion of SGPWA's p roperty tax revenue and confirms that new development does pay. 
Agencies that have taxing power may want to consider using property tax to fund infrastructure 
rather than capacity fees. It is not subject to the ups and downs of the market and provides a 
more stable form of revenue. 
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Figure 6 
SGPWA Property Tax Rate Contributions by Specific Properties through 2035 

Anticipated Future Development in the SGPWA Service Area 

There are a number of projects which have been approved by the Cities of Calimesa, 
Beaumont, and Banning over the last few years. Table 2 presents a summary of the known 
residential projects i n  the area. There may be developments i n  other areas of the SGPWA, e.g., 
Cabazon and Mission Springs. Some of the projects in Table 2 are under construction ; the total 
units shown are and estimate of those yet to be constructed . 

Table 2 
Ongoing and Planned Developments in SGPWA Service Area 

Development Name 

·· City 9f Calimesa 

Mesa Verde 

Summerwind Ranch 

Rancho San Gorgonio 

Butterfield 

Diversified Pacific 

St. Boniface 
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Tournament Hills 300 estimated 

Sundance 1 ,000 estimated 

Fairway Canyon 1 ,500 estimated 

Heartland 922 

Four Seasons 500 estimated 

Kirkwood Ranch 403 

Potrero Creek Estates 700 

Noble Creek Meadows 648 

Hidden Canyon 41 1 

Sunny Cal Egg Ranch 560 

Jack Rabbit Trail 2,000 

The Preserve/Legacy Highlands 3 ,41 2 
·' ·  

· .. ··. : 12,356 . 

Total . 28,363 ; 

Funding Strategy for the Future 

Figure 3 showed a shortfall between the projected revenues using the current tax rate 
($0 . 1 825/$ 1 00 AV) and the required annual payment to DWR for the original SWP, EBX I and I I ,  
not to mention the CWF and Sites Reservoir. Just to cover the cost for the SWP and EBX I and 
1 1 ,  a l ittle of $24 million of revenue will be needed through year 2035. Current property tax 
revenues are about $ 1 6  million, leaving a shortfall of about $8 million. The funding requirement 
will peak about 2035 when Sites Reservoir Project comes on line. Projected tax revenues will 
increase so the annual shortfall will not change much. Refer to Table 1 .  

There are several options for SGPWA to cover this shortfall based o n  the funding options 
d escribed above and shown in Figure 3 and Table 1 :  

• Increase the property tax rate during this period 
• Withdraw money from reserves. SGPWA has a reported reserve of $36.8 million as of 

June 20 1 6  projected to be $42.0 million by June 201 7. 
• Increase the water rate 
• Issue a Revenue Bond 
• Take out a "bridge loan" 
• Some combination of all of these 

Increasing the property tax rate may require about doubling the current rate to about $0.37/$1 00 
AV. For a new house this would be about $650 more on property taxes. For comparison, from 
1 971  through 1 9  77 the property tax rate was as high as $ 1 .46/$ 1 00 AV. 
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Withdrawing this the much money on an annual basis for an extended period of time would not 
be recommended. But a portion could be taken from reserves with the plan to increase the 
property tax rate suffic ient to cover the remaining portion. 

The water rate could be increased. Assuming about 1 1 ,000 AF/yr is imported the water rate 
would need to be  $455/AF more than it is now ($3 1 7). This surcharge would be a hardship on 
the current customers. It is possible a portion of the shortfall could be covered by the water rate 
since a large portion (CWF) is improving the rel iability of the water supply Table A. Then when 
no longer needed, past year 2035, this "surcharge" could be eliminated. 

A revenue bond is a possi bility as it would extend the payment term. 

A bridge loan is possible to cover a portion of the d ifference also, and might be an option if 
interest rates are not too high. 

The fu nd ing strategy could be a combination of all of these. 

Whatever fund ing strategy ,  or combination, is chosen, it must be flexible. Changes in the 
development rate, housing p rices, and housing turnover will have a major impact on the 
revenue generated from property tax. Another consideration, and a very important one ,  is the 
impact of overall water conservation and the new, low water using "water smart" homes will 
have on the water demand. SGPWA must take th is in small steps, evaluating the strategy on a 
regular basis - perhaps every 2 to 3 years at most. 

Funding for Other Sources of Water 

Short term contracts e.g . AVEK-Nickel Water, one-time purchases, e.g. South Mesa Water 
Company, multiple year purchases, SBVMWD and Yuba Accord water would likely need to be 
funded from sources other than property tax for debt service. Possible alternatives include: 

• Funding through water rates 
• Funding through temporary surcharges or water rates 
• Use of SGPWA's Share of R iverside County's 1 % p roperty tax which with shared with 

other agencies 
• A combination of the above methods 

. Water Supply Requirements for SGPWA ti l l  2040 

White Paper No. 1 identified the SGPWA imported water demands to the year 2050 as about 
28,000 AFY. This is an extremely conservative projection and does not take into account: 

• Recycled water use in the service area by BCVWD and perhaps the City of Banning 
• Reduction in demand due to the new landscape ord inance and probable tightening of 

even the new landscape irrigation regulations over time 
• Construction of more water-smart homes which are qu ite effective in reducing water 

demand inside and outside the home. BCVWD has observed a noticeable reduction in 
demand i n  these homes which has shown the demand dropping from about 0 .64 
AFY/home (historical) to about 0.5 AFY/home - a 22% reduction 
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• A water conservation eth ic that has been promoted at the state and local levels 
• Reduction in demand due to the cost of water 

Attached hereafter in Appendix A are nine scenarios which represent a snapshot in time as to 
how SGPWA demands m ight be met between now and 2040 using recycled water, Yuba 
Accord, SBVMWD, and AVEK-Nickel water until the CWF is in place and Sites Reservoir project 
is fully operational. As can be seen by the attached information, the planning of future supplies 
is complex and has a significant number of variables that should be vetted by the regional water 
system managers and their  respective Boards and Councils. 

Description of Appendix A Scenarios are as follows 

Scenario I (Pages A-1 , A-2, and A-3) presents a "Best Case" supply scenario which includes 
the following conditions. 

Scenario 1 A  The California Water Fix and maximum supplies from Sites Reservoir, no 
conservation, and no decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 1 B The California Water Fix and maximum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
conservation, and no decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 1 C The California Water Fix and maximum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
conservation, and decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought p roofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 2 (Pages A-4, A-5, and A-6) presents a "Worst Case" supply scenario which includes 
the following conditions. 

Scenario 2A The California Water Fix and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, no 
conservation, and no decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 2B The California Water Fix, and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
conservation, and no decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 2C The California Water Fix and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
conservation, and decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought p roofing by BCVWD. 
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Scenario 3 (Pages A-7, A-8, and A-9) presents a "Worst Case" supply scenario with 
supplemental water supplies which includes the following conditions. 

Scenario 3A The California Water Fix and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
Supplemental Water Supplies including long term leases, no 
conservation, and no decrease to water storage requirements for future 
dwelling unit drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 3B The California Water Fix and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
Supplemental Water Supplies including long term leases, conservation, 
and no decrease to water storage requirements for future dwelling unit 
drought proofing by BCVWD. 

Scenario 3C The California Water Fix and minimum supplies from Sites Reservoir, 
Supplemental Water Supplies including long term leases, conservation, 
and decrease to water storage requirements for future dwelling unit 
drought proofing by BCVWD. 
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SGPWASWPTableA @ 60 %  
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Appendix A 
BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

·ZD33 Could Degrade to 48% (8,304) 

California WaterFix 
YUBA Water AFY 
Nick:le Water AFY 
SBVMWD AFY 

2,422 AF'i · 2033 2040 .14% (Could lmprove Reliability 14%to 17.6Z%) 
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Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lea:ie 
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Sites Reservoir Yield (after 2035} 
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Trans Del��� 
No Loss Loss @ 25% 

t'�;,=i4,oqo:)::c,10,soo� 

•- --�� •-� :;.�, ·:•.•�; .. :::�. ::;.;;_-r,t,:-�-�-c�;;;.;;i:\:--.sGP.W.A:UW'MP.rr'ABlE.2...:4:kf;'.��cr:•�:;;:.�:;��::--.::;·5•:-!1.:?J:fi��;;;i.- :-.i:�';!t,:;.�•N::..�. ,: .. �.--t· -' 
Agency Name 2018 (1) 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
SCVWD 9,800 10.,860 12,.476 14,087 15,886 17,334 
C:ity of Banning SOD 501 1,344 2.237 2.718 
YVWD 850 1,809 1,967 Z,16Z 2,.391 2,644 
Other 500 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 
Total Water Demands 11,150 13,169 16,544 20,393 24,414 27,696 
(1)0rd...--edW>rU:Tffl%018 

� � ����;t:iv�r�7:���i�'.����t:1�t.�l½���\i�l�;ffi���t�;;;$.����1�/������,G���g1t'. 
� r...J inning 
Y' (Jl 
o ,  

I-' 

0.6459 0.6459 1.0000 0% 
LOOOO LOODD 1.0000 0% 
1.0000 
1.0000 

1.0000 
1.0000 

1.0000 
1.0000 

05' 
0% 

� � -
;

--
;

-
�

•-:,,,..· •. �,..:-.�'""';.-;
..., • .....,...,,r"sGPW=-A""UWM=-p--.:c--AB""

2
LE"'

0
1
8

"'z:"".AD=ru"STED""

20
"'

20
""',F.O""•""· c""o""�

"'
:

""

;;,

ccv,:cc:n--0--�"�"""';
·
0
...,.,_�-�?,.:-.�:'!i.,./:-

;�
'"'·:

:
-
;

:""'��,..:.: ""'�;:.:"";�,..,:...,i:"""•-u-' 

B• "-...] 9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 15,886 17,334 
U-, -· ..Jnning 500 501 

1
,344 2,237 2.718 

YVWD 850 1,809 1,9G7 2,16Z 2,391 2,644 
Othe, SOD 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 
Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation ll,1.50 l3,1ss 16,544 zo,3513 -24,414 Z7,696 

· i-- :"' .,--:\�" ,:.:•. : •• • >-:-- :- . lJWMP·WATER.T0.5TbMGE."COMPONENT.:(BCVW'D TABLE 6-Z6� pgs=,szf;/,:, 
Agencv Name 2018 � 2020 ZOZS 2030 203S 
BCVWD (1,000} (1,000} {1,500} (2,000} {Z,500} 
C"rty of Banning 
YVWD 

Other 
Water Demand Adjustment for Storage 
Component 

DCl/�El 

uunm.s 

SvoPfvD..undS?,,:1v_ Fln>.I _Scc,,,rlos_211UOU2lvonlont) 

32,000 

30,000 

28,000 

26.COO 

24,000 

22.000 

_ 20.000 
it 
; 15.000 

j 16,000 

,: 1 14.000 

..,, 11.000 

l0,000 

a.coo 

6.000 

4,000 

2,000 

� 

Scenario: 1A BASELINE - CURRENTLY PLANNED SUPPLY 

� � � ij � � ij � � � � � � � 
Year 

tma:SGPWA Table "A" @ 60% AFY lll&RCalifomia WaterFix 

Ima Nickel Water AF\' 

ma City of Ventura lease 

-sGPWA Total Water D::mands 

A-1 

�SBVMWDAFY 

-Table A Increment 

� � ffi ;,; 
al 

,. 
al 

�YUBA Water AFY 

-longTerm lease l 

: :;; 
al 

mmm Sites Reservoir Yield {after 2035) 

� � � " � 

·:.surplUs/DeficnWatet.Volurrles:'� 
V1= 4,367 
VZ= 65,577 
V3= 12,110 
V4= 

V1-V2= 
V1-V2+V3-V4= 

684 

(61,210) 
(49,784} 

In this scenario, the imported water 
supplies do not provide enough surplus 
water to make It through the deficit years 
until the Sites Project begins providing 
water. When the Sites Project c.cmes 
online some water is regained but the 
supply still has major deficits that would 
need to be overcome with other or 
Improved water supply sources. 



10,380 AFY 8,304 AFY . .,201s 

INon-Variable.Watef-S"u"pplie$ �-c;.: �,::, .�.:-,;.'•::"•; _, '" :•:::.·� -:'.Ariri1:i.il Am.Ot.i'rit: --�;�-�tart.Year.::-·: Eiid:Vear:.-j1:J.:rablE!''A: Rec0Yere1:I Rellablity ,-,, ·I 

Appendix A 
BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Could Degrade to 48% (8,304) 

califomiaWaterFnc 2,422. AfY 2033 - .. 2040 14% {CouldlmproveReliability14%tol7.6Z%J 
YUBA Water AFY 300 AFY 2017 . . 2.040 
Nickle Water AFY 
SBV MWDAFY 

Subtotal 

1,700 AFY 
2.!.000 AFY 

16,802 AFY 

ZD17 
2020 

2037 
2040 Scenario: 1B BASELINE· CURRENTLY PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 

IP.citential W�ui;iplies¾,:t, ;�•\\\���,�-;:z:�;:,:,:.:,-::.:::��'.i?oi•ir.:Ariiii.ralAmifunt�;2:,�;:'-:-c5tart,ye'a.i7.,�EndiYear<!•. I 
LongTerm Lease1 SOD· AF'{ · 2018 2035 · 
CJty of Ventura Lease 
Table A Increment 

Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lease 

longTerm WaterSupplies 
Sites Reservoir Yield (after 2035) 

AFY 
AF'{ 

500 AFY 

17�oz]AFf 

14,000 AFY 

2020 
2035 

"Z.030 
2040 

Trans Delta Loss 
No Loss Loss@ 25% 

E��'�'�QQ0;t��:(!J�.�Q0·,1 

.. '·�·· -:': .:.::::'.· - 'l1'::.·.:�PWAUWMPT.A.BlE.2.•4\•·s....:.::...:: ,- ',,./.f:';,Z!::si ,,:·:•::.:::',, .. :: 

Agenc:yName 
BCVWD 
City of Banning 
YVWD 
Other 
Total Water Demands 
(l} Ordered W=1""2Dl2 

201s m 2020 20zs 2030 2035 
9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 15,886 

500 501 1,344 2,237 
850 

11,150 

1,809 1,967 2,162 2,391 
500 � uroo 3,900 

�69 16,544 20,393 24,414 

2040 
17,334 
2,718 
2,644 
SLOOO 

27,696 

C ..... :;;�ti%:J�i:.?�-��%��ig}.�,'.��C:1jD:�t����@r(;:4Q�i��1l��������i�j�} 
C N ;1nning 
y 0-, 
c

'-.. 

0.6459 · D.5460 
l..000D l..0000 
LOOOO 
1.000D 

1.0000 
1.D000 

0.8453 
1.0000 
1.0000 
1.D000 

5%. 
5% 
5% 
5% 

...... __________________________ � � � ;�;:_,,;,.::�:::o�c:-. ._,.,,i;d:;sGPWA.UWMP:��!;AOJlJ�:z!orlco�:vATIO�:;:��t�-1flfi��;-:;; ;;\, .. :);�40 
B -.....J 9,800 10,206 11,572 12,934 14,455 15,679 
C inning 500 476 1,319 2,212 2,693 
YVWD 850 1.767 1,925 2,120 2,349 2,602 
Other soo 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 

Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 12,473 15,573 19,172 22,915 25,973 

-;•·�,o,_2.·,'."\''.-iy.(.'","6!'"'"''�'-:c:UWMP,WATERTOSTORAGE..COMPONENT:(SCVW.D:TABLE·6-26;;•pgS:.62}i: t?1';;,,•,:'.:i;\�·.:,1 
Agency Name 2018 (1} 2020 2025 2030 2035 
BCVWD {1,000) (1,000) (1,500) {2,000) (2,500) 
City crf Banning 
YVWD 
Other 

Water Demand Adjustment for Storage 
Component 

""'" ,,,,,,,,,. 
��)'(D,:m.-!Swclv_Fl,ial_Sc,natlo$_;zoisa=1vcni<>nll 

3:?,000 

J0,000 

28,000 

26,000 

24,000 

.22.000 

> 20,000 

]18.000 

i ::::: 
� l.2,000 

10,000 

S,00D 

6,000 

4,000 

2.000 

� � 

CONSERVATION 

� � 2 
2 � � � ;,; � 

li:l:ESGPWA Table "A"@ 60%AFY 
LlE.":!l. Nickel Water AFY 

J<I :,: � � � 
2 � � 

Year 

li!S!ICalifomia WaterFix 
;;:;aSBVMWOAFY 

D!IIICityofVentura Lease -Table A Increment 

-SGPWA Total Water Demands 

A-2 

� � � � lll � � � 

Bmili'YUBA Water AFY 

-Long Term Lease 1 

! ij 

ElimllilSites ReservoirYield (after2035) 

I � l!i 

'Surplus/Defidt:·WaterVolumes ,,1 
V1= 6,777 
V2= 51,592 
V3= 21,091 
V4::: 

Vl•VZ= 
V1-V2+V3-V4= 

(44,815) 
(23,724) 

In this scenario, with conservation, the 
Imported water supplies accumulate 
enough surplus wat er to make It through 
the deficit years until the Sites Project 
begins pr oviding water. When the Sites 
Project comes onllne, more water is 
added to the surplus. 



Scenario: 

�i.iiiirii�iir&f itil!t:: SGPWASWPTableA@60'¼ 

INon�V.ariable.WoJtei-:Supplili:S: -. !•-�••'•c·�·· ··�Arinual Am'ourit- · ... '.•2tiu:t Ye'�llcl Year,d ::-:rable A Recoverei:I Reliablity :.1 

Appendix A 
BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Could Degrade to 48'¼ (8,304) 

2,422 AF< 2033 2040 14% (Could Improve Reliability 14% to 17.62%} California WaterF"ix 
YUBA Water AFY 
Nickle Water AFY 
SB-VMWDAF'f 

Subtotal 

300 AFY 
1,700 AF'/ 
2�00 AFV 

16,802 AF'< 

2017 
2017 
2020 

2040 
2037 
2040 Scenario: 1C BASELINE - CURRENTLY PLANNED SUPPLY Wi 

f Potentia1Water.:5upplies'ii:.:·1;�:.• ·.<.•::,. ,�;;::,� \;'::�.;�::.,,:�,.1:��'!-,:Annua1-.Ami:Junt ... r;:•i: �:,Star.t)·ear,} Cm1.Year �, ;j 
LongTerm lease 3. 500 .AF/ ,20.18 2035 
City ofVenrura Lease .AF'f . zozo. 2030 
Table A Increment APf 203S · 2040 

Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lease 

tong Tenn Water Supplies 
Sites Reservoir Yield {after 2035) 

500 Aff 

17�AFY 

14,000 Af'f 

Trans Delta Loss 
No Loss Loss @ 25¾ 

2!,i:£?;-f�.g!?.9�1Jl,;!9Q5 

•:c. :':-'.: ._:...:-· ,:�-;;_ sGew.A:iiw"MP:rAsLE:z4j::'.'::.:-�i:•::i:..': �:;,-r:�: •. �r.;-:;?.:;�'.�;;:;�\:,:; 

City of Banning 
YWID 
Other 
Total Water Demands 
{1).....,--'Wate!'il,�:ztllll 

20181;)_ 2020 2025 2030 ZD3S 2040 
9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 15,886 17,334 

500 501 1,344 Z,237 2,718 
850 l,.809 1,967 2,162 2,391 Z.644 

SOD 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 
11,:150 13,169 16,544 20,393 24,414- 27,696 

� � �:.�z�:�t��;!�=-�6tk:tt��;�::2:��c�t��i;�1�;�1��t�t·�1.�:e;t1J!���!a�,:�:=:� 
BC � 0.6459 0.5000 D.7741 5% 

� -...J nning 

"' 

.....,. 

1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 5% 
1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 . 

5¾ 
1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 5% 

� � a��G -;-:--- .. -,_,C.p�SGPWAUWMP_T���� )\DJU�;oR.co:�VATIO��� <d:.•.;��5
\ ·1� ... J2:·�·-7 

Bl 9,SOO 10,131 ll,38Z 12,629 14,021 15,142 
C-rty of Banning SOD 476 1,319 2,212 2.,.693 
YVWD 850 1,767 1,.925 2,120 2,349 2,602 
Other 500 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 
Total Water Demands Adj. for Consenration ll,150 12,397 15,382 18,867 22,482. 25,437 

··: -��-:UWMP WATER. TO STOR.A:GE.COMPfJNENT."(BCVWD;TABLE.6-26,,pg 6-6.Z); .. ,,; ·,_,: .. :i,.�,-.: , ·;.:. �.·-�· .: 
IAgencv Name 2018 [1) 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
BCVWO (1,000) (1,000) [1,500) (2,000) (2,500) (2,500) 1 
City of Banning l 
YVWO 
Othe, 

Water Demand Adj1.1stmerttfor Storage 
Component 

llltl(KEI 

Ull-

5<,ppt,Demanc!Sll>IIV.Fi>m_$conarlai_201301.:2.(ven.111111) 

(1,000} (1,000) (1,500) (2,000} (2,500) (2,500) 

32,000 

30,000 

26,000 

26.000 

.24,000 

.U.,000 

-;:-20,ooa 

ilS.000 

t ::::: 
� l2,000 

10.000 

S,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

� 

CONSERVATION NO STORAGE 

� � � � � � " � 

;;:eaSGPWATable uA"@ 60%AFY 
.ss;Nickel Water AFY 

aa City of Ventura Lease 

-SGPWA Total Water Demands 

A-3 

� � � � � 

r- �-··1 
ivz ! 
1 ____ _1 

,s 
ls 

"' � 
Year-

l:Ba'IICaUfomia WaterFix 
�SBVMWDAFY 

-Table A Increment 

� g � � � � 

�YUSA Water AfY 
-Long Term Lease 1 

� � 

lm!l!iiSites Reservoir Yield {after 2035) 

i I i 

::Surplu:r/Defii;;it;VJilterirol1,uiies:-;. 
V1= 14,404 
VZ=- zs,1os 
V3= 39,001 
V4= 

V1•V2= 
V1·V2+V3•V4= 

(13,704) 
25d97 

In this scenario, with conservation and no 
storage, the Imported water supplies 
accumulate an excessive amount of 
surplus water to make it through the 
deficit years until the Sites Project begins 
providing water. When the Sites Project 
comes onflne, more water is added to the 
surplus. 

------ -· - ----- -•- ------------· 



Scenario: 2A JeASEUNE.:. MiN1MUM PLANNED SUPPLY· • 

INon-Variable-Wati:fr:sUPPlil?S : .. ., ;._.:,.
,��(�'i- -·.1.,:j: -.,';:AnnuaJ ·Ainount::..:.,.,A�·-"Stari'Year-"�•End Year,, I '.at:l"able"A: RecoVefei:f Reliablltv � I 

Appendix A 

BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Could Degrade to 48% (8,304) 

califamiaWatei-F ix 2.,422 AFY 2033 . 12040. 14% {Could lmproveReliabilityl4%t ol7.6Z%) 
YUBA Wa ter AFY 300 AFY 2017 2040 
Nickle Water AFY 
SBVMWD AFY 

Subtotal 

1,700 'AF'( 
2!.000 AFY 

2017 
·2020 

2037 
2040 Scenario: 2A BASELINE - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY 

16,802 AF'f 

/Potential Water...Supplre$;;"',;:����-if•.'l;..:��:r,;:;;;<).:�:,!�:t�·�:.;i�;;·�;-A1fnUat/UnOilrit�:::iJ::!:�Stai't';i'eii.f,.r;En d:Yeil r0f 
LongTerm Lease 1 500 AFY • 2018 · ·. 2035 
City of Ventura Lease AFf . . · ·2020 . · · · 2030 
Table A Increment :AFY 2035 -2040 

Subtota l 

Total Supply and Lease 

longTerm WaterSupplies 
Sites ReseivoirYield {after 2035} 

SOD AFY 

17�AFY 

7,338 .AFY 

Trans Delta Loss 
No Loss Loss@ ZS% 
�=&��™�.;.:G\!\t&�§.i" 

-·�·,, ·---�-= :�--.·� 
•; ··· c'"1.Si;PWA"t.nriMP"TABLr'Z.:"4:l:·�:.,,:•".7:,::···,,.�,.-···.--.,,�,--.� ..... : >·-\·;-•,:.o• ·. ··, · :  · •.. .  "I"' ·., \. 

!Agency Name 
BCVWO 
Ory of Banning 
YVWO 
Other 

2 018 J& 2020 2025 2030 2035 
9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 15,886 

500 501 1,344 2,237 
850 1,809 1,957 2,l.6Z 2,39l. 

500 1!.600 �800 3!.900 

2040 
17,334 

2,718 
Z,644 
S!.000 

Total Water Demands 
ll' ....... __.Wattrfo�2013 

11,150 13,169 16,544 20,393 24,414 Z7,696 

� .-. �1:::::��:�c:te��ci����:i�;�:�!1t::L:;�4�::t/r�2;t���:i%::���::��l�t�:��!�1:�:-�1;�� 
e 1'J 0.6459 0.6459 L0000 0% 
C CO anning 
' 
c ......._  

I-' 

l..0000 
1.0000 
1 .0000 

LOOOO 
LDOOO 
LDOOO 

LOOOO 
LODOD 
LOQOO 

05' 
05' 
05' 

fu ::; :a��·:•-.7-�S°:--? ;,�:.,y.JGPWA:UWMPT���7A0JUS::°RC0r:�VATIO�:� -J-
1

U .:.;�� :� ,.,1·:·�-�d:;:: 
E 9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 15,886 17,334 
City of Banning 500 501 1,344 Z,Z37 2,718 
YVWD 850 1,809 1,967 2,162 2,391 2,644 
Other 500 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 

Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 13,169 16.,544 20,393 24,414 27,696 

�g;�; ���-·-�·· ·�:-_;,;,.UWM P WATER TO STOAA
2����:;1PONE:�cvwn�1.E'6-ZS-:o�:6Z}r::!1�.����-' '':• :'··= :,.:,.����-.. �,;•.,."C! .:-.-_;,:;':•· 1 , 

BC\IWD (1,000) (1,000) (1.50 D) (2,000) (Z.,500) {2,500) 
City of Banning 
YI/WO 

Other 
Water Demand Adjustmen t for Storage 
Co mponent 

Do/iEI 

-

Su;,plrDe""""'51Udv_Fin:II_Sc�rio<_l:llll01221•""""'tl 

30.000 

!8,000 

25,000 

2.t;,000 

n.ooo 

20,000 

E" 1a.ooo 
5. 
]_ 16.000 

f2. 14,000 

� 12.000 

10,000 

a.coo 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

la 
� " � � � � � " � � 

la � � 
Yea r 

�SGPWATable "A" @ 60%AF-Y m:a-Ca!ifomia WaterFix 

�Nicke\Water AFY �SBV MWO AF'f 

ma:City ofVentura Lease -Table A Increment 

-SGPWA Totill Water Demands 

A-4 

� � � � ; � 

EZ'YUBA Water AP{ 

-Long Term Lease 1 

� :;; 
" 

152i:!iilSites ReseivoirVield (after 2035) 

" � 11 
la 

; SurplUS/DefidtWate(..VoJuniei.;;-.•1 
V l ;;  4,367 
V2= ss,sn 
V3;; 596 
V4= 14,466 

V1-V2 = (61,210) 
Vl-VZ+ V3-V4 = (75,080) 

In t his scena r i o  recleving the minimum of 
the primary p lanned supplie s the 
imp orted water supp lies do n ot p r ovide 
enough surp lus wate r  to make It through 
the defi cit years untll the Site s P roject 
begin s p roviding wate r. When the Site s 
P rojea come s onllne some water is 
regained initfal ly b ut the supply st il l ha s 
maj or deficits t hat would need to be 
over ccme with other or i mproved water 
s upp ly sources. 



Scenario: 

5GPWASWPTableA@ 60 % 

INon-Vari3ble:w.imr.Suppff� �.- < :..- .• 
carrromia Water-Fix 
YUBA Water AFY 
Nickle Water AFV 

ZB jBASEIJNE'MINIMUM PlANNEDSIIPPLYW/CONSERVATION· · 

10,380 AFY 8,304 AFV 60% .. ,. 

Appendix A 

BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

i:ii��;';ifiif tb1: 
2018 2033 Could Degrade to 48% (8,304} 

·'.Annual.Amount..:·�·:i;.:::Stitrt.Year<1-End,Vear· l-'a-l'a6le-A �vered Reliablity; [ 
Z,422 AFY 2.033 2.040 14% (CouldlmproveReliabilicy14% to 17.6Z%) 

300 AFV 2017 2040 

SBVMWDAFY 
Subtotal 

1,.700 AFY 
2�0D AFY 

l.61802 AF'( 

201.7 
2020 

2037 
2040 Scenario: 28 BASELINE - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 

I Potential:Waier:St.l pplies-,�•:,/,�;{t,'.,�f;:.�: :-�:•:k:,':?,�-�;:�;.,�,AnnU31.AmcilJ'riii:;i'}'.:. �t:ari;_veaf.;:,End.Year..r•·I 
Long Term Lease 1 SOD AFY :2018.. 2035 
City of Ventura Lease · AFY _2020 . : 2030 · 
Table A Increment AFY · 2035 2040 

Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lease 

LongTerm WaterSuppiies 
Sites Reservoir Yield {after 203S} 

500 AFY 

17,30_2]AFY 

7,338 AFY 

Trans Delta Loss 
Noloss Loss@Z5% 

t .. ,-;.��,����i��f,f7i2?§: 

'.:.,,;,:-g:
-
/:'f��:f·,.:,sGPWA"UW_MP_lr�BL(Z_:4',i.�:�!'.�'.:i:i;;.::-'cr.•��,:,:;=� ,;1.�:.:,>;::!!i,f::::'r.;,::;t,=:�-'" 

Crty of a.inning 
YVWD 
Other 
Total Water Demands 
,,,�-w;ri:�f11r%01J! 

2018{1) 
9,800 

500 
850 

11,150 

2020 
10,860 

1,809 
500 

13,169 

2025 2030 2035 
12,476 14,087 15,886 

501 1,344 2;rr7 
1,967 2,162 Z,391 
1,600 2,800 3,900 

16,544 Z0,393 24,414 

2040 
17,334 
2,718 
2,644 
S,000 

27,696 

� � �rz::�r;J:��:���i56�4iSJ;\�g�z�i.t}��j������:t\�tV;:�r;�f}����FJ!���,:�.���;�:; 
e N 0.5459 . 

o
.5460 

o
.s453 :. . , s5' 

C \CJ :Inning 
y 
C' 

...... 

1.0000 · 1.0000 LDOOO 5% 
1.0000 L0000 LD000 5% 
1.0000 L0000 LOODO 5% 

� � �:;:·•,,-:,.,-� ,� ;,,,:·.�,,:_7..�SGPWA UWMPT�:��ADJU�i:OR co�::VATIO
���

�;�:L�.:��f.J!��
-,,i�•',,,.;;:t

;D
��-e-� 

9,800 10,206 
Clty af Banning 500 
YVWD 850 1,767 
Othe, 500 
Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 12,473 

11,572 12,934 
476 1,319 

1,925 2,120 
1,600 Z,800 

15,573 19,172 

14,455 
Z,212 
2,349 
3,900 

ZZ,915 

15,679 
Z,693 
2,602 
51.DD0 

25,973 

:. : .,,,:l'.:•�:;;:'_,.,;-;<'."!•-'':;..-1:IWMP WATER TO STORAGE,COMPONENT.;(BCVWDTABLE 6-Z6j:pg G:62bi;� .�:�-'t.t.·:t•:", ,;'.; ·1£.•/:,,::;,; 
Agency Name Z018 (1) 2020 2025 2030 203S 2040 
SCVWD {1,000} {1,000) {1,500} {2,000) {2,500) (2,500} 
City of Banning 
YVWD 
Othe, 
Water Demand Adjustment for Storage 
Component 

'""" 
""­
:;uppi,o.,.,,_s<udv_Rr,al_sc-,-,los_.2111S0t22!......ia,,lJ 

ia.cao 

26.000 

211.000 

20,000 

i 1.i.000 

i 14.000 

1
12,000 

.,, 10.000 

S,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

" " " " " " � � " � � � 

CONSERVATION 

� "' " � � � 
Year 

�SGPWA Table "A" @ 60% AFV l:l!liii!ICalifomia WaterRx 

F..!S5 Nickel Water AFY 

ISii!i:ICityofVentura Lease 

-SGPWA Total Water Demands 

A-S 

�SBVMWDAFY 

--Table A Increment 

� � la � � 

i5!!i:l:ilYUBA Water AFY 

-long Term lease 1 

� � 

llli:!&SISites Reservoir Yield (after2□35) 

� � " � 

·suf"PIUs/Defii:itWater;V0li.zni.es1;-•, 
Vl= 6,777 
V2= 51,592 
V3= 3,450 
V4= 

V1 -V2= 
V1-VZ+V3-V4= 

7,655 

(44,815) 
{49,0ZO) 

In this scenario redeving the minimum of 
the primary planned supplies, with 
consenratfon, the importt:!d water supplies 
do net provide enough surplus water to 
make ltthrough the deficit years until the 
Sites Project begins providing water. 
When the Sites Project comes cnline 
some water Is regained initially but the 
supply still has major deficits that would 
need to be overcome with other or 
Improved water supply sources. 

[ -····----- ---•-·- .. - ·-····· --···· 
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INon�va:Hable'W.iter;Sup"pti�.,, .�w�,.., ·:: ..... y:.'.-: '-"�'! ;':.','cAn'ni:ial·AA'loiint;:i::-!t."•Start'year-','•" Ei,Q vea:r,:] , .Table'A,RecoVerecl Reliablitv '.l·.1 

Appendix A 

BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

. 2033 Could Degrade to 48% (8,304} 

califomia WaterFix Z,422 AFY • .- 2033 2040. 14% (could Improve Reliability 14% to 17 .62%) 
YUBA Water AFY 300 AFY 2017 2040 
Nickle Water AFY 
SBVMWOA'F'f 

Subtcltal 

1,700" AF'f 
2!.000 AF'( 

16,BOZ AFY 

Z017 
2020 

2037 
2040 Scenario: 2C BASELINE - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 

j Potential wateC:SupPlies��,,T,:1�·-•·=f��,;:::';;: :':.:'C.:?;::';:1�,,:-.-l1::i'�-:Aninii111AmOunt,1;�!1;�;:stai"t�Yeat;,� End Year 1,-.j 
Long Term Lease 1 · · 500 ·AFY · 2018 ·2035 
C'aty of Ventura Lease .. AFY : 2020 2030 
Table A lncreJ!l�nt AF'{ 2035 2040 

Subtotal 500 AFY 

Total Supply and Lease 17�AF'f 

28.0□□ 

2'1.0□0 

CONSERVATION NO STORAGE 1-v4-\1 

I vz : •---" �� _, 
, ___ [\._ ·- -

LongTerm Water Supplies 
Sites Reservoir Yield {after 2035) 7,338 AF'( 

Trans Delta loss 
No Loss Loss@ 25% 
?.�:::���.r���:?•:f�i.-:-z,�3st 

·-:-··:··':"•'···:··:�:,,,;.. .� ., .. :·.::; , ... ,.,:��'i'!::!:,·-;:�tiSGP.WA·lJWMP::l"'AB.!,E�:X;',;tc:'\::if:Jn:�•;:':·:�::.•·:::e'.::::,:-:;;::".t,;r-· 
!Agency Name 
BCVWD 
City of Banning 
YI/WO 
Other 

2018 ill 2020 2025 2.030 2035 
9,800 10,860 �476 14,087 15,886 

500 501 1,344 2,237 
850 1,809 1,967 2,162 2,391 

500 __ 1,600 2,800 3,900 

::i=,::�:. 
2040 
17,334 
Z,71B 
Z,644 
5!.000 

Total Water Demands 
11}0rderedWiltt:l'°mr201S 

11,150 13,169 16,544 20,393 24,414 27,696 

A. � �1�b�1J�����;'3R�]�'.J�;�j��=��i5�i:ftJ��!��]t�l!:;���;;,�����,��:,f��1�Xa�,���:�\0 
C W lnning 
y 0 
o

......._ 

0.6459 0.5000 · 0.7741 . 5% . 
1.0000 
1.0000 
1.0000 

1.0000 
1.0000 
1.0000· 

l.0000 
1.0000 
l.0000 

5% 
5% 
5" 

I-'�----,,--------�------------�--� 
� .,t::::. ;�·�:

:,,��-"';,�"7.:,.;:,.,_,,:-r:sGPWA:.lJWMP.T�:�.::_ADJUS:.:'R,CQ��:VATIO��\i��'i\", ,� .. \,':,;<.-:,i,1.r,s:•t��:��;,_�,;,.lt:ts>:'.:'.!," 

B "'-J 9,SOO 10,131 11,382 �629 
C inning 500 476 1,319 
YVWD 

Othe, 

Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 

850 

11,150 

1,767 1,925 2,120 
500 1.,600 2,.800 

12,397 15,382 18,867 

2035 2040 
14,021 15,142 

2,212 �693 
2,349 Z,602 
3,900 s.ooo 

ZZ,482 25,437 

:�:"::. ·:- ,.::.·�'-'·, 1:::�w..:'.:-:UWMP·WATERTO STORAGE COMPONENT,fBCV\,Vo::rABLE 6-26, 'pg G-G2n,t: �•�ib;, ;;;�;��::,.:.;,-; 
1Agency- Name 2018 {1) 2020 2025 2030 2035 2.040 
BCVWD (1,000} (1,000) (1,500) (2,000) (2,500) (2,500} . 1 
C-rtyafBannitlg · 1 
YVWD 1 

Other 1 
Water Demand Adjustment for Storage 
Component 

Supply°'""'""4S....ty_firlaJJ=,>,rl<l>__2CUOU2(\leMft ll 

(1,000} (1,000) (1,500) (2,000) (2,500) (2,500) 

22.00□ 

2□,□o□ 

lB.000 

f 10.000 

l l.4.00D 

'°g:_ 12,000 

10.!l□O 

S,000 

6,000 

4.000 

2,000 

� 

··
1 

� � � � � i � � � 
;: � � 

Year 

1:o!:55SGPWA Table "A" @ 60% AFY IIBiili::ICalifomia WaterFix 

� Nickel Water AFY 

llllllilOty of Ventura Lease 

-SGPWA Tota! Water Demands 

A-6 

�SBVMWDAF'i 

-Table A Increment 

� i:! � � 
la 

" � � 

mm:YUBA Water AFY 

-long Term Leasel 

� � � 

me&Sites Reservoir Yield {after 2035) 

� i:! s 
;: 

�:.surplllS/Oeficit:Wateir;,vOlumes.;;, 
Vl= 14,404 
VZ= 
V3= 
V4= 

V1-V2= 
V1-V2+V3-V4= 

28,108 
13,831 

ll7 

(13,704) 

In this scenario redeving the minimum of 
the primary planned supplies, with -
conservation and no storage, the 
imported water supplies do net provide 
enough surplus water to make it through 
the deficit years until the Sites Project 
begins providing water. When the Sites 
Projec:t comes on line some water is 
regained initially but the supply still has 
major deficits that would need to be 
overcome with other or improved water 
supply sources. 

---·-·- -- --- -· -·- --- - ---·--�.] 
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Appendix A 
BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Could Degrade to 48% (8.304) 

2,422 AFV 2033 2040 _.. 14% . (Could Improve Reliability 14% 'tO l.7.62.%} 
300 AF'f 2017 2040 

1,70D AF'f 2017 2037 

califomia WaterFix 
YUBA Water AFY 
Nickle Water AFY 
SBVMWDAFY 

Subtotal 
2!.000 AF'f zozo 2040 

16,802 AF'< 
Scenario: 3A BASELINE - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 

IPctentral water.:Suf)piie$0:�i;:.'i-'-'.1 ·!!.·;.;,�::.:;-:.:;:;�:�·1;:;f'c.1�·,;:,,An'iiUa1 .Amount��:.m��s61rtYf!3't:r Eitd;yearr,�I 
Long Term Lease 1 
City ofVentura Lease 
Table A Increment 

Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lease 

LongTenn Water Supplies 
Sites Reservoir Yield ( after 2035) 

500 AFY 
6,SDO

.
AFY 

32_00 
.
AF'{ 

10,500 AF< 

27�AFY 

7,338 ·AFY 

2018 
2020 
2035 

2035 
'2D30 
2040 

Trans Delta Loss 

No loss Loss @ 25¾ 
:f%t::$,7B4g:::,3·;;."7;3S8�� 

·::_· ··_:·�_:___ , .,. ".<<· -��- · •,,,.' · -��WA1JWMPTABLE-".l.-4�..,.��-�>,: .. _ .,. t .. ,.�·{,.:_:. 
Agency Name 2018 (1} 2020 2025 2030 
BCVWO 9,800 10,860 12,476 14,087 
City of Banning 500 501 1,344 
YVWD 850 1,.809 1,967 2,162 
Other 500 1,600 2,800 

2,391 
3,900 

Total Water Demands 11,150 13,169 16,544 20,393 24,414 
(l}Orden:d Wau:,-for201l! 

5,000 
27,696 

� � =::���:e��b���;4·����::::���t:�::r��;!i;ttt�::!�t.:r�:·�����X,:�;::��; B v.) 0.6459 0.6459 · 1.0000 0% 

� � 
mning 

o ,  

...... 

1.0000 LDOOO LOO DO 0% 
1.0000 LDOOO LOOOO 0% 
1.0000 -1.0000 LDOOQ 0% 

� � l��
:-5•,.c��:: .!.•1:•:�!CSGPWAUWMPT��..;_ADJU� �F

OR.CO�!:
VATIO�:::fa�.11:ot:,;i�;�;•·t·1•sr . . :\�� 

B 9,800 10,860 12, '76 14,087 15,886 
Cn.y U1 0o1nning 500 5 
YVWD 850 1,809 1,S 

01 

67 
Other 500 1.600 
Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 13,169 16,544 

1,344 2,237 
2,162 2,391 

2,800 3,900 
20,393 24,414 

;:� �- ·,: :;_;UWMP•WATER. TO STORAGE.COMPbNENT,.(BC\fW_DTABLE&:ZG�·pg 6--62);• ::;:.;_:,;::::,-'., ,. 
IAgency Name 
BCVWD 
City af Banning 
YVWD 
Othe,-

Water Demand Adjustment for Storage 
Component 

""� """"' 
SupplyD.,,,;,n,dStl>Cly_l'ln31....SCtn>r1=_2011!QUl[�enlc,nlJ 

2018 l!l__ 2020 2025_ 2030 2035 
{1,000) {1,000) {l,$00) {2,000) {2,500) 

5!.000 
27,696 

0 
0 
0 

30.000 

281000 

26,000 

2-l.DOO 

22,000 

[ 1s.ooo 
� 
� 16,000 

� 14.000 

l 12,000 

10,000 

�DOC 

G,IJOO 

4,000 

2.000 

� 

SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLIES 

� � � � � � ij � � � ij � � � 
Year 

�SGPWA Table "A" @ 60% AFY maCalifomia WaterFix 

� Nickel Water AFY 

maaty ofVentura Lease 

-SGPWA Total Water Demands 

A-7 

;;;::.aSBVMWDAFY 

-Table A Increment 

� � � ffi i 

mstYUSA Water AP( 

-Long Term Lease 1 

� � 

e;;;.zaSites Reservoir Yield {after2035} 

:<; "' Jal � s "' 

· sUrplUS/Deficit Water,.Voluni.tl':s•�-
V1 = 44,103 
VZ= 33,813 
V3 = 9,319 
V4= 2,189 

Vl-V2= 
V3.-VZ-t-V3 - V4= 

10,291 
17,42J. 

In thlsscenariO, recievingthe minimum of 
the primary planned supplies,  with the 
securing of supplementary water supplies, 
the imported water supplies accumulate 
an surplus water which brings the region 
through the deficit years until the S'rtes 
Project begins providing water. When the 
Sites Project comes onllne, even more 
water is added to the surplus for a few 
years. However, in this scenario, the 
imported water goes back into deficit 
years around 2039, thus more supplies 
would have to be secured past that point. 



10,380 AFY 

/ Non�Variable:W:iterSLi)lplies-. ·,.-f;, :.�;.,·: ;, -c:•�:-:��•A,-�;):Anrluat:A.iriount;";,;�,-i.,:;::StartYe3rt_:,_, End '!fear:-. j ,:�;Table-A Recoveied Reliablity �--j 

Appendix A 
BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Could Degrade to 48% (8,304) 

CalifamiaWaterFix 21422 AFY 2033 . 2040 14%. (Could lmprove Reliabi1ity14%to 17.6Z%) 
YUBA Water MY 300 AFV 2017 . 2D40 
Nickle Water AFY 1,700 AFY 2017 2037 
SBVMWO AFY ½_000 .. AFV _2020 _ 2040 

Subtcnal 16.,202 AFY 

IPotenti.ll·W'ater.:sUpplies",,: ... � �"�',\•:t; ��;.; ;: :'.--.1'.1,':;°:1.',�C..!�;[�;•,:Ann"U3t.Am01:trii:.-;;·;;.r�s:brt:vear,�·Sn"d.Y.ciir.i;!:( 
Long Term Lease 1 
City afVentura Lease 
Table A Increment 

Subtotal 

Total Supply and Lease 

LongTerm WaterSuppUes 
Sites Reservoir Yield ( after 2035) 

500 AFY 
6,sao'.AFV 
3_200 AFY 

10,500 APf 

27�-

7,338 AFY 

.ZOlS··. 
2020 
2035 

.2035 
2030 
204-0 

Trans Delta_ Loss 
No Loss Loss @ 25% 

:+'-"$:,9;784/9.';;::"5r.;j7,"3;3i8 C:: 

-.. , · ., ': � ·;.�:: .. :':: -�-;;_�_:7::;-_:, -•• �.:-:,:.:::;;•;;-�� �"-•i ��r?:SGPWA."UWMP TABlE:z��\�\:':1:'f.:::::.��;:;•.�.0::;1;.-,11�"'.�•;�:.;_: 
Agency Name 2018 (1} 2020 2025 2030 2035 
BCVWO 

City of Banning 
YVWO 
Other 
Total Water Demands 
[lJOrdcmlwattrfllrZOlll 

9,800 
SOD 
850 

11,150 

10,860 

1,,8D9 
SOD 

13,169 

12,476 14,037 15,886 
501 1,344 2,237 

1,967 2,162 Z,391 
l,,60D 2,800 3,900 

16,544 20,393 24,414 

�:·:··· 
204-0 
17,334 

2,718 
2,644 
5�00D 

27,696 

� ��z1::��:!:�:j;�;;�;;_��:1i��{-���J::�1;tt�1.J�'.1;•t;���rl;�xc;1�:::z�r 
� W anning �::�: �= ��: . : · 
' t\J LOOOO LOOOO l.000D 5% 
C ' 1.0000 1.0000 LOOOO 5% 

J-> 
� � -

�
--
:

--
::-'•!�-,,-.:.,-�;;,,.-._,\-�• .. .;..-,, .. -,l-'S_GP_W_A_UWM __ P_.:i:_ru,_

2
0_�-;�.:)-m.1u-.sm,-,-

020

-,F.O-Rc-CO_
';s

_
o
_:_v_ATI-ON-

2
;-r�-:�-��--:,�--;ii;-:

o
-_�:;-;�-x:-�:i:-.::'1,-���-�:-:·�'''.. 

E -...J 9,800 10,206 11,572 22,934 14,455 15,679 
c.__, -· _anning 500 476 1,319 2,212 2,693 
YVWD 850 �767 1,925 2,120 2,349 2,602 
Other 500 1,600 2,800 3,900 5,000 
Total Water Demands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 12,473 15,573 19,172 22,915 ZS,973 

7-. .!�:: , . · _ ·: '.:': ·�"'e· , .;;;:.::;:- ::-:.:uwMP WATER TO STORAliE COMPONENTrscvw_o:TABLE'.6-21- •·pg li-62}�'-'"':;;,:.-::� .. ,··'.::,_., __ ,; ·: ,, 
Agency Name 2018 (1) 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
BCVWD (1,000} (1,000) (1,500} (2,000} (2,500} [2,500) 
CJtyafBanning 
YVWO 
Othe, 
Water Demand AdjUS"tmentfor Storage 
Component 

'"''" """"' 
SU;,pt-,D�.llld'si,..,,:1r.fi1121..,s,: .... t1cs_2t1m11.221v"""""1> 

30,000 

75,000 

26,000 

24,00□ 

.22.000 

20,000 

i 111,ooo 

� i 16,000 

� l'l.000 
... 

i 11,ooo 

10.000 

S,000 

6,000 

-'l.000 

2,000 

� � 

Scenario: 3B BASELINE  - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 
CONSERVATION W/ SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLIES 

� � ij � � � 

�SGPWA Table "A" @ 60% M-Y 

1i!59Nickel Water AFY 

IICIIIII City of Ventura Lease 
-SGPWA Total Water Demands 

A-8 

� � � � 

i V2 
I ·--· 

� � 
Year 

l:SllllllCalifomia WaterFbc 

.se!SBVMWD AP{ 

-Table A Increment 

� � � "' � i i 

IIBliYUBA Water AFY 
-LongTerm Lease l 

� � 

E:miSites Reservoir Yield (after2035) 

� � � 

;' .suq:ih'.is/0eficit:W.ir.ter,;V0h.iine:s.':',_:. 
Vl= 54,386 
V2= 27,700 
V3= 16,795 
V4= 

V1-V2= 
V1-V2+V3-V4= 

26,685 
43�480 

In this scenario, reclevingthe minimum of 
the primary planned supplies , with 
conservation and the securing of 
supplementary water supplies, the 
Imported water supplies accumulate an 
large amount of surplus water which 
easily brings the region through the deficit 
years untll the Sites Project begins 
providing water. When the Sites Project 
comes onllne, even more water is added 
to the surplus. 

-�--- . ...J 



Appendix A 

BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Scenario:. 3C lsASEUNE. MINIMUM PLANNED sU_PPLvw / coNSmvA.110N NO .STORAGE w/ SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLIES 

SGPWA SWP Table A @ 60 % 10,380 AFY 8,304 AFY • GD% . 48% 20,.8 2033_ Could Degrade to 48% (8.,304) 

INon:.vaiiabJe·water"SuJ:lplies',; -,: ::.:;, . .-,,. _.,,:, ,..'i'Anrliial-Airiotint:.�J:/SClrtYear;t, End vear,J�:l'able'A RecoVered·Rellablity ·-:. j 
caJifomia waterF"oc 
YUBA Water AF( 
Nickle Water APf 
SBVMWD AFY 

2,422 AF'{ ZD33 2040 14%- {Could lmprove Reliability14%to 17.62%J 

[Po�rrtlal W�r5.upplies ·., 
Long Term Lease 1 
City ofVentura Lease 
Table A Increment 

Subtotal 

300 AFY 2017. 2040 
1,700 AFY 2017 2037 
2-LD00 AFY 20ZO 2040 

16,802 AF'{ 

- _ _  .,_ .. ,·Annual Amount�� :<:,,st::lrt-Year ·End Year,· 

Subtotal 

500 AFY 
6,500 .AF'{ 
3�Q- AFY 

2018 
2020 
2035 

2035 
2030 
2040 

Total Supply and Lease 

10,500 AF'f 

27�AFY 

LongTerm WaterSuppfies 
Sites Reservoir Yield (after 2035} 

iAgency Name 
BCVWO 
City of Banning 
YWJO 
Other 
Total Water Demands 
(l)Ord� Wa,:.,,.fo�2Dl.l! 

7,338 AFY 

Trans Delta Loss 
No Loss loss @ 25¾ 

,,f;:;1·9,7�;;�;�::ii,,;:7,338:., 

-., SGPWA·UWMP'TABLE-2-4';'.·.:.7-:/:;,.-. •  ;: . .. · 
2018 ffi 2020 2025 2030 

9,800 10,860 
500 
850 1,809 

500 
11,150 13,l.69 

12,476 
501 

1,967 
1,600 

16�44 

14,087 
1,344 
2,162 
�800 

20,393 

2035 2040 
15,886 17,334 
2;a1 2,718 
2,391 2,644 
3,900 5,000 

24,414 27,696 

� � ��t����� f\tf3����i�J���-���tt����1f:��!:f(�������;M�:�t·�z�i1t�·�;����� 
E W 

0.6459 0.5000 . 0.7741 5% 
C anning 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 5% 
) W 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 5% 
C ........... l..0000 1.0000 1.0000 . 5% 

I-' 

� � ���e-
·: · SG'PWA UWMP.TAB

;:��ADJUS:�
FOR.CO

��:'ATIO
�=���\:'•��};,£J����,·: ·.r, ,,,.;:;����-:. 1  

E -....J 9,800 10,131 11,382 12,629 14,021 
c_, -· _anning SOD 476 1,319 2,212 
YVWO 850 1,767 1,925 2,120 2,349 
Other 500 1,600 _ 2,800 3,900 
Total Water Cemands Adj. for Conservation 11,150 12,397 15,382 18,867 22,482. 

- :,:::..� ,-.. : . .,:UWMP. WATER TO STORAGE,COMP.ONENT.(BCVWDTABLE.6-Z6�· pg 6-62};.,,: ... , 
Agency Name 2018 (1} 2020 2025 2030 
BCVWD (1,000} (1,000} (1,500} (2,000) 
City of Banning 
YVWD 
Othe, 

15,142 
2,693 
2,602 
S.!.000 

ZS,437 

Water Demand Adjustmerrcfor Storage 
Component 

(1,000) (1,000} [1,500) (2,000} {2,500) (2,500) 

IIJ.'..1/W "'""" 
$uppl\'Dtm- SIUClyJ:;nal_s,;...,rla:_ 2111.!t!l%2(�m.lonlJ 

30,0D0 

23,000 

26,000 

Z4,0DO 

Z0,000 

'E 1a,aoo 
:,. 

� 16,000 

Q 14.000 

l 12.000 

10.000 

8,000 

6,000 

4,000 

2,000 

� 

Scenario: 3C BASELINE - MINIMUM PLANNED SUPPLY W/ 
CONSERVATION NO STORAGE W/ SUPPLEMENTARY SUPPLIES r- -- - !  
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S1,ifplU5/0t!fidt'Watt!:r.',ValUrrit:5';;• 
Vl: 751019 
V2= 17,223 
V3= 34,705 
V4= 

V1-V2= 57,796 
V1-VZ+V3-V4= 92,501 

In this scenario, recievingthe minimum of 
the primary planned supplies, with 
conservation, no storage, and the 
securing of supplementary water sup piles, 
the Imported water supplies accumulate 
an excessive amount of surplus water 
which easily brings the region through the 
deficit years until the Sites Project begins 
providing water. When the Sites Project 
comes online, even more water is added 
to the surplus. 
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TABLE2-4 
PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS ON SGPWA (AF) 

2020 2030 2035 2040 
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SGPWASPW Supply and Demand, AFY 

Sites al Minimum Class I Waler 
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Figure 5 
SGPWA Imported Waler Supply and Demand - Most Likely Case 

· .. B.¢YWD Y.Vh.lte fap:e.r �<?'.:? (Octob�r 20.l 7) 
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Sites Minimum Class 1 Wt1ter 

Currently over 100,000 AF In 
Storage In Beaumont Basin 

Figure 6 
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Tabla B 
summary of UnflCool andAddillonal Waler Supply foe SGPWA 
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Figure 4 
SGPWA Funding Requlremenls for CWF 
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