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

Board of Directors Engineering Workshop 
Agenda 

January 13, 2020 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. Speakers are requested to keep their 
comments to no more than five minutes. Under the Brown Act, no action or 
discussion shall take place on any item not appearing on the agenda, except 
that the Board or staff may briefly respond to statements made or questions 
posed for the purpose of directing statements or questions to staff for follow up. 

3. Review of Draft 2018 Water Conditions Report* (Page 2) 

4. Discussion of Signage and Naming of Fiesta Recharge Facility 

5. Discussion of Maintenance of Agency Facilities 

6. Discussion on Use of Agency Properties for Energy Production 

7. Report on Citrus Reservoir Rhomboids 

8. Announcement: 
A. Office closed January 20, 2020 in observance of Martin Luther King Jr. Day 
B. Regular Board Meeting, Tuesday, January 21, 2020 at 1 :30 p.m. 
C. Finance and Budget Workshop, January 27, 2020 at 1 :30 p.m. 
D. Regular Board Meeting, February 3, 2020 at 1 :30 p.m. 

9. 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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1.0 Background 

The San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency is a State Water Contractor and wholesale water agency 
that provides imported water to retail water purveyors within its service area, which extends 
from Calimesa on the west to Cabazon on the east. Its service area covers approximately 228 
square miles, most of which is in Riverside County but which includes two small areas in San 
Bernardino County. One of these is unpopulated, adjoining th,e,,Sa,n Bernardino National Forest, 
and the other, in Edgar Canyon south of Oak Glen, includes'a.fe,�residences. The service area 
is depicted on Figure 1. ,,:,iJ$!}i\f{(!h 
The Agency was created by the San Gorgonio Pas,,M\X-�ter Agency\i{\c;.!, passed by the California 
Legislature in 1961 and signed by Governor PaJ,,a:i;'q;wn on July 12,·•,1�<51. The first Board of 
Directors, appointed by the Riverside County::'!3qlta of Supervisors, h�fd},jts initial formal 

!!jb:!°,tpil. ,lf/1<,'t.f!• 

meeting on October 10 of that year. It had previo:g:sJy met briefly on Sepfetiip,er 22 to elect Ted 
'1,JJ,;:} '.!·'.· :_':\•_. 'llt,,:i-�11, 

Silverwood as the first President of the Agency. Ha.i�.�ilv���?,'pd in the Safi'.:.'.§�t11ardino 
Mountains is named in his honor. Thsf:.f!:,1.:,ea had a popu}�tignI:gfapproximately 1,r.1000 at the time 
(today it is over 90,000, an increase''q?l;'.::'.t5�¢1\sl00%). ,1'""{/,)i)\'.. 

"i¼l'.i:n: '1<J·1\•1,1:,1iJ·,,., "!.(.,:'1:<>n:1 

'":1/t}'.=;i'·\. -- -.'.(•··);.,�;;';/·- --:\:,:::.iJ· .,., 
The San Gorgonio Pass is an elevated, r�l�t�v�i§:Sij:�!f£;':" land'

i
iii:��,§,between the San Bernardino 

Mountains on the north angJl:J,Y.,San Jacint9:fy1ountain�)971Jhe sotitli;'.•C?Onnecting the San 
Bernardino Valley toJni'ji�'§{;A��;l,,the Coac:b,eVa v,;�Jii�·1t6:'.ih,e,,,�as?'ii13oth of these valleys are at 
much lower elevation§�itpan the P�$S;region. i]Jli�,;f�gi'6n straad.l,�s two large watersheds. The 
western half of the ser\/1¢'�.,.�rea is ctta1ned prim'.iqJy' by Little San Gorgonio Creek and Noble 

i;;z•:•:·'.i•·, .;1:1-k1c: 1,,,1.'!:/;1>. Creek, which are tributary:.to.San ::Eimoteo Creek 1and the Santa Ana River. The eastern half of 
:·�', . . 

'tx.C, I'.'?· ,/;,i.:.'\1,f<\iHJ:iil/l.:.\.;! l,'. ';!:_i\:n• the servici;t�t��:1�"·':lir,�iped by#t�•:,�:�n'Gbtg◊,µt,9 RiV�(,,which is tributary to the Whitewater River 
which i,§;/;��'1&tlBi'@QtPr�do Ri:y��,Basin. '"A:;;'�W,f!.!J p6hion of the region drains to the San 
J acinto;'.!E!tYer which drafti�JQ La:R6'.:eJs.inore, wfo'cli';iis physically located in the Santa Ana 
watershevct;;,'.1;:E,;Jgure 2 depi'8t!{tlip ddirfi(ge,basins and principal streams in the region. 

·l;C;J,!.i<'"· ,)' .. , t·•h 1 •, !;:•,,:, 

'O'·(;)}i!it:., 
1
�:.

:
.\ /\ , •• :r;,·.'/;'. ,. 

This report, pab:t)·�ned annuall)l�:� the Agghcy for over two decades, is intended to help monitor 
and make availaB1e,ft_�,,.the public,jge quantity and quality of water in local groundwater basins. It 
is based on the Ageriq��·s. extensl'y� database, as well as data from other sources. It includes data 
from 2018 as well as ht�t6#c�lf4ata, which provide a basis to put the most recent data into 
historical context. '!'/:'.'f(,'".''' 

,.,:· 

Tables 1, 2, and 3 are extraction (production) summaries of groundwater pumping and surface 
water diversions within the Agency's service area, hereinafter referred to as the region. These 
tables summarize annual production for the past 13 years, and represent the heart of this report. 
These data were obtained from the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water 
Rights (State Board); local sources; or in some cases estimated by the Agency. The Agency does 
not independently verify the data. The State Board does not require reporting for well owners 
who extract less than 25 acre feet per year ( about eight million gallons). Also, it is possible that 
some well owners do not file as required. The data in these tables represent the Agency's best 
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estimate of actual pumping, based on both actual data and production estimates. Most wells are 
not metered and therefore data from these wells must be estimated by various means. However, 
the largest wells, owned and operated by retail water agencies, are metered. 

The report also includes water quality data from the State Water Project's sampling station at 
Devil Canyon in San Bernardino. Devil Canyon is the Agency's delivery point for State Water 
Project water, and the closest sampling station to the region. It is representative of the water that 
the Agency receives from the State Water Project. The data, summarized in Table 5, reflect that 
the water quality varies from year to year and from month to month. It is primarily a function of 
water quality conditions in the Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta a11q of runoff in watersheds 
tributary to the Delta. That water quality in tum is largely aJun.ptfon of hydrology. In wet years 
and during wet periods within dry and average years, fresh:wJter from upland rivers drains to the 
Delta and improves overall water quality. ,·'"'" .;;<· 

,, <}),;·•.·· 
The water quality constituent of greatest interestJ�t;{�l Agency a�a g,ther local water agencies is 
TDS, or total dissolved solids (also known as ��Hni'ty or salts). Salinityis heavily regulated by 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards thr01.i��µt the State, especially'·�fwater agencies 
around the state have implemented recycled wat

1
�f;�:k�t

.
ems. ,m,o,rder to mJint�ip reasonable TDS 

levels in the lower reaches of the Sa1,1,t�1:,Ana watersh�;gJpt.i,Bl'.ftfily Orange Couiit,y), the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Bo�r�I�:i;i,§t set standa¥q�;([o'r'TDS at relatively fo'w 
concentrations in the upper reaches cmJfa�iwat,e,�shed, wh;r�\ithe western portion of the Agency's 
service area is located. Salinity is less 'Sr.:a,n'Is'stt,�)ip.Jhe ea�rnl-fr·portion of the region, which is 
part of the Colorado River .W,.l;}tershed whf�fa}s IT1dt�'tjP,�r�ely p

1
6��l�ted and has higher native salt 

levels. <:'','·:':·:/·,:•::, .. ,,. "''·> · · 
· .-.,, 1·,,,:: ,:,;· .. ,, ,,,, .;:./}'.{iJ:,:}}U/:'i,:;,'i,\'.>·-

;J;i:.\\p,ft1f,1,. '•i;•i.'i,\'i,1!\,_ J,'.!it'/!},1i_;;_i"i;• ·., c·'. '',<(1,,:1•, 

Sewage treatment pl�rit;�(fluent fi�#\, Beaum6Hf;\:�J;aipa, a��f·t�limesa is discharged into 
tributaries to the Santa A11�:,River \';,;;• is regulate·a:½PY the Santa Ana Regional Board; effluent 
from Bann!R,�As;P}l.17-"ently}�'i,ql,l;l;t,,,,,, . , t.w;�;;S?lorJdij\l}iver Regional Board, though it is likely 
that the §@fit;'Ana :R,¢�p,nal Bq�fij:··may aFsq�:�.1;>oin,t,)regulate this discharge or portions thereof. 
This isJlµ'&1'to the fact tli�t,Jµe dty:;8:t.,Bannintli�§',;,pl�ns for a recycled water system, parts of 
which :rhay,:pverlie a portiori'of the·s:�P-t.a Ana watershed. While most of the City is in the 
Colorado Ilasin, a small porti·d4;.,of it fa'{it:tb-e Santa Ana basin. 

,,, ' .. · '  ''';;}}}, ,,,,,, ' 

State legislation'pc;t$syd in 2009\f�quires more extensive groundwater level monitoring in basins 
throughout the Staff.s;im,ilar to wli�t the Agency has performed for nearly two decades. The 
California Departmerit:8t,Water:::R�sources has set up CASGEM (the California Statewide 
Groundwater Elevation Mp±µt�Hng system). The Agency is the monitoring entity for the region. 
This represents a legislative;tiiandate to perform the groundwater level monitoring that the · 
Agency has perfonned on its own for many years. The data uploaded by the Agency to the 
CASGEM system represent a relatively small subset of the Agency's overall groundwater 
database. 

Newer legislation passed in 2014 (the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act or SGMA) 
requires most groundwater basins in California to have a plan to be managed sustainably by 
2022. This could have a long-tenn impact on how groundwater basins in the region are 
managed. A Groundwater Sustainability Plan, or GSP, must be developed for two of the three 
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basins in the region by 2022. The Agency is playing an active role in implementing SGMA in 
the two groundwater basins that require GSP's-the Yucaipa and San Gorgonio Pass sub-basins. 
The San Timoteo sub-basin has been classified as very low priority by the State and therefore a 
GSP is not required in that sub-basin. 

2.0 Water Supply Conditions 

There are three principal sources of water in the region-groundwater, which begins as 
precipitation in the form of rain and snow in the local mountains;.imported water through the 
State Water Project; and recycled wastewater. A fourth sour6.e,: >·local runoff of surface water­
accounts for a small but important portion of the local vY,i:t1,¢(i.�P,ply portfolio, primarily in Edgar 
and Banning Canyons. Even most of this runoff is typi¢.�ffy'recl).:i:irned into local groundwater 
basins where it becomes part of the groundwater s .1,niply. · ,,- .�-• •• • . ,. f ', 

•
• ·,·,:::: \'.::,_ !, , ,:· •,'/::>/i; ,/.:' ·(-.; •;-, , .. ,., 

Recycled water from Yucaipa Valley Water Di;�Jdt is in use in Calirii'gla:: , Two other retail 
water agencies, including the Beaumont ChenJ�'.�lley Water pi strict antLt�e,, :�ity of Banning, 
have plans to implement recycled water systems in ,t��. nextJev,y,years and hav,�:J;>.egun planning, 
designing, and constructing the neeg 'nfrastructure'<f,gr,!h'.§�e··systems. The B'e�µmont Cherry 
Valley Water District is working wit , · ···i.ty of Beaumqp'[who owns the wastewater treatment 
plant and the treated wastewater, to d�y. '. p{�)tecycled wat'�F�ystem in its service area. In 2018, 
progress was made by these two entitieli.�q�ard.§/4�:y�.l,oping.th{s;,system. 

)::,�''.''. ,.,.,, · ,_:,' .;::·1, 

2.1 

. ,  -,� 1=1 "''.·!_:._\ '.("1 

\:i('i>. 
1.::,\:/f; i ,,1 ·<,:·; ;·,\1 .- ., . -'·t::·., , \·_ ,,,. ·,\,;· ,)_ ./, ,' <> __ I I ··i , :'• 

l'\: -,H:. n')·<;'.!i,?H :;t 
<! I ,  ' '" , 1 

:(: :'!<', t,i•_ l' - ::·•;' ,;,,:. Wi:}i-':'.'. 'J;'"i); :,;' 
, "<<r::'i\ 1,, t\t!L<_: l�\\:�Jit\, 

Annual pre9ipiJ.�tic;m in the 'i�,�
1
�1},l,ll(W,(Jfya, ,since f.gQ9 is shown on Figure 4. The long-term 

mean annu'al :pfeciphiltipn iri''B��µniont is �PP.fp:,cim�t�ly 17 .4 inches. This average is down 
more th:aii ·½\nch in th�f!:Past de'6ai,l¢;;,as the reg{oii!JJ,:;t�''experienced a number of below nonnal 

;• .. · ,,;:,,·,·i �'h ,;, .. ,,,:)'.. "I ll;i<!:B\f,. "hi _:;:1,' 

years in:pf�9ipitation. Thi� ,:�,gure 'de.pl9}s the variable nature of precipitation. Of the 
approximat�}Y) 18 years ofr�tj:<?.rds, tHe,:;�t�cipitation in 46 y®ars has exceeded the average, while 
64 years havt.���n relatively ·a��;JlS cotri'.ii�red to the average. The figure shows several 
periods-1900�1Q;94,, 1948-195�})960-1965, 1986-1992, 1999-2002, 2005-2009, and 2011-
2018-with multipltfconsecutivldry years. The figure shows that 2007, 2009, 2013, 2014, and 
2015 were among th�·tlft-est onif�2ord in Beaumont (and in fact in all of Southern California), 
while 2010 was one of tH�}��fti�t and the last eight were below normal. The figure indicates 
that, since 1999, there have Been only three years that met or exceeded the long-term average 
rainfall. In fact, since 2005 there has been only one "wet" year. This is dramatic evidence of the 
drought that persisted in much of California and the West from 2012 through 2016. While 2017 
was extremely wet in northern California, with a series of atmospheric rivers pounding the Bay 
Area and the Sierras, much of Southern California was slightly above to below long-term 
average precipitation rates. The figure shows that 2017 was even drier than 2016 in the Pass, 
with about 12-inches ofrainfall in Beaumont. Data presented are for Beaumont because the 
National Weather Service 's official weather station in the region is located in Beaumont. 
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Precipitation is highly variable, both spatially and temporally. The National Weather Service 's 
official station is at an elevation of about 2600 feet. It is highly likely that higher elevations 
receive more precipitation, including snow, and lower elevations receive relatively less 
precipitation. In addition, storms, particularly summer stonns, can be highly concentrated and 
impact one area, while another area a mile or two away may get little or no rain. Thus, while the 
long-term average rainfall may be approximately 17 inches in one part of the region, it could 
easily be an inch or two more or less at other locations in the same region. A rain gauge in 
Cabazon would show a lower average precipitation than a similar gauge in Calimesa. These 
gauges would show that climatic and hydrologic differences are present even within the region. 

Local groundwater basins are able to naturally capture and store}nuch, but not all, of the 
precipitation in wet years . During and after a rainfall ev�n_t/ry�off drains to streams where it 
runs into creeks and rivers. Some of this will recharg�;;jp:�)dc�l\;groundwater basins. During 
large storm events, much of the runoff will flow do,»:'Jistteam. lli1�,�, Pass region, it will either 
flow from San Timoteo Creek into the Santa An,!;lstJfe:r in Redlancls{'.gr it will flow from the San 
Gorgonio River into the Whitewater River in Jli�'.;tJo'achella Valley.  A;��11;1ll portion of runoff 
from the region flows to the San Jacinto Rive?lij'.,:Hemet, which eventua11y}:rqns to Lake Elsinore, 
a natural low spot. Cities and water agencies in,'tb'�';t,�gion hA�!;t:begun plarifil,��,how to capture · 
additional stonnwater that currently ;r.iv�s down the S��1i\,t\µ�J{iver to Prado D�fu, in Chino and 
eventually to the Pacific Ocean. Son,;i�::,:$tn.,F,tll scale stom{W,�ter capture facilities either have been 
constructed or are in the process ofb'ei,tg,.;caµstructed. \\/)'i ,, , 

f((:\:\. • . . ;.,,_: iS,'.\'.li-i,\?1_ · -«;(,'.1\:(jr 

Storm water capture repre�,f P,J,s, a potentiif:��;V sotltd�}Rf :»1ate/t6;1t&.�/egion. While additional 
sources of local water m-:�;•'(�lm:*�s ,good for ''�:·.f�gion,,,,,§t,g;i;#h$€l:t.�r capfu're requires a lot of land, 
and thus has been fo,µ���tcr be too: �:l{:pensive 'fQt,lcµ:g�;scaled�y�lppment in many areas, 
particularly where lanq,;\rnJues arei\hJgh. Largl'ar��s"ofland are'"required in order to construct 
ponds to settle out the p�ftic11late tr:i�#er (silt and{&tger dirt particles) that accompanies storm 
flows. Sin�,�:,1��g�,;§,f,()rms'''if�)'�pt:;i§ttrt4�Nt�Ver/���[, land acquired for large scale stormwater 
capture ,, ,,,., ', " ':n'.obt>,�)�§,,�,? ori'� :s��sisteritha$J�i,i,i;J:nd':fl'ierefore represents a large investment that 
does n, ' ''; benefitii"�v;�t:y yeaf'(:'f�i1huge benefitiiti capturing stonnwater is the fact that its 
salinity 1$<;, ,. ry low, and ·�ti!i.'.:$torm��tetcaptured would improve the water quality oflocal 
groundw�ti(;�.��ins. ' ,>,;,;:/\:,( 

,, ,,, , , 
· · . :  ':'. 
11 1 •.: ,; 
ai 

2.2 The State·\V�t�r Proje�f'.j 
··:,: ,:,, , ,  ,;, ,· 11 . . ,; 

·lliJ)(i;)�\:,,. i-if,1/://:(' 
The San Gorgonio Passt\¾$1:!�t{igency Act was signed by Governor Pat Brown in 1961, and the 
first Board of Directors he14:1(iW initial meeting in September of that year. Within another year, 
the Agency had signed a contract with the State of California for 15,000 acre feet of water from 
what at the time was known as the Feather River Project. A year later, the Agency increased its 
contract amount, or Table A amount, to 17,300 acre-feet, an increase of 15%. The Agency's 
Board of Directors fought hard to get this additional amount, and made financial sacrifices to do 
so. The additional water increased the annual amount of debt service owed by the Agency, and 
the expenditure of these additional funds precluded the ability to begin construction on a pipeline 
from San Bernardino to take delivery of the water at that time. 
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The Agency began importing State Water Project water into the region in 2003 , when Phase 1 of 
the East Branch Extension of the California Aqueduct was completed. Since that time, deliveries 
of State Water Project water within the region increased steadily until drought took hold. Table 
4 summarizes these deliveries. This table shows that the Agency delivered nearly 11,000 acre­
feet in 2011 and 2012, dropping to less than 10,000 acre-feet in 2013, to just over 5,000 acre-feet 
in 2014, and under 4,000 acre-feet in 2015. This increased to just over 11,000 acre-feet in 2016, 
and nearly 16,000 acre-feet in 2017, a very wet year in northern California (though as noted 
above, an average one in Southern California and a relatively dry one in the Pass). The 85% 
allocation of Table A water in 2017 was the highest since an 80% allocation in 2011, and 
enabled the Agency to deliver water that not only met local wat�r, demands, but that added to 
local banked groundwater as well. In 2018, with an allocatiqp';qf35%, deliveries dropped 
slightly, to just over 13 ,000 acre-feet. Even though the 35%:;�ifbcation of water in 2012 was 
considerably less than the 80% from the year before, tb,�'.t�g�i{#y;}Vas able to deliver virtually the 
same amount as in 2011 due to its ability to carry �Yf(water fronf)4,e previous year. This 
number dropped in 2013 as the Agency had less g�p;ybver water td4.�liver. The 5% allocation in 
2014  was one of the lowest on record. d,r/='.i}t/,;:c ·· ·,· , .. ;}('.:?j,:,'.'i .· :.i=-1!:.-;,\;;,•·' ,·, ;  ·, . ;, ·\r1f=\:�:::1_1:_ , ;!;(.,:.i,f:',\ .. 
In 2017, after five years of drought, the Agency"ti�g;9,,tiated at\•l}greement witJ;r:,t,he Antelope 
Valley-East Kem Water Agency (AVEK) to leaseT1;QQ,,.acn�ff��t of 100% reH��l� water for 20 
years, through 2036. This water w ·'"!' ''"· · 9f the neariy%Ji,p'.j'�gtfacre-feet delivered 'in 2017 
through the State Water Project. This., ly will g'S:f�i;long way toward drought-proofing 
the region for the next two decades an" ··;M;l, . r.e that lo2�Wgt<;>pndwater basins will continue to 
be replenished with imported water eacl?&;�.�r. ?,'!t,,r,, 

,, ,: ,(:;",;i._,, 
! ,:_ ,-,j' ! ' il'i:)'�'.H, · ·,:i!_{ii:¥itNi:>[!,,,,, 

The annual State w at,et:#fdJ�cirtEL,ble A ali&i�tion ,ii:!iiroii§tj:gJ;J, oi'li§draulic conditions in the 
Sacramento/San Joaqµih,delta as 'w�ll as nortli¢rit'.�liifomia'.';ifydrology. The average long-tenn 
reliability of the State'·��!�r Proje�{\s approxi'�if,�ly 60%. For the Agency, this represents a 
long-term annual supply 'c,f::Jipprqtim�t\?,lY. l 0,400':;�9fe-feet, nearly 7,000 acre-feet less than its 
contracted,,.:affi.§µ#tr;.:AI.id, this;,:�fi�Bmw:1�!:'.�im�ctect{t?,,,decrease over time for a number of 
reason§,{;,'fµ1s' poinfs ':ofibtpe imp�fac!llce ofh�{t)'g1Jtl;>iifto store water in those years when the 

p,,j!,1'•;!:"-"' l i '•'' •,'.•'L -i .. :(:•:;-,-,. "l\jlcilf'.•Hl''_!h 

Table :A:�#�location is high;r·· ;r,he al::Hlityto imporf''arid store more water locally in wet years in the 
future wHtiJ?�/l key to the sti�t�inabilHf, :q{the region and to minimizing the amount of additional 
supplementil,\vctter that mustbe·,procur�q,JQ meet projected water demands. The Department of 
Water Resource�Jl8;S proposed ,a,pelta Coriveyance Facility to improve the reliability of the State 
Water Project by'tmprpving the '.•ijhility to move water across the Delta in average and wet years. 
The Agency strongl§,��pports, ��j§,\1proj ect. 

' '.'{t.�'f.'t:,,: -_: -st,\ 1!,-:<;, :' The Federal and State Enda.rj'.gfred Species Acts govern the volume of water that can be pumped 
out of the Delta. The propo's'�d Delta Conveyance Facility would help protect fisheries while 
enabling more water to be exported from the Delta in wet years. The proposed facility would 
have little or no impact in dry and average years. 

With the completion of Phase 2 of the East Branch Extension in 2017, the Agency could finally 
import its entire Table A allocation when available, plus additional supplies. Completion of this 
$250 million project was a high priority for the Agency, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal 
Water District (Valley District), and the California Department of Water Resources, the 
Agency's partners in this project. With this project online, the region is better equipped to face 
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future droughts due to its ability to import more water in extremely wet years. A description of 
the project may be found in the 2016 Report on Water Conditions. 

The Agency is constructing a new groundwater recharge facility at the comer of Beaumont 
A venue and Brookside A venue in Beaumont. This facility, when completed, will nearly double 
the capacity to deliver water to the region from the East Branch Extension. While the 
conveyance facility itself has a capacity of 64 cfs, the Agency currently has the ability to deliver 
only 20 cfs out of the pipeline, since only one connection exists. This 20 cfs connection is in the 
process of being increased to 34 cfs. The new facility will include a new 20 cfs turnout. When 
completed, this facility, along with the completion of Phase 2 ofJhe East Branch Extension and 
the procurement of the water from A VEK, will help ensure th,{l9ng-term water sustainability of 
the region. ,,}:::/\ 't• 

, di,:::,�·:;;,-:.; :i .. , .' i, 

In addition to these projects, the Agency is considering·!ilf6hi�ihg,_capacity in the Valley 
District's proposed Bunker Hill Conjunctive Use gr9jec( which 'wqµld enable the Agency to 
store water in the Bunker Hill Basin in San Bern�idfoo and deliver"h]6 .retail water agencies 

·!'.l'!•'lilil:; =i:" ·?ri:: : r,,'l 

such as the Yucaipa Valley Water District ancl,;,\�fSouth Mesa Water Co:w,P,,any in dry years. 
'\);!:·,.:»,i_ •• . . ,:·· .i,:, 

«iini1or:,;:1. 

Overall, the Agency's actions related to procuren:ieµti,.,delive,cy;;:i;ind storage'hf}111ported water 
over the past several years have grea,tlyjmproved tli:e\}�µg4:f¢#h'water supply reii4bility of the 
region. 

,:
1
<:�Jf{''.'?t:,:Ii\',;h-,, '

'c;;:;{}(v;\;\,, 
,, 

lf (;.:-1, -;f;: ·:!,•·(':. 

'r,r:i:\.�. �,-\)ri\}-:;/:�\/.'. 
<,,/J..if1;, 

'bj;'1 

2.3 Wastewater t,''i.' ' • · ;;;;c;:.:;;:,·;; ,,,.. . ..,,,,.,_.;: :. '\. 

Three public agencie�r;it
·
:�::::;i��rally reli:�t�i�·.J;t�J�i�eri:�n tribe, discharge treated 

wastewater in the regiont,'y.the citi��}t�fBeaumonf"'.and Banning, the Yucaipa Valley Water 
District, and the Morongd:'��d o,f:Mtssipn Indiitt�}· The annual discharges since 1988 for the 
three pubg,H:§#:w*g� :,tr�atm�hi:l�{tif�k1�it*R,8,�n �'htf:Jgure 5. Figures for the Morongo plant are 
not ava,i}:�p;!fi ' lJriliki(::p,r�s�pita'.HgJk,�nd the''St�t�;!:\¥,ater Project, which are highly variable from 
year to'(y�ar, treated wast�w1J.ter di1{gp,�;rges frorr(lhe region have consistently increased over 
time, as''tli� ,region has devel◊p,ed. Tli��';ihave been relatively constant over the past five years, 
with the exbeption ofBeaumbBttwhich1h�s,shown an increase over that time. Wastewater 
treatment plant' 4i�sharges are �(�,nction d'r'indoor water use, not hydrology or exterior water 
use. Hence they aff 9onsideredifi9j:)be relatively more reliable and stable than imported water or 
local runoff or storriiw�t�r. ::. '\:/)' 

·
·
:)i\i:. :�:�·l,-; ,,,·i�,,l�\t;(�:'.:�:,: -�P Thus, treated wastewater;"ot'f¢dycled water, is an important asset to the region, because it can be 

a reliable water source in th�'::future. All three of the public agencies mentioned above are in 
various stages ofimplementing recycled and/or non-potable water systems for irrigation, golf 
courses, parks, medians, etc., or to recharge it into local groundwater basins. The Yucaipa 
Valley Water District received its pennit to deliver recycled water in 2016. 

As mentioned in Section 1 .0, salinity is a growing concern in California, and recycled water is 
high in dissolved solids or salinity. While recycled water is a huge potential benefit to the 
region, its use as a water supply will require desalting. Desalting is an expensive operation that 
requires brine disposal, a costly process. The Yucaipa Valley Water District has constructed a 
desalination plant and brine disposal pipeline. It is now able to utilize recycled water in lieu of 
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groundwater or imported water for non-potable uses, primarily irrigation and construction water. 
The District has plans to use recycled water for exterior water use in most new homes in 
Calimesa, reducing the amount of potable water required for each new home. 

Use of recycled water either for direct non-potable use or for recharge requires a permit from the 
Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. Such permits will be granted only when the 
Regional Board is convinced that the pennit holder will take all required steps to meet its 
standards for salinity and other constituents based on its current Basin Plan. 

,,, ' 

3.0 Groundwater Condi!l9ns 
.;i, , : , ,i >•;· ,.; 

11,,i\:-;·_{i{i:, ','.i ,·.\.:.;,,: ':,':" 
Figure 3 shows the principal groundwater basins, SQhl�tiines refet't�d to as storage units, in the :_i· ,_- 1,,,. ·_ ,_ ,!.,-/;:,_;;, 

region. The boundaries of these basins are as d�fiy�µ by the Unitediijl�Jes Geological Survey. 
It should be noted that these basins are differeµt:ip;om the groundwatet'1,qis,jns identified by the 
California Department of Water Resources in 'H�}{lplletin 118, which anttl{e1,9,efined basins for 
implementation of CASGEM and SGMA. The Beaitn10nt Ba§111 is the largillt::a,11d most 
productive of these local basins, is t4�19nly one that'i{'�tljud{b�t�d, and serve� ,;�}f�rge majority of 
the population in the region. An adj t•/, '' ;\ , i, , · ,)Jasin is oribi'.#i1)fhich a judge has o�d�red a limit on 
pumping. By the Bulletin 118 defini' "�i,,�, .�aumont B�§iµ,is partly in the San Timoteo Sub-
basin of the Santa Ana Basin and partl e''S,wi\yprgonio''RA�S ,Sub-basin of the Coachella 
Valley Basin. This empha,si�ys the point . . ,J the Agen.�:y:s senlibe area sits on a hydrologic 
divide for both gro,��f,i;- illi�,�::•ce 

w�,Wl:t!:ff' f ii • · •  i' 
The region is character{i�4. by num,�t,1:ms faults';•{i�ich make for complex geology. The 
Beaumont Basin is char�tt��fed 9�iln,�mber of":&fu.aller sub-basins, but can be viewed as one 
continuous ,9,asjn,;9r,storag� µiut/\1f±'cfh�s":been m;tl�l�d in that manner. East of the Beaumont 
Basin is th¢\i3'•hifuiri'g'Basin, an'tl'.',�i�t of thit:t�ithe dib'hon Basin. The Agency is in the process 

, .,:i_ 
)",1:''.·•_·1_1,r1 . l'!;: .. ,_L·,,: '.'!,_ '';_::r';_<\'.;

_'
·;.

, _ "1:,·1_: _,::·• •C;;
_-
• -

of exp�ggjJ1g its model"of.}:th� Be&umpnt Basin (developed by the United States Geologic Survey) 
eastwardi,q' ,jpclude both tli�. �flnniriit�hcl Cabazon basins, or storage units. This work should be 
completed'and:peer-reviewecl J:,y,2019?:,::( : , • . ,  

. 
'._;,.;, ->;. :;:. ,,;,_ :"!; \, · .  
-,,:,,;, :',-), 

The existing m�
C
1'ef:,t� a tool thaf}an be used to predict how various recharge scenarios will 

impact water leve1�·!1ij:�hY Beai,i#j,�ht Basin. 
''t)_:i\::::�( '.{:};'{·.-_,,'' ;;){i jf ��-i}t:,.:· _' 

As the Sustainable GroundW@ff Management Act (SGMA) is implemented by the Department 
of Water Resources, the Ag�h.cy will place great emphasis on participating in Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies (GSA's) for each of the basins within the Agency's service area. This 
will unfold over the next few years. 

3.1 Groundwater Extractions (Production) 

Table 1 smmnarizes groundwater production from the eleven basins in the region. Table 2 
summarizes reported production from each individual producer, whether public or private. 
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Table 3 provides a detailed breakdown of extractions by each reporting producer (including 
some based in San Bernardino County) for each basin ' for the thirteen most recent years of 
available data. Surface diversions from the Whitewater River are not included, as the Agency 
believes that the available data are not reliable enough to report. In addition, they are outside the 
region. These diversions serve as an important water source for both the Banning Bench (through 
the Banning Heights Mutual Water Company) and the City of Banning. 

Figure 6 illustrates the long-tenn trend in reported groundwater production in the region since 
1 947. Figure 7 summarizes the same data since 1 997, about the time significant growth started. 
While Figure 6 shows a distinct increasing trend in groundwat�r.extractions over the long tenn, 
Figure 7 shows that production has not increased greatly ove(f1i\tpast 21 years. While 
production increased from 1 997 through 2007, it has decryi$�g';since that time. In fact, 2007 
remains the peak production year in the region. Whil�J4�,:ibP�!�tion has increased since 1 997, 
water use has largely remained constant, which showftlie' impa'tS't,;gfwater conservation. The 
results of these recent years show a sharp reductiori)iflocal extractiqft�. from 2008 to 2010, 
followed by gradual increases over the next fouf[yeKrs, in contrast to 'tl¢q°a,des of increases prior 
to 2008. Perhaps the most striking element ofl4�§� figures is the sharp''a��gpe in production in 
2015, continued in 2016, also characterized in T�bi�sJ ,  2, ang'>3 , Productr&ii'.iincreased 
significantly in 2017, perhaps due toJ;1., ,combinatio�i6�;m;qW;thi/:fii''the region �rid',;fhey wet year in 
northern California. 't;(j{ii?., . ·"tI,:t!Ji1j�{;;;,� 

· " 

Figure 6 indicates that extractions re�it,*��(t�i�H:Y,ffY const'i�ttf.?m the early 1 960' s to the mid 
1 980's. Extractions incre,as g gradually fr�n:11 that'pqi�tJp1til t1Hfi:�Jp-1 990's, when they started 
to increase significantlx-rt:f:J ,::ii!:'7 shows a'.�tgnific,1;1,�t}nQr�.�-�.e fr6ip)1998 to 2007 (from less 
than 25,000 AF to odf\$'5,000 ·�;;,�n increas,�\Pt§y:�fr' 40%Ji{�d a significant decrease since 
that time, from over 3'�iOQO AF to'J�s,t under 3'1}bodAF in 20i4;''Just under 23,000 AF in 20 15, 
and just over 24,000 AF;-;,UJ'2Q16, igt{��.sing to appt;9ximately 28,000 AF in 20 18  (a decrease of 
about 203/c over·ll years) •, , , , . .  ··" . , ,,; , ,  ... ,.,,., .  ' -"' " 

";,; °:•; : ::• : :, : l ::'.:T\%: ::, ,, . ··.·. �/U,1ii·Y:>' ' ;.: .::::;;:::, : ,1, , ,  .:.:�y·,:s 
Figur¢.:'i�:iill�strates tnii.��tsentai�1

I§..�.;:tre for e�8U}q:asi�'s total production within the region in 
20 18. TB;{g,,is only slightly,i�ifferenffrom the 2017  percentages, with the primary change being a 
decrease i1i"t�e.:Sanning Cany-ph,basin "f'rgm 12.6% to 8.5%. This is likely due to the Banning 
Canyon basiii:�'.iy.tpg less rund{flr 201 8. thJn 2017. The Beaumont Basin production percentage 
increased from 56)'.g� in 2017  t9/5p.9% in 2018. In 20 12, the Beaumont Basin represented only 
48% of all extractio'fi§}Rompareq;'.,t,¢ 57% in 2015, 56% in 2017, and nearly 60% in 2018. This 
increase was primarily:·�t:,t}:te .�i�'.�hse of the Banning Canyon Basin (decreased from 12.6% to 

•!1,,,·(i:,!'•, i:'/1,,, 1i.:)l•!i' 8.5%), the Banning Bench.')3grsfti (decreased from 6% to 1 %), and Edgar Canyon (reduced from 
1 1  % to 5%). The BeaumoriPBasin is the largest basin by far, with nearly 60% of all production. 
The Banning Canyon, Banning, and Edgar Canyon basins are next. The Banning Canyon Basin 
is fed largely by runoff from an interbasin transfer, the flows of which were greatly reduced 
during the drought. With smaller, shallower runoff-fed basins yielding less water, purveyors 
increased dependence on the Beaumont Basin, with its yield increasing from less than half to 
nearly 60% of all production during the five drought years. 

Table 1 indicates that total production in the region increased about 6% from 2017  to 20 18, after 
an 1 1  % increase from 201 6  to 2017. Compared to the peak year of 2007, when production 
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totaled 35 ,474 acre-feet, this represents a 20% reduction in groundwater production over the past 
eleven years, with most of this decrease coming in one year-201 5. It should be noted that, in 
201 5, the State Water Resources Control Board implemented mandatory water conservation 
measures throughout the State. This was the primary reason for the large decrease in production 
from 2014  to 2015. The fact that production increased only 6% in 20 16  indicates that residents in 
the region were continuing their water conservation practices. The 1 1  % increase from 2016 to 
201 7  could indicate that these practices were no longer as popular, or that there were a 
significant number of new residents, or a combination of both. 

In the Beaumont Basin, the region's largest, production increas�.ctabout 6%, from 15,049 to 
1 6,973 acre-feet. As can be seen from Table 3, this was prin:ranfy a result of increases from the 
City of Banning, the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District; · ind Plantation on the Lake. Oak 
Valley Management actually decreased its extractions,ug�grtg't�tyear. 

, r. ';!l\):I 
·
· ;,, ·:, 

,f·,·,, ,, 

The Cabazon Basin presents an interesting data §y{'.\:A:bcording tot�f :d.ata submitted to the 
Agency, extractions from this basin decreased.,1:>y}�pproximately 55¾;£i-9ni 2007 to 20 12, yet 
increased by over 80% in 2013 and decreasecfhy/1i% in 2014 and anoth�f1�% in 2015. These 
numbers lead to a question of whether the data atJ}¢'9i:rect ey�f:yyear, esp�bi'iily in 2012, when 
the data showed extractions of 654 a�n�-feet, comp�r��JP,.,.�gQ)�'cre-feet in 2oi 1\�11d 1226 acre­
feet in 201 3 .  In verbal discussions �itp\t,4,� General Mati;�g�'f of the Cabazon Water District, 
there was an indication that these nun\bbrli@:�,iµfact cmieQ�J\�nd reflect a rapidiy decreasing 
demand for a number of years, followed,&},' aii''$;$H�e in defu,�P,g when the outlet malls 
expanded and began ta1cing water deliveri'¢sdrom''th'.ij;,Di,strict. TlieJ,2% reduction in production 
from 20 13  to 2014 is n,qfreaa'�ly,,explained�½;�p.ile t4ii'�'.%:�i4�,cre���/from 20 14  to 2015  is readily 
explained by the aforep,ieiitionJd ,'\y�ter cons'ia¥i:itj9IT;t�'gufati�µ�,;:, The 32% increase in 20 17, 
from 9667 to 1277 AF/}s ,also nofya�ily expla'1#,�gf!/rBxtractioris from this basin have stabilized 
over the past two years at';about 1 ,is:Q AF in botRi2Q 1 7  and 201 8. 

1 ·' , -i\ ."" _ ,,;".{'t>i•1::•;--./',;tu,,, ,, . .  • :•, . i 

Table 2 .��1j;�;��i9y�rall ptq#�;;;��·;�td�n�t:, {iiardless of basin. In reviewing the 
produegfiqxiby the majorWater agciµ.\;jes and ovedH�rs, the data are relatively consistent, with 
most o·wf)'.er� showing only)nipor ilici-�ci,�es or decreases in production. Two retail water 
agencies, tli�J,gity of Banning'}ipd the "Ili'atµnont Cherry Valley Water District, show distinct 
increases of So/d'a11d 7%, respe6'th,ely, whh� the Yucaipa Valley Water District shows an 
increase of ove/3'§Q%, This, hq#ever, remains a relatively small number. Plantation on the 
Lake represents a large, percent�ge)ncrease of nearly ten times its 20 17  extractions. The reason 
for this is not known; 'its. 111an�g�rtient has not shared information with the Agency. 

·; :/,'/_:;.;'.·?i-: :"\J
'.
:''; •• . . . I 

An examination of the grouritlwater production data demonstrates that, overall, economic 
conditions, annual precipitation, and temperature play large roles in detennining residential 
water demand in any given year. The gradual increase in water production in the region over the 
four years from 201 1 to 2014 can be explained in large measure by a gradually recovering 
economy, which causes higher water use. Per capita reductions in water use in homes over the 
three years prior to that could be explained either by cutbacks due to economic conditions during 
that time, reduced usage due to higher water rates, or water conservation efforts on the part of 
local residents. A detailed study would have to be perfonned to detennine the specific impacts 
of these issues on the reduction in water demand during that three year period. The increased use 
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in 2018 is likely a strong function of overall population growth amid a strong economy, 
including the construction of new homes in the region. 

The reduction in production due to decreased water demand from 2008 to 2010, and especially 
the dramatic drop in 2015 and continuing to 2016, point out a major issue within the water 
industry. As water demand falls, water sales revenues fall, making it difficult for water agencies 
to meet financial obligations, especially fixed costs. Most of their costs (primarily labor) are 
fixed and do not decrease when water demand falls. These agencies have to make up for these 
lost revenues in other ways, either by changing their rate structures, by increasing water rates, by 
reducing their costs, or by drawing from reserves. Over the past several years, water districts 
throughout California have gradually begun implementing tieiiclrnte structures, which charge a 
higher rate for more water use. The Agency has held its whol�§ale water rate constant since 
2009, one of the few water agencies in the state to be �kl�'.'.t(fdp\�q during the drought. It is 
considering increasing its water rate in 2019. , ., ,, .,, .. · ' ,r, · · 

Review of the data for 2018 shows that mand�t6£§.:':&�ter conservationfiu:easures imposed in 2015 
are likely seen as old news for many people. R�§fd_ents of the San Gorgbrtio.Pass significantly 
decreased their water use in 2015 in response to''lff�povemorl� Executiv�"order and its 
implementation by the State Water ��§�Urces Conti6fiP€l{�I·:arid continued th��r,.;.}"ater 
conservation efforts into 2016, but tqf§)��qJ1ot contimie'.·#if.9' '2017 or 2018. Witli'hew legislation 
passed in 2018 that will make water c�#J$,�ty�t,ipr measure's·::pcrmanent, it remains to be seen if 
local resi�ents (as well as residents thrdtt,�o'iiftij�ti�t�te) can ·rim,P down their per capita water 
use over time. 'l'',\'!,,. ·,"\'.{{'.'. ,\,: ··· ".,·: . .'.'' '· , 

3.2 
'- . • .:-1 :(-- ·: .; ;•,:· 

State of Over'.<:b;iift 

''i!{/2,}11 �t-·':,,,:· -'} , . ., ·, 
'1i•" · , <T -· ::.::,•-:.·i . •  ,\.:;•·.:.' .. '; ., 
\;\:'./:-) ,1;;,=, :. , ':"-'.';:.-. 

s',i1:!/• ·";i\:;:, {\??· ,, 
Overdraft of a ground�J�,tr.:� asin �if�rs to the art1,;91:�nt of water pumped out in excess of its safe 
yield. Safe :0�14, ,i..s. the avet�fgy �@'µ�l<t�gl�nishm�'t,tt,of a basin through natural sources such as 
rainfall, rwl,g;f.f, ;sngm-i;i�lt, ancl,.).i;�µerflciws\fr.9m otlie,r,;:,groundwater basins, as well as man-made 
sources.;;��ch·�s rettrrh'.:;flb:ws fr�A{;,imgation ari'd)s¢gti't tanks. Safe yield is difficult to establish 

'·: ,,: /' ;' "!11 ,''· .,t, ·iF'..Jd\;;i•: ·, ' · < :,_;,• and represents only an aver�ge. Iri"&'.;giyen year, natural replenishment of a groundwater basin 
could be ffi.◊ry or less than thij:�verage'.!:'s'.�f� yield, depending on local hydrology. As a basin 
changes, for'�i�ple through;'ij,�'Y,elop�Bri.t/or as its management changes, the safe yield can 
also change. · ' · ·· "..},;";. 

.\·'/i\', 
'·, , .=_-, _/:_:, .\?·:·-;:i.:/; The Agency has bee1i ,ylosely rrtoµ.itoring overdraft of the Beaumont Basin since at least 1988, 

''.:;:t,:i,,,,· ,!-\_::,i.,J.,;•,,, 

when the Agency's first:e,p:S,�:n��f,fng investigation of the basin indicated that pumping 
significantly exceeded the'b}i�i'n' s probable safe yield. Studies by the Agency have pointed to an 
estimated long-tenn average safe yield of about 5,000 to 6,100 acre feet per year for the 
Beaumont Basin (Boyle Engineering, 1995; Boyle Engineering, 2002). This is smaller than the 
safe yield of 8,650 acre feet that was defined in the 2004 Beaumont Basin Stipulated Judgment, a 
number which represents the sum of overlier water rights. Overlier water rights refer to rights 
based on historical production for water used on the land. 

In order to remedy the possibility of long-tenn overdraft, the Judgment requires the Beaumont 
Basin W ate1master to "redetermine" the safe yield of the basin at least once every ten years, 
beginning ten years after the date of entry of the Judgment (no later than February 2014). If the 
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redetennined safe yield were to be different from the 8,650 acre feet per year identified in the 
Judgment, it would change the amount of overdraft on an annual basis. 

In April 2015, the Beaumont Basin Watermaster adopted a resolution determining the safe yield 
to be 6,700 acre-feet per year, after having a consultant model the basin. This is close to the 
Agency's earlier estimate of 6,100 acre-feet per year. This has broad-ranging implications for 
the future, as it means that less water will be able to be pumped out of the basin each year. 
However it also means that the Basin will be more sustainable in the long term, which will serve 
the region well. 

According to the Judgment, the basin must be in balance after .2,0}4. That is, the total amount 
pumped out in any given year cannot exceed the average s?lof.v . .Y.i�Id as identified by the 
Watermaster unless it is drawn out of storage accounts a.lf��q.f,jn place at that time, or 
replenished from additional sources, including State W,&t�f PioJ�ctwater, recycled water, 
stormwater, or some other source. ,.,:,:;,: ·: ." . · · · ·

.
:" ' . . ,'. , , , , 

Total production in 201.8 from the basin, as re�4�.�t·was 16,973 ac;��(��t Therefore, the 
Beaumont Basin experienced an apparent overofJftof about 10,273 acre2f�'.�t,, assuming an 
average safe yield of 6,700 acre-feet. This was trt·of�Jhan offs'.�t, however, 'BJi,;iilJlpOrting 13,174 

�y,J.;l,_a , l 'i'.'.''••'.!'.•'•·i'" f: ,'.,',f/,": 

acre-feet of supplemental water. Tht,s,,ts the seventh1ti�yjp,:,11irte years that th�·•¥6lume pumped 
,�l :.,.,� _-,.' 

[;\, !i;J;/ f_!;! ,; .... ,,, . . i;br •;d:i' 

out of the basin was less than the SliDJi:�i{�0,Yrage naturalt.r�2�arge plus imported water. This is 
the biggest impact of the Agency on Io'.g51,l'W�ter .resources<''.f¢gucing and eliminating 
groundwater overdraft. · {.::r. · ' 

· 

.,-,_·,:; , .. _i:_'\ _ . :;_;i.:/f:n -:,, ;.·,,:,_-i-'.?,r>:.-.;,;___ ·:;;·\/(_i,\;,_ In years when productipµ,)¢XC:yeqs the aveh(�e safeJi:¢14 ,pltlS imp6rj;ed water, such as 2015, the 
"apparent', overdraft,Jij/#i ·tad' ri6,{:\i._true ov�r4t,��/:��;the' �i·,f�:�$,;,pro

0

duction comes out of storage 
accounts. That is, walMtl:rnt was p��yiously p'qt'.¢Ji:ased from thfi"'Agency and added to basin 
storage through recharg6)wa.� draw;µ put of stodg�;thus not counting against the safe yield. 

/·<• i,1,,•., ;i, .,·1 .,,,.::-i:•/<1.,\ . , · :,,;),\\)}, !.  
_,t'.'i,}�·,','//:'/:/'(.t:'.-'.-', ':_.r,._. . ·:Jt\),'.i'.,:,-

Selecting;J,��;}I�.$,;;�::(�;�§f yeaNth�::yeat wli�p;,.;�i,gnifi9,�9-t increases in production began in the 
region);;,:.tg�·'!cumulafi'vlt:9Yfrdraft'Jn.Jhe Beaufri:9µt,J?,asin since that time ( assuming the Agency's 
originili�&#mated safe yiGJ�,9f 6, lO,Q;;,��re-feet) \1/Buld be approximately 190,000 acre-feet, an 
average ofJ>/000 acre-feet p�f<:year ov�ftqe past 20 years, without importation of State Water 
Project water? :fJgure 9a depJ�fs,,this griipIJJcally. Through 2018, the Agency has imported over 

. '>\ i,;,, ... , "- !,i;I.-,,_!,!, , . ,'). 

111,000 acre-feet,qf supplemeritil'.Lwater (Table 4). This offsets the cumulative overdraft and 
reduces it to app;di;jfui:l:tely 80,0QQ'.',acre-feet over the same time period. This is depicted in 
Figure 9b. The diff�f�gf� in,t,ij�$i two figures shows the immense impact that the State Water 
Project and the Agency''H�y�)i'a:cFon the region since water importation began in earnest in 2006. 

;i,;•,[«:.,\,-:',:' 

Although other local ground�ater basins are at similar risk of overdraft, the state of the overdraft 
of the Beaumont Basin is far more apparent (in paii because it has been studied more) and, due 
to the large population served by the basin, more critical to the region. Since the safe yields of 
other basins in the region have not yet been defined, it is difficult to determine whether or not 
they are in overdraft at this time. However, monitoring of water levels in these basins shows that 
levels are decreasing in at least some of the eleven basins in the region. 

The Agency is continuing studies of the Cabazon Basin and at some point in the next few years 
will likely define an average safe yield for this basin. It is estimated that this is the second 
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largest basin in the region based on storage volume. Other basins will require additional studies 
over time to better understand their geology and hydrology. It is believed that most of them have 
storage volumes and safe yields far smaller than the Beaumont and Cabazon basins. 

With the advent of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, passed by the Legislature in 
2014, management of groundwater basins in California will change significantly. Virtually all 
basins will be required to have a plan to be managed sustainably by 2022. This means that a plan 
must be in place to ensure that each basin is in long-term balance. Each plan must detail a 
method for implementing this, either through reductions in production or through artificial 
recharge (recharge of the basin with non-native water, recycled :water, or stormwater), or better 
management of the basin, or a combination of all three. AdjµqJ�·ited basins (such as the 
Beaumont Basin) are exempt from SGMA. e.{•/5/>" 

-1···_: ·'.
·
:\'.1�,,\,;-ft:r�:',:,",, 

Implementation of SGMA will be by groundwater basiij.�)fefin�,P P,Y the Department of Water 
Resources in its Bulletin 118. In that document, there.are only twc}',11'rlajor groundwater basins in 
the Agency's service area-the San Gorgonio f���'.istib-basin ofth�·'l_'.;§�5:hella Valley Basin, and 
the San Timoteo sub-basin of the Santa Ana �:i�:�,�- In addition, a small'�;�[!:ion of the Yucaipa 
sub-basin is in the Agency's service area. As tHl\f'/�gency contJnues to publ,i�h,, this report every 
year, and as SGMA is gradually implemented ovet'lp'.y,.p.exts�y¢ral years, soni§·\fhanges may be 
made in this report to reflect the facttl;iat, the DWR BMlittl;i�{tindaries are the "offi¢ial" 
groundwater basins of the State. In

1

'Hi�f;¢antime, the k1f!qy will continue to report on the 
!,,,;i

·t.1 ·,i . .')ti(! f<· ·. . . ·•�i,!,,1�!/l·,. 

eleven separate and distinct groundwaf�fi:Pa�i�lJ:Yithin the''r�'.g\g,n. 
=:·:.1:1\i,'. ' • l'; ,:/';i':J;· \<>\:-,,,,,. 

'\W{:i/!:,1ti-. 
3.3 Groundwater Levels ···•·st ·;,. •,•,· , ;§1!t,\,·,·, . 

- .· 
- .  

."\(j!:°H·,,/,/i 

«,:DX:;.:: :;.. . .  , .  . .. . . .. ,,;,J:'.:(;{/j't}t,>,·,, 
The Agency monitor�}�'.£ter le✓gf�}µ a largt/tiQ&J{g#ffg ;�i1\i,1i'.�twork. Currently there are 
approximately 110 w�Lttj,n the syst�p,:1, each of;,Wii'ch is monitci'red for groundwater elevation 
twice a year, typically iri 11\:fay and Nqv;ymber. Tli,�'.;;rp.onitoring network is depicted on Figure 
10. . . /·.,. .... _�·- ·;;::':-,,! , .  

. 1-,,i;,,.1 ,· , .. : ·, ,..•; . ,  ·':i:r. ::;.1:·i,:·-'(, !1:,\l,i,· .. ,(.�,·.y,' •
• 
,
•,1
.

·
,.
,
.·,
' 

.
• ,
·
.;. ,(!;,;,"\" '',:, !'-· '• ,.;· ;. _ -

.J!!?{:;,/t;:, ,.,, ·.. . ·:.- :.·)=> >?;-:,-,,, ·,;:,. :: ,, ·: ;: )( -� ,. ',ti/:'.; 
,�i?t:lfi;\r·' •.·-1

·
, .. ::/}i';'i':; ·-··. ",or< ·:? --

. 
•,,{:,�<:'::{·(.; . . ,-;,;·· 

Betwe�g1,1f:ill 2017 and'F,�1}}018)�$proximat'�iylg6 of the wells had water level changes, 
includingi,�/�;\lmber of site·�f:\yitp. mt1ltipi� wells. Of these, three sites had wells that recorded a 
water level 'irj:gr�ase of more'tJiiA five fe�t.,;,73 recorded a decline of more than five feet, and the 
remaining so'r�.¢orded little or"tlg:,change': , ,,.,6f the three wells showing a large increase in water 
levels, two are irt·tlte ,Beaumont1!Basin, while the third is in the South Beaumont Basin. Of the 23 
wells showing deci'fK�t�?f mor�ifh�n five feet, four of them are in the Beaumont Basin, while the 
rest are in basins in thet�§J,e,,W:Ji9ftion of the region-Banning Canyon Basin, Banning Bench 
Basin, Banning Basin, arin::q:�1:>'azon Basin. These are depicted on Figure 11. Overall, this figure 
shows the continual decline 'ofwater levels in the Cabazon Basin. It is thought that this is a 
natural phenomenon but more will be known as the SGMA process progresses. 

As of 2011, the Agency is part of the California State Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 
(CASGEM) system. This is a formal statewide groundwater monitoring system initiated through 
2009 legislation. The Agency is the formal monitoring entity for two basins-the San Timoteo 
sub-basin and the San Gorgonio sub-basin-which roughly correspond to the Agency's 
boundaries. As noted above, the state uses different basin names because it views the statewide 
geology and hydrology on a larger scale, and aggregates smaller basins into larger ones. What is 
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known in the CASGEM system as the San Timoteo sub-basin is essentially the Beaumont Basin, 
the Singleton Basin, the South Beaumont Basin, and the San Timoteo Basin, and what CASGEM 
labels the San Gorgonio sub-basin is essentially the Cabazon Basin, the Banning Bench Basin, 
the Banning Canyon Basin, the Banning Basin, and the Millard Canyon Basin. While the 
boundaries are not exact, they are similar. The Agency files water level data for selected wells 
through the Department of Water Resources into the CASGEM database. These data are 
available on the CASGEM web site. At some point in the future, the CASGEM data reporting 
will disappear, as it will be superseded by implementation of SOMA, which has a higher 
standard of sustainable groundwater basins, as opposed to the CASGEM standard of simply 
reporting groundwater elevation data. 

Figures 12 through 17 show time-series groundwater eleyc1-tio'ns (hydro graphs) for selected 
wells in five different basins within the Agency servi�y:'.�tia':'·'.''Jingeneral, these same wells have 
been depicted in this report for the past several year,§., '; '\;f' · . , ,, ,,, 

.;,:°;_·, :r\.·:•;, -, 1;_l'' 1, 

/,· (, , '  , ,,, ' , 

The two wells shown in Figure 12 are Bannin,g(,��Ja�ction wells in,,ih'd\B{lnning Basin. Each 
shows great variability in groundwater elevati64:;ftpm 2002 to 2006. Bdth ;9f these wells showed 
a long-term trend oflower groundwater levels utlttJ,J��ently.,, ,:�Qth appear 'id:;ty1elatively stable 
over the past few years, with a slight,jp,prease in wafet,;l��,1?l�/9J,�r the past 2-3y��fs. The well 
depicted in Figure 12a appears to hiili:ml<lirig at a wateNl:�M�l'between 350 and 400 feet below 
ground surface with a slight increasingc/§)Bpi; , he well itt<',\Eig,µre 12b is down about 75 feet 
since 1998, but appears to be stable at ��F,{?X , .,:,, ,;�ll.375 fe�t.,��}?w ground surface. The latest 
data point indicates a poss,iJJJ� increase irl"'�,c,iter levef:th.�twill be::,sl2.sely monitored. The 
Banning Basin gets n�,::���'q�#�

:,:�f�harge. ''t:t\,:, ,, ,. ,l§'t!L"t)!}1,,. . ,  "\',\ :· 

,7,,,,,J, . . . ,, ... ,,, , :,,;';\':,,. ,1,1,1,'.',)J{; :;N '' , ::'"'\' ._. 
The five wells depicteq'J:g Figures/(3,-15 are rn:iJE�;;,Beaumontlfasin. The wells in Figures 13b 
and 15b are in the sam6'l�'.g�tion, .�RPX£�imately{;f ppo feet east of Beaumont Avenue and 50 feet 
-south of C�ep-y V,aHey Boulijv:ardJri?¢1Ietriy Valley3tThis location is likely influenced by the 
past rec�iwJ¥;�t Littii�,�1:1 G�it�d.io c;;�k�{���:HP?;il,�ly by the recharge at Noble Creek. The 
upturnJ�'•)yvater levels' 'frqti),2008:,rg\,gpl4  indicat��;)hat this is quite likely the case. The downturn 
since tliat;li1¥e could be afti;ibµted to<the,fact that 110 water has been recharged at Little San 
Gorgonio \:I�ting that time, or pq,ssibly':tg\Jpe drought during that time, in which less water was 
available for'"f�th�rge at N obi'l'creek. :Sbtli wells show an increase in water level in 2018, when 
a lot of imported ty�t�r was recliitged into the Beaumont Basin at Noble Creek. The well in 
Figure 13a is on the;<)ll,k ValleyX:1,olf Course. After a steady drop over at least a decade, the 
water surface appears' 'H),,b� st.�fiHzing over the past two years. This may be due to reduced 
production from Oak Va11�Vf�rtners and/or Oak Valley Management, as indicated in Table 2. 

The wells in Figures 14 and 15a are on Calimesa Boulevard near the western edge of the 
Beaumont Basin. These wells show continually falling water levels over the past decade and a 
half, with a possible leveling off since 2017. That portion of the Beaumont Basin would appear 
to not be influenced as yet by the ongoing recharge efforts and reduced production. While it is 
clear that ongoing recharge and reduced extractions have had an impact on at least some of the 
wells in the Beaumont Basin, water levels at other wells are still falling. There is some 
indication of some leveling out of the lengthy decline over the past year. It remains to be seen if 
this will be a trend or is simply an anomaly. 
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The well in Figure 16 is in the Cabazon Basin and is a production well of the Mission Springs 
Water District. It shows a drop of more than 15 feet over the past ten years. These data would 
seem to indicate that water levels in the Cabazon Basin are dropping and have been for a number 
of years. This is somewhat surprising, given the decline in extractions from this basin over the 
past several years. This could mean that inflows to the basin have also declined over the same 
period of time. It could mean that any impact of reduced extractions just requires a longer 
response time before the impact is seen in wells. It certainly means that there are other factors at 
work in this basin that impact water surface elevations that are beyond the scope of this report. It 
is possible that this is part of a natural cycle for this basin, that jt,drops for many years and then 
in one large storm refills itself. The Agency and other parti(;)S will' model this basin as part of 
SGMA implementation and in a few years should have a, JJ:eft�t'{dea how it works. 

,,. _. .· - .. -, ii·:;, 
y;jf\ ' :  ·· • ·  This significant drop in water levels is one reason tpf!t 'the'Agericfll,�s worked with the United 

States Geological Survey to extend its model ofJl;i.�J3,eaumont Basin]q the Cabazon Basin. The 
Agency wishes to learn more about the Cabazg�]Ja�in and how it reict{t9 various hydrologic 
events. The basin is an important regional reiBurce as a water supply sch.free and storage 

H)1Yi'\i': •;":, ,.:,,_··:_· 

reservoir and the Agency is trying to better undets'ta:nd the d�tailed workings c>f it. 
Implementation of SGMA will leadJp,,,cl better und,�f§,itr�iji':pFthe basin. ' ';,'.:};

{'.
.:,., 

iih-·./,•11;, ', -il,";·;";:"1:;.-;,1,·-

The wells depicted in Figure 17 are 'r�(, , e' , ;i:J:ligiesa and B�ii11�ng Canyon Basins. The data in 
Figure 17b show clearly that the Bannirt�.,,c'artyqtrJ3asin is 'a;;$h)11low basin, and that water levels 
fluctuate more in such basins. The year ':ip'�,6 w�ti{;;fy'ejpne l�fill'y,, and the figure shows that 

'. -_,:;J)t(-'• l. '·:(>·-- •�ii' :'
;·;•1!;, 1 .'('=\J,,_, 'ti••._ _  ":_!_, ,; _,_··,. groundwater levels in .tl1;�:•��§it(}2,c,pne up ne�r,J}' 15 f.<ir�{!.Jn�t,::y,¥ar. Tije next three years, on the 

other hand, were dry:gµ�s�· ancf'th;�;::water levefi' gpp�d ne�tly,��,xen feet in that time. The level 
in this well is influencI�ij;by the ampi);nt of wa .· 1mported to the'basin through a trans-basin 

•l;:"''_";ti.,. ·_:;:,::i,;11 >li;_,,..:lf-!. transfer and conveyed by(,1V.Jlume $}'§fem that is oy,-�r 100 years old. The system has transported 
'!,l<tfJ,liJli. ,r_l'r1•·:1:"'!'_l:1;i'."?'· ·1:1_1i,,!·1!. 

much less yi:a,t�f:iAE�cent ye',t�;, , ,,,., {tqy!�;;��ve a11·1,,w.pact on the continually declining water 
level inJ1¥�, \velL ;':DQ-�.!,�.�ta fot'{,;,;,,,,,t,, ell irl''tn,�;1�:a,lim��a Basin show that groundwater levels 
increa�.�g:Jn 2006 and l1lQ�;,remifiij�tl.,relatively"'c:g;p,stant since, with a slight downward trend 
over the'pfovious 2-3 yearsJn,,1t seJnittQ have reversed itself this past year. This could have to 
do with tht.Yucaipa Valley W'.ater Dislt.t��(;,fl filtration plant, which came online in 2006. This 

,j ,··· · . :,_,. ,,:>,;/;,,,,._ •il''.:!1•�t1_\1 
event reduced extrnctions fr0111\t1ie Calini�sa Basin and likely contributed to the stabilization of 
the water level. , '.T4� .�light droJ�jjfom 2014-2017 could have to do with the drought from 2012-
2016. ' <.;_ , •  !',:,,, .,,,,,',,,, 

"·.' ' .:, <,-,, .; :! 

i(itv'.; c,!rtf}i,i( ' . . . . These figures represent on}y: a';$ihall portion of all groundwater elevation data available m the 
region. These data indicate'lhat, in general, groundwater elevations continue to decline except in 
certain areas where recharge of imported water or the switch to surface water is apparently 
stabilizing or even raising the water levels. Reductions in extractions over the past six years 
have in many cases slowed the rate of decline. 

The implications of lower water levels are great. As water levels decline throughout the local 
basins, every well will have to pump water from a lower elevation, thus increasing power costs 
for well owners and rate payers. Some overliers' wells may be quite shallow, and as water levels 
decline further some of these wells may be in danger of going dry. This would necessitate a 
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large expense to the overlier-either a new well, a deeper well, or connection to one of the water 
purveyors ' systems. 

In general, continually decreasing water levels can also lead to land subsidence (sinking) and the 
drying up of traditional wetlands or streambeds. In the region, most of these wet areas, to the 
extent that they existed, dried up decades ago. The Beaumont Basin Watermaster is charged 
with monitoring land elevations to determine if subsidence is occurring in the Beaumont Basin. 
As of this time, the Watermaster has not reported any appreciable land subsidence over the basin. 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SOMA) will rnquire Groundwater 
Sustainability Plans (GSP's) for all medium and high priority g!Qlindwater basins in California 
by 2022, with sustainability to be reached within 20 years a'ftel"that time. It remains to be seen 
how SOMA may impact long-term groundwater level�,:1fajhgl(;i,tjs likely that they will stabilize 
over the next two decades. This report will continu,�Jd'fn'onitor 'W�tyr levels in part to determine 
if implementation of these GSP's will impact aUi'�lls� or some fr'kc:f{qp. thereof. 

o .; ., :;, , . ,. ,•·it:' 
, ·,· ,.,, ! (t>' 
·· ·.'·"•:;_. ,: · ·1:-.,, i ; ; 

•i;;:,,_ ,, .. ''LJ_/\••;_l,. 
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4.1 State Water Project 

4.0 Water Quality 

The Agency takes delivery of its State Water Project water at the Devil Canyon hydroelectric 
facility in San Bernardino and conveys it through the East Branch Extension to various delivery 
points. Water quality is a very important component of the Agency 's supplemental water supply 
program. . "?: >:-·, 

:'- /:..:-! : ·  

Table 5 shows six common constituents and their mea�µi¢'.4•;�Qp.thly concentrations from the 
ii1\r ·-,-,,-:·,.',,;;.".: ':1J-·•�.: ·,\ 

SWP system at Devil Canyon over the past four yec1;r�•°"':;fDS, ott9J;:tl dissolved solids, is perhaps 
the most significant constituent in this table. It nmr�'s�nts salinity,"'w];iich is important to water 

,,ii:.,?·!.l_,J:.''�•l' ·,;1;i;•,'(,''.', 

agencies in California. It can be seen that TDS &y�sinostly below 300:p�rts per million (ppm) or 
milligrams per liter (mg/1) through 2013. In 20)}�;: the third consecutive ���t of drought, a 
number ofreadings above 300 appear; this is to 'b�;i��pected ip.Jlry years. Tijf§,pontinued in 
2015, another dry year, as the monthly average wal•�\i9yeJ,0'.Q\:¢very month th�t1\.year. In 2016, a 

,1:•,;1J _ _! , 1,,;u1.i;1?-./"{;_:1:!,,_,,;·.,_. ·,:\t.'!_1:,1_:,i 
somewhat wetter year, the monthly .i.\y�yage is above 30,Qi[Qt 'six of the twelve mbriths. Many 

1,;,J,Jl,;i:1_:1;;,.1·_'.:.'!<, ·ii:1:•;ji<1.: 1_ir• readings from 2011 through 2013 aret�;Jh�I�1,Q-250 ppm'i(��&e, and there are a number of 
readings in the 220 range and below. Ifkf 911(:W,:nt.2� was a"f�J;!H,vely wet year in northern 
California, TDS readings were very low '�ft.�r J aniia;f�t}:'.;['his is':sllJ,ficant because the ambient 
salinity concentration oftfi�\(3,e�µmont Ba'�fn.:is app£Q�lm�t.�ly 280,/ppm, so the great majority of 
the time, importation,,{dr,:sWf>'w�t�rreduces''·ll±� oy:�ritl":cdhb��tr,c1tion of salinity in the Beaumont 
basin. The numbers"'§��w that 2drs'was an a�'gf'���i"year in Ndrthern California, as the TDS 
numbers are average thll!{�glJout th,�?year. The �1���hly average ranges from a low of212 ppm in 
Septembe� !9,Jt pjgµ of 295-,'f?�W,;-\�iJ!(�Q,��filg�r. '(/:/}> . 

. , ;.,, ,,r . .ii';),,.r: .. :,n,:;ii it\ .,, ' i{;c,:::;,, ,. ,:t· , ,.J'I{E'.,• .•,':s.. ,. ·;;,_·/;'.•:. 
Figure,':'i(:8,;;shows the tn(ibthly ave:ra,ge salinity 'c◊11G�ntration at Devil Canyon since 2008, while 

i11i,1'.1;er,i,1· ·i:Ji,•,:
t
:, .. '1, ·•iii'.',!.'':?,. ':; , ,,1,,, 

Figure ·,1�':,�hows the aruit14,l'ayerage;;�'ince 1992. Table 5 and Figure 18 clearly show an outlier 
salinity cdri��µ,tration in 2014,Jhat is ih�¢}ythe result of an incorrect reading or analysis. The 
annual averag�::'�p;()wn in Figur�}:J.,� is use'rµl because it indicates clearly that salinity is higher in 
dry years and loW�tin wet yearf'.(a,s measured in northern California). The two highest years, 
1991 and 1992, w'�i�:;yery dry aiid}he last two years of a five year drought in California. The 
years 1996, 1997, 199t'?Q061. ,J9Jl , and 2017 were all very wet years (in the case of 2011 and 
2017, it was a wet year fo,pq'ij\i,�fu California, where State Water Project water originates). 
Salinity in 2010 is significantly lower than the previous three years, which represented a three 
year drought in California. This inverse correlation between salinity and rainfall comes about 
because State Water Project water passes through the Sacramento/San Joaquin delta. In dry 
years, there is less fresh water available to flush out the system by pushing relatively more saline 
water to the ocean, so the fresh water/salt water interface is higher in the delta and hence salinity 
of SWP water is higher. 

These figures also point out why it is advantageous to take more water in wet years when it is 
available-the water has a lower salinity in those years. In the long tenn, water quality (from a 

2 1/51 



salinity standpoint) is helped by hydrology, as more water is typically delivered in wet years 
when salinity is lower, and less water is delivered in dry years when salinity is higher. 

4.2 Groundwater 

The Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board's Basin Plan has a maximum benefit goal 
of 3 3 0 ppm of salinity for the Beaumont Management Zone, which includes the Beaumont 
Basin. The current ambient salinity concentration in the Beaumont basin is approximately 280 
ppm. The Basin Plan requires local entities to begin planning desalters when the ambient TDS 
concentration increases to 320 ppm or if other conditions are met, These desalters must be online 
within seven years after that time. The City of Beaumont is d�v'eloping a plan to construct a 
desalter within the next few years . ,  . .  · · ·  

\'j_·:·1 ; -, 

,,:}'Tt\/::,Y " ,i :';:_,.,: :, 

Groundwater quality in the region is very high. Th.�ntf�';fi� kdd�rj: 11istorical industrial or mining 
activity in the region that has generated harmful ,p}µp;i'es of pollutant�r .. Jn addition to salinity or 
TDS, nitrate is the only other constituent that n��qffo be monitored closely. This too is 
regulated by the Regional Board, but nitrate �a4��11trations are currently'W,ell within the 
maximum benefit standards. Over the past few 9b�r,§,,1there h,.�y�,been isolit'�§.;ipcidents of high 
nitrates at individual wells for short ns;pods of time/',tfp_i,p Jy;\:�fter a large rains{Rtp:i that causes 
flushing of the system. However th���,t:Q/:t;Y� not proverh . ,, , .  :i•a health hazard. ,.,,,,, , 

·1,:t!./{i1,:':'·\'i,\;\'.:;i\if;\;,:;, ;i,}, , .. . ·,,,1;;,,:(:((i);\, . ,,, 
Nitrates in ambient groundwater do nofJJ�1�essatjJy;Jranslate'tq;i.1, .fianger in drinking water. 
Nitrates in drinking water ,il!.�legulated if%'tge Calffq�j�,,Depafttp.�gt of Public Health, not the 
Regional Board . Nitr�ty.s:)1.+ 8!8M.p,:,dwater 2��b�ffec1tr:�tt{�:xrwanaMtl if needed through dilution. 
If nitrates were to be,,pQtjJ.'e' a per'sI�t�nt problew'.:;i,1;1.'.�::tlarticulatm�q1tion, the local purveyor may 
consider installing wel\he,1:1d treatITI�Ut for nitrat:��'j:,:)iSuch treatrri'�nt is costly. However, there is 
no evidence that such treattnent is diijeded in th�1

't¢gion at this time. 
·• <;,;'.•tr: ';:;,::,,,,,. ; ·•,,·i:.(·\,::, ·ti?i\1:i::.:i{)]!::W;::;,;,', 'l,;,,, ·e:, ,;r}},., 

1t shoul9;Ji�::pofedi:th,'�t,�.�linitji',ifi;Jlfinkin'i:tw:�i�rJs regulated by a secondary water quality 
standart.l)t:�hile nitrattff&:i�gulafed1,µnder a pnrrt'fi'.!7Y,:standard. Primary standards are for 
constitue�fathat can directly· i1npatfhµ1,1.1an health. Secondary standards are for constituents that 
do not dir�'btly,impact humaifh�alth, butI�liat may have aesthetic issues. Salinity is not hannful 
to human heilth1and safety dir�8tly, whiie'<:hitrate can be harmful at high concentrations, 
particularly to i�t:fi#i$,, ''{S}\ 

,; (<. · ·l:, '; ; . , (r�: :;, '.; 
:, _ :i- i : ·, :i.::· '·,,: 

In 2013, the Califo�fa\�,e,P,m.j:µi�J{ of Public Health changed the maximum contaminant level 
(MCL) for chromium 6 lfii1�i'r1g water, lowering the standard. Because of this change in the 
standard, several wells in tii'e·'tegion suddenly became unusable, as they produced water with 
chrome 6 that met the previous MCL, but not the new one. Chrome 6 is a naturally occurring 
contaminant that is present at some level in many areas of California, including the San 
Gorgonio Pass. Because of the more stringent standard, some wells owned by the City of 
Banning and the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District were temporarily taken out of service, 
pending implementation of a fix to the problem. This water quality issue has had an impact on 
water supplies in the region, as those wells are now not able to produce potable water for those 
two purveyors. Those entities are currently taking steps to ensure that all drinking water served 
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meets this more stringent standard, and plan to meet the State's timeline for doing so, thus 
ensuring that drinking water meets all water quality standards. 

4.3 Emerging Contaminants 

There is a relatively new class of chemical constituents that has recently been found in the 
environment and in drinking water known as emerging contaminants. These are primarily 
pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCP 's) that pass through human or animal bodies 
or get flushed and end up in sewage or septic flows. They have become known because of the 
technological ability to measure concentrations at increasingly .srnaller concentrations (parts per 
billion or even parts per trillion). Because of their presence in)he 'environment, the Santa Ana 
Regional Water Quality Control Board has required that qii$h�tgers (those entities that own and 
operate sewage treatment plants) monitor for these COlJ:§f1IDeht�:.J>p. an annual basis. 

'(;l;i/{P' .  ·,,1,•· . ,: 

There is no evidence that these constituents are gll,�ft,ll to huma�fti' t,qeir current concentrations 
in the environment. Some groups have claim�d}tl{a.fthese products coU14 harm animals in the 
environment and thus have called for their reguljlt,pn. At this point in tith,:�,,\!gey are not 
regulated. Water agencies in the watershed are det�l,�ping a,.4;�.tabase so tHa�}J.B,� number and 
concentrations of these constituents �i=!;P- be monitored,,QP.-. c,µiJip'.going basis. '".'.;ti\ 

·:; , ' 

Emerging contaminants are mentione ;l.Jr' 
1

"'1�.!,f;yport not B1e��11�e they have any immediate 
impact on water quality in the region, Jf::?�yer'i'ifiiattlley are exr,�cted to have an impact in the 
near future. They are .LH'-'-'\.f�f.),'U because iH?x.,are ''iit�ij}!8R:Y? incf�1�si,11gly in the literature and by 
regulators as a ···t::> ,;,c;.:n;r,,,r,, , ,  water'lpijµstry,tg:•:,�;�J::a,'\¾1:tre of.,; ·· l,:,;_?,'.; .,;'tr. •;_;,,,, ,, . . ·:\·ii,·.>:,:,· , 

' '.- ;i• 1;,.,,-:,�:::-:Jti)' . ,•,,;·.\1:,/1:' 
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5.0 SUMMARY 

Reported groundwater extractions within the region increased by 6% in 2018, following an 11 % 
increase the previous year and the third consecutive increase following a 25% drop in 2015. 
Total extractions in 2018 were still 20% below levels for 2007, the peak historical year for 
extractions in the region. This is likely due to continued conservation efforts following 
mandatory water conservation regulations imposed by the State Water Resources Control Board 
in 2015 but does reflect increased usage as the region grows ap.d'.,as a five year drought gets 
further in the rear view mirror. 

Local retail water purveyors continue to make progres,sJifJinils�menting recycled water systems. 
These systems are complex and expensive to compl�t�;;,c�hd fundi�g. ,md water quality (salinity) 
are key issues that require attention. Implementfl-ti;9p.'.'8f these systeibt;,9,:ver the next few years 
should reduce groundwater extractions signifiJ:�ntW. Such reductiornfb:�g� in 2016, when the 
Yucaipa Valley Water District received a pennft:J<t,deliver recycled wat�fi:(f[J;ie Regional Water 
Quality Control Board has adopted a Basin Plan ·Aw�gdmen,ty:W:hich will hav�:;�11 impact on the 
proposed recycled systems by chan ·9-g water quality::iulc:s:i(;'.,;,:, : · ·  ' <'::;};•;; ·' "' ·;,:UP;t'i·-i'1J-ti!'L'/ Tl;t· 

·;'!??·. ?;'· f_'; 

Another factor leading to reduced witb:�r,�{�l'�l�Js,the re��§ll'�:q.)n the safe yield of the Beaumont 
Basin, as published by the Beaumont B'a§bJ Wat�p:µq,ster in �ru;I;y>,2015. 

1/.\}, \. • (c'(}.t;',))i,:1,, ·,:(:'.i;\/_i./: 

Based on data in this rep'6R}i1E�fejs evideii6�cthat �JtJJw.ater 1;J�fa have increased slightly in 
,'1'?.'_'i •.:···.''_l'•)!' ·1>;/-'\'',,·<','· _ ·,;,:-:;_:pi .. , . <'':i l'•\r: ,:1·> •t,l,/.»<:',•;;i}':· 

portions of the regiotj'.:.6V6r the pa�t,three to fiv� . .y�i:ti's'.' In othef'.}treas, the rate of groundwater 
decline has slowed. AtttQF. same tf��' groundW�{�f'levels co�t'fi�ue to drop in some areas within 
the region. Future report:S}twAP det,�rminf the sigfiJtj.pance of these data. Lower groundwater 
levels in sl).1.1.H9,W J?,as,ins in 'dcy;y¢{irs,'MShg:t:,1.1.I,ong-tevr concern; however, continued falling 
groundw;a.t�r,ffeVe1s''ih:'l?rner, de¢pe,r basinS'woµld be(cause for concern. 

:}i:}/('f' · , ,,,, !Jl;;{,!;::}:. , ,, . '"<Igt,,. , · ·\VP':/,}{,:,,, 

The SustaJij��le Groundwatrt¥anag���nt Act, passed by the Legislature and signed by the 
Governor in.':@:QJ4, will requfrt:!µ,pst gioii,nq�ater basins in California to have a plan to be 
managed susfaip'ably by 2022. '{flle Agency will actively participate in these plans for the 
required basins i'tEtli� ,region. Tp'e&e plans will be required to reduce long-tenn groundwater 
mining and will reqllit�basins t6''he managed sustainably. 

·nhl:,,,.., . 

,,.,.
_

, , ,, .
.. , 

-:,/i:, :.:-;,,, 

Over the past eight to te�'''Yi�ftff�tail water agencies in the region have done a good job of 
managing local water resoui��s. The Yucaipa Valley Water District has built a surface water 
treatment plant in order to reduce its groundwater withdrawals, and also a desalter and brine line 
to facilitate use of recycled water for non-potable uses. The Beaumont Cherry Valley Water 
District has constrncted a recharge facility in the Beaumont Basin and has purchased a large 
quantity of replenishment water from the Agency. The City of Banning has purchased water for 
replenishment as well, and is working with Southern California Edison, the Banning Heights 
Mutual Water Company, and the Agency to make improvements to a system that delivers rnnoff 
from the San Bernardino Mountains to the Banning Bench and the City of Banning. High 
Valleys Water District has replaced much of its old, leaky pipe, thus reducing its water losses 
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significantly. The Cabazon Water District has also reduced its water losses significantly. The 
South Mesa Water Company has drilled a new, more efficient well. Several water purveyors 
have implemented tiered rate structures, which tend to reduce water usage. Three major recycled 
water systems are in the planning, design, or construction phase. These are all positive steps that 
will help extend and preserve local groundwater basins into the future. 

During this same time period, the Agency has increased its imported water deliveries to such an 
extent that, in seven of the past nine years, more water was put into the Beaumont Basin than 
withdrawn from it. A three-year string was broken in 2014 and 2015 due to the fact that less 
water was available from the State Water Project, but in 2016 tN.�. trend returned. Since the 
completion of Phase I of the East Branch Extension in 2003,,, :tli'i ::Agency has increased its 
deliveries to the region every year, with the exception of ' ' ' /'2013, 2014, 2015, and 2018 
(three of the latter four being dry years). Overall, the It,, ,.,,,,;, :!}�,§,,delivered approximately 
112,000 acre-feet of State Water Project water over,.Jh�(p'!st sixt���;years, either for 
replenishment, overdraft mitigation, or direct delJy'.�ges . ,,, , 

,,.: <::=:1,ri;·;:,• 
· •.ii .:1;li,: i' 

:rHi:{.{tt,,·:i - •·,·-: ,/',',;::;::}-. 
In the future, the local economy and local weath�t,,pattems will continuet'g'.play large roles in 
determining water demands each year. As new Hdj;�,� are c9.ij�,!,ructed in tli�'.,(fujpre, recent 
legislation will require lower water lf,�x landscaping?,'.lJ:'hl.s,,,1�Jj�µfd reduce per capita, water 
consumption for future development)fµ,ryhs? extending'.i,t,U�tlife of local water res'ources. 
Production data for 2015 and 2016 be@::i,h1[;:oµt, . The L�l�lature is considering mandating this 
reduced per capita usage through propo§�d feg{'�Xat�Qn, ·;;,:,,3:,,,,, 

'-' · .,,,,,, •, • •<• • .  • "• ''\;'{*;Itt::::,;,;'t . ' ' ''.''.'.• .  
Based on data in this r,�P,'.p,:t;f:��-l\R1?servatio'r(9f ongqifg:,:�,i�Al�, it is,;Jipparent that the recession 
has long ago ended, .��ij'.t6nstrui�faµ of new•upm�:t({P"\he'··f�·�R.J;J,,,is increasing, thereby 
increasing water deri1lp;q�. The Agfncy and r�t,�tI(!tvater purveyors will need to work together to · 

rfu11:i :1·r,. _,, n,!. t', '1)'!'0>:fi> 
continue to meet the incteasing watet demands of,fhe region. 

''!;:,_L<l:;,i · l!i' ,11,'._,;·,.:•,;L l , •!:<',,\,((/, 

"' (.':,",',· : ,'.'.''/,, ' ';' .• , ,., . !:\ ,h,; , ,L'., , '\ ,'.'i· •.· •:, :: . · : , · ,.,.•. . . ''>A{Wt1i·h A newlx;,,,�l;l,9pfod',MQJ;,,·.J9r chl&ffi�: 6 has haql:�;;:i:1.J;ga:tiy,:e impact on local groundwater supplies . 
Purveytp,f�Wtmpacted by'i.fpl�! will lia,,yf1JO detenhlti�'.,;;llow to address this issue so that these 
supplieS:fmay be brought 1Jaqk,pnlirte '.6r,replaced with other sources. 

"·i11!.f.,!. 'j!., 1:ii;" _•·:;<� ,',(_1.::•· •'.! 
/'.!:u • ' 

.,',,,;-.' ,:! 
,!<,1• · 
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Basin 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Banning 1 ,787 2,512  1 ,999 2,787 

Banning Bench 2,987 2 , 199 1 ,299 1 ,4 15  
Banning Canyon 3,464 2 ,662 3,237 2 ,771 

Beaumont 1 7, 1 40 1 9,032 1 7,264 1 4,643 

Cabazon 1 ,314 1 ,466 1 ,41 2 1 ,258 

Calimesa (2) 1 ,445 1 ,532 1 , 1 33 1 ,31 5 

Edgar Canyon (1 ) 3,872 3,085 3,1 40 2,784 

Millard Canyon (3) 707 842 757 750 

San Timoteo 1 ,904 1 ,384 1 ,533 1 ,367 

Singleton 645 666 471 382 

South Beaumont 83 94 79 97 

Totals 35,348 35,474 32,324 29,569 

N 
O'I 
'-
u, otes: 

mounts shown are rounded to nearest acre-foot 

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
Totals by Basin 

Non-Verified Production Data 
(in acre feet) 

201 0  201 1  201 2  

1 ,782 1 ,845 1 ,715  

1 ,561 1 ,395 1 ,719  

3,941 3,820 4,091 

13 , 158 1 3,600 1 4,302 

1 ,054 900 654 

1 , 1 1 4 993 1 ,1 69 
3 , 100 3,467 3,3 13  

750 750 750 

1 ,329 1 ,297 1 ,312 

405 412  448 
1 1 9 1 1 5 1 02 

28,3 1 3  28,594 29,575 _ _ _ --

201 3  

1 ,759 
1 ,776 
3,2 1 6  

1 6,236 

1 ,226 

950 
2,8 13  

850 
1 ,062 

312  
92 

3�9� 

201 4  201 5 

2 , 180 1 ,734 

1 ,076 723 
2 ,636 2 ,491 

1 7,970 1 2,954 

1 ,076 983 

853 767 
2,502 1 ,460 

850 750 

982 722 

443 21 7 

1 03 34 

30,6I1__ - - __1_2,83� 

201 6  201 7 201 8  

2,607 2,651 2,963 

312  1 62 430 

2,450 3,376 2,396 

1 3,529 1 5,049 1 6,973 

967 1 ,277 1 ,288 

943 904 927 

1 ,457 1 ,402 1 ,496 

750 750 750 

751 784 712 

353 368 365 

31 31 30 

_24, 1 @_ � 7 54 �330 

Amounts as reported to the SWRCB Division of Water Rights, made available by a purveyor, reported by Beaumont Basin Watermaster or estimated by SGPWA 
Data revised to agree with basin boundaries as defined in USGS 2004 report 

(1 ) Includes wells located in Upper Edgar Canyon in San Bernardino County 
(2) Includes wells located in Riverside and San Bernardino County 

(3) Estimate only 

Table 1 :  Groundwater Production in San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency by Basin (2006 through 201 8 as reported) 



San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
Totals by Owner 

Non-Verified Production Data 
(in acre feet) 

Owner 2006 2007 2008 2009 201 0  201 1 2012 201 3  2014 

Albor Properties 1 1 1 ,  LP 1 70 1 75 200 1 93 1 74 1 77 4 51 7 
Banning Heights Mutual Water Co. 21 22 31 4 1 7  1 3  45 69 78 
Banning, City of (1 ) 10 162 1 0223 9583 8996 841 5 8454 8576 8743 8468 
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District ( 1 )  1 1 748 1 3031 12744 1 0849 10975 1 1 698 12153 12829 1 3284 
Beckman, Dave 1 1 6  83 1 3  
Brinton, Barbara 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  
Cabazon Water District 966 923 875 905 710 509 269 854 628 
Dowling, Frances M. Jr. 83 94 79 72 96 92 79 69 80 
El Casco LLC cto Riv: Land Conserv(4) 1 65 1 65 1 65 1 65 1 65 1 60 1 65 1 0  1 0  
Hudson, Merton Lonnie 435 445 435 430 430 41 0 485 521 540 
Illy, Katharina 267 265 265 265 270 270 270 270 270 
Lane, Christie 
Merlin Properties, LLC 1 00 1 00 1 50 1 75 1 00 1 50 200 5 5 
Mission Spring Water District 1 90 206 1 64 1 62 144 1 50 1 46 1 48 1 55 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (3) (6) 2530 2326 1 890 1 908 1541 1 634 1 736 1 949 2076 
Oak Valley Management 965 742 781 753 546 573 821 597 625 
Oak Valley Partners 312 312 31 1 31 1 3 1 1  12  12  24 
Perisits, Jack 
PI��•�tion on the Lake (2) 47 46 47 49 43 46 48 50 50 
Re N o Calimesa Mobile Home Ranch 61 61 40 40 42 42 24 24 1 6  
Ri � ide County Parks Department 50 50 50 50 
Re u, :son's Ready Mix 1 58 337 373 1 91 200 241 239 224 293 
Re I-' , Catholic Bishop 70 70 
S�-----ldale Mesa Owners Association 1 89 1 83 1 96 1 54 131  1 33 145 147 1 30 
Shiloh's Hill LLC 1 46 1 50 61 1 72 200 229 1 93 
South Mesa Water Co. 271 1 2839 2681 2514  2222 2224 2376 1 889 1918  
Summit Cemetery District 65 65 65 90 88 88 88 88 88 
Sun Cal Companies 555 
Sunny-Cal Egg & Poultry, Inc. 50 50 50 50 25 28 28 1 
Wildlands Conservancy, The 301 9 21 40 1 6  8 7 20 1 7  
Yucaipa Valley Water District 2422 2072 659 685 949 665 901 1266 1 344 

Totals 0 35,004 31 ,889 29,1 83 27,820 28,066 29,070 29,883 30,167 

Notes: 
Amounts shown are rounded to nearest acre-foot 
Amounts as reported to the SWRCB Division of Water Rights, made available by a purveyor, reported by Beaumont Watermaster or estimated by SGPWA 
Data revised to agree with basin boundaries as defined in USGS 2004 report 
(1 ) Amount adjusted for production in 2006, 2007, 2008 & 2009 by BCVWD for City of Banning from co-owned wells 
(2) 201 O Data not reported - Preceeding year (2009) data used 
(3) Previous Well Owners - Arrowhead Mtn Spring Bottling Co. & East Valley Golf Club LLC 
(4) El Casco Lake Ranch merged with Riverside Land Conservancy 
(5) Desert Hills Premium Outlets merged with Cabazon Water District 
(6) Estimate only 

201 5  201 6 
7 6 

29 21 
6722 7036 

1 061 3 1 1 507 

1 0  1 0  
5 1 5  497 

1 1  8 
1 0  1 0  

1 30 1 30 
270 260 

1 0  1 0  
146 145 

1 649 1 709 
512 377 

24 24 

40 45 
1 6  26 
50 50 

322 325 

94 84 

1424 1 705 
88 88 

22 
0 

1 21 77 

22,835 24,150 

201 7 201 8 
6 2 
8 55 

7575 7935 
12902 1 3764 

1 0  1 0  
508 498 

8 7 
1 0  0 

124 60 
240 240 

1 0  1 0  
1 56 1 52 

1 741 1 761 
748 539 

2 24 

45 471 
30 33 
50 0 

613 638 

1 1 8  88 

1 743 1 734 
88 88 

64 221 

26,799 - - ��330 

Table 2: Groundwater Production in San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency by Purveyor (2006 through 201 8, as reported) 



San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 
Totals by Owner by Basin 

Non-Verified Production Data 
(in acre feet) 

Owner 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 1 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 201 8  

BANNING BASIN 
Banning, City of 1 ,787 2,512 1 ,999 2,787 1 ,782 1 ,845 1 ,715 1 ,759 2,1 80 1 ,734 2,607 2,651 2,963 

TOTALS FOR BANNING BASIN __ 1 ,787 __ 2,512 1 ,999 2,787 ______1_,I__82 1 ,845 1 ,715 _ _  1 ,759 2, 1 80 1 ,734 2,607 _ _  2_,651 __ 2_,963 

BANNING BENCH BASIN 
Banning, City of 2,922 2,124 1 ,224 1 ,340 1 ,486 1 ,320 1 ,644 1 ,701 1 ,001 648 237 87 355 
Brinton, Barbara 0 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  10  1 0  
Summit Cemetery District 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 

TOTALS FOR BANNING BENCH BASIN __ 2_,987 ______b199 __ 1_,299 __ 1 ,415 1 ,561 1 ,395 1 ,719 _ _  1 ,776 __ 1 ,076 723 312 1 62 430 

BANNING CANYON BASIN 
Banning Heights Mutual Water Co. 21 22 31 4 17  13  45 69 78 29 21 8 55 
Banning, City of 3,443 2,640 3,206 2,767 3,924 3,807 4,046 3, 147 2,558 2,462 2,429 3,368 2,341 
Lane, Christie 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS FOR BANNING CANYON BASIN 3,464 2,662 __ 3,237 2,771 3,941 __Mio_ 4,091 3,216 2,636 2,491 2,450 3,376 _ _  2_,396 

BEAUMONT BASIN 

N Albor Properties I l l ,  LP 1 70 1 75 200 193 1 74 1 77 4 51 7 7 6 6 2 

CO Banning, City of ( 1 )  2,010 2,947 3, 154 1 ,623 1 ,223 1 ,482 1 , 171 2, 1 36 2,729 1 ,878 1 ,763 1 ,469 2,276 

...___ Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District ( 1 )  9,200 1 1 ,096 10,617 9,643 9,1 00 9,539 1 0, 1 63 1 1 ,096 1 1 ,959 9,333 1 0,230 1 1 ,629 1 2,328 

Ul Dave Beckman 1 16 83 13  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

,___. Merlin Properties, LLC 1 00 100 1 50 175 100 1 50 200 5 5 1 0  10  10  10  
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (2) 1 ,823 1 ,484 1 , 133 1 , 1 58 791 884 986 1 ,099 1 ,226 899 959 991 1 ,01 1 
Oak Valley Management, LLC 965 742 781 753 546 573 821 597 625 512 377 748 539 
Oak Valley Partners 312 312 31 1 3 1 1  31 1 12  12  0 24 24 24 2 24 
Plantation on the Lake 47 46 47 49 43 46 48 50 50 40 45 45 471 
Rancho Calimesa Mobile Home Ranch 61 61 40 40 42 42 24 24 16  1 6  26 30 33 
Roman Catholic Bishop 70 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sharondale Mesa Owners Association 1 89 1 83 1 96 1 54 131 133 145 1 47 1 30 94 84 1 1 8  88 
Sunny-Cal Egg & Poultry, Inc. 50 50 50 50 25 28 28 0 1 22 0 0 0 
Yucaipa Valley Water District 2,027 1 ,683 572 494 672 534 700 1 ,031 1 , 198 1 19 5 1 191 

TOTALS FOR BEAUMONT BASIN 17,140 19,032 1 7,264 14,643 13,158 1 3,600 14,302 1 6,236 1 7,970 12,954 13,529 �049 __ 16,973 

CABAZON BASIN 
Cabazon Water District 966 923· 875 905 710 509 269 854 628 515  497 508 498 
Mission Springs Water District 190 206 164 162 144 150 146 1 48 1 55 146 145 1 56 152 
Robertson's Ready Mix 1 58 337 373 1 91 200 241 239 224 293 322 325 613 638 

TOTALS FOR CABAZON BASIN 1�14 1 ,466 1 ,412 __ 1 ,258 1 ,054 _ _  900 654 1 ,226 1 ,076 983 967 1,277 1,288 

Paqe 1 of 2 

Table 3: Groundwater Production in San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency by Purveyor by Basin (2006 through 201 8 as reported) 



San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency 

Totals by Owner by Basin 

Non-Verified Production Data 

(in acre feet) 

Owner 2006 2007 2008 2009 201 0  201 1 2012 2013  2014 
CALIMESA BASIN 

Illy, Katharina 267 265 265 265 270 270 270 270 270 
South Mesa Water Co. 882 954 842 930 653 675 781 525 503 
Yucaipa Valley Water District 296 313 26 120 1 91 48 1 1 8 1 55 80 

TOTALS FOR CALIMESA BASIN 1 ,445 1 ,532 1 ,1 33 1 ,315 1 , 1 14 993 __ 1_, 169 950 853 

EDGAR CANYON BASIN 
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District 2,548 1 ,935 2,127 1 ,685 1 ,875 2,1 59 1 ,990 1 ,733 1 ,325 
Hudson, Merton Lonnie 435 445 435 430 430 41 0 485 521 540 
Riverside County Parks Department 50 50 50 50 

TOTALS FOR EDGAR CANYON BASIN 2,983 2,380 2,562 2,1 1 5  2,305 2,619  2,525 2,304 1 ,915 

MILLARD CANYON BASIN 
Morongo Band of Mission Indians (3) (4) 707 842 757 750 750 750 750 850 850 

TOTALS FOR MILLARD CANYON BASIN 707 842 757 750 750 750 750 850 850 

SAN TIMOTEO BASIN 
El Casco LLC c/o Riv Land Conserv 165 165 165 165 165 160 165 1 0  1 0  

Morongo Band of Mission Indians (2) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
South Mesa Water Co. 1 ,1 84 1 ,219 1 ,368 1 ,202 1 ,164 1 ,1 37 1 ,1 47 1 ,052 972 

N SunCal Companies 555 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I.O ITALS FOR SAN TIMOTEO BASIN 1 ,739 1 ,219 1 ,368 1 ,202 1 , 164 1 ,1 37 1 , 147 __ 1 ,062 982 
...___ 
VI �GLETON BASIN 
I-' South Mesa Water Co. 645 666 471 382 405 412 448 312 443 
TOTALS FOR SINGLETON BASIN 645 666 471 382 405 412 448 312 443 

SOUTH BEAUMONT BASIN 
Dowling, Frances M. Jr. 83 94 79 72 96 92 79 69 80 
Summit Cemetery District 25 23 23 23 23 23 

TOTALS FOR SOUTH BEAUMONT BASIN 83 94 79 97 1 19 ill.. 1 02 92 103 

TOTALS FOR ALL BASINS 34,294 34,604 31,581 28,735 27,353 27,586 28,622 29,783 30,084 

Notes: 
Amounts shown are rounded to nearest acre-foot 
Amounts as reported to the SWRCB Division of Water Rights, made available by a purveyor, reported by Beaumont Basin Watermaster or estimated by SGPWA 
Data revised to agree with basin boundaries as defined in USGS 2004 report 
(1 ) Amount adjusted for production in 2006, 2007, 2008 & 2009 by BCVWD for City of Banning from co-owned wells 
(2) Previous Well Owner - East Valley Golf Club LLC 
(3) Previous Well Owner - Arrowhead Mountain Spring Water Bottling Co. 
(4) Estimate only 

201 5  

270 
495 

2 
767 

1 ,280 
1 30 
50 

1 ,460 

750 
750 

1 0  

0 
712 

0 
722 

217 
217 

1 1  
23 
34 

22,835 

2016 2017 201 8  

260 240 240 
61 1 657 657 
72 30 30 

943 927 927 

1 ,277 1 ,436 1 ,436 
130 60 60 
50 0 0 

1 ,457 _ 1 ,496 _ __ 1 ,496 

750 750 750 
750 750 750 

10  0 0 
0 0 0 

741 712 712 
0 0 0 

751 712 712 

353 365 365 
353 365 365 

8 7 7 
23 23 23 
31 30 30 

24,150 26,795 28,330 

Paqe 2 of 2 

Table 3: Groundwater Production in San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency by Purveyor by Basin (2006 through 201 8 as reported) 
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State Water Project Del iveries to 
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency Service Area 

Calendar 

Year 

2003 ( 1 )  

2004 

2005 

2006 (2) 

2007 (2) 

2008 (2) 

2009 (2) 

201 0 (2) 

201 1 (2) 

201 2  (2) 

20 1 3  (2) 

2014 (2) 

20 1 5  (2) 

2016  (2) 

20 1 7  (2) 

20 1 8  (2) 

TOTAL 

( 1 )  Start Up / Partial Year 

Amount in 

Acre-Feet 

1 1 6 

8 14  

687 

4420 

481 5  

4905 

6609 

8403 

1 0,730 

1 0, 974 

9,695 

5 , 1 31 

3,930 

1 1 ,46 1 

1 5, 843 

1 3, 1 74 

1 11, 707 

(2) Includes deliveries to Yucaipa Valley Water District 

Allocation 

90% 

65% 

90% 

1 00% 

60% 

35% 

40% 

50% 

80% 

65% 

35% 

5% 

20% 

60% 

85% 

35% 

Deliveries to Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District began in September 2006 
Source: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District Operations Manager 

Table 4: State Water Project Deliveries to 
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency Service Area 



WATER QUALITY ANALYSIS AT DEVIL CANYON AFTERBAY 

DATE 
Jan-1 5 
Feb-1 5 
Mar-1 5 
Apr-1 5 
May-1 5 
Jun-1 5 
Jul-1 5 
Aug-1 5 
Sep-1 5 
Oct-1 5 
Nov-1 5 
Dec-1 5 
Jan-1 6 
Feb-1 6 
Mar-1 6 
Apr-1 6 
May-1 6 
Jun-1 6 
Jul-1 6 
Aug-1 6 
Sep-1 6 
Oct-1 6 
Nov-1 6 
Dec-1 6 
Jan-1 7 
Feb-17 
Mar-1 7 
Apr-1 7 
May-1 7 
Jun-1 7 
Jul-1 7 
Aug-1 7 
Sep-1 7 
Oct-1 7 
Nov-1 7 
Dec-1 7 
Jan-1 8 
Feb-1 8 
Mar-1 8 
Apr-1 8 
May-1 8 
Jun-1 8 
Jul-1 8 
Aug-1 8 
Sep-1 8 
Oct-1 8 
Nov-1 8 
Dec-1 8 

Chloride 
mg/L 

81 
80 
67 
69 
72 
74 
76 
83 
89 
87 
88 
95 
97 
94 
84 
64 
71 
97 
79 
68 

n/a 
89 

1 05 
1 04 

97 
52 
29 
23 
1 9  
23 
1 5  
24 
26 
39 
47 
37 
62 
84 
77 
72 
63 
55 
64 
62 
56 
88 

1 00 
98 

Nitrate+Nitrite Sodium 
mg/L as N mg/L 

0.58 76 
0.39 79 
0.85 66 
0.58 71 
0.58 64 
0.55 72 
0.44 68 
0.08 74 
0 . 18  76 
0.1 4 74 
0 .07 77 
0.56 82 
0 .56 84 
0.57 78 

0.8 80 
0.56 59 
0.47 63 
0.22 71 
0.22 59 
0.1 1 50 

n/a n/a 
0 . 19  63 
0.26 70 
0.36 68 
0.42 68 
0.88 40 
0.74 24 

1 .1 21 
0.34 1 6  
0.28 1 8  
0.29 1 3  
0.25 1 9  
0.22 22 
0.39 30 
0.53 37 
0.62 29 
0.67 42 
0.74 60 
0.53 56 
0.51 55 
0.49 55 
0.26 45 
0.23 50 

0.094 48 
0 .129 46.5 

0.1 7 61 
0.26 65 

0.344 66.8 

mg/L: mil l igrams per l iter 
Source : SWP/DWR Water Qual ity Data Reports 
NR: Not Reported 

Sulfate TDS 
mg/L mg/L 

73 
71 
71 
75 
72 
71 
70 
66 
69 
70 
75 
82 
80 
76 
81  
60 
61 
63 
46 
36 

n/a n/a 
25 
29 
32 
30 
30 
26 
21 
1 5  
1 4  
1 1  
1 4  
1 4  
1 8  
21 
22 
28 
40 
38 
42 
44 
40 
40 
36 

26.5 
25 
24 

25.1 

347 
379 
31 0 
31 1 
31 0 
322 
317 
329 
356 
342 
348 
363 
362 
360 
349 
280 
294 
344 
289 
246 

266 
31 0 
312 
291 
1 99 
1 49 
1 23 
1 09 
1 07 

83 
1 1 8  
1 24 
1 70 
1 80 
1 68 
224 
285 
271 
272 
255 
229 
242 
224 
212  
268 
295 
289 

Nephelometric 
Turbid ity Units 

< R.L. 
< R.L. 

1 
1 

< R.L. 
< R.L. 

1 .45 
4.73 
1 .43 
1 .71 

3 
1 .73 

< R.L. 
1 

1 .36 
1 .33 
1 .33 
2.27 
1 .62 
1 .23 

n/a 
1 .1 1  
1 .07 
1 .33 
2.76 

7 
5 
3 

5.89 
4 
4 

2.31 
1 .52 
1 .88 

< R.L. 
1 .23 
0 .64 
0.59 
0.64 
0.72 
0.89 
0.79 
1 .23 
0.24 
0.27 
0.39 
0.52 
0.46 

Table 5: Water Quality Analysis at Devil Canyon Afterbay near San Bernardino 
(SelectE 3 1; 5 i"uents) 
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Wastewater Discharge Tota ls by Discharger by Ca lendar Year  
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Figure 9a : Accumu lated Overdraft in  the Beaumont Basin  1 997 through 20 1 8  
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Accumulated Overdraft in the Beaumont Basin 
1 997 through 201 8  with Replenishment 
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Figure 9b:  Accumulated Overdraft i n  the Beaumont Basin 1 997 through 20 1 8  with Replenishment 
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Figure 11 .  Map showing the water- level network and  water- level cha nge between fa l l  2017 and  fa l l  2018 at selected wel ls .  
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Figure 1 6 : G roundwater Hydrographs - Cabazon Basin 
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Figure 17: Groundwater Hydrographs - Cal imesa and Banning Canyon Basins 
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Figure 1 8: Month ly TDS at Devi l Canyon Afterbay near San Bernard ino 2008 through 20 1 8  



Vl 
I-' 
-........ 
Vl 
I-' 

I 

Average TDS at Devi l Canyon Afterbay 

near San Bernardino 1992 - 2018 
450 ,--·---------------------- -- ------- ··--- ----- ------ -- _,, ___ , _  ... - __ ., _____ _ 

400 

350 

� 300 

U> 
E 250 

� 
.!: 200 
V) 

150 

100 

so 

0 

----------------------·----------.. -------· ---· ·-----· 

--- ----·- ·---- - -

--- - -- ---- - -----·-· .. 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Year 

Source: Table 32, DWR Monthly Operations Report J 
Figure 1 9 : Average TDS at Devi l Danyon Afterbay near San Bernard ino 1 992 through 20 1 8  




