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APPENDIX E-1
Service Review Update - Regional Services and Structure
South Desert Region

OVERVIEW

As stated in the Introduction to this report, the primary goal of this service review is to
provide the Commission with recommendations to: (1) update the determinations from
previous service reviews, and (2) initiate sphere of influence updates where appropriate. In
order to fulfill the service review requirements of Government Code §56430, a review of the
items, listed below, are included in this Appendix as they pertain to the South Desert
Region.

A. Population
B. Disadvantaged Communities
(1) Primer
(2) Identification and Characteristics
C. Groundwater Basins
(1) Basin Prioritization by the State
(2) Warren Basin Adjudication and Ames Valley Basin Agreement
(3) Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014
D. Mojave Water Agency Improvement District M Wholesale Area
(1) Supply and Demand
(2) Recycled Water
(3) Water Infrastructure/Planned Improvements
E. Communities without Access to Wholesale Water
(1) Morongo Valley
(2) Twentynine Palms
(3) Needles
F. Additional Area of Interest — Cadiz Iinc.

Additional information related to each public agency under LAFCO purview as well as the
large private retail systems is included in Appendix E-2. A detailed listing of community
water systems’, wholesale entities, and joint powers authorities is included as a part of
Appendix F.

The South Desert Region, with approximately 8,093 square miles, is the second largest
region geographically in San Bernardino County. The region generally includes:

e The area of Mojave Water Agency Improvement District M — this wholesale area
includes the communities of Homestead Valley (Bighorn-Desert View Water
Agency), Yucca Valley (Hi-Desert Water Agency and CSA 70 Zone W-4), and
Joshua Tree (Joshua Basin Water District).

1 A community water system is defined as a public water system which serves at least 15 year-round service
connections or regularly serves at least 25 year-long residents.
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e Morongo Valley — west of MWA Improvement District M, includes two zones to
County Service Area 70 (F and W-3), two systems of Golden State Water Company
(del Norte and del Sur)

e Twentynine Palms — east of MWA Improvement District M (Twentynine Palms Water
District)

¢ River Communities — includes the communities of Needles (City of Needles) and
Havasu Lake (Havasu Lake Water Company)

A. POPULATION

Population projections for the South Desert Region, are provided in Table E-1. Overall
population for the region is expected to grow by approximately 37 percent by 2040,
which equates to an annual growth rate of approximately 1.3 percent.

Table E-1:
Current and Projected Population Estimates - South Desert Region
Agency 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

MWA Improvement DistriccM | 39,201" 41,314  43,931" 46,823° 49,674 52,234
Bighorn-Desert View Water 4,116 4,554 5,135 5,794 6,463 7,082
Hi-Desert Water District 24,520 25,548 26,911 28,435 29,939 31,276
Joshua Basin Water District 9,830 10,287 10,860 11,469 12,047 12,551
Remaining Areas 825 925 1,025 1,125 1,225 1,325
Morongo Valley 3,602 3,662 3,897 4,146 4,412 4,695
Twentynine Palms Water District 1 18,165 18,659 20,528 22,790 25,096 27,400
City of Needles 4,976 5,600 6,000 6,400 6,800 7,000
Remaining Areas 11,044 11,59 12,176 12,785 13,424 14,095
South Desert Region Total 77,078 80,831 86,532 92,944 99,406 105,424

! Revised by LAFCO. See Tables E-8 and E-9.

Sources: Morongo Valley Service Review (November 2012); MWA UWMP (2015); Twentynine Palms Water District
UWMP (2015) with LAFCO revision; SCAG 2016 RTP (Needles); ESRI estimate for 2015 (South Desert Region)

Figure E-1 compares population density between 2012 and 20402 (there are two sets of
data: Morongo Basin and Needles). As the Mojave water Agency (“MWA”) 2015 Urban
Water Management Plan (“UWMP?”) states, the MWA service area, in terms of housing
prices, is even more affordable than other parts of San Bernardino County, and it is
expected that these dynamics will help drive population growth. However, as the figure
below illustrates, the relative density of the populated areas is not projected to increase
significantly by year 2040 given the availability of developable land, remote nature of the
desert communities removed from passthorugh traffic, and the local economic structure.
Based on this data, LAFCO staff concludes that the availability of affordable housing will
not result in significant increased density; rather, additional population growth will
expand to available land at the periphery of the currently developed areas.

2 The data source is transportation analysis zones from SCAG’s 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. For this map,
non-developable areas include lands in the name of: United States of America, Government Land, State of
California, and County of San Bernardino, as identified by the County Assessor.
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Figure E-1:
2012 and 2040 Density Comparison - South Desert
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B. DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES

Primer on Disadvantaged Communities - DUCs, DACs & More
Disadvantaged Communities

The State of California adopted a definition of disadvantaged community (or "DAC”) through
passage of Proposition 50, the Water Security, Clean Drinking Water, Coastal and Beach
Protection Act of 2002. This measure added §79505.5(a) to the California Water Code and
defines a disadvantaged community as a “community with an annual median household
income that is less than 80 percent of the statewide annual median household income.” For
2016, 80% of the statewide median household income is $50,043.3 State law requires
various entities (i.e. LAFCO, cities and counties, and water agencies) to, in some manner,
identify disadvantaged communities which can be located in both incorporated and
unincorporated areas.

Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities

Particular to LAFCOs, the state mandate is to identify the location and characteristics of
disadvantaged unincorporated communities (or “DUCs”). §56375 specifically prohibits an
annexation to a city of any territory greater than 10 acres where there exists a
disadvantaged unincorporated community that is contiguous to the area of proposed
annexation unless an application to annex the disadvantaged unincorporated community
has also been filed.

DUCs are defined as territory that constitutes all or a portion of a “disadvantaged
community,” including 12 or more registered voters or some other standard as determined
by the Commission, and have a median household income that is less than 80% of the
statewide annual income. The DAC definition, as defined in Water Code §79505.5(a),
differs from the definition of a DUC in two important ways: (1) a DUC must be inhabited, and
(2) DUCs comprise unincorporated territory only, not territory within cities. For purposes of
further defining a DUC, San Bernardino LAFCO policy defines a community as an inhabited
area comprising no less than 10 dwelling units adjacent or in close proximity to one another.

Need for Consistency

Other State agencies, such as the California EPA, use alternative criteria to identify
disadvantaged communities for grant funding purposes. The different criteria used to
identify disadvantaged communities at the local and state government levels is confusing
and complicates implementation of a consistent approach to addressing our disadvantaged
residents. While staff recognizes the difficulty in developing a one-size-fits-all definition,
LAFCO staff’s position is that additional work needs to be done State-wide to develop a
method for identifying disadvantaged communities that is more consistent yet recognizes
the diversity of communities and geographies in California.

3 Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI)
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Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (DUCs)

For LAFCOs, the state requires that service reviews identify and describe the
characteristics of disadvantaged communities of unincorporated areas only (commonly
referred to as “DUCs”). For the purposes of defining a DUC, San Bernardino LAFCO
policy defines a community as an inhabited area comprising no less than 10 dwellings
adjacent or in close proximity to one another. Uninhabited areas include vacant or
government lands. Based upon the criteria identified, Figure E-2 identifies those areas
that meet the criteria of a DUC.4

The DUC:s identified in the mapping show that the major unincorporated areas in the
South Desert region meet the criteria of a DUC. Characteristics of these areas are as

follows®:
Morongo Homestead Yucca Valley Joshua Tree 29 Palms
Valley Valley unincorporated unincorporated
Area, sq. miles 8 46 24 65 32
Pop., 2016 1,527 3,101 3,225 6,689 1,116
Households, 2016 717 1,403 1,238 2,750 497
Median Household $42,466 $31,828 $38,823 $32,954 $31,858
Income
Characteristics Natural desert Wide open Natural desert Residential land Natural desert
setting, rural spaces and setting, rural uses, ranging setting, rural
lifestyle, natural features lifestyle, wide from single- lifestyle, wide
equestrian including, rock open spacesand | family houseson | open spaces and
oriented formations, natural features. | large lots to natural features.
community, desert Predominant mobile homes Predominant
predominance of | vegetation and land use is rural and multi-family | land use is rural
large residential | wildlife. The residential with apartment residential with
lots, lack of predominant large lots. There | buildings. The large lots. There
traffic land use is rural is very little small is very little
congestion, residential with commercial or commercial and commercial or
tranquility large lots. There industrial industrial district | industrial
(Morongo is very little development of the Joshua development
Community commercial or Tree Community
Plan) industrial is located along
development Twentynine
(Homestead Palms Highway
Valley (Joshua Tree
Community Community
Plan) Plan)

4 For this map, non-developable areas include lands in the name of: United States of America, Government Land,

State of California, and County of San Bernardino, as identified by the County Assessor.

5 ESRI
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Figure E-2:
Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities - South Desert
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Disadvantaged Communities (DACs)

Taking the discussion of a DUC a step further, disadvantaged communities (“DACs”)
include both unincorporated and incorporated areas. Figure E-3 identifies the
disadvantaged communities of the South Desert cities and their surrounding areas,
including an enlarged map of the City of Needles. On the whole, the South Desert
classifies as a disadvantaged region. The vast majority of the unincorporated area is
disadvantaged, although there are portions of incorporated Yucca Valley and
Twentynine Palms which are not classified as disadvantaged.

During the development of the MWA 2014 Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan, a collaborative effort to identify and implement water management solutions on a
regional scale, there was overwhelming agreement among the stakeholders to help and
support Disadvantaged Communities (“DACs”) 6. MWA developed a Small Systems
Program to support and assist DACs through the Integrated Water Management Plan
process. This objective was ranked as a high importance and a high urgency project.
The program was developed with input from stakeholders and the California Rural Water
Association (“CRWA”). The scope of the program is to provide guidance/assistance with
grant applications, performing needs assessments and providing specific training to
DACs applying for state and/or federal funding related to improving water management
practices. The following identifies the key issues, needs, challenges, and priorities for
the Mojave Region with respect to disadvantaged communities:

Understand the needs of different DAC communities in the region;

Help educate communities about requirements and opportunities;

Provide support to DACs in applying for assistance; and

Help improve water management systems, including water quality, that serve
DACs.

8 DACs include disadvantaged territories that are both unincorporated and incorporated.
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Figure E-3: Disadvantaged Communities, South Desert Region
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C. GROUNDWATER BASINS

Basin Prioritization by the State

There are 33 basins or sub-basins that are wholly or partially located within the South
Desert.” As part of the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program
and pursuant to the California Water Code §10933, the Department of Water Resources
(“DWR”) is required to prioritize California groundwater basins based on their adverse
effects to the local habitats and stream flows and to help identify, evaluate, and
determine the need for additional groundwater level monitoring.8 Figure E-4 maps the
South Desert basins by priority rating (with an overlay of the MWA boundary and Warren
Basin adjudicated area), and Table E-2 is a summary of key basin characteristics from
the DWR.

There are two medium priority basins that slightly extend into the South Desert Region —
the Lower Mojave River Valley (6-40) and Coachella Valley (7-21.02). The effect on this
extension is insignificant as there is no population near the areas or community wells.

The Warren Valley Basin (7-12) is the sole adjudicated basin in the South Desert.
Additionally, although not truly adjudicated, a legal agreement exists for Ames Valley
Basin (7-16). Information on these basins follows Table E-2.

7 “Groundwater basins or sub-basins” refers to basins and sub-basins as defined in DWR Bulletin 118. Department
of Water Resources, 2003. California’s Groundwater — Bulletin 118 Update 2003.
8 The DWR will reprioritize the basins in 2017.
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On January 10, 2017 and March 7, 2017 the County adopted resolutions that it will not be
the GSA for the following groundwater basins/sub-basins that are wholly or partially in the
South Desert Region along with an explanation on the status of basin within the County:

Region |§asin # I Basin-Sub-basin I Priority I GSA Exempt? I Status within County
Basins Subject of Prior Board Actions
ND,SD  [6-40 Lower Mojave River Valley |Medium Adjudicated with Alternative [Board opted out on 1/10/17 (Item
Plan for fringe No. 21)
M, ND 6-42 Upper Mojave River Valley |High Adjudicated with Alternative |Board opted out on 1/10/17 (Item
Plan for fringe No. 21)
ND 6-43 El Mirage Valley Medium Adjudicated with Alternative |Board opted out on 1/10/17 (Item
Plan for fringe No.21)
ND 6-44 Antelope Valley High Adjudicated with Alternative |Board opted out on 1/10/17 (Item
Plan for fringe No. 21)
ND 6-54 Indian Wells Valley Medium and No Board approved five- party Joint
Critically Powers Authority to be GSA on
Overdrafted 7/12/16 (Item No. 24)
SD 7-12 Warren Valley Medium Adjudicated with Alternative |Board opted out on 1/10/17 (Item
Plan for fringe No. 21)
Basins Subject of March 2017 Action
v 4-13 San Gabriel Valley High A‘_jJUdlcatEd with unmanaged No wells on 194 private acres
fringe areas
M, SD
! Primarily Federal jurisdicti
7-21.02 {Mission Creek Medium No e er.a jurisdiction/no
wells on 591 private acres
VvV, M 7-21.04 |San Gorgonio Pass Medium No No wells on four private acres
\'
Coastal Plain Of Orange . Primarily Chino Hills State
81 County Medium No Park/No wells on 19 private acres
\ 8-2.02 Cucamonga Medium quudlcated with unmanaged |Adjudication parties are working
fringe areas to comply
\ San Bernardino Valley Municipal
8-2.03 Riverside-Arlington High Ac_ijudlcated with unmanaged |Water DlSFrICt (SBVMWP) will
fringe areas manage fringe area as if itwas a
part of the adjudication
Vv . ' Adjudicated with unmanaged SBYMWD will manage fringe area
8-2.04 Rialto-Colton Medium . as ifitwas a part of the
fringe areas L
adjudication
vV, M - R SBVMWOD will manage fringe area
’ Adjudicated with unmanaged
8-2.06 Bunker Hill High .ju {catedwith u & as if itwas a part of the
fringe areas . am
adjudication
\ 8-2.07 Yucaipa Medium No Local agencies moving to be GSA
) 8-2.08 San Timoteo Medium No Local agencies moving to be GSA
M 8-9 Bear Valley Medium No Local agencies moving to be GSA
Basin Under Continuing Review
\ 8-2.01 Chino High Adjudicated with unmanaged |SB Watermaster requested County
fringe areas by GSA proxy
source: SB County Board Agenda Item 20, 7 March 2017
LAFCO staff has inserted the region column.
V =Valley M = Mountain ND = North Desert S =South Desert
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Warren Basin Adjudication

Warren Valley Basin Snapshot (Basin 7-12)

Adjudicated High Desert County Water District v. Yucca Water Company

Watermaster Hi-Desert Water District

Basin Priority, Medium

as identified by the State

Area 37 sq. miles

2010 population 22,860

Groundwater reliance Significant

Water quality impacts High nitrate concentrations when groundwater
recharge enabled seepage from septic tanks to reach
the groundwater basin

Other impacts Very low natural recharge. Historic overdraft,
mitigated by imported water.

Basin Summary, taken in whole from:

“An Evaluation of California’s Adjudicated Groundwater Basins” prepared by the Center for Global,
International and Regional Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz for the State Water
Resources Control Board. 2016.

The Warren Valley Basin adjudication established the water rights of users, but since
these rights far exceeded the very small safe yield of this desert groundwater basin, the
judgment did not limit pumping to the safe yield. Instead, it required the Watermaster to
develop imported water sources in order for economic activity to continue in the region.
The basin was in significant overdraft prior to the importation of water, but groundwater
levels improved significantly after the arrival of imported water, and in most years
groundwater recharge now exceeds pumping rates. However, during drought years less
water is likely to be available from the State Water Project for recharge, which may pose
problems over the long term for this basin. The basin also experienced unexpected
problems with high nitrate concentrations when groundwater recharge enabled seepage
from septic tanks to reach the groundwater basin. The local agency, serving as
Watermaster, recently obtained funding to build wastewater treatment and reclamation
facilities to address this groundwater quality problem, as well as to provide additional
recharge to the basin.

Water Quality

The area lacks an organized wastewater collection and treatment system. Due to
recharge via imported water, seepage from septic tanks flowed into the water table
resulting in increased nitrate levels. In accordance with the Colorado River

Region of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Resolution No.
R7-2011-0004, septic tank systems will be prohibited for the Yucca Valley area. To
mitigate the situation, HDWD is the lead agency in constructing a wastewater treatment
and reclamation plant, with Phase One estimated for completion in 2020. Phase One of
the Project is expected to collect and treat one million gallons of wastewater per day.
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As Phase Two and Three come online, the capacity will be expanded to meet the
additional demand.®

Table 4-3: Hi-Desert Water District Water Reclamation Facility Anticipated Capacity
by Phase
Phase 1 Phase 3 Phase 3
Water Reclamation Facility (2020) (2025) (2025)
Capacity [MGD] [MGD] [MGD]
Average Annual Daily Flow (AADF) 1.02 1.33 1.61

The Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency provided comments to the draft staff report and
states that all the water the Agency produces from the Ames Valley Water Basin meets
or exceeds drinking water standards. Furthermore, the Agency does not access water
from the Emerson Lake area where total dissolved solids is noted to exceed the
secondary drinking water standard. The Agency’s comments to the draft staff report
and LAFCO staff’s response are included as a part of Appendix A.

Watermaster

Objectives identified by the Watermaster Board include managing extractions, importing
water supplies, conserving stormwater, encouragement of conservation and
reclamation, and protecting groundwater quality. A Basin Management Plan was
adopted that called for importing State Water Project water from MWA through the then-
proposed Morongo Basin Pipeline to balance demand and replenish past overdraft.

? Hi-Desert Water District. http://protectgroundwater.org/. Accessed 22 Feb 2017.
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Ames Valley Basin

Ames Valley Basin Snapshot (Basin 7-16)
Legal Agreement Ames Valley Basin Water Agreement (1991),
superseded by Stipulation and Amended and
Restated Judgment (2014)

Established by: Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency, Hi-Desert Water
District, County of San Bernardino Service Area 70
Zones W-1 and 70 W-4, with Mojave Water Agency
providing administrative support

Basin Priority, Very Low

as identified by the State

Area 171 sqg. miles

2010 population 4,540

Groundwater reliance Medium

Water quality impacts Groundwater in the basin has locally high TDS,

fluoride, and chloride contents (DWR 1975). TDS
content reaches about 1,000 mg/L southwest of
Emerson Lake (MWA 1999).

Other impacts -

Although the Ames Valley Basin is not fully adjudicated, a legal agreement has been in
place since 1991 with the execution of the Ames Valley Basin Water Agreement
between Hi-Desert Water District (‘HDWD”) and Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency
(“BDVWA”) for the construction and operation of the HDWD Mainstream Well in the
Ames Valley Basin. At the time the Agreement was entered, the HDWD service area
included areas within the Ames Valley Basin and the Warren Valley Basin.

The 1991 agreement was superseded in 2014 with the Ames/Reche Groundwater
Storage and Recovery Program and Management Agreement. The Ames/Reche
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Program was established by area partners
BDVWA, HDWD, County of San Bernardino Service Areas 70 W-1 and 70 W-4, with
MWA providing administrative support. The Stipulation and Amended and Restated
Judgment was finalized by the Superior Court of the State of California, County of
Riverside on September 17, 2014. The Ames/Reche Management Area includes the
communities of Flamingo Heights, Landers, Yucca Mesa, and Pioneertown.

MWA is currently assisting the retailers in these regions with enhanced recharge
projects to alleviate overdraft and provide an alternative source of water supply
(additional discussion later in this Appendix).
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 enacted comprehensive
legislation aimed at strengthening local control and management of groundwater basins
throughout the state. The Act provides tools and authority for local agencies to achieve
prescribed sustainability goals over a 20-year period. The first step to implement the Act
is for local agencies to form local groundwater sustainability agencies (“GSAs”) by June
30, 2017. The second step is adoption of groundwater sustainability plans (“GSPs”) by
January 31, 2020 for basins determined by the Department of Water Resources to be in
critical overdraft, and by January 31, 2022 for those not in critical overdraft. Once the
GSPs are in place, local agencies have 20 years to fully implement their plans and
achieve their sustainability goals. There are two exceptions to this requirement:

¢ Adjudicated basins are exempt from creating a GSA and a GSP, but still require
reporting to the state. In this case, the court-appointed watermaster, MWA, can
fulfill the reporting requirement to the state.

e lLocal agencies may submit an alternative plan to a GSP for a basin to the state
by January 1, 2017, which must be approved by the state and then updated by
the local agencies every five years.

Fringe Areas

Conversely, there are areas outside the boundary of a public water provider that are
prioritized as a medium priority basin. In this fringe areas, there is no readily-identifiable
agency that can assume the GSA role as the adjudicated boundary or agency boundary
does not match that of the basin. The law defaults the GSA responsibility to the County.
In the South Desert, LAFCO staff has identified portions of the Lower Mojave River
Valley Basin (6-40) and Warren Valley Basin as fringe areas. These areas are shown
on Figure E-5.

Fringe Area — Lower Mojave River Valley Basin

For this area, the Mojave Water Agency is the adjacent agency, and within its boundary
it is the court-appointed watermaster which can fulfill the reporting requirement to the
state. For the areas adjacent to the MWA boundary, on December 30, 2016, MWA
submitted an alternative to a GSP for fringe areas to DWR for the unadjudicated
portions of the Lower Mojave River Valley Basin that are outside of the MWA boundary.

Fringe Area - Warren Valley Basin

Most of the Warren Valley Basin is managed by Hi-Desert Water District as
Watermaster pursuant to the Warren Valley Basin adjudication effective in 1977. But
there are portions of the Warren Valley Basin that lie outside the adjudicated area
boundary, but within the official boundary of the basin as established by DWR. As such,
the unadjudicated portions of the basin, also known as “fringe areas,” must either be
sustainably managed by a GSA implementing an adopted GSP or by a local agency
implementing an Alternative Plan.
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On December 30, 2016, MWA submitted an Alternative to a Groundwater Sustainability
Plan for fringe areas to DWR for the unadjudicated portions of Warren Valley Basin.
MWA developed the Alternative in cooperation with Hi-Desert Water District, which
serves as the Warren Valley Basin Watermaster and Joshua Basin Water District, which
serves water from the Warren Valley Basin to its customers. The proposed Alternative
excluded five unadjudicated areas in Warren Valley Basin that underlie Joshua Tree
National Park and, as such, are under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service.

The second map shows the fringe areas in Warren Valley Basin, including those under
the jurisdiction of the National Park Service.

County Action

On January 10, 2017 the County Board of Supervisors took action to support MWA's
efforts to monitor and sustainably manage the fringe areas. Absent such a plan, SGMA
mandates that the County would be the presumptive GSA responsible to manage the
fringe areas in these basin (§10724 et seq.), unless the County notified the state on or
before June 30, 2017 that it would not be the GSA for any unmanaged areas within its
jurisdiction. 10

Imposition of Fees or Requirements Outside of Agency Boundary

However, at this time it is not clear to LAFCO staff the extent of the powers afforded to
MWA if the state approves the alternative - because while an agency can plan outside of
its boundaries, it cannot impose fees or regulatory requirements outside of its boundary
(Water Code §10726.8).

10 Board Agenda Item 21, 10 January 2017.
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D. MOJAVE WATER AGENCY IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT “M” WHOLESALE AREA

The Mojave Water Agency (“MWA”) was formed July 21, 1960, due to concerns over
declining groundwater levels. MWA was created for the explicit purpose of doing “any
and every act necessary, so that sufficient water may be available for any present or
future beneficial use of the lands and inhabitants within MWA's jurisdiction.”'" MWA is
one of 29 State Water Project (“SWP”) contractors which purchase non-potable water
for recharge, treatment for potable use, and irrigation purposes. MWA serves an area of
4,900 square miles in both the North and South Desert Regions of Bernardino County.
A map of MWA's boundary and sphere is below in Figure E-6.

The Morongo Basin/Johnson Valley Area, comprises MWA's Improvement District M
(“Morongo Area”) is located in the South Desert Region. Retail water agencies serving
the Morongo Area include Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency (“BDVWA”), Joshua
Basin Water District (“4BWD”), Hi-Desert Water District (‘HDWD”), and County Service
Area 70-Zone W-4 (Pioneertown). As discussed later, the Morongo Basin to the west
and Twentynine Palms to east are not within MWA and therefore lack access to
supplemental water.

1 MWA Law, Chapter 97-1.5, dated July 21, 1960.
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Figure E-6: Mojave Water Agency Sphere of Influence
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Supply

As referenced in MWA'’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, the entire Morongo Area
has limited natural water supplies, with a large portion of the area relying on MWA'’s
ability to provide State Water Project water through the Morongo Basin Pipeline. Table
E-3, below, summarizes historical and projected groundwater pumping for the Morongo
Area.

Table E-3:
Morongo Area Historical and Projected Groundwater Production (AFY)

Morongo Area — Groundwater Production (AFY)

2005 | 2010 | 2015 | 2020 | 2025 | 2030 | 2035 | 2040
Morongo Area 5,879 [ 5,466 | 6,509 | 6,942 | 7,128 | 7,349 | 7,564 | 7,767
Source: MWA Urban Water Management Plan (2015)

There are three water supply agreements that deal with coordinated water supplies
throughout the area, including: (1) Warren Valley Basin Agreement, (2) a stipulated and
amended and restated judgment for the Ames-Reche Management Area, and (3) an
agreement for the users of the Morongo Basin pipeline.

Warren Valley Basin Agreement

Warren Basin, serving the Town of Yucca Valley, was the first to experience obvious
overdraft issues and relies on imported water and three associated recharge sites. The
Warren Valley Basin Agreement is an agreement between MWA, HDWD, and the
Warren Valley Basin Watermaster. This agreement affects the use of the Morongo
Basin Pipeline including pipeline users in the Ames Valley, Means Valley, and Johnson
Valley groundwater basins. The primary purpose of the agreement is to more efficiently
use available water supply and to provide supplemental water to the Watermaster in the
event that water levels drop too low to support the adjudicated water rights.

Ames-Reche Management Area

The Ames Valley Basin Water Agreement is a 1991 Agreement between HDWD and
BDVWA for the construction and operation of the HDWD Mainstream Well in the Ames
Valley basin. At the time the Agreement was entered, the HDWD service area included
areas within the Ames Valley basin and the Warren Valley basin. The 1991 Ames
Valley Basin Water Agreement has been superseded by the 2014 Ames/Reche
Groundwater Storage and Recovery Program and Management Agreement, which is
intended to support long-term management of local groundwater resources within
portions of the Ames Valley.

Morongo Basin Pipeline

In 1990, the southeastern portion of the MWA's territory voted in favor of forming
Improvement District M and to incur bonded indebtedness of $66.5 million to finance the
construction costs of the Morongo Basin Pipeline. The Morongo Basin Pipeline, 71-
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miles in length, brings water from the California Aqueduct in Hesperia to settling ponds
in the Morongo Basin where water seeps into the ground to supplement the area’s
natural water supply. The pipeline, built in the mid-1990s, was a joint project of MWA,
HDWD, JBWD, BDVWA, and San Bernardino CSA 70. Pipeline turnouts serve HDWD,
JBWD, and BDVWA.

The landowners of the improvement district are obligated to pay for 75% of the costs for
construction of the Pipeline, and the participating agencies are obligated to pay the
remaining 25%. The participating agencies each pay a share of the 25% as follows:

Table E-4:
Improvement District M - Participating Agency Share
| _Agency Original Share 1995 Share Current Share

Hi-Desert Water District 59% 59% 59%
Joshua Basin Water District 27% 27% 27%
Bighorn-Desert View Water 9% 9% 10%
Agency'?

CSA 70 Zone W-1 (Goat Mountain) 4% 1% --

CSA 70 Zone W-4 (Pioneertown) 1% 0% 0%
MWA 0% 4% 4%

Originally, County Service Area (“CSA”) 70 Zone W-1 was obligated to pay 4% and CSA
70 W-4 to pay 1%. However, in 1995, MWA acquired 3% of the rights from CSA 70 W-1
and 1% from CSA W-4. According to County Special Districts Department staff, the
County Board of Supervisors approved the sale due to the lack of utilization of the
water. The percentage share identified for each participating agency also reflects the
percentage of water which they are entitled. The Board of Supervisors action
relinquished its rights to purchase supplemental water from the Pipeline when they sold
the W-1 and W-4 shares.

Improvement District M has contractual access to of up to one seventh of MWA’s
original State Water Project water allotment of 50,800 acre-feet/year (“AFY”); this
equates to 7,257 acre-feet per year (AFY).13 At the time the Morongo Basin Pipeline
agreement was executed among the participants and MWA in 1990, MWA's SWP
allotment was 50,800 AFY. Subsequently, MWA has acquired additional allotment,
currently at 82,800 AFY. However, their access is limited to the contractual amount.
The contract expires when the bonds are paid off in September 2023.

The figure below depicts the boundaries of MWA Improvement District M at formation
(including the former CSA 70 Zone W-1 which is now a part of BDVWA). The following
table identifies deliveries via the Morongo Basin Pipeline from 2009 through 2015.
Subsequent data is not yet available.

12 LAFCO 3181 annexed the CSA 70 Zone W-1 area to Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency and dissolved Zone W-1.

As a part of the reorganization, the Improvement District M share of Zone W-1 transferred to BDVWA.

13 Under maximum delivery conditions the Morongo Basin Pipeline could deliver 15,000 AFY. Delivery of the
difference between the Improvement District M contracts and 15,000 would be per MWA Ordinance 9 and the
equitable policies concerning water allocation adopted by MWA as most recently amended by MWA.
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Figure E-7:
MWA Improvement District M
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Table E-5:
State Water Project Deliveries

Facility 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

1,190 2,184 1,306 1,110 1,045 1,023
1,838 2,383

Antelope Valley-East Kern®
Hi-Desert Water District

Winters

Joshua Basin Water District
Hi-Desert Water District - MWA
Oro Grande

Deep Creek Flow Control Facility

9,237

Rock Springs Outlet 14,765 20,836 23,943 5,146
Hi-Desert Power Plant 2,698 2,776 1,637 3,860
Hodge 27 194 1,624 252
Lenwood 0 186 743 347
Daggett 1 155 2,063 500
Newberry 0 156 602 0
Silverwood 6,440 14,141 2,994
Construction 15 58 5
TOTAL " 21,528 35581 50,210 26,180 = 7,452 3,609 82909

! Antelope Valley-East Kern: Delivery for the Luz Solar Plant located near Kramer Junction, exchange
agreement with the Antelope Valley — East Kern Water Agency

Not identified in the annual data Morongo Pipeline

According to the MWA Urban Water Management Plan (2015), JBWD uses the supply
from the Joshua Tree/Copper Mountain Valley Region and completed construction on a
groundwater recharge pond for imported SWP water in 2014 that will supply SWP water
to the groundwater basins to address current overdraft conditions. As shown in the
figure above, deliveries began in 2014.

The Ames - Reche recharge facility (shown as Winters in the table above) delivers water
from the State Water Project directly to the Pipes Wash in Landers, located north of
Yucca Valley. The Ames - Reche facility consists of a pipeline extending west from the
Morongo Basin Pipeline at Winters Road to an outlet in Pipes Wash. Construction of
the pipeline, flow control facility and outlet was completed in 2014. The turnout is
planned to flow up to a maximum capacity of five cubic feet per second, recharging a
maximum of approximately 1,500 acre feet per year.

The Johnson Valley to the northwest is only lightly populated, however the MWA is
monitoring the basin so if development does occur, MWA will have a data set to act
from. This is also true for the Means Valley Region, which is small and sparsely
populated with only limited domestic groundwater development.
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Demand

Per capita water use is projected to continue to decrease in the future due to active
water savings, such as the 2014 State mandate for mandatory conservation, and
passive water savings, such as building code requirements to utilize low-flow plumbing
fixtures. However, as shown in Table E-6, below, overall water demand is still projected
to increase over the next 25 years due to growing population in the Morongo Area.

Table E-6:

Morongo Area Projected Water Demands (AFY)

Morongo Area Projected Water Demands (AFY)
2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Hi-Desert Water District 2,838 3,056 3,195 3,357 3,518 3,668
Joshua Basin Water District 1,369 1,583 1,630 1,689 1,744 1,797
Remaining Area 2,302 2,303 2,303 2,303 2,302 2,302
Morongo Area 6,509 6,942 7,128 7,349 7,564 7,767

Source: MWA Urban Water Management Plan (2015)

Water Infrastructure/Planned Improvements

The Mojave Water Agency has constructed several recharge facilities across their
service area to facilitate delivering water from the SWP to the Mojave Desert and
Morongo Basin areas. MWA's Deep Creek recharge facility is located along the Mojave
River, south of Rock Springs Road. This facility takes advantage of high percolation
rates in the floodplain aquifer to recharge water directly upstream of the area with the
highest groundwater pumping demand within MWA's service area. The Deep Creek site
consists of a pipeline extending south along the Mojave River from the Morongo Basin
Pipeline. Construction of the pipeline, flow control facility and river outlet was completed
in 2013. The turnout is planned to flow up to a maximum capacity of 70 cubic feet per
second, recharging a maximum of approximately 40,000 acre feet per year.

Over the past several years, MWA has carried out a number of projects identified in the
2006 Regional Water Management Plan. According to the Agency, MWA is coming out
of a capital intensive period and is now planning projects identified in the recent 2014
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. The financial direction has now shifted
into a new phase of study, planning and design. In addition, a number of challenges are
facing MWA that will be part of the dialog and priority setting over the next several years,
including, but not limited to:

e A continued state-wide drought

» Greater pressures on MWA relating to land use, groundwater regulation, water
efficiencies and conservation efforts

Long-term reliability of the Sacramento - San Joaquin Delta water supply

A greater emphasis on water quality

Rising water costs

An increasingly competitive grant arena

Increasing Agency costs for SWP water

Increasing overall expectations of MWA
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On April 28, 2016, the MWA Board of Directors adopted their Fiscal Year 2016-17
Budget which includes a 5-Year Capital Project Budget. The Capital Project Budget
links the Agency’s key goals and priorities with specific projects and the financial
resources to implement those projects. Projects in the Agency’s FY 2016-17 five-Year
Capital Project Budget are listed in the table below.

Table E-7:

MWA FY 2016-17 Capital Projects

Agency Capital Projects Description
Bighorn-Desert View Implementation of a Water Infrastructure Restoration Program (WIRP) that
Water Agency outlines specific system improvements to remediate deficiencies in

infrastructure and operations. Two WIRP projects have been recently
implemented: (1) the Ames/Reche Groundwater and Recovery Program, and
(2) a Groundwater Management Plan.

Hi-Desert Water
District

Cooperative partner with implementation of BDVWA’s Groundwater
Management Plan

Joshua Basin Water
District

Completed Joshua Basin Recharge Project to better utilize SWP water via the
Morongo Basin Pipeline; this project provides JBWD the ability to purchase and
deliver needed recharge into the Joshua Tree subbasin to relieve overdraft
conditions.

Mojave Water Agency

Ames-Reche Recharge Facility — this facility delivers water from the SWP
directly to the Pipes Wash in Landers, located north of Yucca Valley. The
facility consists of a pipeline extending west from the Morongo Basin Pipeline
at Winters Road to an outlet in Pipes Wash. Construction of the pipeline, flow
control facility and outlet was completed in 2014.

Antelope Wash Recharge — prepare a feasibility study and preliminary designs
for a groundwater recharge basin located in the Antelope Wash in southern
Hesperia. The Morongo Basin Pipeline passes through this area and would be
the source of recharge water.

SCADA Upgrade —the existing SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data
Acquisition) system, used for remote monitoring and control of pipeline
operations, requires an upgrade. The SCADA system on the Morongo Basin
Pipeline was installed in 1997. A new SCADA system has been installed which
can be expanded to accommodate Morongo Basin and Morongo River
Pipelines.

Ames/Reche
Groundwater
Storage

and Recovery
Program -

Phase Il Expansion

Expand the Ames/Reche Recharge Facility to accommodate the maximum
potential delivery capacity of 3,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) (currently
permitted for 1,500 AFY).

Can deliver 1,000+/- AF groundwater recharge

The Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency provided comments to the draft staff report and
adds that another potential location for recharge facilities within the Ames/Reche
Management Area is being evaluated by MWA on a parcel owned by BDVWA. The
Agency’'s comments to the draft staff report and LAFCO staff’s response are included as

a part of Appendix A.
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E. COMMUNITIES WITHOUT ACCESS TO WHOLESALE WATER
(1) MORONGO VALLEY

Typical of the desert, the community has no major perennial streams, thus groundwater
supplies are limited to the natural recharge from intermittent, seasonal precipitation
percolating into the interior Morongo groundwater sub-basin. The Morongo Valley sub-
basin underlies the Morongo Valley Community Plan area. There is little information on
this sub-basin, and although it bears the same name it is not related to the area
commonly known as the Morongo Basin. The Morongo Valley in general has adequate
groundwater supplies, but water quality is poor. A review of the water quality reports for
all of the retail water systems indicates that there are high levels of uranium in the
community’s groundwater.

When MWA proposed to annex into the Morongo Basin in 1965, the communities of
Morongo Valley and Twentynine Palms (as defined at that time) were excluded at their
request. The sphere establishment for MWA in 1973 included only the existing territory of
MWA in this area. Therefore, the Morongo Valley community cannot enjoy delivery of water
for recharge via the Morongo Basin pipeline. Today, those residents who have their own
on-site wells are susceptible to high uranium levels as well, especially in the northeastern
portion of the community.

As identified in the Morongo Valley Community Plan, the lack of connections, which is a
function of available infrastructure and poor water quality, will provide constraints for
future development within the plan area. Those residents residing outside of a water
purveyor have their own on-site methods such as wells or springs. The yield from these
sources will vary dependent on the amount of snowmelt and rainfall. The residents are
responsible for monitoring the quality of the water they use.

(2) TWENTYNINE PALMS

The Twentynine Palms Water District (“TPWD”), encompassing approximately 87
square miles, is generally bordered by the Joshua Tree National Park on the south, the
Joshua Basin Water District on the west, the Twentynine Palms Marine Corps on the
north, and the Wonder Valley community, defined by County Service Area 70 Zone M,
on the east. The City of Twentynine Palms, except for that portion of the Twentynine
Palms Marine Corps Base located within the City, is located within the boundaries of
TPWD.

The District currently relies solely on local groundwater and has no access to imported
water supplies. The District is not within the service area of the Mojave Water Agency.
According to the TPWD’s 2015 UWMP, while imported water from MWA has not been
historically pursued by the District, this position may be reconsidered in the future as the
District assesses the supplies necessary to meet projected demands within their area of
service.

Prior to 1954, the Twentynine Palms area was served by three privately owned water

companies: Abell Water Company, Condor Mutual Water Company, and Pacific Water
Company. TPWD was formed in 1954 and immediately purchased the three water
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companies. Their wells, storage facilities, and piping served as the initial water system
for the District. Historical pumping and water deliveries by the District have steadily
increased since the formation in the mid-1950s. Annual pumping in the 1990s regularly
exceeded 900 million gallons (approximately 2,760 AF), with an average daily delivery
per service connection slightly under 400 gallons. Increased pumping to meet the
needs of an increasing resident population has resulted in groundwater overdraft in
parts of the groundwater basin.

According to the District's 2015 UWMP, TPWD currently serves 6,759 active
connections, all of which are metered accounts and predominantly residential.
Commercial, landscape irrigation and fire protection connections, combined, account for
less than five percent of the District’s connections. Population projections for TPWD,
shown in Table E-8 below, shows a 145 percent population increase between 2015 and
2040, a substantial increase. 4

Table E-8:
Twentynine Palms Water District - Population Projections (TPWD UWMP)

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

Population | 18,030 14,985 24,328 27,411 30,494 33,578 36,661
Source: Twentynine Palms UWMP (2015)

LAFCO staff’s position is that the TPWD population figures are aggressive and due to its
geographical position at the end the basin, a jump of 10,000 inhabitants is unlikely from
2015 to 2020. Further, due to the steep population drop between 2010 and 2015
coupled with the sharp population increases in the future, it appears that different data
sources are referenced. Below, LAFCO has revised the figures with the following
methodology:

e Obtaining 2010 (Census), 2016 (estimate), and 2021 (projections) figures for the
TPWD boundary from Environmental Systems Research Institute (“ESRI”).

e Using 2021 as a base, applying the UWMP annual growth rate from 2020
through 2040.

Table E-9:
Twentynine Palms Water District - Population Projections (LAFCO Revision)

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Population | 17,954 18,165 18,659 20,528 22,790 25,096 27,400
Source: LAFCO, ESRI, Twentynine Palms UWMP

The revised population projections are more in line with previous growth rates and is
therefore more likely to occur.

14 | AFCO staff's position is that the population projections cited in the TPWD’s 2015 UWMP may be aggressive.
The UWMP also indicates that no known potential developments are anticipated to be built in the future within
the TPWD's service area which supports a slower population increase for the foreseeable future.
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Supply/Demand

TPWD relies solely on local groundwater as its source of water. The District overlies
two non-adjudicated groundwater basins — the Twentynine Palms Valley Basin and the
Joshua Tree Basin. Within the Twentynine Palms Valley Basin are the Mesquite Lake
and Mainside subbasins. Within Joshua Tree Basin are three subbasins — Indian Cove,
Fortynine Palms and Eastern subbasins. The basins are largely dependent on annual
run-off which can be highly variable.

The District’s projected future water demands are shown in Table E-10, below. The
anticipated total water demand in 2040 will be approximately 6,530 AFY.

Table E-10:
Twentynine Palms Water District
Projected Water Demands (AF) Average/Normal Year

Water Use Sector 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Single Family Residential 3,441 3,877 4,313 4,749 5,186
Multi-Family Residential 635 715 796 876 957
Commercial/Industrial 194 219 243 268 293
Landscape Irrigation 19 22 24 27 29
Other (fire protection/non-potable) 43 49 55 60 66
Total 4,333 4,882 5,431 5,980 6,530

Source: Twentynine Palms UWMP (2015)

Table E-11, below, summarizes District water supplies available over the 20-year

planning period during an average/normal year and compares them to demands for the
same period. As shown, system-wide supply data indicate that supplies are sufficient to
meet system demands through 2040.

Table E-11:
Supply and Demand Comparisons - Twentynine Palms Water District
2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Supply Totals 6,995 6,995 6,995 6,995 6,995
Estimated Demands 4,333 4,882 5,431 5,980 6,530
Difference (Supply — Demand) 2,663 2,113 1,564 1,015 465

Source: TPWD UWMP (2015)

The TPWD has become a test district for the EPA’s research into an economical method
for small, low-income water agencies to remove arsenic. This new method brings the
TPWD drinking water into compliance with the new maximum contaminant levels for
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arsenic and saves the district over $20,000 annually.'> Not only does this clean the
local water, the results from this test case will support the removal of arsenic in other
areas of the country with a lower cost method. Additionally, the District operates a
3MGD Fluoride Removal Plant that removes high levels of naturally occurring fluoride
from the Mesquite Lake sub-basin.

(3) NEEDLES

The City of Needles is located at the eastern edge of the county on the west bank of the
Colorado River, approximately 144 miles east of Barstow, 26 miles south of Laughlin,
Nevada, and 42 miles north of Lake Havasu City, Arizona. Interstate 40, the third
longest east-west interstate highway in the United States, is the major highway through
Needles.

The City has roughly 1,800 connections, and all connections are metered. Population
projections for the City, depicted in Table E-12 below, show a modest 14 percent
population increase (689 persons) between 2015 and 2040.

Table E-12:
City of Needles Population Projections (LAFCO Revised)16

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
4,976 5,113 5,252 5,396 5,544 5,665
Source: Needles Service Review (2013)

Ground water is the sole source of the Needles water supply. The City has no access to
imported water supplies. The Needles service area overlies one groundwater basin,
historically identified by the California Department of Water Resources as Needles
Valley. The City has four wells which are approximately 100 feet deep and are located
in the lower part of the City. The City’s water distribution system consists of 66 miles of
lines varying in diameter from 2 to 16 inches. To maintain adequate pressure
throughout the system, the City has two booster stations. Water storage capacity is
provided by two 1.5 million gallon tanks, one 1.5 million gallon tank, and one 100,000
gallon tank. Table E-13, below, identifies the capacity of each of City’s four wells and
shows that Well 12 has the highest capacity at 2,000 gallons per minute.

Table E-13:
City of Needles Water Sources/Capacity

Source

Status

Capacity
(gpm)

Comments

Groundwater

15 Sorg, Thomas an Abraham S.C. Chen, Lili Wang, and Raymond Kolisz. “Regenerating an Arsenic Removal Iron-
Based Adsorptive Media System, Part 1: The Regeneration Process”, Journal of the American Water Works

Association. 109:5. May 2017.

16 Reflects revisions to SCAG’s 2015 RTP population projections by LAFCO staff using actual growth rates over the

past 30 years.
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Well 8 Active 700
Well 11 Active 1,800
Well 12 Active 2,000 Used for golf course irrigation;
manganese above MCL.
Well 15 Active ? 2,000 gpm anticipated
TOTAL 4,500 6.48 MGD
Surface Water — NONE
Connections with other systems
Fort Mohave Indian Tribe* Active 145 gpm | 0.21 MGD. 2011 maximum sold via
(Arizona Village) one-way 3 inch connection.

* The City also has a 6 inch connection with California Village but is considered a service connection.
Source: CA Department of Public Health Sanitary Survey of City of Needles (2015)

Table E-14, below, shows if the City’s wells meet maximum daily demand (“MDD”) and

Peak Hourly Demand (“PHD”). As shown, the wells meet MDD and PHD but do not
meet MDD when the highest capacity source (Well 12) is offline.

Table E-14:
City of Needles Source Capacity Compliance
Requirement for Capacity Demand Capacity Meets
Requirement
MDD at all times 4.66 MGD 6.48 MGD Yes
MDD with high capacity source (Well 4.66 MGD 3.6 MGD No
12) offline
4 hrs PHD 0.29 MG/hr 0.27 MG/hr + Yes (source +
0.08 MG storage)

Lower Colorado Water Supply Project

In the 1980s, it was recognized that Needles and other communities along the Colorado
River did not have rights for their current and future water supply demands. On
November 14, 1986, Congress enacted the Lower Colorado Water Supply Act of 1986.
This Act authorized and appropriated funds for the Bureau of Reclamation (“‘BOR”) to
construct the Lower Colorado Water Supply Project (“Project”). The Project consists of
well field facilities in the Sand Hills along the All-American Canal in Imperial County with
sufficient capacity to supply up to 10,000 acre-feet of exchange water to be made
available to eligible entities along the Colorado River in California. The City and BOR
entered into a contract to implement this provision of the Act which allows water pumped
from the Colorado River, and consumptively used, to be exchanged for an equivalent
quantity of replacement ground water to be pumped from the Project and delivered into
the All-American Canal. Without this Project, entities such as the City of Needles might
not have a water supply to meet its future growth.
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Water Quality Monitoring

The City of Needles is within the State’s defined Colorado River Hydrologic Region. The
relatively saline Colorado River provides irrigation and domestic water to much of
Southern California. Of recent concern to human health is the presence of low levels of
perchlorate in the Colorado River from a Kerr-McGee chemical facility in the Las Vegas
Wash, the nation’s largest perchlorate contamination site. In addition, high levels of
hexavalent chromium occur in groundwater wells near Needles. Septic systems at
recreational areas along the Colorado River are also a concern for domestic and
recreational water uses.!”

According to the City’s 2015 Consumers Confidence Report, arsenic and/or nitrates
were detected in Wells 8, 11, 12 and 15. However, all levels are below the state and
federal regulations for maximum contaminant level, and all water meets the primary
drinking standards.

The City has a connection with the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe (Arizona Village) via a one-
way 3-inch connection with a capacity of 145 gpm. The City also has a 6-inch
connection with California Village but is considered a service connection.

F. CADIZ VALLEY WATER CONSERVATION, RECOVERY, & STORAGE PROJECT

Cadiz Inc. owns 45,000 acres (approximately 70 square miles) of land in eastern San
Bernardino County. The majority of the property overlies the Fenner Valley aquifer
system. Cadiz Inc. has proposed the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and
Storage Project (“Cadiz Project”) to transfer groundwater from wells located on the
Cadiz property overlying the Orange Blossom Wash, Cadiz, Bristol and Fenner Valley
aquifers and deliver the groundwater via the Colorado River Aqueduct to parts of
Orange County and other areas. Twenty percent of the water is reserved for water
agencies in San Bernardino County.

Multiple water providers have signed letters of intent, option agreements or purchase
agreements with Cadiz Inc. to reserve water supplies from the proposed project,
including the Santa Margarita Water District, Three Valleys Municipal Water District,
Golden State Water Company, Suburban Water Systems, California Water Service
Company, Otay Water District, Lake Arrowhead Community Services District, the City of
Indio and the Jurupa Community Services District.

Joint Powers Authority

On November 14, 2014, the Santa Margarita Water District (“SMWD”) approved a Joint
Powers Agreement with Cadiz, Inc. and the Fenner Valley Mutual Water Company to
establish the Fenner Valley Water Authority ("FVWA”). FVWA was created to operate
the capital facilities for the proposed Cadiz Project following construction. SMWD, in its
role as the managing agency of the FVWA, is proposed to retain control over the

17 Department of Water Resources, Bulletin 160-09, California Water Plan Update 2009, Vol. 3 — Colorado River
Hydrologic Region.
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facilities, including day-to-day operation of the well field and carrying out the Project’s
compliance with a groundwater management plan that will be enforced by San
Bernardino County.

Development Challenges

Since initiating the project in the early 1990s, Cadiz Inc. has faced significant
development challenges. Most recently, on May 10, 2016, Cadiz Inc. won a decisive
victory with a decision by California’s Fourth District Court of Appeal in Santa Ana which
upheld six lower court decisions addressing various governmental approvals and
environmental reviews of the project. Additional hurdles remain, however, including
securing access to the Colorado River Aqueduct. In October 2016, the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management rejected Cadiz Inc.’s proposal to use an 1875 railway right-of-way to
build a 43-mile pipeline from the Fenner Valley to the Colorado River Aqueduct where it
could be delivered to future customers.
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Figure E-8:
Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project
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APPENDIX E-2
South Desert Service Review Update
City and District Updates

E-43



2102/8LIS deuw |eta1jo ue se pasn aq

SeiN
10U1sIQ J91EM uiseg enysor [ | < € Gl sL0 0 :pajealg depy 0} Jou | pue Ajuo Aeidsip |B1auab o} pasn aq o)
N PapUSjUI S UMOUS UONBLLIOMI 8y | 19Wie|osid

1ousIq Jaem Meseg H [ |

FouoBy srem woin waseq-oubia (1) Kouaby 19)ep\ MBIA Masag-uloybig

1 L 3 T T | i S et I
miE — T AMMOSSEHH | o
- e Mo Bl
e
: z |
_! .\\ T M I SYEFLY
= 4 II_ .ﬂ: NINLSIA VNN u.
\r @M uiseg enysop \_m“ B
_ 2 T i " ausa = [ o
== 1 o \
i i
rs
QU VdvN
<
@ r
CED g ¢ \\“\\\
- ER I A 7 i
: - OYPIE .‘mma%m s BT e T
rey . AT A
s ey - S
..%. W ol 3 a%\....u\.‘ \

r ! 3 -
. by i £ i . N
& = ]
o A E - - -
b .
*ﬂu‘ - = .-
Qy J3UL VIHSOM o ') oy s, > . ’
e » ' 4 - i ]
; : ¢ - "2 fr
'3 ,-.‘
J »,

“u, Y Lo F
® .nw.. om‘.?-n [ T ) -
¥ o - ; s
. " Y Il 4. ¢
1 e ’ ;L2 . .ﬂo.\w.
A L% # [%an %, g
e i A 2
od Y L L > 3 LS
\.hwx. N 9 =
4 y %, 2

y
04 GMP GSWVNND

Ay
\‘
R
3oy
QY YIEUY1

OY ¥Saw

M
%
%%3
s
T\ oy
h‘a‘
GHOSTRD

m.m T ¥ .WNNHY\}W.J;-. gufend¥RoW

E-44




Bighorn - Desert View Water Agency Flamingo Heights, Landers, Johnson Valley

Agency Information
Principal Act | Bighorn Mountains Water Agency Law (Statutes 1969, Year Formed 19901
Chapter 1175, P. 2273) Water Code Appendix, Section
112-1to 54
Governance | 5-member Board of Directors Square Miles 52
Website http://www.bdvwa.org/ 2015 Population 4,116
LAFCO Authority

Authorized Functions Water

Previous service review | http://www.sbclafco.org/Proposals/ServiceReviews/SouthDesertRegion/HomesteadValley.aspx

Infrastructure

Supply Groundwater. 2 distinct water systems (by DDW permit). BDVWA: 6 active wells with a
capacity of 3067gpm). Improvement District: 3 active wells with a capacity of 797 gpm

Storage 2 distinct water systems (by DDW permit). BDVWA: 10 reservoirs (one serving Johnson Valley
water hauling station) with a capacity of 2.4 MG. Improvement District: 3 reservoirs with a
capacity of 0.62 MG.

Distribution | 2 distinct water systems (by DDW permit). BDVWA: 108 miles of distribution pipeline; 7
pressure zones; 3 booster stations; 14 pressure reducing stations. Improvement District: 50

miles of pipeline; 3 pressure zones; 1 booster station; 5 pressure reducing stations.
Connections | Within Boundary | Outside Boundary/Within Sphere | Outside Sphere Total
BDWVA 1,608 - - 1,608
Imp. Dist. 492 492

Typical Monthly Residential Water Bill (3/4” meter, 15 ccf), as of 1 July 2016

Meter Charge Consumption Charge Surcharge Total
$27.50 $22.50 -- $50.002
Cash Flows 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Increase (Decrease) in
Cash & Equivalents $57,818 $120,262 (6137,550) $457,225 ($178,019)
Cash & Equivalents, End of Year $762,219 $882,481 $744,931 | $1,202,156 | $1,024,137

Sources: Mojave Water Agency 2015 UWMP, Consumer Confidence Report (2015); financial statements, sanitary survey
report, rate sheet, agency website, LAFCO files

1 1n 1990, the Bighorn Mountains Water Agency and the Desert View Water District consolidated into the Bighorn-Desert
View Water Agency.
2 Assumes Accounts 01-06
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