DESERT WATER AGENCY & BOARD OF DIRECTORS
JUNE 4, 2019 @ REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

REGULAR MEETING 8:00 A.M. OPERATIONS CENTER - 1200 SOUTH GENE AUTRY TRAIL — PALM SPRINGS - CALIFORNIA

Desert Water Agency operates independently of any other local government. Its autonomous elected board members are directly accountable to the people they serve. The Agency is one of the desert's
two State Water Contractors and provides water and resource management, including recycling, for a 325-square-mile area of Western Riverside County, encompassing parts of Cathedral City, Desert
Hot Springs, outlying Riverside County and Palm Springs.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT KRAUSE
COMMITTEE REPORTS - A. Executive — May 28, 2019 STUART

PUBLIC COMMENT: members of the public may comment on any item not listed on the agenda, but within the jurisdiction of the Agency. In addition, members of the public may speak
on any item listed on the agenda as that item comes up for consideration. Speakers are requested to keep their comments to no more than three (3) minutes. As provided in the Brown Act, the Board
is prohibited from acting on items not listed on the agenda.

ACTION ITEMS
Public Hearing Items (A-C):
2019/20120 Groundwater Replenishment Assessments
A. West Whitewater River Subbasin KRAUSE
1). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1205 Making Findings in Fact Pursuant to Section 15.4
of DWA Law for the West Whitewater River Subbasin Replenishment Assessment

2). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1206 Levying a Replenishment Assessment for FY 2019/2020

B. Mission Creek Subbasin
1). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1207 Making Findings in Fact Pursuant to Section 15.4 KRAUSE
of DWA Law for the Mission Creek Subbasin Replenishment Assessment

2). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1208 Levying a Replenishment Assessment for FY 2019/2020

C. Garnet Hill Subbasin
1). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1209 Making Findings in Fact Pursuant to Section 15.4 KRAUSE
of DWA Law for the Garnet Hill Subbasin Replenishment Assessment

2). Request Adoption of Resolution No. 1210 Levying a Replenishment Assessment for FY 2019/2020

D. Request Approval of July 1, 2019 Cost-of-Living Salary Increase for DWA Employees HOPPING
and Contract Amendment for General Manager

E. Request Authorization to Advertise for Bids/Snow Creek Village Surface Water Filtration Plant JOHNSON

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. 2019/2020 Operating, General and Wastewater Budgets (DRAFT) SAENZ

B. State Water Project Financing Analysis SAENZ

C. Election by Division — Map Update KRAUSE/METZGER

D. Director's Report on CSDA Legislative Days Attendance BLOOMER

OUTREACH & CONSERVATION METZGER

A. Media Information

B. Activities

DIRECTORS COMMENTS AND REQUESTS
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9. CLOSED SESSION

A.  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1)
Name of Case: Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians vs. Coachella Valley Water District, et al

B. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1)
Name of Case: Mission Springs Water District vs. Desert Water Agency

C. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1)
Name of Case: Albrecht et al vs. County of Riverside

D. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1)
Name of Case: Abbey et al vs. County of Riverside

E. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXISTING LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1)
Name of Case: Thurman W. Arnold, Il vs. Julie K. Rupp, John Medjian, Mary Beth Rupp, David Merritt Levy, DWA

F. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL - EXPOSURE TO LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (2)
Alan Neil Freiman, et al vs. Safari Park, Inc.
Riverside County Superior Court Case No. PSC1806308

G. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL — EXPOSURE TO LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (2)
Claim to Compel Elections by Division Pursuant to the California Voting Rights Act

10. RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION — REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION
11. ADJOURN

Upon request, this agenda will be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Any person with a
disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting is asked to contact Desert Water Agency’s Assistant Secretary of the Board, at (760) 323-4971, at least 48 working
hours prior to the meeting to enable the Agency to make reasonable arrangements. Copies of records provided to Board members which relate to any agenda item to be discussed in open session may be
obtained from the Agency at the address indicated on the agenda.



GENERAL MANAGER S REPORT
JUNE 4, 2019

Damaged Air-Vac

On May 23 at approximately 8:30 p.m., Construction stand-by responded to notice of a damaged
air-vac on the southeast corner of Racquet Club Rd. and north Indian Canyon Dr. The air-vac had
been hit by a vehicle and had to be replaced and is now back in service (this was a hit and run).
The water loss was estimated and recorded for a fully open 2-inch pipe that ran for approximately
30 minutes. Staff filed a police report.
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SYSTEM LEAK DATA
(PERIOD BEGINNING MAY 15, 2019 THRU MAY 28, 2019)

PIPE DIAMETER PIPE
STREET NAME NUMBER OF LEAKS (INCHES) YEAR INSTALLED |PIPE MATERIAL| CONSTRUCTION
LIVMOR AVE 6 6 1955 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
PLAIMOR AVE 4 6 1955 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
S PALM CANYON DR 3 10 1938 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
CHIA RD 2 4 1946 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
SONORA RD 2 6 1936 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
AIRLANE DR 1 6 1955 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
EASMOR CIR 1 4 1948 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
AVENIDA CABALLEROS 1 20 1949 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
AVENIDA CABALLEROS 1 14 1953 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
RAMON RD 1 12 1956 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
SUNNY DUNES RD 1 10 1939 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
TAHQUITZ CANYON WY 1 8 1946 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
VIA MONTE VISTA 1 8 1962 STEEL CML
DEL LAGO RD 1 6 1957 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
INDIAN CANYON DR 1 6 1953 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
PARK VIEW DR 1 4 1955 STEEL BARE/UNLINED
TOTAL LEAKS IN SYSTEM: 28
Streets highlighted in blue are being proposed as part of the
2018/2019 Replacement Pipeline Project
SYSTEM INFORMATION:
*OLDEST PIPE IN THE SYSTEM (YEAR OF INSTALLATION): 1925
AVERAGE YEAR OF INSTALLATION OF UNLINED STEEL PIPE (SYSTEMWIDE): 1952
AVERAGE AGE OF UNLINED STEEL PIPE (SYSTEMWIDE): 66 YEARS
AVERAGE AGE OF PIPELINE AT THE TIME OF REPLACEMENT: 68 YEARS
TOTAL LENGTH OF PIPE IN SYSTEM OLDER THAN 68 YEARS (LINEAR FEET): 142,113
TOTAL LENGTH OF UNLINED PIPE SYSTEMWIDE (LINEAR FEET): 303,391
**AVERAGE LENGTH OF PIPE REPLACED ANNUALLY (LINEAR FEET): 14,500
PROJECTED TIME FRAME FOR 100% REPLACEMENT OF UNLINED STEEL PIPE: 21 YEARS
PROJECTED TIME FRAME FOR 100% REPLACEMENT OF PIPE OLDER THAN 68 YEARS: 10 YEARS
YEAR AGENCY TRANSITIONED TO CEMENT LINED STEEL PIPE: 1960

* THIS PIPELINE IS BEING REPLACED AS PART OF THE 2018/2019 REPLACEMENT PIPELINES PROJECT.

** PLEASE NOTE THIS FIGURE REPRESENTS THE AVERAGE LINEAR FOOTAGE OF PIPELINE REPLACED

ANNUALLY GIVEN AN AVERAGE ANNUAL BUDGET OF $3 MILLION.
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General Manager’s Meetings and Activities

Meetings:

05/21/19
05/21/19
05/22/19
05/22/19
05/22/19
05/23/19
05/23/19
05/23/19
05/28/19
05/28/19
05/28/19
05/29/19
05/30/19
05/30/19
06/03/19
06/03/19
06/04/19

Activities:

DWA Bi-Monthly Board Meeting

BLM - Whitewater Cooperators Meeting
WaterWays Conservation Software

Snow Creek Village Hicks Water Service Damage
Riv. Co. Building Industry Assoc. Meeting

City of Desert Hot Springs State of the City
General Managers Quarterly Meeting DWA/CVWD/MSWD
BLM — Whitewater All Team Members
|.S./Staff/Security

Kris Polly — Federal Legislation

DWA Executive Committee

DWA Supervisors Training (MAP)

DCP Patrticipation

BLM — Whitewater Facility Operating Conditions
|.S./Staff/Security

Sites Reservoir — Facilities Workgroup

DWA Bi-Monthly Board Meeting

1) Investigation of at-large VS. district elections

2) SWP — CWF Voluntary Settlement Agreement Framework

3) SWP Contract Extension Amendment

4) Well 20 Rehabilitation

5) DWA Remote Meter Reading Fixed Network

6) Whitewater Hydro — Automatic Re-start

7) State and Federal Contractors Water Authority and Delta Specific Project Committee
(Standing)

8) Security Camera Software Upgrade for all facilities

9) Whitewater River Surface Water Recharge

10) ACBCI Section 14 Facilities & Easements

11) Lake Oroville Spillway Damage

12) Replacement Pipelines 2019-2020

13) CWF — Finance JPA Committee (Standing)

14) DWA/CVWD/MWD Operations Coordination/Article 21/Pool A/Pool B/Yuba Water

15) DWA/CVWD/MWD Agreements Meetings (Meeting #8)

16) SWP 2019 Water Supply

17) ACBCI Water Rights Lawsuit

18) Whitewater Hydro Operations Coordination with Recharge Basin O&M

19) SGMA Tribal Stakeholder Meetings

20) Whitewater Spreading Basins — BLM Permits

21) Lake Perris Dam Seepage Recovery Project Participation

DWA
Conf. Call
Webinar
Conf. Call
Palm Desert
DHS

DWA
Conf. Call
DWA
DWA
DWA
DWA
Conf. Call
BLM Office
DWA
Conf. Call
DWA
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Activities:
(Cont.)

22) Cal Waterfix Cost Allocation

23) DWA Surface Water Filtration Feasibility Snow Creek Village/Palm Oasis
24) MCSB Delivery Updates

25) Well 6 Meaders Cleaners RWQB Meetings

26) SGMA — Indio Subbasin Classification

27) SGMA - San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin

28) UWMP Population Calculation Update/Valley-Wide UWMP

29) RWQCB Update to the SNMP
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Minutes
Executive Committee Meeting
May 28, 2019

Directors Present: Joe Stuart, Kristin Bloomer
Staff Pregent: Mark Krause, Martin Krieger, Steve Johnson, Sylvia Baca

1. Discussion Items

A. Review Agenda for June 4, 2019 Reqular Board Meeting
The proposed agenda for the June 4, 2019 Regular Board meeting was reviewed.

2. Other - None

3. Adjourn



STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT
WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN, MISSION CREE SUBBASIN
AND GARNET HILL SUBBASIN (PUBLIC HEARING)

Following presentation of the Engineer's Report on the Groundwater Replenishment and
Assessment Program for 2019/2020 during the Board’s May 21, 2019 meeting, a
determination was made that funds should be raised by a replenishment assessment, and
the Board set the time and place for a public hearing on the matter.

As indicated in the Replenishment Reports, the proposed West Whitewater, Mission Creek
and Garnet Hill Groundwater Replenishment Assessment will be set at $155 per acre-foot.

A copy of the Notice of today’s Public Hearing was sent to all pumpers on May 7, 2019
advising them of the scheduled public hearing, as well as the recommended replenishment
assessment to be considered. The Notice of Public Hearing, setting the hearing date for
today, was published in The Public Record on May 7, 2019.

On May 21, 2019 the Agency held a meeting on the proposed West Whitewater, Mission
Creek and Garnet Hill Groundwater Replenishment Assessments.
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A comparison of historic and proposed groundwater replenishment rates for Desert Water
Agency (DWA) and Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) is shown in Exhibit 7 of the
Engineer’s report (see attached).

Staff recommends adoption of:

1. West Whitewater River Subbasin - Resolution No0.1205, Making findings of fact
relevant and material to levying the replenishment assessment within the West Whitewater
River Subbasin.

2. West Whitewater River Subbasin — Resolution No. 1206, Levying the 2019/2020
West Whitewater River Groundwater Replenishment Assessment in the amount of $155.00
per acre-foot.

3. Mission Creek Subbasin — Resolution No. 1207, Making findings of fact relevant and
material to levying the replenishment assessment within the Mission Creek Subbasin.

4, Mission Creek Subbasin — Resolution No. 1208, Levying the 2019/2020 Mission
Creek Groundwater Replenishment Assessment in the amount of $155.00 per acre-foot.

5. Garnet Hill Subbasin — Resolution No. 1209, Making findings of fact relevant and
material to levying the replenishment assessment with the Garnet Hill Subbasin.

6. Garnet Hill Subbasin — Resolution No. 1210, Levying the 2019/2020 Garnet Hill
Groundwater Replenishment Assessment in the amount of $155.00 per acre-foot.

Page 2 of 2



EXHIBIT 7

DESERT WATER AGENCY AND COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
COMPARISON OF HISTORIC AND PROPOSED GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT
ASSESSMENT RATE FOR THE WEST WHITEWATER RIVER AND MISSION CREEK SUBBASIN AOBS

DWA CVWD WEST WHITEWATER CVWD MISSION CREEK
YEAR $/AF % INCREASE $AF % INCREASE $AF % INCREASE
78/79 $6.81 - Na Assessment No Assessment -
79/80 $9.00 2% No Assessmanl - No Assessmant -
80781 $9.50 6% $5.66 - No Assessmant —-
81/82 $10.50 11% $7.43 3% No Assessmant —-
62/83 $21.00 100% $19.82 167% No Assessment
Bafed $36.50 4% $33.23 68% No Assessment -
B4/85 $37.50 3% $34.24 3% No Azsessmant —
8586 $31.00 7% $21.81 -36% No Assessment -
BB/B7 $21.00 -32%, $19.02 -13% No Assessment —
87/88 $22.50 Y% $19.55 3% No Assessment ---
88/89 $20.00 1% $15.96 -168% No Assessment -
89/90 $23.50 18% $10.66 23% No Assessment -
90/91 $26.00 1% $23.64 20% No Assessment ---
91/92 $31.78 22% $25.66 9% No Assessment -
92/93 $31.75 0% $28.23 10% No Assessmant -
93194 $31.75 0% $31.05 10% No Assassment -
94/95 $31.75 0% $34.16 10% No Assessment -
95/96 $31.75 0% $37.58 10% No Assessment -
98197 $31.75 0% $37.58 0% No Assassment -
97/98 $31.75 0% $42.09 12% No Assassmant -
98/99 $31.75 0% $47.14 12% No Assessment -
99/00 $31.75 0% $52.80 12% Neo Assessment -
00/01 $33.00 4% $59.14 12% No Assessment -
0t/02 $33.00 0% $66.24 12% No Assassment -
02/03 $35.00 6% $72.86 10% $59.80 ---
03/04 $35.00 0% $72.86 0% $50.80 0%
04/05 $45.00 29% $78.86 8% $59.80 0%
05065 $50.00 1% $78.086 0% $59.80 0%
08f07 $63.00 26% $83.34 6% $65.78 10%
0708 $63.00 0% $91.67 10% $72.36 10%
08/00 $72.00 14%, $93.78 2% £76.60 6%
09/10 $72.00 0% $102.45 9% $a7.58 14%
10/11 $82.00 14% $102.45 0% $89.75 3%
1MM2 $82.00 0% $107.57 5% $98.73 10%
12{13 $92.00 12% $110.26 3% $98.73 0%
1314 $92.00 0% $110.26 0% $98.73 0%
14/15 $102.00 1% $110.26 0% $96.73 0%
15116 $102.00 % $112.00 2% $112.00 13%
18/17 $102.00 0% $128.80 16% $123.20 10%
1718 $120.00 18% $143.80 12% $1356.62 10%
18119 $140.00 17% $143.80 0% $135.52 0%
19/20 $155.00 * 11% $158.18 * 10% $13552 * 0%
* Proposed replenishment assessment rate
/OFS 1R
101-33P43TBLS xlsx/Exhibit7? wx

(5/9/2019)



RESOLUTION NO. 1205

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF DESERT
WATER AGENCY MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT RELEVANT AND
MATERIAL TO THE LEVY OF A REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT

PURSUANT TO DESERT WATER AGENCY LAW

WEST WHITEWATER RIVER SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, this Board has called and conducted a public hearing pursuant to
statute in regard to the levy of a replenishment assessment within a portion of the Desert Water
Agency for the 2019-2020 fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, it appears to this Board that such an assessment should be levied
based upon the following findings material and relevant to such levy;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of Desert
Water Agency that this Board finds:

1. Cumulative overdraft conditions exist within that portion of the West
Whitewater River Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries of the
Desert Water Agency; therefore, there is‘need for groundwater replenishment to arrest or reduce
cumulative groundwater overdraft.

2. There is need to levy a replenishment assessment (charge) for fiscal year
2019-2020 upon groundwater extractions within the aforementioned portion of the West
Whitewater River Subbasin or surface water diversions from streams which would naturally
replenish such portion of the West Whitewater River Subbasin to defray the costs of groundwater
replenishment.

3. Such groundwater replenishment assessment (charge) shall apply to all
water production, both groundwater extractions and surface water diversions within the Area of
Benefit, at a uniform rate in dollars per acre foot.

4. Pursuant to statute, the Area of Benefit is hereby delineated as that portion

of the West Whitewater River Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1205 Making Findings Repl Assess WWW 2019-2020



e
of the Desert Water Agency (See Figure 2 in "Engineer's Report on Groundwater Replenishment
and Assessment Program for the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill
Subbasins — Desert Water Agency 2019-2020"), and those areas within the Agency from which
diversions are made from streamflow which would replenish naturally such portion of the West
Whitewater River Subbasin. The reason for delineation of this Area of Benefit is that all producers
therein, benefit from the groundwater replenishment program now being carried on by the Agency.

5. Extractions of groundwater of 10 acre feet or less per year are excluded
from this process, and are exempted from the levy of any replenishment assessment pursuant to
Section 15.4(g) of the Desert Water Agency Law. Diversions.which do not diminish streamflow
in excess of 10 acre feet per year shall also be excluded.

6. This Agency plans to take its 2019-2020 Table A Water Allocation under
its State Water Project Contract and to exchange such water for other imported water to be used
for replenishment purposes.

7. Pursuant to Section 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law, the maximum
permissible replenishment assessment rate for State Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal
year, based on the Agency's estimated applicable State Water Project charges of $9,170,249 and
estimated assessable production within all the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet
Hill Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet, is $202.17 per acre foot.

8. Pursuant to the provisions of the 2014 Water Management Agreement
between the Agency and the Coachella Valley Water District, the effective replenishment
assessment rate for State Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal year, based on the Agency's
estimated allocated State Water Project charges for its Table A Water Allocation of $8,546,888
and estimated assessable production within the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet
Hill Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet is $188 per acre foot.

0. Pursuant to Sections 15.4(b) and 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law,
the replenishment assessment in any given year may include costs of purchasing, transporting, and

spreading the exchange water to be used for replenishment. The 2019-2020 replenishment

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1205 Making Findings Repl Assess WWW 2019-2020



Reso. 1205
Page 3
assessment rate includes a credit of $33 per acre foot for discretionary reductions for the West
Whitewater River Subbasin.
10. Pursuant to the above provisions, the 2019-2020 replenishment assessment
rate is $155 per acre foot.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1205 Making Findings Repl Assess WWW 2019-2020



RESOLUTION NO. 1206

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF DESERT WATER AGENCY LEVYING A
WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 2019-2020 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
REPLENISHING GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

WEST WHITEWATER RIVER SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, Section 15.4 of the Desert Water Agency Law provides for the levy
of water replenishment assessment (charge) upon the extraction of groundwater, or the diversion

of surface supplies which would naturally replenish groundwater-supplies; and

WHEREAS, the Board has followed and completed the statutory procedures
required for the levy of such water replenishment assessment, including the adoption by resolution
of specific findings of fact on all matters relevant and material to the purpose for which a water

replenishment assessment may be levied.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the

Desert Water Agency as follows:

1. The Board does hereby levy a water replenishment assessment upon all
water produced during the 2019-2020 fiscal year from within the area of benefit as hereinafter

determined.

2. The area of benefit is hereby determined to be that portion of the West
Whitewater River Subbasin lying within the boundaries of the Desert Water Agency (See Figure
2 in "Engineer’s Report on Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program for the
West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins - Desert Water Agency,
2019-2020"), and those areas within the Agency from which diversions are made from streamflow
which would replenish naturally such portion of the West Whitewater River Subbasin. Water

production shall include both groundwater extractions and surface water diversions.

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1206 Levying Repl Assess WWW



Reso. 1206
Page 2

3. The water replenishment assessment in such area of benefit shall be at the
rate of $155.00 per acre foot. The water replenishment assessment shall be due and payable on a
quarterly basis, and shall be paid within 30 days after the end of each quarter ending September

30, December 31, March 31, and June 30.

4, The General Manager of the Agency shall give notice of the levy of this
water replenishment assessment, and shall provide the necessary forms for production statements,

as required by Sections 15.4(h) and 15.4(i) of the Desert Water Agency Law.

5. Minimal production, either groundwater extractions of 10 acre feet or less
per year, or streamflow diversions which do not diminish the flow in excess of 10 acre feet per

year, shall be exempt from any water replenishment assessment.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1206 Levying Repl Assess WWW



RESOLUTION NO. 1207

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF DESERT
WATER AGENCY MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT RELEVANT AND
MATERIAL TO THE LEVY OF A REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT

PURSUANT TO DESERT WATER AGENCY LAW

MISSION CREEK SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, this Board has called and conducted a public hearing pursuant to
statute in regard to the levy of a replenishment assessment within a portion of the Desert Water
Agency for the 2019-2020 fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, it appears to this Board that such an assessment should be levied
based upon the following findings material and relevant to such levy;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of Desert
Water Agency that this Board finds:

1. Cumulative overdraft conditions.exist within that portion of the Mission
Creek River Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries of the Desert
Water Agency; therefore, there is need for groundwater replenishment to arrest or reduce
cumulative groundwater overdraft.

2. There is need to levy a replenishment assessment (charge) for fiscal year
2019-2020 upon groundwater extractions within the aforementioned portion of the Mission Creek
Subbasin or surface water diversions from streams which would naturally replenish such portion
of the Mission Creek Subbasin to defray the costs of groundwater replenishment.

3. Such groundwater replenishment assessment (charge) shall apply to all
water production, both groundwater extractions and surface water diversions within the Area of
Benefit, at a uniform rate in dollars per acre-foot.

4. Pursuant to statute, the Area of Benefit is hereby delineated as that portion
of the Mission Creek Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries of the

Desert Water Agency (See Figure 2 in "Engineer's Report on Groundwater Replenishment and



S age 2
Assessment Program for the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins
— Desert Water Agency 2019-2020"), and those areas within the Agency from which diversions
are made from streamflow which would replenish naturally such portion of the Mission Creek
Subbasin. The reason for delineation of this Area of Benefit is that all producers therein, benefit
from the groundwater replenishment program now being carried on by the Agency.

5. Extractions of groundwater of 10 acre feet or less per year are excluded
from this process, and are exempted from the levy of any replenishment assessment pursuant to
Section 15.4(g) of the Desert Water Agency Law. Diversions which do not diminish streamflow
in excess of 10 acre feet per year shall also be excluded.

6. This Agency plans to take its 2019-2020 Table A Water Allocation under
its State Water Project Contract and to exchange such water for other imported water to be used
for replenishment purposes.

7. Pursuant to Section 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law, the maximum
permissible replenishment assessment rate for State \Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal
year, based on the Agency's estimated applicable State Water Project charges of $9,170,249 and
estimated assessable production within the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill
Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet, is $202.17 per acre foot.

8. Pursuant to the provisions of the 2014 Water Management Agreement
between the Agency and the Coachella Valley Water District, the effective replenishment
assessment rate for State Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal year, based on the Agency's
estimated allocated State Water Project charges for its Table A Water Allocation of $8,546,888
and estimated assessable production within the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet

Hill Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet is $188 per acre foot.



e

0. Pursuant to Sections 15.4(b) and 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law,

the replenishment assessment in any given year may include costs of purchasing, transporting, and

spreading the exchange water to be used for replenishment. The 2019-2020 replenishment

assessment rate includes a credit of $33 per acre foot for discretionary reductions for the Mission
Creek Subbasin.

10. Pursuant to the above provisions, the 2019-2020 replenishment assessment

rate is $155 per acre foot.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1207 Making Findings Repl Assess MC 2019-2020



RESOLUTION NO. 1208

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF DESERT WATER AGENCY LEVYING A
WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 2019-2020 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
REPLENISHING GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

MISSION CREEK SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, Section 15.4 of the Desert Water Agency Law provides for the levy
of a water replenishment assessment (charge) upon the extraction of groundwater, or the diversion

of surface supplies which would naturally replenish groundwater supplies; and

WHEREAS, the Board has followed and completed the statutory procedures
required for the levy of such water replenishment assessment;including the adoption by resolution
of specific findings of fact on all matters relevant and material to the purpose for which a water

replenishment assessment may be levied.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the

Desert Water Agency as follows:

1. The Board does hereby levy a water replenishment assessment upon all
water produced during the 20192020 fiscal year from within the area of benefit as hereinafter

determined.

2. The area of benefit is hereby determined to be that portion of the Mission
Creek Subbasin lying within the boundaries of the Desert Water Agency (See Figure 2 in
"Engineer's Report on Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program for the West
Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins - Desert Water Agency, 2019-2020"),
and those areas within the Agency from which diversions are made from streamflow which would
replenish naturally such portion of the Mission Creek Subbasin. Water production shall include

both groundwater extractions and surface water diversions.

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1208 Levying Repl Assess MC
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3. The water replenishment assessment in such area of benefit shall be at the
rate of $155.00 per acre foot. The water replenishment assessment shall be due and payable on a
quarterly basis, and shall be paid within 30 days after the end of each quarter ending September

30, December 31, March 31, and June 30.

4, The General Manager of the Agency shall give notice of the levy of this
water replenishment assessment, and shall provide the necessary forms for production statements,

as required by Sections 15.4(h) and 15.4(i) of the Desert Water Agency Law.

5. Minimal production, either groundwater extractions of 10 acre feet or less
per year, or streamflow diversions which do not diminish the flow in excess of 10 acre feet per

year, shall be exempt from any water replenishment assessment.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer
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RESOLUTION NO. 1209

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF DESERT
WATER AGENCY MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT RELEVANT AND
MATERIAL TO THE LEVY OF A REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT

PURSUANT TO DESERT WATER AGENCY LAW

GARNET HILL SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, this Board has called and conducted a public hearing pursuant to
statute in regard to the levy of a replenishment assessment within a portion of the Desert Water
Agency for the 2019-2020 fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, it appears to this Board that such an assessment should be levied
based upon the following findings material and relevant to such levy;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of Desert
Water Agency that this Board finds:

1. Cumulative overdraft conditions.exist within that portion of the Garnet Hill
Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries of the Desert Water Agency;
therefore, there is need for groundwater replenishment to arrest or reduce cumulative groundwater
overdraft.

2. There is need to levy a replenishment assessment (charge) for fiscal year
2019-2020 upon groundwater extractions within the aforementioned portion of the Garnet Hill
Subbasin or surface water diversions from streams which would naturally replenish such portion
of the Garnet Hill Subbasin to defray the costs of groundwater replenishment.

3. Such groundwater replenishment assessment (charge) shall apply to all
water production, both groundwater extractions and surface water diversions within the Area of
Benefit, at a uniform rate in dollars per acre-foot.

4. Pursuant to statute, the Area of Benefit is hereby delineated as that portion
of the Garnet Hill Subbasin of the Upper Coachella Valley lying within the boundaries of the

Desert Water Agency (See Figure 2 in "Engineer's Report on Groundwater Replenishment and
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Assessment Program for the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins
— Desert Water Agency 2019-2020"), and those areas within the Agency from which diversions
are made from streamflow which would replenish naturally such portion of the Garnet Hill
Subbasin. The reason for delineation of this Area of Benefit is that all producers therein, benefit
from the groundwater replenishment program now being carried on by the Agency.

5. Extractions of groundwater of 10 acre feet or less per year are excluded
from this process, and are exempted from the levy of any replenishment assessment pursuant to
Section 15.4(g) of the Desert Water Agency Law. Diversions which do not diminish streamflow
in excess of 10 acre feet per year shall also be excluded.

6. This Agency plans to take its 2019-2020 Table A Water Allocation under
its State Water Project Contract and to exchange such water for other imported water to be used
for replenishment purposes.

7. Pursuant to Section 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law, the maximum
permissible replenishment assessment rate for State \Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal
year, based on the Agency's estimated applicable State Water Project charges of $9,170,249 and
estimated assessable production within all the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and Garnet
Hill Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet, is $202.17 per acre foot.

8. Pursuant to the provisions of the 2014 Water Management Agreement
between the Agency and the Coachella Valley Water District, the effective replenishment
assessment rate for State Water Project water for the 2019-2020 fiscal year, based on the Agency's
estimated allocated State Water Project charges for its Table A Water Allocation of $8,546,888
and estimated assessable production within all the West Whitewater River, Mission Creek and

Garnet Hill Subbasins of 45,360 acre feet is $188 per acre foot.

Groundwater 2019 Reso. 1209 Making Findings Repl Assess GH 2019-2020
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0. Pursuant to Sections 15.4(b) and 15.4(f) of the Desert Water Agency Law,

the replenishment assessment in any given year may include costs of purchasing, transporting, and

spreading the exchange water to be used for replenishment. The 2019-2020 replenishment

assessment rate includes a credit of $33 per acre foot for discretionary reductions for the Garnet
Hill Subbasin.

10. Pursuant to the above provisions, the 2019-2020 replenishment assessment

rate is $155 per acre foot.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer
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RESOLUTION NO. 1210

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF DESERT WATER AGENCY LEVYING A
WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 2019-2020 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
REPLENISHING GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES

GARNET HILL SUBBASIN

WHEREAS, Section 15.4 of the Desert Water Agency Law provides for the levy
of a water replenishment assessment (charge) upon the extraction of groundwater, or the diversion

of surface supplies which would naturally replenish groundwater supplies; and

WHEREAS, the Board has followed and completed the statutory procedures
required for the levy of such water replenishment assessment;including the adoption by resolution
of specific findings of fact on all matters relevant and material to the purpose for which a water

replenishment assessment may be levied.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the

Desert Water Agency as follows:

1. The Board does hereby levy a water replenishment assessment upon all
water produced during the 20192020 fiscal year from within the area of benefit as hereinafter

determined.

2. The area of benefit is hereby determined to be that portion of the Garnet
Hill Subbasin lying within the boundaries of the Desert Water Agency (See Figure 2 in "Engineer's
Report on Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program for the West Whitewater River,
Mission Creek and Garnet Hill Subbasins - Desert Water Agency, 2019-2020"), and those areas
within the Agency from which diversions are made from streamflow which would replenish
naturally such portion of the Garnet Hill Subbasin. Water production shall include both

groundwater extractions and surface water diversions.
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3. The water replenishment assessment in such area of benefit shall be at the
rate of $155.00 per acre foot. The water replenishment assessment shall be due and payable on a
quarterly basis, and shall be paid within 30 days after the end of each quarter ending September

30, December 31, March 31, and June 30.

4. The General Manager of the Agency shall give notice of the levy of this
water replenishment assessment, and shall provide the necessary forms for production statements,

as required by Sections 15.4(h) and 15.4(i) of the Desert Water Agency Law.

5. Minimal production, either groundwater extractions of 10 acre feet or less
per year, or streamflow diversions which do not diminish the flow in excess of 10 acre feet per

year, shall be exempt from any water replenishment assessment.

ADOPTED this 4th day of June, 2019.

Joseph K. Stuart, President

ATTEST:

Craig Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer
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DEFINITIONS
Term Definition
Natural Inflow Water flowing into a groundwater unit from natural sources

such as surface water runoff or subsurface underflow from
other groundwater units

Natural Outflow Water flowing out of a groundwater unit by drainage or
subsurface underflow into other groundwater units

Net Natural Inflow Natural Inflow minus Natural Outflow

Production Either extraction of groundwater from a Management Area or
Area of Benefit (including its upstream tributaries), or diversion
of surface water that would otherwise naturally replenish the
groundwater within the Management Area or Area of Benefit
(including its upstream tributaries)

Consumptive Use Use of groundwater that does not return the water to the
groundwater unit from which it was extracted, e.g. evaporation,
evapotranspiration, export
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Term

Non-Consumptive Return

Net Production

Assessable Production

Minimal Pumper

Minimal Diverter

Gross (Groundwater) Overdraft
Net (Groundwater) Overdraft

Cumulative Gross Overdraft

Cumulative Net Overdraft

Whitewater River Subbasin

Mission Creek Subbasin

Garnet Hill Subbasin

West Whitewater River Subbasin

Management Area or WWR
Management Area

West Whitewater River Subbasin

Area of Benefit or WWR AOB

CVWD's West Whitewater River
Subbasin Area of Benefit or
CVWD's WWR AOB

Definition

Pumped groundwater that is returned to the groundwater unit
after pumping, e.g. irrigation return, wastewater percolation,
septic tank percolation

Production minus Non-Consumptive Return

Production within an Area of Benefit that does not include
groundwater extracted by minimal pumpers and minimal
diverters

A groundwater pumper that extracts 10 AF of water or less in
any one year

A surface water diverter that diverts 10 AF of water or less in
any one year

Total Net Production in excess of Net Natural Inflow
Gross Groundwater Overdraft offset by artificial replenishment

Total Gross Overdraft that has accumulated since the specific
year that marks estimated commencement of gross overdraft
conditions

Cumulative Gross Overdraft offset by Cumulative Atrtificial
Replenishment

The entire Whitewater River Groundwater Subbasin as defined
by the United States Geological Survey in Geological Survey
Water-Supply Paper 2027 (1974)

The entire Mission Creek Groundwater Subbasin as defined by
the United States Geological SurveyGeological Survey
Water-Supply Paper 2027 (1974)

The entire Garnet Hill Groundwater Subbasin as defined by the
United States Geological Survey@eological Survey Water -
Supply Paper 2027 (1974)

The westerly portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin plus
that portion of the Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) that lies within
CVWD's service area, as specifically defined in Chapter Il

The portion of the WWR Management Area that is within
DWA's service area and is managed by DWA

The portion of the WWR Management Area that is within
CVWD's service area and is managed by CVWD
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Term Definition

Mission Creek Subbasin The portion of the Mission Creek Subbasin that lies within the
Management Area or MC service areas of DWA and CVWD, as specifically defined in
Management Area Chapter I

Mission Creek Subbasin Area of The portion of the MC Management Area that is within DWA's
Benefit or MC AOB service area and is managed by DWA

CVWD's Mission Creek Subbasin The portion of the MC Management Area that is within
Area of Benefit or CVWD's MC  CVWD's service area and is managed by CVWD
AOB

Garnet Hill Subbasin ManagementThe portion of the Garnet Hill Subbasin that lies within DWA's
Area or GH Management Area  service area, as specifically defined in Chapter Il

Garnet Hill Subbasin Area of Since CVWD considers the portion of the Garnet Hill Subbasin
Benefit or GH AOB within its service area to be a part of CVWD's WWR AOB, the
GH AOB is the same as the GH Management Area

Table of Contents
Page vi



CHAPTER |
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESE?«%‘\TER

CHAPTER |
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1973, Coachella Valley Water District (CVYWD) and Desert Water Agency (DWA) have been using
Colorado River water exchanged for State Water Project (SWP) water to replenish groundwater in the
West Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) and Mission Creek Subbasin (MC) Management Areas of the

Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin.

Through the 2017/2018 Engineer's Reports, the WWR Management Area was referred to simply as the
Whitewater River Subbasin. However, the Whitewater River Subbasin includes separate groundwater
management areas in both the westerly and easterly portions of the Whitewater River Subbasin. Also, the
westerly management area has two areas of benefit (AOBs), one managed by DWA and one managed by
CVWD. For these reasons, the following terms and definitions were adopted in the 2018/2019 Engineer's

Report:

* "Whitewater River Subbasin" — the entire Whitewater River Groundwater Subbasin as defined by

the United States Geological Survey

* "West Whitewater River Subbasin Management Area" or "WWR Management Area" — the
westerly portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin plus that portion of the Garnet Hill Subbasin

(GH) that lies within CVWD's service area, as specifically defined in Chapter II.

* "West Whitewater River Subbasin Area of Benefit" or "WWR AOB" — the portion of the WWR
Management Area that is within DWA's service area and is managed by DWA. The portion of
the WWR Management Area that is within CVWD's service area and is managed by CVWD wiill
be referred to as "CVWD's West Whitewater River Subbasin Area of Benefit" or "CVWD's
WWR AOB".

Through the 2015/2016 Engineer's Reports, each of DWA's AOBs in the Western (Upper) Coachella
Valley was described in its own separate report. Beginning with the 2016/2017 Engineer's Report, all of
DWA's AOBs (Whitewater River Subbasin (now referred to a West Whitewater River Subbasin or

WWR), Mission Creek Subbasin or MC, and Garnet Hill Subbasin or GH) have been included in a single

report.

Groundwater production continues to exceed natural groundwater replenishment. If groundwater

replenishment with imported water (artificial replenishment) is excluded, gross groundwater overdraft

Executive Summary
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(defined herein as groundwater extractions or water production in excess of natural groundwater
replenishment and/or recharge) within the WWR, MC, and GH Management Areas of the Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin (sdéigure 1) would continue to increase at a steady rate. The five-year

average gross overdraft (total net production minus net natural inflow) in the WWR Management Area is
currently estimated to be about 81,000 acre feet per year (AF/Yr), while gross overdraft in the MC
Management Area is currently estimated at about 6,000 AF/Yr. Supplementing natural groundwater
recharge resulting from rainfall runoff with artificial replenishment using imported water supplies is

therefore necessary to offset annual and cumulative gross overdraft.

Increases in cumulative gross overdraft, without artificial replenishment, will result in declining
groundwater levels and increasing pump lifts, thereby increasing energy consumption for groundwater
extraction. Extreme cumulative gross overdraft has the potential of causing ground surface settlement,
and could also have an adverse impact upon groundwater quality and storage volume. Artificial
replenishment offsets annual groundwater overdraft and the concerns associated therewith and arrests or

reduces the effects of cumulative gross groundwater overdraft.

The AOBs for DWA's portion of the groundwater replenishment program are those portions of the
Whitewater River Subbasin, MC, and GH and tributaries--including subbasins (San Gorgonio Pass
Subbasin), rivers, or streams--which lie within the boundaries of DHifufe 2). The costs involved in

carrying out DWA's groundwater replenishment program are essentially recovered through water
replenishment assessments applied to all groundwater and surface water production within the AOB,

aside from specifically exempted production.

Desert Water Agency Law definpsoductionas "the extraction of groundwater by pumping or any other
method within the boundaries of the agency, or the diversion within the agency of surface supplies which
naturally replenish the groundwater supplies within the agency and are used therein." The following
producers are specifically exempted from assessment: producers extracting groundwater from all three
subbasins and upstream tributaries at rates of 10 AF/Yr or less; and producers diverting surface water
without diminishing stream flow and groundwater recharge of the subbasins and upstream tributaries by
10 AF/Yr or less. Therefor@roduction as used herein, is understood as either extraction of groundwater
from a Management Area or AOB (including its upstream tributaries), or diversion of surface water that
would otherwise naturally replenish the groundwater within the Management Area or AOB (including its
upstream tributaries) Assessable productipmas used herein, is understood as production that does not

include water produced by minimal pumpers and minimal diverters at rates of 10 AF/Yr or less.

Executive Summary
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As a result of the implementation of the Mission Creek Groundwater Replenishment Agreement, dated
April 8, 2003, between CVWD and DWA to replenish and jointly manage groundwater in the MC, the
Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) filed an action in the Superior Court of California challenging

the replenishment assessments levied on MSWD groundwater extractions or production. The three
parties settled the dispute as documented in a Settlement Agreement and Addendum in December 2004.
The Settlement Agreement stipulated that the three parties would form the Mission Creek/Garnet Hill
Subbasin Management Committee to collectively discuss water management in the WWR, MC, and GH
Management Areas. The three parties also agreed to investigate whether the GH was in fact benefitting
from the artificial recharge programs within the WWR and MC Management Areas and to prepare the
MC/GH Water Management Plan (WMP).

The MC/GH WMP determined that, since artificial recharge activities began, the GH has benefitted from
artificial recharge in both the WWR and the MC: the former by means of infiltration from the Whitewater
River channel, from subsurface flow across the Garnet Hill Fault from the WWR into the upper and
central portions of the GH, and by retardation of subsurface outflow from the lower portion of the GH
during high groundwater levels resulting from recharge operations within the Whitewater River
Replenishment Facility; and the latter by means of subsurface flow across the Banning Fault from the MC
resulting from recharge operations at the Mission Creek Replenishment Facility, as evidenced by the

groundwater contours observed on either side of the Banning Fault.

The MC/GH WMP did not specifically quantify the recharge contributions to the GH from either the
westerly portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin or the MC, and stated that hydrologic data for such a
determination is currently lacking and, based on data available, it is unclear and uncertain as to the exact
relative contribution from these sources to the replenishment of the GH. Regardless, the GH is dependent

on both the WWR and the MC for its groundwater replenishment, both natural and artificial.

The benefits resulting from artificial groundwater infiltration from the Whitewater River channel and
subsurface flow of groundwater from the MC and from the WWR is evidenced by the response observed
by groundwater levels in wells within the GH. Historic groundwater levels within the GH and historic
guantities of imported water delivered to the Whitewater River and Mission Creek Replenishment
Facilities are shown iExhibit 3. The rising groundwater levels correlate with the large quantities of

groundwater recharge, particularly in those groundwater wells located in the westerly and central portions
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of the GH, especially for the periods 1983 through 1987, 1995 through 1996, 2005, and 2009 through
2012.

Since the GH benefits from CVWD's and DWA's recharge programs in the WWR and MC Management
Areas, CVWD and DWA have the authority to levy replenishment assessment charges on production

within the GH under the provisions set forth in the Settlement Agreement and Desert Water Agency Law.

Because groundwater production continues to exceed natural groundwater replenishment and cumulative
gross overdraft persists within each subbasin, continued artificial replenishment in the WWR and MC
Management Areas is necessary to either eliminate or reduce the effects of cumulative gross overdratft,
and to reduce the resultant threat to the groundwater supply. There are currently no artificial

replenishment facilities within the GH.

DWA has requested its maximum 2019 Table A SWP water allocation of 55,750 AF pursuant to its SWP
Contract, for the purpose of groundwater replenishment. CVWD plans to do the same with its maximum

2019 Table A water allocation.

By virtue of the 2003 Exchange Agreement, The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
(MWD) temporarily transferred 11,900 AF of its annual Table A allocation to DWA and 88,100 AF of its
annual Table A allocation to CVWD; however, MWD retained the option to call-back or recall the
assigned annual Table A water allocations, in accordance with specific conditions, in any year. In
implementing the 2003 Exchange Agreement, MWD advised CVWD and DWA that it would probably
recall the 100,000 AF assigned to the two Coachella Valley agencies from 2005 through 2009. In fact,
MWD did recall 100,000 AF in 2005 but has not recalled any water since then. According to
communications with MWD management, it is unlikely that MWD will recall any water in the

foreseeable future.

According to California Department of Water Resources (CDWR) Notification 19-07 to State Water
Project Contractors for 2019, dated March 20, 2019, CDWR will deliver 70% of Table A water allocation
requests, resulting in deliveries of 135,870 AF of Table A water to the Coachella Valley agencies . Of the
aforesaid quantity, 52,945 AF is scheduled for delivery during 2019 and 82,925 AF is scheduled to be
carried over to 2020. For 2019, no SWP surplus water under Pool A or Pool B of the Turn-Back Water
Pool Program has been offered. It is not likely that any Article 21 water, water under the Yuba River

Accord will be available to DWA via MWD for 2019. No Article 56 water will be carried over from
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2018. However, CVWD is anticipated to receive approximately 44,500 AF of non-SWP water

deliverable to the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility.

Pursuant to current Desert Water Agency Law, the maximum permissible replenishment assessment rate
that can be established for fiscal year 2019/2020 is $202.17/AF, based on DWA's estimated Applicable
Charges (Delta Water Charge, Variable Transportation Charge, and Off-Aqueduct Power Charge) of
$9,170,249 (average of estimated 2019 and 2020 Applicable Charges) and estimated 2019/2020 combined
assessable production of 45,360 AF within the WWR, MC, and GH AOBs.

The effective replenishment assessment rate for Table A water is based on DWA's estimated Allocated
SWP Charges for the current year (based on CDWR's projections for the assessment period) divided by
the estimated assessable production for the assessment period, as seT &l & DWA has utilized

two bases for estimating assessable production, either assessable production for the previous year, or,
when statewide conservation mandates are in effect, a specified year's assessable production minus a
water conservation factor. For the current report, the estimated assessable production for all three AOBs
is being based on the assessable production for the previous year (2018), since the statewide conservation

mandate has been satisfied.

For the 2012/2013 fiscal year, DWA's effective replenishment assessment rate was based on the actual
payments made to the SWP by DWA for the previous calendar year divided by the assessable production
for that calendar year. This change was made due to a history of variability in the estimated charge
projections published by CDWR in Appendix B of Bulletin 132, which have occasionally diverged
significantly from the amounts actually charged by CDWR. However, due to significant quantities of
surplus and carryover water from 2011 delivered in 2012, DWA paid significantly higher SWP charges in
2012 than in 2011. It became clear that the variability in the actual payment of effective replenishment
assessment rates was no less than the variability previously observed in CDWR's estimated charge
projections. Therefore, beginning in 2013/2014, DWA's estimated effective replenishment assessment
rate is based on CDWR's projected charges, since carryover and surplus water quantities cannot be

projected.

Pursuant to the terms of the Water Management Agreement between DWA and CVWD, and based on
DWA's estimated 2019/2020 Allocated Charges of $8,546,888 and estimated 2019 calendar year
assessable production (shownTiable 6 as estimated 2019/2020 assessable production) of 45,360 AF

within the WWR, MC, and GH, the effective replenishment assessment rate component for Table A water
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for the 2019/2020 fiscal year is $188/AFable 7 includes DWA's historical estimated, actual effective,

and estimated projected replenishment assessment rates.

During the Proposition 218 proceedings held in Fall 2016, DWA elected to adopt anticipated rate ranges
for fiscal years 2017/2018 through 2020/2021, based on estimated projections of expenses and revenues
at the time of adoption. Since rates are anticipated to increase sharply over the next several years and
then stabilize, the rate ranges adopted for the transitional period of fiscal years 2017/2018 through
2021/2022 were calculated to incorporate a diminishing deficit, to be recovered in subsequent years. The
rate range adopted for the 2019/2020 fiscal year was $125 to $155. It should be noted that at the time
these rate ranges were adopted, the rates were being estimated using a lower SWP reliability factor of
58%; and a factor of 35% was being applied to future MWD transfers to account for potential call-back
by MWD. Although Proposition 218 was determined in December 2017 by the California Supreme Court
to be inapplicable to groundwater pumping fees such as DWA's replenishment assessment, DWA has
elected to comply with the rate ranges adopted in the 2016 Proposition 218 proceedings. Therefore, since
the 2019/2020 effective rate exceeds the maximum rate of the specified range for 2019/2020, DWA will
levy a rate of $155/AF for FY 2019/2020, which is the maximum of the specified range.

At that rate, DWA's replenishment assessment for the entire Replenishment Program will be about
$7,030,800, based on estimated assessable production of 45,360 AF (35,510 AF for the WWR AOB,
9,690 AF for the MC AOB, and 160 AF for the GH AOB). Accordingly, DWA will bill approximately
$5,504,050 for the WWR AOB, approximately $1,501,950 for the MC AOB, and approximately $24,800
for the GH AOB.

Due to significant increases in the Delta Water Charge beginning in 2015 that could result in large future

increases in the replenishment assessment rate, DWA elected in 2016 to transfer the existing cumulative
deficit in the Replenishment Assessment Account to reserve account(s), rather than continue to attempt to
recover past deficits by future increases in the replenishment assessment rate. Deficits that result from the
current and future assessments will be recovered by adding surcharges, as shown in the "Other Charges

and Costs" column for each subbasifable 7.

It should be noted that there is currently no independent replenishment program for the GH Management
Area. Assessment of the GH Management Area production began in the 2015/2016 fiscal year as a result
of the MC/GH WMP findings that the GH benefits from artificial replenishment activities in the WWR
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and MC Management Areas. The estimated assessable production within the GH AOB for the 2019

calendar year is 160 AF, yielding $24,800 in replenishment assessments.

In summary, gross overdraft persists in the westerly portion of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin
even though groundwater levels have generally stabilized. Cumulative net overdraft (cumulative gross
overdraft offset by artificial replenishment) is currently estimated to be approximately 538,000 AF in the
WWR Management Area (since 1956) and 109,000 AF in the MC Management Area (since 1978). Thus,
there is a continuing need for groundwater replenishrenhaintain stable groundwater levels for
sustainability. Even though DWA has requested of CDWR its full SWP Table A allocation of 55,750 AF,
CDWR has approved delivery of 70% of this allocation during the coming year, and DWA has elected to
adopt a groundwater replenishment assessment rate for 2019/2020 of $155.00/AF.
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CHAPTER Il
INTRODUCTION

A. THE COACHELLA VALLEY AND ITS GROUNDWATER

1.

The Coachella Valley

The Coachella Valley is a desert valley in Riverside County, California. It extends
approximately 45 miles southeast from the San Bernardino Mountains to the northern
shore of the Salton Sea. Cities of the Coachella Valley include Cathedral City,
Coachella, Desert Hot Springs, Indian Wells, Indio, La Quinta, Palm Desert, Palm
Springs, and Rancho Mirage, and the unincorporated communities of Thousand Palms,
Thermal, Bermuda Dunes, Oasis, and Mecca. The Coachella Valley is bordered on the
north by Mount San Gorgonio of the San Bernardino Mountains, on the west by the San
Jacinto and Santa Rosa Mountains, on the east by the Little San Bernardino Mountains,

and on the south by the Salton Sea.

The Coachella Valley lies within the northwesterly portion of California's Colorado
Desert, an extension of the Sonoran Desert. The San Bernardino, San Jacinto, and Santa
Rosa Mountains provide an effective barrier against coastal storms, and greatly reduce
the contribution of direct precipitation to replenish the Coachella Valley's groundwater
basin, resulting in an arid climate. The bulk of natural groundwater replenishment comes

from runoff from the adjacent mountains.

Climate in the Coachella Valley is characterized by low humidity, high summer
temperatures, and mild dry winters. Average annual precipitation in the Coachella Valley
varies from 4 inches on the Valley floor to more than 30 inches in the surrounding
mountains. Most of the precipitation occurs during December through February (except
for summer thundershowers). The low rainfall is inadequate to supply sufficient water
supply for the valley, thus the need for the importation of Colorado River water.
Precipitation data recorded at nine rain gauge stations in the Upper Coachella Valley by
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is included in

Appendix A.
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Prevailing winds in the area are usually gentle, but occasionally increase to velocities of
30 miles per hour or more. Midsummer temperatures commonly exceed 100 degrees
Fahrenheit (°F), frequently reach 110°F, and periodically reach 120°F. The average

winter temperature is approximately 60°F.

2. The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin

The Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin, as described in CDWR Bulletins 108 and 118,
is bounded on the north and east by non-water-bearing crystalline rocks of the San
Bernardino and Little San Bernardino Mountains and on the south and west by the
crystalline rocks of the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains. At the west end of the
San Gorgonio Pass, between Beaumont and Banning, the basin boundary is defined by a
surface drainage divide separating the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin from the

Beaumont Groundwater Basin of the Upper Santa Ana Drainage Area.

The southern boundary is formed primarily by the watershed of the Mecca Hills and by
the northwest shoreline of the Salton Sea running between the Santa Rosa Mountains and
Mortmar. Between the Salton Sea and Travertine Rock, at the base of the Santa Rosa

Mountains, the lower boundary coincides with the Riverside/Imperial County Line.

Southerly of the southern boundary, at Mortmar and at Travertine Rock, the subsurface
materials are predominantly fine grained and low in permeability; although groundwater
is present, it is not readily extractable. A zone of transition exists at these boundaries; to

the north the subsurface materials are coarser and more readily yield groundwater.

Although there is interflow of groundwater throughout the groundwater basin, fault
barriers, constrictions in the basin profile, and areas of low permeability limit and control
movement of groundwater. Based on these factors, the groundwater basin has been
divided into subbasins and subareas as described by CDWR in 1964 and the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) in 1971.
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3.

Subbasins and Subareas

The San Andreas Fault drives a complex pattern of branching fault lines within the
Coachella Valley which define the boundaries of the subbasins that make up the
Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin (CDWR 2003). There are five subbasins within the
Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin: the Whitewater River Subbasin, MC, San
Gorgonio Pass Subbasin, Desert Hot Springs Subbasin, and GH (USGS 1974).

The subbasins, with their groundwater storage reservoirs, are defined without regard to
water quantity or quality. They delineate areas underlain by formations which readily
yield the stored water through water wells and offer natural reservoirs for the regulation

of water supplies.

The boundaries between subbasins within the groundwater basin are generally defined by
faults that serve as effective barriers to the lateral movement of groundwater. Minor
subareas have also been delineated, based on one or more of the following geologic or
hydrologic characteristics: type of water bearing formations, water quality, areas of

confined groundwater, forebay areas, groundwater divides and surface drainage divides.

The following is a list of the subbasins and associated subareas, based on the CDWR and

USGS designations:

* Mission Creek Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.02 per CDWR Bulletin 118, 2003)

» Desert Hot Springs Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.03 per CDWR Bulletin 118, 2003)
o0 Miracle Hill Subarea
o Sky Valley Subarea
o Fargo Canyon Subarea

* Garnet Hill Subbasin (considered a subarea of the Indio Subbasin in CDWR
Bulletin 118, 2013)

» San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.04 per CDWR Bulletin 118, 2003)
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* Whitewater River Subbasin (Subbasin 7-21.01 per CDWR Bulletin 118, 2003,

referred to therein as the Indio Subbasin)
o Palm Springs Subarea
0 Thermal Subarea
o Thousand Palms Subarea

o Oasis Subarea

DWA's groundwater replenishment program encompasses portions of four of the five
subbasins (Whitewater River, Mission Creek, San Gorgonio Pass, and Garnet Hill).
DWA's replenishment program does not include the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin.
Figure 2illustrates the subbasin boundaries per the MC/GH WMP (Montgomery Watson
Harza (MWH) 2003) and DWA's AOBs of the replenishment program.

The boundaries (based on faults, barriers, constrictions in basin profile, and changes in
permeability of water-bearing units), geology, hydrogeology, water supply, and

groundwater storage of these subbasins are further described in the following sections.

a. Mission Creek Subbasin (MC)

Water-bearing materials underlying the Mission Creek upland comprise the MC.
This subbasin is designated Number 7-21.02 in CDWR's Bulletin 118 (2003).
The subbasin is bounded on the south by the Banning Fault and on the north and
east by the Mission Creek Fault. The subbasin is bordered on the west by
relatively impermeable rocks of the San Bernardino Mountains. The Indio Hills
are located in the easterly portion of the subbasin, and consist of the semi-water-
bearing Palm Springs Formation. The area within this boundary northwesterly of
the Indio Hills reflects the estimated geographic limit of effective storage within
the subbasin (CDWR 1964).

Both the Mission Creek Fault and the Banning Fault are partially effective
barriers to lateral groundwater movement, as evidenced by offset water levels,
fault springs, and changes in vegetation. Water level differences across the

Banning Fault, between the MC and the GH, are on the order of 200 feet to
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250 feet. Similar water level differences exist across the Mission Creek Fault
between the MC and Desert Hot Springs Subbasin (MWH 2013).

This subbasin relies on the same imported SWP/Colorado River Exchange Water
source for replenishment, as does the westerly portion of the Whitewater River
Subbasin. CVWD, DWA, and MSWD jointly manage this subbasin under the
terms of the 2004 Mission Creek Settlement Agreement. This agreement and the
2014 Mission Creek Water Management Agreement between CVWD and DWA
specify that the available SWP water will be allocated between the MC and
WWR Management Areas in proportion to the amount of water produced or

diverted from each subbasin during the preceding year.

b. Desert Hot Springs Subbasin

The Desert Hot Springs Subbasin is designated Number 7-21.03 in CDWR's
Bulletin 118 (2003). It is bounded on the north by the Little San Bernardino
Mountains and on the southeast by the Mission Creek and San Andreas Faults.
The Mission Creek Fault separates the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin from the
MC, and the San Andreas Fault separates the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin from
the Whitewater River Subbasin. Both faults serve as effective barriers to lateral
groundwater flow. The subbasin has been divided into three subareas: Miracle
Hill, Sky Valley, and Fargo Canyon (CDWR 1964).

The Desert Hot Springs Subbasin is not extensively developed, except in the
Desert Hot Springs area. Relatively poor groundwater quality has limited the use
of this subbasin for groundwater supply. The Miracle Hill Subarea underlies
portions of the City of Desert Hot Springs and is characterized by hot
mineralized groundwater, which supplies a number of spas in that area. The
Fargo Canyon Subarea underlies a portion of the planning area along Dillon
Road north of Interstate 10. This area is characterized by coarse alluvial fans and
stream channels flowing out of Joshua Tree National Park. Based on limited
groundwater data for this area, flow is generally to the southeast. Water quality
is relatively poor with salinities in the range of 700 milligrams per liter (mg/L) to
over 1,000 mg/L (CDWR 1964).
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C. Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH)

The area between the Garnet Hill Fault and the Banning Fault, named the Garnet
Hill Subarea of the Whitewater River (Indio) Subbasin by CDWR (1964), was
considered a distinct subbasin by the USGS because of the partially effective
Banning and Garnet Hill Faults as barriers to lateral groundwater movement.
This is demonstrated by a difference of 170 feet in groundwater level elevation in
a horizontal distance of 3,200 feet across the Garnet Hill Fault, as measured in
the spring of 1961. The Garnet Hill Fault does not reach the surface, and is
probably effective as a barrier to lateral groundwater movement only below a
depth of about 100 feet (MWH 2013).

The 2013 MC/GH WMP states groundwater production is low in the GH and is
not expected to increase significantly in the future due to relatively low well
yields compared to those in the MC. Water levels in the western and central
portions of the subbasin show response to large replenishment quantities from the
Whitewater River Groundwater Replenishment Facility, while levels are
relatively flat in the easterly portion of the subbasin. The lack of wells in the
subbasin limits the hydrogeologic understanding of how this subbasin operates

relative to the MC and Whitewater River Subbasin.

Although some natural replenishment to this subbasin may come from Mission
Creek and other streams that pass through during periods of high flood flows, the
chemical character of the groundwater (and its direction of movement) indicate
that the main source of replenishment to the subbasin comes from the Whitewater
River through the permeable deposits which underlie Whitewater Hill (MWH
2013).

This subbasin is considered part of the Whitewater River (Indio) Subbasin in
CDWR's Bulletin 118 (2003) and therefore was not designated with a separate
number therein. There are no assessable groundwater pumpers within CVWD's
portion of the GH, and CVWD considers the portion of the GH within its

boundaries to be a part of their WWR AOB. There are two assessable producers
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within DWA's portion of the GH, which together produced a total of 470.46 AF
of groundwater from the subbasin in 2018. DWA considers the portion of the

GH within its service area to be a separate AOB.

d. San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin

The San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin lies entirely within the San Gorgonio Pass area,
bounded by the San Bernardino Mountains on the north and the San Jacinto
Mountains on the south (CDWR 2003). This subbasin is designated
Number 7 21.04 in CDWR's Bulletin 118 (2003).

The San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin is hydrologically connected to the Whitewater
River Subbasin on the east. Groundwater within the San Gorgonio Pass
Subbasin moves from west to east and spills out into the Whitewater River
Subbasin over the suballuvial bedrock constriction at the east end of the pass
(CDWR 1964).

DWA's service area includes three square miles of the San Gorgonio Pass
Subbasin.

e. Whitewater River (Indio) Subbasin

The Whitewater River Subbasin, designated the Indio Subbasin (Number 7
21.01) in CDWR Bulletin No. 118 (2003), underlies the major portion of the
Coachella Valley floor and encompasses approximately 400 square miles.
Beginning approximately one mile west of the junction of State Highway 111
and Interstate 10, the Whitewater River Subbasin extends southeast

approximately 70 miles to the Salton Sea.

The Subbasin is bordered on the southwest by the Santa Rosa and San Jacinto
Mountains and is separated from the Garnet Hill, Mission Creek, and Desert Hot
Springs Subbasins to the north and east by the Garnet Hill and San Andreas
Faults (CDWR 1964). The Garnet Hill Fault, which extends southeasterly from

the north side of San Gorgonio Pass to the Indio Hills, is a relatively effective
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barrier to lateral groundwater movement from the GH into the Whitewater River
Subbasin, with some portions in the shallower zones more permeable. The San
Andreas Fault, extending southeasterly from the junction of the Mission Creek
and Banning Faults in the Indio Hills and continuing out of the basin on the east
flank of the Salton Sea, is also an effective barrier to lateral groundwater
movement from the northeast (CDWR 1964).

The subbasin underlies the cities of Palm Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho
Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La Quinta, Indio, and Coachella, and the
unincorporated communities of Thousand Palms, Thermal, Bermuda Dunes,
Oasis, and Mecca. From about Indio southeasterly to the Salton Sea, the
subbasin contains increasingly thick layers of silt and clay, especially in the

shallower portions of the subbasin. These silt and clay layers, which are
remnants of ancient lake bed deposits, impede the percolation of water applied
for irrigation and limit groundwater replenishment opportunities to the westerly

fringe of the subbasin (CDWR 1964).

In 1964, CDWR estimated that the five subbasins that make up the Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin contained a total of approximately 39.2 million AF of
water in the first 1,000 feet below the ground surface; much of this water
originated as runoff from the adjacent mountains. Of this amount, approximately
28.8 million AF of water was stored in the overall Whitewater River Subbasin
(CDWR 1964). However, the amount of water in the Whitewater River Subbasin
has decreased over the years because it has developed to the point where
significant groundwater production occurs (CVWD 2012). The natural supply of
water to the northwestern part of the Coachella Valley is not keeping pace with
the basin outflow, due mainly to large consumptive uses created by the resort-
recreation economy and permanent resident populatiothe northwestern
Whitewater River Subbasin, and large agricultural economy in the southeastern
Whitewater River Subbasin. Imported SWP water allocations are exchanged for
Colorado River water and utilized for replenishment in the westerly portion of
the Whitewater River Subbasin to replace consumptive uses created by the resort

recreation economy and permanent resident population.
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The Whitewater River Subbasin is not currently adjudicated. From a
management perspective, CVWD divides the portion of the subbasin within its
service area into two AOBs designated the West Whitewater River Subbasin
AOB and the East Whitewater River Subbasin AOB. The dividing line between
these two areas is an irregular line trending northeast to southwest between the
Indio Hills north of the City of Indio and Point Happy in La Quinta (see
paragraph e.5 below for the history of this division). The West Whitewater River
Subbasin Management Area is jointly managed by CVWD and DWA under the
terms of the 2014 Whitewater Water Management Agreement. The East
Whitewater River Subbasin AOB is managed by CVWD (CVWD 2012).

Hydrogeologically, the Whitewater River Subbasin is divided into four subareas:

the Palm Springs, Thermal, Thousand Palms, and Oasis Subareas. The Palm
Springs Subarea is the forebay or main area of replenishment to the subbasin, and
the Thermal Subarea is the pressure or confined area within the basin. The other

two subareas are peripheral areas having unconfined groundwater conditions.

1) Palm Springs Subarea

The triangular area between the Garnet Hill Fault and the east slope of
the San Jacinto Mountains southeast to Cathedral City is designated the
Palm Springs Subarea. Groundwater is unconfined in this area. The
Coachella Valley fill materials within the Palm Springs Subarea are
essentially heterogeneous alluvial fan deposits with little sorting and
little fine grained material content. The thickness of these water-bearing
materials is not known; however, it exceeds 1,000 feet. Although no
lithologic distinction is apparent from well drillers' logs, the probable
thickness of recent deposits suggests that Ocotillo conglomerate
underlies recent fanglomerate in the subarea at depths ranging from 300
feet to 400 feet.

Natural replenishment to the aquifer in the Whitewater River Subbasin
occurs primarily in the Palm Springs Subarea. The major natural sources

include infiltration of stream runoff from the San Jacinto Mountains and
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2)

the Whitewater River, and subsurface inflow from the San Gorgonio
Pass Subbasin and GH. Deep percolation of direct precipitation on the
Palm Springs Subarea is considered negligible as it is consumed by
evapotranspiration (CDWR 1964).

Thermal Subarea

Groundwater of the Palm Springs Subarea moves southeastward into the
interbedded sands, silts, and clays underlying the central portion of the
Coachella Valley. The division between the Palm Springs Subarea and
the Thermal Subarea is near Cathedral City. The permeabilities parallel
to the bedding of the deposits in the Thermal Subarea are several times
the permeabilities perpendicular to the bedding and, therefore, movement
of groundwater parallel to the bedding predominates. Confined or semi

confined groundwater conditions are present in the major portion of the

Thermal Subarea. Movement of groundwater under these conditions is
present in the major portion of the Thermal Subarea and is caused by
differences in piezometric (pressure) level or head. Unconfined or free

water conditions are present in the alluvial fans at the base of the Santa
Rosa Mountains, such as the fans at the mouth of Deep Canyon and in

the La Quinta area.

Sand and gravel lenses underlying this subarea are discontinuous, and
clay beds are not extensive. However, two aquifer zones separated by a
zone of finer-grained materials were identified from well logs. The fine
grained materials within the intervening horizontal plane are not tight
enough or persistent enough to completely restrict the vertical interflow
of water, or to warrant the use of the term "aquiclude". Therefore, the
term "aquitard" is used for this zone of less permeable material that
separates the upper and lower aquifer zones in the southeastern part of

the Valley.

The lower aquifer zone, composed of part of the Ocotillo conglomerate,

consists of silty sands and gravels with interbeds of silt and clay. It
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contains the greatest quantity of stored groundwater in the Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin, but serves only that portion of the Valley
easterly of Washington Street. The top of the lower aquifer zone is
present at a depth ranging from 300 feet to 600 feet below the surface.
The thickness of the zone is undetermined, as the deepest wells present
in the Coachella Valley have not penetrated it in its entirety. The
available data indicate that the zone is at least 500 feet thick and may be

in excess of 1,000 feet thick.

The aquitard overlying the lower aquifer zone is generally 100 feet to
200 feet thick, although in small areas on the periphery of the Salton Sea
it is more than 500 feet thick. North and west of Indio, in a curved zone
approximately one mile wide, the aquitard is apparently lacking and no

distinction is made between the upper and lower aquifer zones.

Capping the upper aquifer zone in the Thermal Subarea is a shallow fine
grained zone in which semi-perched groundwater is present. This zone
consists of recent silts, clays, and fine sands and is relatively persistent
southeast of Indio. It ranges from zero to 100 feet thick and is generally
an effective barrier to deep percolation. However, north and west of
Indio, the zone is composed mainly of clayey sands and silts, and its
effect in retarding deep percolation is limited. The low permeability of
the materials southeast of Indio has contributed to irrigation drainage
problems in the area. Semi-perched groundwater has been maintained by
irrigation water applied to agricultural lands south of Point Happy,
necessitating the construction of an extensive subsurface tile drain
system (CDWR 1964).

The Thermal Subarea contains the division between CVWD's west and
east AOBs of the Whitewater River (Indio) Subbasin, which is more

fully described in paragraph e.5 below.

The imported Colorado River supply through the Coachella Canal is used

mainly for irrigation in the easterly portion of the Whitewater River
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3)

Subbasin.  Annual deliveries of Colorado River water through the
Coachella Canal of approximately 300,000 AF are a significant
component of southeastern Coachella Valley hydrology. A smaller
portion of the Coachella Canal water supply is used to offset
groundwater pumping by golf courses in the westerly portion of the

Whitewater River Subbasin.

CVWD recently completed a study to evaluate the entire Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin. This led to the development and adoption of
the 2010 Update to the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan.
Using state-of-the-art technology, CVWD developed and calibrated a
peer-reviewed, three-dimensional groundwater model (Fogg 2000) that is
based on data from over 2,500 wells, and includes an extensive database
of well chemistry reports, well completion reports, electric logs, and
specific capacity tests. This model improved on previous groundwater
models, and incorporates the latest hydrological evaluations from
previous studies conducted by CDWR and USGS to gain a better
understanding of the hydrogeology in this subbasin and the benefits of
water management practices identified in the Coachella Valley Water

Management Plan.

Thousand Palms Subarea

The small area along the southwest flank of the Indio Hills is named the
Thousand Palms Subarea. The southwest boundary of the subarea was
determined by tracing the limits of distinctive groundwater chemical
characteristics. The major aquifers of the Whitewater River Subbasin are
characterized by calcium bicarbonate; but water in the Thousand Palms
Subarea is characterized by sodium sulfate (CDWR 1964).

The differences in water quality suggest that replenishment to the
Thousand Palms Subarea comes primarily from the Indio Hills and is
limited in supply. The relatively sharp boundary between chemical

characteristics of water derived from the Indio Hills and groundwater in
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the Thermal Subarea suggests there is little intermixing of the two

waters.

The configuration of the water table north of the community of Thousand
Palms is such that the generally uniform, southeasterly gradient in the
Palm Springs Subarea diverges and steepens to the east along the base of
Edom Hill. This steepened gradient suggests a barrier to the movement
of groundwater: possibly a reduction in permeability of the water-bearing
materials, or possibly a southeast extension of the Garnet Hill Fault.
However, such an extension of the Garnet Hill Fault is unlikely. There is
no surface expression of such a fault, and the gravity measurements
taken during the 1964 CDWR investigation do not suggest a subsurface
fault. The residual gravity profile across this area supports these
observations. The sharp increase in gradient is therefore attributed to

lower permeability of the materials to the east.

Most of the Thousand Palms Subarea is located within the westerly
portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin. Groundwater levels in this
area show similar patterns to those of the adjacent Thermal Subarea,

suggesting a hydraulic connectivity (CDWR 1964).

Oasis Subarea

Another peripheral zone of unconfined groundwater that is different in
chemical characteristics from water in the major aquifers of the
Whitewater River Subbasin is found underlying the Oasis Piedmont
slope. This zone, named the Oasis Subarea, extends along the base of the
Santa Rosa Mountains. Water-bearing materials underlying the subarea
consist of highly permeable fan deposits. Although groundwater data
suggest that the boundary between the Oasis and Thermal Subareas may
be a buried fault extending from Travertine Rock to the community of
Oasis, the remainder of the boundary is a lithologic change from the
coarse fan deposits of the Oasis Subarea to the interbedded sands, gravel,

and silts of the Thermal Subarea. Little information is available as to the

Introduction
Pagell-13



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESERTJWATER

5)

thickness of the water-bearing materials, but it is estimated to be in
excess of 1,000 feet. Groundwater levels in the Oasis Subarea have
exhibited similar declines as elsewhere in the subbasin due to increased
groundwater pumping to meet agricultural demands on the Oasis slope
(CDWR 1964).

East/West AOB Division

The Thermal Subarea (see paragraph e.2 above) contains the division
between the westerly and easterly portions of the Whitewater River
Subbasin (CVWD's West Whitewater River Subbasin AOB and East
Whitewater River Subbasin AOB). This division constitutes the southern
boundary of the management area governed by the Management
Agreement between CVWD and DWA.

The boundary between these two Management Areas extends from Point
Happy (a promontory of the Santa Rosa Mountains between Indian Wells
and La Quinta) northeasterly, generally along Washington Street, to a
point on the San Andreas Fault intersecting the northerly prolongation of

Jefferson Street in Indio.

The boundary was originally defined primarily on the basis of differing
groundwater levels resulting from differences in groundwater use and
management northerly and southerly of the boundary. Primarily due to
the application of imported water from the Coachella Canal, and an
attendant reduction in groundwater pumpage, the water levels in the area
southeasterly from Point Happy (the East Whitewater River Subbasin
Management Area) rose until the early 1970s, while groundwater levels
northwesterly from Point Happy (the WWR Management Area) were
dropping due to continued development and pumping. This was stated
by Tyley (USGS 1974) as follows:

"The south boundary is an imaginary line extending from Point Happy

northeast to the Little San Bernardino Mountains and was chosen for the
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following reasons: (1) North of the boundary, water levels have been
declining while south of the boundary, water levels have been rising
since 1949 and (2) north of the boundary, ground water is the major
source of irrigation water while south of the boundary, imported water

from the Colorado River is the major source of irrigation water."

In addition, according to CDWR (1964) and as discussed above, the
easterly portion of the Thermal Subarea is distinguished from area north
and west of Indio within the Thermal Subarea by the presence of several
relatively impervious clay layers (aquitards) lying between the ground

surface and the main groundwater aquifer, creating confined and semi-
confined aquifer conditions (see Figure 2). These conditions were
characterized by Tyley as "artesian conditions" southerly of the south

boundary.

Groundwater levels northerly of the boundary have been stable or
increasing since the 1970s (per recorded measurements of USGS, DWA,
and CVWD wells), except in the greater Palm Desert area, largely due to
the commencement of replenishment activities at the Whitewater River
Groundwater Replenishment Facility in 1973. Groundwater levels in the
greater Palm Desert area continue to decline, but at a reduced rate as a
result of the groundwater replenishment program. Differences between
the East Whitewater River Subbasin Management Area and WWR
Management Area also persist in terms of management of the
groundwater replenishment program and by groundwater usage (there is
significantly more agricultural use in CVWD's East Whitewater River
Subbasin AOB than in the WWR Management Area).

Summary

The Whitewater River Subbasin consists of four subareas: the Palm
Springs, Thermal, Thousand Palms, and Oasis Subareas. The Palm
Springs Subarea is the forebay or main area of replenishment to the

subbasin, and the Thermal Subarea includes the pressure or confined area
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within the basin. The Thousand Palms and Oasis Subareas are peripheral
areas having unconfined groundwater conditions. From a management
perspective, the Whitewater River Subbasin is divided into a westerly
and easterly portion, with the dividing line extending from Point Happy

in La Quinta to the northeast, terminating at the San Andreas Fault and

the Indio Hills at Jefferson Street.

Potable groundwater is not readily available within the following areas in
the Coachella Valley: Indio Hills, Mecca Hills, Barton Canyon, Bombay
Beach, and Salton City. Water service to these areas is derived from

groundwater pumped from adjacent basins.

THE GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT AND ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

DWA's Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program was established to augment
groundwater supplies and arrest or retard declining water table conditions within the Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin, specifically within the WWR, MC, and GH AOBs sgare 1).

1. Water Management Areas

Pursuant to the Water Management Agreements between CVWD and DWA, the Water
Management Areas encompass the Westerly Portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin, a
portion of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin, and the entire MC and GH (except three
square miles in the Painted Hills area and a small portion that lies within San Bernardino

County) within the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin (Sgeare 1).

 The West Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) Management Area

CVWD and DWA have recognized the need to manage the westerly portion of the
Whitewater River Subbasin as a complete unit rather than as individual segments
underlying the individual agencies' boundaries. This management area consists of
the Palm Springs and Thousand Palms Subareas and the westerly portion of the
Thermal Subarea, which is experiencing significantly declining water levels. The

management area was established to encompass the area of groundwater overdraft as
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evidenced by declining water level conditions, and includes areas within both CVWD
and DWA boundaries. The easterly boundary of the WWR Management Area
extends from Point Happy (a promontory of the Santa Rosa Mountains between
Indian Wells and La Quinta) northeasterly, generally along Washington Street, to a
point on the San Andreas Fault intersecting the northerly prolongation of Jefferson

Street in Indio.

DWA's WWR AOB is located entirely within the WWR Management Area.

 The Mission Creek Subbasin (MC) Management Area

CVWD and DWA have recognized the need to manage the MC as a complete unit
rather than as individual segments underlying the individual agency's boundaries.
This management area consists of the entire MC. DWA's MC AOB is located entirely

within the MC Management Area.

e« The Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) Management Area

CVWD considers the portion of the GH within its boundaries to be a part of its
WWR AOB. DWA considers the portion of the GH within its service area to be a

separate management area and AOB.

2. Areas of Benefit

The Areas of Benefit (AOBs) for DWA's replenishment program consist of the westerly
portion of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin, including portions of the Whitewater
River Subbasin, MC, GH, and tributaries thereto, situated within DWA's service area
boundary (se&igure 2). DWA has three AOBs within its replenishment program: the
West Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) AOB, the Mission Creek Subbasin (MC)
AOB, and the Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) AOB.

DWA's WWR AOB consists of that portion of the WWR Management Area situated
within DWA's service area boundary (including a portion of the San Gorgonio Pass
Subbasin).
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DWA's MC AOB consists of that portion of the MC Management Area situated within

DWA's service area boundary.

DWA's GH AOB consists of that portion of the GH Management Area situated within

DWA's service area boundary.

The AOBs for CVWD's replenishment program consist of the portions of the Whitewater
River Subbasin, MC, and GH within CVWD's boundary. CVWD has a total of three
AOBs within its groundwater replenishment program: the CVWD MC AOB; the CVWD
WWR AOB; and the East Whitewater River Subbasin AOB. CVWD's WWR AOB
includes the portion of the GH within CVWD's service area Fgere 2).

Within DWA's WWR AOB, there are seven stream diversions on the Whitewater River
and its tributaries, five by DWA (two on Chino Creek, one on Snow Creek, one on Falls
Creek, and one by the former Whitewater Mutual Water Company, which has been
acquired by DWA), one by the Wildlands Conservancy (formerly the Whitewater Trout
Farm) which is used for conservation and educational purposes, and one by CVWD at the
Whitewater River Replenishment Facility; the latter three being on the Whitewater River
itself. There are no stream diversions within the MC or GH AOBs. DWA's WWR AOB
also includes subsurface tributary flows from the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin located to

the west.

While the replenishment assessments outlined on the following pages are based on and
limited to water production within DWA's AOBs, available water supply, estimated water
requirements, and groundwater replenishment are referenced herein to the entire WWR
Management Area, MC Management Area, and GH Management Area. The WWR, MC,
and GH Management Areas are replenished jointly by CVWD and DWA for water
supply purposes, and the two agencies jointly manage the imported water supplies within

said Management Areas.

3. Water Management Agreements

The replenishment program was implemented pursuant to a joint Water Management

Agreement for the WWR Management Area ("Whitewater River Subbasin Water
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Management Agreement”, executed July 1, 1976 and amended December 15, 1992 and
July 15, 2014) between CVWD and DWA. Later, a similar program was implemented
within the MC Management Area pursuant to a similar joint Water Management
Agreement ("Mission Creek Subbasin Water Management Agreement”, executed April 8,
2003 and amended July 15, 2014). Currently, there is no Water Management Agreement
between CVWD and DWA specifically for the GH Management Area because direct
artificial groundwater replenishment has not been implemented within the subbasin.
However, groundwater in the GH Management Area is managed under the provisions of

the Whitewater River and Mission Creek Subbasin Water Management Agreements.

CVWD and DWA entered into a Settlement Agreement with MSWD in December 2004,
which affirmed the water allocation procedure that had been established earlier by
CVWD and DWA, and which established a Management Committee, consisting of the
General Managers of CVWD, DWA, and MSWD, to review production and recharge
activities. The Addendum to the Settlement Agreement states that the water available for
recharge each year shall be divided between the WWR Management Area and the MC
Management Area proportionate to the previous year's production from within each

management area (sAppendix B).

Conditions of the Settlement Agreement and Addendum between DWA, CVWD, and
MSWD state that DWA and CVWD have the authority to levy replenishment
assessments on water produced from subbasins of the Upper (Western) Coachella Valley
Groundwater Basin within DWA and CVWD's AOBs, if found that recharge activities

benefit those subbasins.

The Management Committee engaged MWH to prepare the MC/GH WMP, which was
completed in January 2013. According to the MC/GH WMP, the GH benefits from the
recharge activities in both the MC and Whitewater River Subbasin. It benefits from the
recharge activities in the MC via subsurface flow across the Banning Fault, and from the
recharge activities in the westerly portion of the Whitewater River Subbasin via: (a)
infiltration from the Whitewater River channel, which carries imported water from the
Colorado River Agqueduct to the replenishment facilities within the Whitewater River
Subbasin, and (b) from subsurface flow across the Garnet Hill Fault at the northerly end

of the GH during major recharge events that significantly raise the groundwater level in
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the vicinity of the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility. Exact quantities of
replenishment benefit from the MC and Whitewater River Subbasin to the GH cannot be

ascertained at this time with currently available hydrologic data.

The Water Management Agreements call for maximum importation of SWP Contract
Table A water allocations (formerly "entitlements") by CVWD and DWA for
replenishment of groundwater basins or subbasins within defined Water Management
Areas. The Agreement also requires collection of data necessary for sound management

of water resources within these same Water Management Areas.

4, Groundwater Overdraft

CDWR Bulletin 160-09 (2009 California Water Plan Update) defines "Groundwater

overdraft" as:

"...the condition of a groundwater basin in which the amount of water
withdrawn by pumping exceeds the amount of water that recharges the basin
over a period of years, during which the water supply conditions

approximate average conditions."

According to CDWR Bulletin 118-80 (Groundwater Basins in California):

"Overdraft is characterized by groundwater levels that decline over a period
of years and never fully recover, even in wet years. Overdraft can lead to
increased extraction costs, land subsidence, water quality degradation, and

environmental impacts."

For purposes of this report, the term "gross overdraft" refers to groundwater extractions
or water production in excess of natural groundwater replenishment or recharge, as an
annual rate in AF/Yr, and "cumulative overdraft" refers to the cumulative gross overdraft
in AF over the recorded history of an aquifer (since 1956 for WWR and since 1978 for
MC). The term "net overdraft" refers herein to gross overdraft offset by artificial

replenishment.
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The initial Water Management Agreement was developed following numerous
investigations regarding the groundwater supply within the Coachella Valley; said
investigations are addressed in DWA's previous repoBsgifieer's Report on

Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment Program for the Whitewater River
Subbasinfor the years 1978/1979 through 1983/1984). These investigations all
concluded that gross overdraft (groundwater extractions or water production in excess of
natural groundwater replenishment and/or recharge) existed within the Coachella Valley

Groundwater Basin and its subbasins.

5. Groundwater Replenishment

a. Summary

Since 1973, CVYWD and DWA have been using Colorado River water exchanged
for SWP water (Table A water allocations and supplemental water as available)
to replenish groundwater in the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin within the
WWR Management Area (including a portion of the San Gorgonio Pass
Subbasin) and the GH Management Area, and, since 2002, within the MC
Management Area. The two agencies are permitted by law to replenish the
groundwater basins and to levy and collect water replenishment assessments
from any groundwater extractor or surface water diverter (aside from exempt
producers) within their jurisdictions who benefits, such as those within the GH

and San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin, from replenishment of groundwater.

b. History

DWA and CVWD completed construction of the Whitewater River
Replenishment Facility in 1973 and the Mission Creek Replenishment Facility in
2002, and recharge activities commenced within each respective subbasin upon
completion of the facilities. Annual recharge quantities are set forth in
Exhibit 6.

From 1973 through 2018, CVWD and DWA have replenished the WWR and MC
Management Areas with approximately 3,648,028 AF (3,482,907 AF to WWR
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Management Area and 161,588 AF to MC Management Area). Of this total,
3,355,379 AF consisted of exchange deliveries (Colorado River water exchanged
for SWP water, including advance deliveries) and 4,272,705 AF consisted of
exchange deliveries and advance deliveries converted to exchange deliveries, but
excluding advance deliveries not yet converted to exchange deliveries. See
Exhibit 6.

Between October 1984 and December 1986, MWD initially provided about
466,000 AF of advance delivered water for future exchange with CYWD and
DWA that was used to replenish the WWR Management Area. This initial
guantity of advanced delivered water has been augmented several times since
then (with a portion on the augmented supply delivered to the Mission Creek
Replenishment Facility), and the total quantity of advance delivered water is
currently 1,152,351 AF. During drought conditions, MWD has periodically met
exchange delivery obligations with water from its advance delivery account. By
December 2018, MWD had converted approximately 917,326 AF of advance
delivered water to exchange water deliveries, leaving a balance of approximately
235,025 AF in MWD's advance delivery account (Bghibit 6, included at the

end of this report, for an accounting of exchange and advance deliveries).

C. Table A Water Allocations and Deliveries

SWP Table A water allocations are based primarily on hydrologic conditions and
legal constraints, and vary considerably from year to year. In 2018, the final
allocation was 30% of maximum Table A allocations. However, the Table A
water deliveries during 2018 amounted to approximately 35% of maximum
Table A allocations. As of the writing of this report, Table A water deliveries in
2019 are projected to be 70% of maximum Table A allocations. Long-term
average Table A allocations are currently predicted to be approximately 62% of

maximum Table A allocations.

A portion of Table A allocations for a given year are occasionally carried over
into the following year under Article 56 of the SWP Contract. To date, no
Article 56 water carried over from 2018 has been delivered to CVWD and DWA.
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Even though CVWD and DWA have requested and will continue to request their
maximum annual Table A allocations, the "Probable Table A Water Allocations"
and "Probable Table A Water Deliveries" have been adjusted herein for
long-term reliability for estimating purposes. In past reports, the Probable Table
A Water Allocations have been assumed herein to be equal to the maximum
Table A Water allocations with the MWD transfer portion reduced by a
calculated factor to represent a long-term average transfer quantity with possible
recalls by MWD pursuant to the 2003 Exchange Agreement and its
implementation. According to communications from MWD management, it is
unlikely that MWD will make any recalls for the foreseeable future; therefore,
this factor has not been applied to future estimates. "Probable Table A Water
Deliveries" are herein assumed to be 62% of the aforementioned Probable Table

A Water Allocations, based on estimated SWP reliability.

From 1973 through 2003, CVWD and DWA had SWP maximum annual Table A
allocations of 23,100 AF and 38,100 AF, respectively. To meet projected water
demands and to alleviate cumulative gross overdraft conditions, CVWD and
DWA have secured additional SWP Table A water allocations, increasing their
combined maximum Table A water allocations from 61,200 AF/Yr in 2003 to
194,100 AF/Yr beginning in 2010. CVWD and DWA's current Table A

allocations are described in additional detail in the following paragraphs.

1) Tulare Lake Purchase
CVWD obtained an additional 9,900 AF/Yr of Table A water allocation
from Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District, another State Water
Contractor, thus increasing its annual Table A water allocation to
33,000 AF/Yr, effective January 1, 2004.

2) 2003 Exchange Agreement

In 2003, CVWD and DWA obtained a further 100,000 AF/Yr
(88,100 AF/Yr for CVWD and 11,900 AF/Yr for DWA) of Table A
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3)

water allocation through a new exchange agreement (the 2003 Exchange
Agreement) among CVWD, DWA, and MWD (all State Water
Contractors). The new exchange agreement, which became effective
January 1, 2005, permits MWD to call-back or recall the assigned annual
Table A water allocation of 100,000 AF/Yr in 50,000 AF/Yr increments
during periods of constrained, limited, or low water supply conditions;
however, it gives CVWD and DWA the opportunity to secure increased
guantities of surplus water in addition to increased quantities of Table A
water during normal or high water supply conditions. MWD must notify
CVWD and DWA of its intentions regarding call-back or recall of the
100,000 AF or 50,000 AF increment thereof. According to
communications from MWD management, it is unlikely that MWD will

make any recalls for the foreseeable future.

In implementing the 2003 Exchange Agreement, MWD advised CVWD
and DWA that it would probably recall the 100,000 AF/Yr assigned to
the two Coachella Valley agencies from 2005 through 2009. In fact, it
did recall the full 100,000 AF/Yr in 2005, but it has not recalled any
water since that time. According to communications with MWD
management, it is unlikely that MWD will recall any water in the

foreseeable future.

Kern County/Tulare Lake Purchase

In 2010, CVWD and DWA negotiated transfer of an additional
16,000 AF/Yr (12,000 AF/Yr for CVWD and 4,000 AF/Yr for DWA) of
Table A water allocation from Kern County Water Agency and an
additional 7,000 AF/Yr (5,250 AF/Yr for CVWD and 1,750 AF/Yr for
DWA) from Tulare Lake Basin Water Storage District, both State Water

Contractors.
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d. Supplemental Water

Any surplus water secured by CVWD and DWA is exchanged for a like quantity

of Colorado River Water. Charges for surplus water are allocated between

CVWD and DWA in accordance with the terms of the Water Management

Agreements. DWA secures funds for its allocated charges for surplus water

payments from its Reserve for Additional Water Reserve Account.

1)

Turn-Back Water Pool Water

From 1996 through 2017, CVWD and DWA jointly obtained

297,841 AF of water under CDWR's Turn-Back Water Pool Program,
which was exchanged for a like quantity of Colorado River Water and
delivered to the Whitewater River and Mission Creek Replenishment

Facilities.

Turn-Back Water Pool water was originally Table A water scheduled for
delivery to other State Water Contractors, but those Contractors
subsequently determined that the water was surplus to their needs.
Surplus water in the Turn-Back Water Pool Program is allocated between
two pools based on time: Pool A water must be secured by March 1 of
each year and Pool B water must be secured between March 1 and
April 1 of each year. The charge for Pool A water is higher than the

charge for Pool B water.

Since fiscal year 1999/2000, requests for Turn-Back Water Pool water
have exceeded water available. Quantities of Pool A and Pool B water
purchased by CVWD and DWA are shown in Exhibit 6

In 2018, DWA and CVWD were not allocated any SWP surplus water
under the Turn-Back Water Pool Program. Based on current projections,
CVWD and DWA will not receive any Turn-Back Water Pool water in
20109.
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2)

3)

4)

Flood Water

In 1997 and 1998, CVWD and DWA jointly obtained 47,286 AF of
Kaweah River, Tule River, and Kings River flood flow water, which was
also exchanged for a like quantity of Colorado River water delivered to
the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility. Currently, the availability

of flood water in 2019 is uncertain.

Article 21 Surplus Water

From 2000 through 2011, CVWD and DWA obtained 42,272 AF of

Article 21 surplus water and, similarly, that water was also exchanged
for a like quantity of Colorado River water which was delivered to the

Whitewater River Replenishment Facility. No Article 21 water has been
delivered to the Coachella Valley since 2011. It is unlikely that DWA

and CVWD will receive Article 21 water in 2019.

Yuba River Accord and Other Water

In 2008, CVWD and DWA obtained 1,836 AF of water under the terms
of the Yuba River Accord (then newly-ratified). In 2009 and 2012,
CVWD and DWA obtained 3,482 AF and 1,188 AF, respectively, of
water under the Yuba River Accord and other conservation/transfer
agreements. No water was obtained in 2010 or 2011 under the Yuba
River Accord. In 2014 and 2015, respectively, CYWD and DWA jointly
obtained 1,213 AF and 426 AF of water under the Yuba River Accord.
In 2018, CVWD and DWA jointly obtained 1,246 AF of water under the
Yuba River Accord. CYWD and DWA are not scheduled to receive any
water under the Yuba River Accord during 2019.
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e.

Past Year Water Deliveries

Total artificial recharge (to both the Whitewater River and Mission Creek
Replenishment Facilities) for 2018 was 166,752 AF (including CVWD's MWD
Quantitative Settlement Agreement purchases). 164,725 AF was delivered to the
Whitewater River Replenishment Facility and 2,027 AF was delivered to the
Mission Creek Replenishment Facility. 35,000 AF were delivered under
CVWD's Second Supplemental Agreement to their Delivery and Exchange
Agreement for the Delivery of 35,000 AF, dated June 14, 2013 (see Exibit 6

Water Available in Current Year

The estimated quantity of water available for artificial recharge in the Upper
Coachella Valley during 2019, based on delivery of 70% of the maximum
Table A allocation, is as follows: 52,945 AF of Table A water (70% allocation of
135,870 AF minus 82,925 AF to be carried over to 2020). The estimated
guantity of supplemental water is as follows: 0 AF of Turn-Back Pool water,
0 AF of Article 21 water, 0 AF of Yuba water, 9,500 AF of Rosedale/Glorious
Land water (CVWD), and 35,000 AF of CVWD Quantitative Settlement
Agreement water, for a grand total of approximately 97,445 AF. During the first
three months of 2019, a total of 9,868 AF of Colorado River water has already
been delivered to the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility, and a total of
1,171 AF of Colorado River water has already been delivered to the Mission

Creek Replenishment Facility.

Introduction
Pagell-27



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESERTJWATER

g.

Historic Effects of Artificial Replenishment on Aquifer

Prior to recharge activities in the Whitewater River Subbasin and MC, water
levels were declining steadily in those subbasins as well as the GH. As shown in
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 after recharge activites commenced in 1973, and
specifically after the three large recharge events listed below, groundwater levels

in all three subbasins have risen substantially.

e 1985-1987: 655,000 AF Recharged
e 1995-2000: 609,000 AF Recharged
e 2009 -2012: 760,000 AF Recharged

Exhibit 1 includes hydrographs for a collection of groundwater wells within the
Whitewater River Subbasin (séd@gure 2 for the locations of the wells) in
comparison with the total annual quantities of water delivered to the Whitewater
River Replenishment Facility. This comparison clearly indicates that the

recharge program has benefitted wells within the subbasin.

MSWD's Wells 25 and 26 are located upstream of the Whitewater River
Replenishment Facility overlying the portion of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin,
a tributary to the Whitewater River Subbasin, within the management area.
Similar to other wells in the management area, water levels in these wells were
also declining prior to groundwater recharge, and water levels in these wells rose
by about 80 feet each after recharge commenced in the 1980s, and also rose

following the other significant recharge events.

Exhibit 2 includes hydrographs for a selection of groundwater wells owned and
operated by MSWD and the Mission Creek Monitoring Well located at the
Mission Creek Replenishment Facility (sEgure 2 for the locations of the
wells), in comparison with the total annual quantities of water delivered to the
Mission Creek Replenishment Facility. The comparison clearly indicates that the
recharge program has benefitted the wells within the subbasin, especially the

wells near the spreading basins. The magnitude of the response to the

Introduction
Pagel1-28



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESERTJWATER

groundwater recharge is inversely proportional to the distance the wells are

located from the Replenishment Facility.

Exhibit 3 includes hydrographs from a collection of groundwater wells within
the Garnet Hill Subbasin (s€ggure 2 for the locations of the wells) including
one well owned by MSWD in comparison with both the replenishment quantities
replenished by the Whitewater River and Mission Creek Replenishment
Facilities. Groundwater levels in the Garnet Hill Subbasin responded rapidly
when replenishment activities commenced at the Whitewater River

Replenishment Facility in the 1970s.

Water levels in the wells closest to the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility
rose approximately 400 feet in the late 1980s and nearly 200 feet following each
significant recharge event to the WWR Management Area. The most significant
response to groundwater recharge in the WWR Management Area is observed in
the wells located closest to the Replenishment Facility. The degree of benefit
observed from recharge decreases the farther the well is from the Replenishment

Facility. Well locations are shown éiigure 2.

Although artificial replenishment with imported water, augmenting natural
replenishment, has met increasing average annual groundwater demands during
the past 30 years, it has not, for all practical purposes, reduced or diminished
cumulative gross groundwater overdraft within the Coachella Valley
Groundwater Basin, which existed prior to artificial replenishment of the
groundwater basin. In effect, the groundwater overdraft condition that existed
prior to imported water becoming available for groundwater replenishment has
not been significantly altered, but the trend has been arrested. Although current
groundwater levels have generally stabilized in the subbasins within the
management areas, current cumulative gross overdraft (not yet offset by
cumulative artificial recharge) is estimated at roughly 3,951,000 AF in the WWR
Management Area (since 1956) and 267,000 AF in the MC Management Area
(since 1978). Cumulative net overdraft, (cumulative gross overdraft offset by
artificial replenishment) is currently estimated at 538,000 AF in the WWR
Management Area and 109,000 AF in the MC Management Area. There is
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insufficient data to determine groundwater overdraft in the GH Management

Area.

CDWR has been unable to deliver full annual Table A water allocations for the
past decade, with the exception of 2006 where 100% was delivered to
Contractors. Had CVWD and DWA been able to obtain and exchange their
maximum Table A quantities during that time period, cumulative groundwater
overdraft would be significantly less and groundwater levels would be

correspondingly higher.

h. Meeting Future Water Requirements

Historic and projected water supplies and water requirements for the WWR and
MC Management Areas are set forth Rigures 3 and 4 Projected water

supplies include SWP supplies, estimated natural inflow, and estimated non-
consumptive return. Historic and projected water requirements include historic

and projected groundwater production, and estimated natural outflow.

The projected water supply curves showrfigures 3 and 4 are based on the
estimates for the natural inflow to the WWR and MC Management Areas,
continuing artificial recharge, non-consumptive return, and groundwater in
storage, if necessary. Artificial recharge is based on the 2017 SWP deliverability
projections excluding all potential surplus water deliveries which may become

available during any particular year.

In contrast to the data presented in past Engineer's Reports, which relied
primarily on the linear regression of the previous 10-year period of recorded
groundwater production, projected water requirements (demands) through 2035
for the WWR and MC Management Areas (also showRigures 3 and 3 are

based on the water balance model utilized in the 2010 Update to the Coachella
Valley Water Management Plan and the 2014 Status Report prepared by MWH
(and others), and the Groundwater Flow Model for the Mission Creek and Garnet
Hill Subbasins Water Management Plan (MC/GH WMP) prepared by Psomas.

As shown in the figures, the projected requirements are largely offset by probable
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supplies; however, the cumulative annual change in storage will remain in the

negative through at least 2030 under currently projected conditions.

Based on the production relationship between the WWR Management Area and
the MC Management Area, in accordance with the Mission Creek Groundwater
Replenishment Agreement, abddt.8% of imported water deliveries in 2019
will be directed to the WWR Management Area and 8.2% to the MC
Management Area based on 2018 production Esénabit 5). For future years,

the percentage of the total production is expected to range from 87% to 81% in
the WWR Management Area and 12% to 19% in the MC Management Area
through 2035 due to increased production (increased demands) in the MC
Management Area due to anticipated population growth (MWH 2011, MWH
2013).

i. Adequacy of Current Supplies, Water Conservation, and Future Prospects

1) State Water Project Improvements

As discussed in previous reports, the State of California is proposing a
program of improvements to the SWP under the n&Padéifornia
WaterFix.

The California WaterFix program involves the construction and

operation of new water diversion facilities near Courtland to convey

water from the Sacramento River through two tunnels to the existing
state and federal pumping facilities near Tracy. In addition to other
federal, state, and local approvals, California WaterFix requires changes
to the water rights permits for the SWP and the federal Central Valley
Project to authorize the proposed new points of water diversion and

rediversion.

The capital cost of the full California WaterFix Project is estimated at
about $17 billion for two tunnels. On February 6, 2018, due to

difficulties in raising funds for the project, CDWR announced that the
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2)

project would initially be reduced in scope to a single tunnel, at cost of
$10.7 billion. On April 10, 2018, MWD announced that it would provide
the balance of the funds necessary to complete the original two-tunnel
project. However, in his first State of the State address on
February 12, 2019, Governor Gavin Newsom announced that he supports

only the single-tunnel alternative.

Eventually, SWP water supply reliability, quality, and delivered
guantities and the overall health of the Delta may improve upon
implementation of either of the California WaterFix alternatives;
however, it is unlikely that the costs for Delta improvements will be

allocated to the State Water Contractors before 2025.

California Drought

In addition to the existing restrictions on water supplies from the SWP,
California recently experienced over four consecutive years of severe
drought. The four-year period between fall 2011 and fall 2015 was the
State's driest since record keeping began in 1895. The statewide drought
emergency was declared at an end in early 2017 due to a series of winter

storms producing record-level rainfall.

During the course of the drought, the state implemented a number of
mandatory water conservation measures, which are discussed in detail in
the previous report, along with the efforts of DWA and CVWD to

comply with said measures.

At the end of the process, DWA elected to retain a 10% to 13%
conservation target for its customers for the purposes of long-term

sustainability.

The winter storms of 2018-2019 have nearly completely ended the
drought conditions in California. According to the California Drought

Monitor website, as of March 2019, no part of California is listed as
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3)

being in moderate or higher drought conditions, and only portions of
Modoc, Orange, Western Riverside, San Diego, and Southern Imperial

Counties are listed as being in "abnormally dry" conditions.

State Water Project Long-Term Reliability Estimates

The 2013 SWP Final Reliability Reppdated December 2014, estimated
the long-term reliability of SWP supplies at 58% of maximum Table A
Amounts, projected through the year 2033. In July of 2015, CDWR
issued the 2015 SWP Deliverability Capability Report. Beginning with
said Report, CDWR stopped making long-term future reliability
projections, and instead evaluated the SWP's delivery capability
("deliverability") based on existing and historical conditions. Said report
estimated the median deliverability of SWP supplies at approximately
64%, and long-term deliverability (82 year average value) at 62% of
maximum Table A Amounts 50% of the time over the historic long-term
(based on a computer model simulation of hydrologic conditions from
1922-2003). CDWR explicitly stated in the 2015 Report that said
report's estimates were based on existing and historical conditions and
were not intended as future projections. For this reason, and also
because the 2015 Report did not consider the very low water supply
allocations that occurred during the drought years of 2013, 2014, and
2015, the long-term SWP reliability figure of 58% was cited in the
2015/2016, 2016/2017, and 2017/2018 Engineer's Reports rather than the
62% long-term deliverability figure presented in CDWR's 2015 Delivery
Capability Report.

In March of 2018, CDWR issued its final 2017 Delivery Capability
Report, which includes an evaluation of deliveries through calendar year
2016. The 2017 Report continues to use the same 82-year hydrologic
record used for the 2015 Report (1922 through 2003) for its computer
model simulations of potential hydrologic conditions (runoff and
precipitation patterns) for long-term average delivery, and deliveries

during typical wet years and typical dry years. However, the analysis
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accounts for land use, upstream flow regulations, and sea levels
characteristic of 2017, and CDWR judges this 82-year period to be
sufficient to provide a reasonable range of potential hydrologic
conditions from wet years to critically dry years. The 2017 Report
estimates the long-term average deliverability at 62% of maximum Table
A Amounts, the same figure as presented in the 2015 Report. Because
the 2017 Report incorporates recent drought-related data pertaining to
low allocations in the years 2013-2015, the 62% long-term average
deliverability figure set forth in said report is used in this Engineer's

Report.

4) Conclusion

In conclusion, the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin (and its
subbasins) is in an overdraft condition and will most likely remain so,
even with the importation and exchange of available SWP water, until a
higher proportion of the maximum SWP Table A allocations becomes
available. With maximum Table A allocations, recharge in the WWR
and MC Management Areas would offset the current annual overdraft,
although overdraft in future years is virtually unpredictable, due to the

difficulty of projecting long-term growth and reliability of SWP supplies.

6. Replenishment Assessment

For the WWR Management Area, DWA began its groundwater assessment program in
fiscal year 1978/1979 and CVWD began its groundwater assessment program in fiscal
year 1980/1981. For the MC Management Area, the two agencies initiated their
groundwater assessment programs simultaneously in fiscal year 2003/2004. The two
agencies are not required to implement the assessment procedure jointly or identically;
however, they have each continuously levied an annual assessment on water produced
within their respective jurisdictions since inception of their groundwater assessment

programs.
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Since the 2013 MC/GH WMP demonstrates that the GH benefits from the groundwater
replenishment activities in the two adjacent subbasins, pursuant to the 2004 Settlement
Agreement between CVWD, DWA, and MSWD; DWA and CVWD have the authority
establish a groundwater assessment program for the GH. DWA's replenishment
assessment program was initiated in this subbasin in fiscal year 2015/2016. Currently,
there is no assessable production in the Garnet Hill Subbasin within CVWD's WWR
AOB.

Desert Water Agency Law requires the filing of an engineer's report regarding the
Replenishment Program before DWA can levy and collect groundwater replenishment
assessments. The report must address the condition of groundwater supplies, the need for
groundwater replenishment, the AOBs, water production within said AOBs, and
replenishment assessments to be levied upon said water production. It must also contain
recommendations regarding the replenishment program. This report has been prepared in

accordance with these requirements.
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CHAPTER IlI
WEST WHITEWATER RIVER SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA
PRODUCTION AND REPLENISHMENT

GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION

Annual water production (groundwater extractions plus surface water diversions) within the West
Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) Management Area averaged about 93,000 AF from 1965
through 1967, and then increased to approximately 187,000 AF in 1990. It then decreased to
approximately 174,000 AF in 1991, coincident with the initiation of significant deliveries of
recycled water by CVWD and DWA to irrigation users within the Management Area (which had
the effect of temporarily reversing the trend toward steadily increasing production of groundwater

therein).

Due to development, production increased sharply to about 187,000 AF in 1997 and to about
208,000 AF in 1999. It then averaged about 211,000 AF during the three-year period 2000
through 2002 and remained relatively stable through 2007, probably as a result of water
conservation and increased use of recycled water, and (within CVWD's AOB) conversion of
agricultural land to residential development, which leveled off in 2000. Production has decreased
following 2007 due to water conservation programs implemented by both agencies and also

partly to poor economic conditions reducing demands.

During the past five calendar years (2014 through 2018), average annual water production within
the WWR Management Area has been about 156,000 AF/Yr, approximately three-fourths of
which took place within CYWD's AOB and approximately one-fourth within DWA's AOB.

Current (2018 calendar year) and historic groundwater production and surface water diversion

data for the WWR Management Area is set forth in Table 1

NATURAL RECHARGE

Natural recharge includes precipitation, surface water runoff, and subsurface inflow. It is
currently estimated that natural inflow into the WWR Management Area is approximately
52,100 AF/Yr, while natural outflow is currently estimated at approximately 21,600 AF/Yr
(MWH 2011). Thus, approximately 30,500 AF (natural inflow less natural outflow) of natural, or

native, groundwater is currently available for water supply.

Whitewater River Subbasin
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C.

NON-CONSUMPTIVE RETURN

Consumptive use of water represents the use of water that is not returned to the aquifer (for
example, water that is evapotranspirated by vegetation into the atmosphere, water that is
incorporated into biomass or manufactured products, and water that is exported). Non-
consumptive return water is water that is ultimately returned to the aquifer after use (for example,
irrigation water percolating beyond the root zone or treated wastewater discharged to percolation
ponds or leach fields) or water used for public parks or golf course irrigation (wastewater
recycled for irrigation use). Although non-consumptive return in the WWR Management Area
has been estimated at approximately 40% (USGS 1974) and 35% (USGS 1992), CVWD's 2010
Update to the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (and 2014 Status Report to that plan)
incorporated groundwater modeling by MWH (now Stantec) which projected that non-
consumptive return may decrease from 35% to approximately 30% through 2035 based on the
effects of implementing water conservation measures, such as turf removal and more efficient
irrigation practices. According to the model, the overall non-consumptive return for 2017 was
projected to be approximately 33%. However, Stantec and Krieger & Stewart have recently
conducted efforts to more accurately characterize non-consumptive return by quantifying water
use categories; with estimates made for water percolated via agricultural and landscaping
irrigation return, wastewater treatment plant and septic tank discharge, and water recycling
activities within each Management Area of the Coachella Valley, and considering such factors as
transfers of produced water between subbasins. This effort has resulted in a current estimate for
non-consumptive use within the WWR Management Area of approximately 32% of total

estimated groundwater production, which percentage is used herein.

ARTIFICIAL REPLENISHMENT

Total artificial replenishment (to both the WWR and MC Management Areas) for 2018 was

166,752 AF (including CVWD's MWD Quantitative Settlement Agreement purchases). Of this

guantity, 164,725 AF were delivered to the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility (the largest
annual delivery to Whitewater in history), and 2,027 AF were delivered to the Mission Creek
Replenishment Facility. 35,000 AF of the quantity delivered to WWR were delivered under

CVWD's Second Supplemental Agreement to their Delivery and Exchange Agreement for the
Delivery of 35,000 AF, dated June 14, 2013. (see Exhipit 6

Whitewater River Subbasin
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E.

GROUNDWATER IN STORAGE

Average annual reported production within the WWR Management Area of 156,000 AF for the
past five years (including approximately 500 AF of annual production by minimal pumpers) has
been met with an average of approximately 27,600 AF of net natural recharge, an average of
approximately 48,600 AF of non-consumptive return, and 115,700 AF of net artificial recharge
(less evaporative losses), resulting in a net increase in groundwater in storage of about 35,900

AF/Yr over the past five years.

OVERDRAFT STATUS

Based on information contained in USGS Water Resources Investigations 77-29 and 91-4142,
average gross annual groundwater overdraft within the WWR Management Area of the Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin began in the 1950s and was estimated to be 30,000 AF/Yr during the
late 1960s and early 1970s. It is now estimated to be as much as three times greater. Gross
groundwater overdraft within the WWR Management Area (excluding artificial recharge) is now
estimated to have averaged approximately 81,000 AF/Yr over the last five years. Since 1956,
cumulative gross overdraft (net pumpage minus net natural recharge) is currently estimated at
approximately 3,951,000 AF, and cumulative net overdraft (cumulative gross overdraft offset by

artificial recharge) is currently estimated to be about 538,000 AF.

Whitewater River Subbasin
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CHAPTER IV
MISSION CREEK SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA
PRODUCTION AND REPLENISHMENT

GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION

Annual water production (groundwater extractions) within the Mission Creek Subbasin (MC)
Management Area increased from an average of approximately 500 AF/Yr in the late 1950s and
1960s to approximately 2,300 AF/Yr in 1978. It increased relatively steadily since then to
approximately 17,400 AF/Yr in 2006, then began dropping slightly as a result of declining
economic conditions to about 16,400 AF/Yr2807, 15,800 AF/Yr in 2008, 15,100 AF/Yr in
2009, 14,300 in 2010, 14,200 in 2011, and 13,000 in 2015. Annual groundwater production
within the MC Management Area has resulted in cumulative long-term groundwater overdraft, as
evidenced by the steady decline of groundwater levels within the MC prior to commencement of

recharge activities.

During the past five calendar years (2014 through 2018), average annual reportable water
production within the MC Management Area has been about 14,000 AF/Yr; approximately
two-thirds of which took place within DWA's AOB and approximately one-third within CVWD's
AOB. Current (2018 calendar year) and historic groundwater production and surface water

diversion data for the MC Management Area is set forth in Table 1

NATURAL RECHARGE

Natural recharge includes precipitation, surface water runoff, and subsurface inflow. As
discussed in past reports, it is currently estimated that natural inflow and surface recharge of the
MC has averaged approximately 3,500 to 10,800 AF/Yr over the long term. Most estimates of

natural outflow from the MC equal or exceed the corresponding estimates of natural inflow.

The most recent estimate for natural inflow into the MC was prepared by Psomas for the MC/GH
WMP prepared by MWH in January 2013. Psomas estimated said natural inflow at
approximately 9,340 AF/Yr, consisting of approximately 7,500 AF/Yr from mountain front
runoff and precipitation under average conditions and approximately 1,840 AF/Yr from flows
across the Mission Creek Fault from the Desert Hot Springs Subbasin. This estimate falls within

the range of average natural inflow previously cited herein.

Mission Creek Subbasin
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Psomas estimated natural outflow at approximately 6,000 AF/Yr, consisting of 4,000 AF/Yr of
subsurface flow from the Banning Fault to the GH, 900 AF/Yr of evapotranspiration, and
1,100 AF/Yr of flow through semi-water bearing rocks, known as the Indio Hills, at the

southeastern end of the MC.

NON-CONSUMPTIVE RETURN

Consumptive use and non-consumptive return are discus&gthpter 111, Section C. Within
the MC Management Area, non-consumptive return is currently estimated at approximately 31%

of total estimated production, or about 4,800 AF/Yr (average for the past five years).

ARTIFICIAL REPLENISHMENT

Total artificial replenishment (to both the WWR and MC Management Areas) for 2018 was
166,752 AF (including CVWD's MWD Quantitative Settlement Agreement purchases). Of this
quantity, 2,027 AF were delivered to the Mission Creek Replenishment FacilitfEx(siét 6).

Based on the production relationship between the Whitewater River Subbasin and the MC, in
accordance with the Mission Creek Groundwater Replenishment Agreement, about 91.8% of
imported water deliveries in 2019 will be directed to the WWR Management Area and 8.2% to
the MC Management Area based on 2018 production Egééit 5). For future years, the
percentage of the total production is expected to range from 87% to 81% in the WWR
Management Area and 12% to 19% in the MC Management Area through 2035 due to increased
production (increased demands) in the MC Management Area due to anticipated population
growth (MWH 2011, MWH 2013).

GROUNDWATER IN STORAGE

Average annual reported production within the entire MC Management Area of 14,000 AF for the
past five years (including approximately 500 AF of annual production by minimal pumpers) has
been met with approximately 3,400 AF of net natural recharge, approximately 4,800 AF of

non-consumptive return, and 3,100 AF of net artificial recharge (less evaporative losses),

Mission Creek Subbasin
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resulting in a net decrease in groundwater in storage of about 2,700 AF/Yr over the past five

years.

The change in groundwater storage within DWA's MC AOB has also been estimated using

changes in measured static water levels in wells within the AOB. Using the average static water
levels in the wells in DWA's AOB, the average annual reduction in stored groundwater was

3,600 AF/Yr from 1955 through 2018, and 2,500 AF/Yr from 1998 through 2018 (see Exhibit 4

OVERDRAFT STATUS

Gross groundwater overdraft within the MC (excluding artificial recharge) is now estimated at

approximately 6,000 AF/Yr during the last five years. Since 1978, cumulative gross overdraft

(net pumpage minus net natural recharge) is currently estimated at approximately 267,000 AF,
and cumulative net overdraft (cumulative gross overdraft offset by artificial recharge) is currently

estimated to be about 109,000 AF.

Mission Creek Subbasin
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CHAPTER V
GARNET HILL SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA
PRODUCTION AND REPLENISHMENT

GROUNDWATER PRODUCTION

During the past five calendar years (2013 through 2017), average annual water production within
the Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) Management Area has been about 310 AF/Yr; most, if not all, of
which took place within DWA's GH AOB. There are no reporting groundwater pumpers within
CVWD's service area in the GH, which is within CYWD's WWR AOB. Current (2018 calendar
year) and historic groundwater production and surface water diversion data for the GH
Management Area (DWA's GH AOB) are set fortable 1

NATURAL RECHARGE

Natural recharge includes precipitation, surface water runoff, and subsurface inflow. The GH is
separated from the Whitewater River Subbasin to the south by the Garnet Hill Fault and from the
MC to the north by the Banning Fault.

As stated in the MC/GH WMP, the principle form of natural recharge within the GH comes from
mountain-front runoff derived from precipitation and snow melt, as well as return flow from

water use.

The GH receives no direct artificial recharge; however, it does receive artificial recharge via
infiltration from the Whitewater River channel on the west end of the subbasin, subsurface flows
from the MC, and subsurface flows from the Whitewater River Subbasin when water levels are
high due to large volumes of artificial recharge at the Whitewater River Replenishment Facility
(MWH 2013).

The estimated flow across the Banning Fault from the MC to the GH ranges from approximately
2,000 AF/Yr (Tyley 1974) to 8,250 AF/Yr (Psomas, 2010, based on pre-development, steady-
state conditions). The outflow to the Whitewater River Subbasin is estimated to be

approximately 4,000 AF/Yr (Psomas 2012, based on then current conditions).

Garnet Hill Subbasin
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C.

NON-CONSUMPTIVE RETURN

Consumptive use and non-consumptive return are discus&gdthpter 111, Section C. Within
the GH Management Area, non-consumptive return is currently estimated at approximately 20%

of production, or about 33 AF/Yr.

ARTIFICIAL REPLENISHMENT

Direct artificial groundwater replenishment has not yet been implemented within the GH.
However, the 2013 MC/GH WMP has shown that the GH benefits from replenishment activities
within both the Whitewater River Subbasin and the MC.

GROUNDWATER IN STORAGE

The quantity of groundwater in storage within the GH in 1974 was estimated to be approximately
1,520,000 AF (USGS 1974). Production in the subbasin has been limited, so groundwater in

storage has not decreased significantly.

With minimal pumping occurring within the subbasin, cumulative groundwater storage in the GH
was generally based on wet and dry periods and the introduction of imported water to the
Coachella Valley. Changes in storage can be attributed to the rise and fall in the recorded

groundwater levels observed in wells throughout the GH.

The recharge program in the WWR Management Area began in 1973, which resulted in rising
water levels within the GH in rough proportion to the quantities recharged. Higher water levels
in the WWR Management Area reduce the outflow from the GH across the Garnet Hill Fault,

increasing storage volume in the GH.

OVERDRAFT STATUS

As part of the Coachella Valley Groundwater Basin, the GH is presumed to be in a state of
overdraft since it is reliant on flows from the Whitewater River Subbasin and the MC for

replenishment, in accordance with the conclusions set forth in the MC/GH WMP.

Garnet Hill Subbasin
Page V-2



CHAPTER VI
REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESE?«%‘\TER

CHAPTER VI
REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT

Desert Water Agency Law, in addition to empowering DWA to replenish groundwater basins and to levy
and collect water replenishment assessments within its areas of jurisdiction, defines production and

producers for groundwater replenishment purposes as follows:

Production: The extraction of groundwater by pumping or any other method within the Agency,
or the diversion within the Agency of surface supplies which naturally replenish the groundwater

supplies within the Agency and are used therein.

Producer: Any individual, partnership, association, group, lessee, firm, private corporation,
public corporation, or public agency including, but not limited to, the DWA, that extracts or

diverts water as defined above.

Producers that extract or divert 10 AF of water or less in any one year are considered minimal pumpers or

minimal diverters, and their production is exempt from assessment.

Desert Water Agency Law also states that assessments may be levied upon all water production within an
AOB, provided assessment rates are uniform throughout. Pursuant to Desert Water Agency Law, the
amount of any replenishment assessment cannot exceed the sum of certain SWP charges, specifically, the
Delta Water Charge, the Variable OMP&R Component of the SWP Transportation Charge (Variable
Transportation Charge), and the Off-Aqueduct Power Component of the SWP Transportation Charge
(Off-Aqueduct Power Charge), pursuant to the Contract between DWA and the State of California. The
aforesaid charges are set forth in each year's CBWRtin on the State Water Proje(€DWR Series

132, Appendix B, Tables B-16B, B-18, and B-21).

Prior to 2002, groundwater replenishment with Colorado River Water (exchanged for SWP water) had
been limited to recharge of the West Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) Management Area. In 2002,
DWA and CVWD commenced recharge activities in the Mission Creek Subbasin (MC) Management
Area, in addition to continuing their ongoing activities in the WWR Management Area. The AOBs for
Groundwater Replenishment and Assessment herein consist of those portions of the West Whitewater

River Subbasin Management Area (including a portion of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin and tributaries

Replenishment Assessment
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thereto), the MC Management Area, and the Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) Management Area, situated

within DWA's service area boundaifyigure 2).

The groundwater replenishment assessment and replenishment assessment rate for 2019/2020 is based on

the following:

1. All groundwater production within DWA and MSWD, with certain exceptions, is metered, and all
assessable surface water diversions within DWA are metered or measured. There are no surface
water diversions within the MC AOB or GH AOB.

2. The Delta Water Charge, the Variable Transportation Charge, and the Off-Aqueduct Power
Charge, as set forth in Appendix B of the most recent CDWR Bulletin Series 132 and hereafter
referred to as Applicable SWP Charges.

3. The proportionate share of the Applicable SWP Charges allocable to CVYWD and DWA in
accordance with the Water Management Agreements between CVWD and DWA (Water
Management Agreement for the Whitewater River Subbasin executed July 1, 1976 and amended
December 15, 1992, and the Water Management Agreement for the Mission Creek Subbasin
executed April 8, 2003; both amended July 15, 2014), hereafter referred to as Allocated SWP
Charges. (The applicable charges are essentially apportioned between CVWD and DWA in
accordance with relative water production within those portions of each entity lying within the
applicable Water Management Areas, either the Whitewater River Subbasin, the Mission Creek

Subbasin, the Garnet Hill Subbasin, and a portion of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin.)

4, Certain charges or costs other than those derived pursuant to items 1, 2, and 3 above. Such

additional charges may be offset from time to time by discretionary reductions.

The replenishment assessment rate comprises two components: (1) the Allocated SWP Charges
attributable to the estimated annual Table A allocation, and (2) certain other charges or costs related to
groundwater recharge, such as those for reimbursement of past surplus water charges for which

assessments had not been levied.

The replenishment assessment rate, when applied to estimated assessable production (all production,

excluding that which is exempt, within the AOB), results in a replenishment assessment which must not

Replenishment Assessment
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exceed the maximum permitted by Desert Water Agency Law (the Applicable SWP Charges). Due to the

interdependent nature of the imported water supply for the WWR Management Area (including a portion

of the San Gorgonio Pass Subbasin), MC Management Area, and GH Management Area, the Allocated

SWP Charges component of the replenishment assessment rate is uniform throughout the WWR AOB,

MC AOB, and GH AOB; however, due to the independent and separate nature of various other aspects of

the groundwater replenishment program within the WWR AOB (including a portion of the San Gorgonio

Pass Subbasins), MC AOB, and GH AOB, the other charges and costs component need not be uniform;

they are specific to each AOB.

A.

ACTUAL 2018 WATER PRODUCTION AND ESTIMATED 2019/2020 ASSESSABLE
WATER PRODUCTION

Edimated assessable production within DWA's WWR AOB (including a portion of the San
Gorgonio Pass Subbasin), MC AOB, and GH AOB consist of groundwater extractions from the
groundwater subbasins and diversions from streams (Snow, Falls, and Chino Creeks) in the
tributary watersheds. Estimated assessable groundwater production is based on metered water
production. DWA staff read and record metered water production quantities with the exception

of the wells owned by MSWD and the Indigo Power Plant, which are reported to DWA.

The effective replenishment assessment rate for Table A water is based on DWA's estimated
Allocated SWP Charges for the current year (based on CDWR's projections for the assessment
period) divided by the estimated assessable production for the assessment period, as set forth in
Table 6. DWA has utilized two bases for estimating assessable production, either assessable
production for the previous year, or, when statewide conservation mandates are in effect, a
specified year's assessable production minus a water conservation factor. For the current report,
the estimated assessable production for all three AOBs is being based on the assessable
production for the previous year (2018), since the statewide conservation mandate has been

satisfied.
Estimated assessable water production is set forth in Table 2
In 2018, actual reported production within CVWD's AOB within the WWR Management Area

was about 3.4 times that within DWA's AOB, 119,250 AF versus 35,505 AF, whereas actual
production within DWA's AOB within the MC Management Area was about 2.3 times that within
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CVWD's AOB, 9,695 AF versus 4,175 AF. Production within DWA's GH AOB accounts for
100% of the total production, at 165 AF. DWA's 2018 actual production accounts for
approximately 26.9% of the 168,791 AF combined total of water produced within the

Management Areas that year.

WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT RATES

The water replenishment assessment rates consist of two components, one being attributable to
SWP annual Table A water allocations, and the other being attributable to other charges or costs

necessary for groundwater replenishment. Each component is discussed below.

1. Component Attributable to SWP Table A Water Allocation Charges

In accordance with the current 2014 Water Management Agreement, CVWD and DWA
combine their SWP Table A water allocations, exchange them for Colorado River water,
and replenish the WWR and MC Management Areas with exchanged Colorado River
water. CVWD and DWA each assume the full burden for portions of their respective

Fixed State Water Project Charges (Capital Cost Component and Minimum Operating
Component of Transportation Charge); however, the two agencies share their Applicable
SWP Charges (Delta Water, Variable Transportation, and Off-Aqueduct Power Charges)

on the basis of relative production.

Although DWA could base its replenishment assessment rate on its Applicable SWP
Charges, it only needs to recover its share (based on relative production) of the combined
Applicable SWP Charges for both CVYWD and DWA (i.e. its Allocated SWP Charges).

CVWD makes up the difference in accordance with the Water Management Agreement.

The Applicable SWP Charges for CYWD and DWA for Table A water are set forth in
Tables 3 and 4 respectively. Unit Charges for Delta Water, Variable Transportation,
and Off-Aqueduct Power Charges are based on estimates presented in Appendix B of
CDWR Bulletin 132-18.

Since CDWR has been unable to deliver maximum Table A allocations for 17 of the past

18 years, the amounts of the Applicable SWP Charges for 2019/2020 and future years are
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computed based on a long-term SWP reliability factor applied to the maximum SWP
allocations. From 2013 through 2017, a factor of 58% was applied; a factor of 62% was

applied in 2018 and is being applied in 2019.

Since the 2003 Exchange Agreement allows MWD to call-back or recall the 100,000 AF
of Table A allocation it transferred to CYWD and DWA, the amounts of the Applicable
SWP Charges from 2004/2005 through 2017/2018 and future years have been computed
with the MWD transfer portion being further reduced by another long-term reliability
factor to account for possible future recalls pursuant to the 2003 Exchange Agreement
(typically 35%). However, according to MWD management, it is unlikely that MWD
will recall any water for the foreseeable future. Therefore, commencing with the
2018/2019 report, it is assumed that MWD will not recall any of its transfer portion. This
change has the effect of increasing the estimated delivery of SWP water for future years,
including the 2019/2020 fiscal year, thus raising the replenishment assessment rate

necessary to cover anticipated importation costs.

The derivations of the Applicable SWP Charges are set forffalies 3and 4 The
"Maximum Table A Water Allocation” shown ifiables 3 and 4is the currently existing
Table A Water Allocation per CDWR Bulletin 132-17, Appendix B, Table B-4
(contractual quantities based on requests for same by CVWD and DWA) with no
reliability factors being applied. The "Probable Table A Water Allocation" is the
currently existing Table A Water Allocation. The MWD reliability factor was formerly
applied to the Probable Table A Allocation column to reflect the long-term average with
probable recalls by MWD, pursuant to the remaining years of the 2003 Exchange
Agreement and its implementation. The "Probable Table A Water Delivery" is based on

62% reliability of the probable Table A Water allocation.

It should be noted that the increase of the SWP reliability factor from 58% to 62% and
the elimination of the MWD reliability factor will result in higher estimates for future
deliveries--including for 2019/2020--than previously projected during the Proposition
218 proceedings; and, consequently, higher estimates for effective Table A assessment

rates.
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Applicable SWP Charges proportioned in accordance with the Water Management
Agreement, more particularly in accordance with relative production within CVWD and

DWA, yield Allocated SWP Charges. Over the past five years, 2014 through 2018,
DWA has been responsible for approximately 22.15% of the water produced within the
WWR Management Area, and 69.16% of water produced from the MC Management

Area.

In the past, Allocated SWP Charges have been apportioned to CVWD and DWA based
on production from the WWR Management Area. Since 2003/2004, Allocated SWP

Charges have been apportioned to CVWD and DWA based on production from the
combined WWR and MC Management Areas. In 2018, DWA was responsible for

approximately 26.9% of the combined water production within the Management Areas.
On the assumption that DWA's relative production for 2019 and thereafter will be about
the same as for 2018, DWA's share of the combined Applicable SWP Charges (i.e.

Allocated Charges) for the next 17 years will be as set forth in Table 5

Table 5 shows that DWA's estimated Allocated Charges (its share of combined
Applicable Charges for Table A water) are anticipated to decrease by about 20% between
2018 and 2019, decrease by about 2% between 2019 and 2020 and increase by about 10%

between 2020 and 2021. DWA's estimated Allocated Charges will change as estimates

presented in future annual editions of CDWR Bulletin 132 change.

Table 5 also shows that DWA's estimated 2019 Allocated Charges are about 93% of
DWA's estimated Applicable Charges. Since water replenishment assessments must be
used for groundwater replenishment purposes only, implementation of the maximum
permissible replenishment assessment rate based on DWA's Applicable Charges would
result in the collection of excess funds that would have to be applied to replenishment

charges during subsequent years.

Rather than collect excess funds one year and apply the excess funds to replenishment
charges in subsequent years, DWA attempts to establish from year to year the
replenishment assessment rate that will result in collection of essentially the funds

necessary to meet its annual groundwater replenishment charges. DWA therefore bases
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the Table A portion of its replenishment assessment on estimated Allocated Charges,

rather than estimated Applicable Charges.

Pursuant to current Desert Water Agency Law, the maximum permissible replenishment
assessment rate that can be established for fiscal year 2019/2020 is $202.17/AF, based on
DWA's estimated Applicable Charges (Delta Water Charge, Variable Transportation
Charge, and Off-Aqueduct Power Charge) of $9,170,249 (average of estimated 2019 and
2020 Applicable Charges) and estimated 2019/2020 combined assessable production of
45,360 AF within the WWR, MC, and GH AOBs.

The effective replenishment rate is based on DWA's estimated Allocated SWP Charges
for the current year, as computed using CDWR's projected Applicable SWP Charges,
divided by the estimated assessable production for the assessment period (based on the

assessable production for the previous calendar year), as set for in Table 6

Pursuant to the terms of the Water Management Agreement between DWA and CVWD,
and based on DWA's estimated 2019/2020 Allocated Charges of $8,546,888 and
estimated 2019 calendar year assessable production (shohabli® 6 as estimated
2019/2020 assessable production) of 45,360 AF within the WWR, MC, and GH, the
effective replenishment assessment rate component for Table A water for the 2019/2020
fiscal year is $188/AF.Table 7 includes DWA's historical estimated, actual effective,

and estimated projected replenishment assessment rates.

Tables 3 through 7 include future projections through 2035. These projections are based
on a number of assumptions regarding factors that can be highly variable and difficult to
predict, such as development, conservation, and, as mentioned, SWP reliability and cost
factors. Actual values in the future may be substantially different than as shown in these

tables.

2. Component Attributable to Other Charges and Costs Necessary for Groundwater

Replenishment

Charges and costs necessary for groundwater replenishment could include the costs for

reimbursement for past SWP Table A water allocations and surplus water allocations for

Replenishment Assessment
Page VI-7



2019/2020 Groundwater Replenishment & Assessment Program DESERTJWATER

which insufficient assessments had been levied, acquisition or purchases of water from
sources other than the SWP, the cost of importing and recharging water from sources

other than the SWP, and the cost of treatment and distribution of reclaimed water.

Currently, other charges and costs are being limited to past SWP water payments for
which assessments have not been levied. Due to increases in SWP costs, DWA elected
last year to transfer the deficit resulting from past payments for which assessments have

not been levied to reserve account(s).

Since 1996, CVWD and DWA have obtained surplus SWP water, when available, to
supplement deliveries of Table A water (§d®apter Il, Section B.5.d. DWA currently

pays charges for surplus water with funds from its Unscheduled State Water Project
Deliveries Reserve Account, rather than from funds raised directly through replenishment

assessment levies.

The charges levied on the producers within the GH AOB are assessed as part of the
replenishment programs for the WWR and MC Management Areas based on the
proportional production, in accordance with the Mission Creek Subbasin Settlement
Agreement discussed @hapter Il, Section B.3 As shown irExhibit 5, the portion of

total production within the Whitewater River Subbasin and MC was approximately
91.8% and 8.2% respectively for 2018. Therefore, since there is no direct replenishment
program for the GH, and since it benefits from both replenishment programs, the total
production within the GH will be assessed as a proportion of the total production within
those subbasins. For example, the total assessable production within the GH was 165 AF
in 2018. Of that 165 AF, 91.8% (151 AF) is assessed as part of the Whitewater River
Subbasin, and 8.2% (13.5 AF) as part of the MC.

3. Proposition 218 Proceedings

DWA held Proposition 218 proceedings in the winter of 2016, including a public hearing
on December 15, 2016. During the public hearing, DWA received comments and tallied
protests regarding the proposed replenishment assessment rate ranges for the next five

years, as shown in the table below.
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Anticipated Rate Range
Fiscal Year Adoption Date $/AF
2017/2018 July 1, 2017 $110.00 to $130.00
2018/2019 July 1, 2018 $120.00 to $140.00
2019/2020 July 1, 2019 $125.00 to $155.00
2020/2021 July 1, 2020 $130.00 to $165.00
2021/2022 July 1, 2021 $130.00 to $175.00

Protests were received from less than 50% of the affected parcels.

On December 4, 2017, the California Supreme Court held, in the caSiéyadf San
Buenaventura v. United Water Conservation Distticat groundwater pumping charges

are not property-related charges subject to Proposition 218. However, current regulations
developed to codify the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) still state
that a Groundwater Sustainability Agency that adopts a groundwater sustainability plan
may impose fees to fund the costs of groundwater management, but such fees "shall be
adopted" in accordance with Proposition 218. If the SGMA regulations are amended to
remove this requirement, future Proposition 218 proceedings for DWA's groundwater

replenishment assessment may not be necessary.

4, Proposed 2019/2020 Replenishment Assessment Rates

As shown inTable 6, the estimated effective Table A Assessment Rate is $188/AF,
which includes consideration of an increase of the SWP reliability factor from 58% to
62%, and the elimination of the separate MWD reliability factor (MWD reliability factor
effectively set to 100%, but still subject to the 62% SWP reliability factor). However,
this rate exceeds the maximum rate of $155/AF established in the Proposition 218
proceedings for 2019/2020. Therefore, as shownTable 7, the recommended

replenishment assessment rates proposed for 2019/2020 are:

» $155.00/AFfor the West Whitewater River Subbasin (WWR) AOB,
* $155.00/AFfor the Mission Creek Subbasin (MC) AOB, and
* $155.00/AFfor the Garnet Hill Subbasin (GH) AOB.
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Historic replenishment assessment rates for both DWA and CVWD within the

Whitewater River Subbasin are included in Exhihit 7

ESTIMATED WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENTS FOR 2019/2020

The maximum replenishment assessment that can be levied by DWA for combined estimated
production of 45,360 AF (se€able 2) within the WWR, MC, and GH AOBs based on a
replenishment assessment rate of $155.00/AF is approximately $7,030,800 ($5,504,050 in the
WWR AOB, $1,501,950 in the MC AOB, and $24,800 in the GH AOB).

DWA will continue to be the major producer within the WWR AOB, with assessable production

of approximately 33,770 AF; seven other producers will be responsible for the remaining
1,740 AF of estimated assessable production. DWA will also be the major assessee with an
estimated replenishment assessment of $5,234,350. The seven other producers will be
responsible for the remaining $269,700. DWA will therefore be responsible for approximately
95% of both the estimated assessable water production and the estimated replenishment
assessment for the WWR AOB; the other seven producers will be responsible for the remaining
5%.

MSWD will be the major producer within the MC AOB, with assessable production of
approximately 7,570 AF; four other producers will be responsible for the remaining 2,120 AF of
estimated assessable production. MSWD will also be the major assessee with an estimated
replenishment assessment of $1,173,350. The four other producers will be responsible for the
remaining $328,600. MSWD will be responsible for approximately 78% of both the estimated
assessable water production and the estimated replenishment assessment in the MC AOB; the

other four producers will be responsible for the remaining 22%.

MSWD and the Indigo Power Plant are the major producers in the GH AOB, with assessable
production of approximately 150 AF and 10 AF, respectively. MSWD will also be the major
assessee with an estimated replenishment assessment of $23,250, while the Indigo Power Plant is
responsible for the remaining $1,550. MSWD will be responsible for approximately 94% of both
the estimated assessable water production and the estimated replenishment in the GH AOB,;

Indigo Power Plant will be responsible for the remaining 6%.
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Year 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2035
YEARS 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2035
NET INFLOW (ACRE FEET) 1,400 2,900 4,100 | 37,700 | 28,400 | 35,800 | 37,200
NONCONSUMPTIVE RETURN 1,400 2,900 4,100 5,200 7,600 9,500 | 10,100
NET ARTIFICIAL RECHARGE 0 0 0 32,600 | 16,800 | 22,000 | 22,800
NET NATURAL INFLOW - - - - 4,000 4,300 4,300
NOTES:

1.

PROJECTED WATER REQUIREMENTS ARE BASED ON PROJECTIONS PER THE 2013 MISSION CREEK/GARNET HILL
SUBBASIN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN BY MWH.

PROJECTED ARTIFICIAL RECHARGE IS BASED ON PROBABLE DELIVERIES ESTIMATED USING 62% RELIABILITY OF
STATE WATER PROJECT WATER BASED ON 2013 STATE WATER PROJECT RELIABILITY REPORT AND 100%
LONG—TERM AVERAGE OF MWD TRANSFERS PURSUANT TO THE 2003 EXCHANGE AGREEMENT AND ITS

IMPLEMENTATION.

WATER SUPPLY IS BASED ON NON—CONSUMPTIVE RETURN, NATURAL INFLOW AND PROBABLE DELIVERIES

DESCRIBED ABOVE.
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DESERT WATER AGENCY AND COACHELLA ALLEY WATER DISTRICT

TABLE 1

DESERT WATER AGENCY
HISTORIC REPORTED WATER PRODUCTION FOR REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT FOR

WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN (WWR), MISSION CREE SUBBASIN (MC), AND GARNET HILL SUBBASIN (GH) MANAGEMENT AREAS

WWR COMBINED WWR, MC, GH MC
CVWD PRODUCTION DWA PRODUCTION COMBINED CVWD & DWA PRODUCTION PRODUCTION PRODUCTION PRODUCTION
GWE GWE SWD TOTAL TOTAL WWR MC GH PERCENTAGES PERCENTAGES PERCENTAGES
WWR MC WWR mMC GH WWR WWR comMmB GWE SWD TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL comB

YEAR AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF AF CVWD DWA CvwD DWA CVWD DWA
1978 61,172 28,100 8,530 36,630 36,630 89,272 8,530 97,802 97,802 62.55% 37.45%

1979 72,733 29,393 7,801 37,194 37,194 102,126 7,801 109,927 109,927 66.16% 33.84%

1980 84,142 32,092 7,303 39,395 39,395 116,234 7,303 123,537 123,537 68.11% 31.89%

1981 86,973 33,660 7,822 41,482 41,482 120,633 7,822 128,455 128,455 67.71% 32.29%

1982 83,050 33,382 6,512 39,894 39,894 116,432 6,512 122,944 122,944 67.55% 32.45%

1983 84,770 33,279 6,467 39,746 39,746 118,049 6,467 124,516 124,516 68.08% 31.92%

1984 104,477 38,121 7,603 45,724 45,724 142,598 7,603 150,201 150,201 69.56% 30.44%

1985 111,635 39,732 7,143 46,875 46,875 151,367 7,143 158,510 158,510 70.43% 29.57%

1986 115,185 40,965 6,704 47,669 47,669 156,150 6,704 162,854 162,854 70.73% 29.27%

1987 125,229 44,800 5,644 50,444 50,444 170,029 5,644 175,673 175,673 71.29% 28.71%

1988 125,122 47,593 5,246 52,839 52,839 172,715 5,246 177,961 177,961 70.31% 29.69%

1989 129,957 47,125 5,936 53,061 53,061 177,082 5,936 183,018 183,018 71.01% 28.99%

1990 136,869 45,396 5,213 50,609 50,609 182,265 5,213 187,478 187,478 73.01% 26.99%

1991 126,360 42,729 4,917 47,646 47,646 169,089 4,917 174,006 174,006 72.62% 27.38%

1992 128,390 42,493 4,712 47,205 47,205 170,883 4,712 175,595 175,595 73.12% 26.88%

1993 131,314 41,188 6,363 47,551 47,551 172,502 6,363 178,865 178,865 73.42% 26.58%

1994 134,223 42,115 5,831 47,946 47,946 176,338 5,831 182,169 182,169 73.68% 26.32%

1995 134,580 41,728 5,809 47,537 47,537 176,308 5,809 182,117 182,117 73.90% 26.10%

1996 137,410 45,342 5,865 51,207 51,207 182,752 5,865 188,617 188,617 72.85% 27.15%

1997 137,406 43,658 5,626 49,284 49,284 181,064 5,626 186,690 186,690 73.60% 26.40%

1998 142,620 41,385 7,545 48,930 48,930 184,005 7,545 191,550 191,550 74.46% 25.54%

1999 157,148 44,350 6,941 51,291 51,291 201,498 6,941 208,439 208,439 75.39% 24.61%

2000 161,834 44,458 6,297 50,755 50,755 206,292 6,297 212,589 212,589 76.13% 23.87%

2001 159,767 44,112 4,928 49,040 49,040 203,879 4,928 208,807 208,807 76.51% 23.49%

2002 163,185 4,371 46,004 9,597 4,221 50,225 59,822 209,189 4,221 213,410 13,968 227,378 76.47% 23.53% 73.69% 26.31% 31.29% 68.71%
2003 156,185 4,425 43,463 10,073 4,627 48,090 58,163 199,648 4,627 204,275 14,498 218,773 76.46% 23.54% 73.41% 26.59% 30.52% 69.48%
2004 159,849 4,628 48,093 11,920 4,758 52,851 64,771 207,942 4,758 212,700 16,548 229,248 75.15% 24.85% 71.75% 28.25% 27.97% 72.03%
2005 153,462 4,247 46,080 12,080 4,799 50,879 62,959 199,542 4,799 204,341 16,327 220,668 75.10% 24.90% 71.47% 28.53% 26.01% 73.99%
2006 160,239 4,757 48,967 12,608 4,644 53,611 66,219 209,206 4,644 213,850 17,365 231,215 74.93% 25.07% 71.36% 28.64% 27.39% 72.61%
2007 157,487 4,547 50,037 11,862 516 3,490 53,527 65,905 207,524 3,490 211,014 16,409 516 227,423 74.63% 25.37% 71.25% 28.98% 27.71% 72.29%
2008 161,695 4,543 45,405 11,232 330 3,593 48,998 60,560 207,100 3,593 210,693 15,775 330 226,468 76.74% 23.26% 73.40% 26.74% 28.80% 71.20%
2009 155,793 4,813 41,913 10,295 357 1,443 43,356 54,008 197,706 1,443 199,149 15,108 357 214,257 78.23% 21.77% 74.96% 25.21% 31.86% 68.14%
2010 141,481 4,484 39,352 9,820 288 1,582 40,934 51,042 180,833 1,582 182,415 14,304 288 196,719 77.56% 22.44% 74.20% 25.95% 31.35% 68.65%
2011 141,028 4,653 40,071 9,607 497 1,724 41,795 51,899 181,099 1,724 182,823 14,260 497 197,083 77.14% 22.86% 73.92% 26.33% 32.63% 67.37%
2012 141,379 4,582 39,507 9,634 177 2,222 41,729 51,540 180,886 2,222 183,108 14,216 177 197,324 77.21% 22.79% 73.97% 26.12% 32.23% 67.77%
2013 143,108 4,415 37,730 10,341 202 1,802 39,532 50,075 180,838 1,802 182,640 14,756 202 197,396 78.36% 21.64% 74.73% 25.37% 29.92% 67.34%
2014 136,027 4,154 36,372 9,937 239 1,787 38,159 48,335 172,399 1,787 174,186 14,091 239 188,516 78.09% 21.91% 74.36% 25.64% 29.48% 70.52%
2015 115,558 4,090 30,332 8,927 334 1,539 31,871 41,132 145,890 1,539 147,429 13,017 334 160,780 78.38% 21.62% 74.42% 25.58% 31.42% 68.58%
2016 115,659 4,175 30,408 9,044 297 2,031 32,439 41,780 146,067 2,031 148,098 13,219 297 161,614 78.10% 21.90% 74.15% 25.85% 31.58% 68.42%
2017 120,383 4,281 32,693 9,250 471 1,996 34,689 44,410 153,076 1,996 155,072 13,531 471 169,074 77.63% 22.37% 73.73% 26.27% 31.64% 68.36%
2018 119,250 4,175 33,873 9,695 165 1,632 35,505 45,365 153,124 1,632 154,755 13,871 165 168,791 77.06% 22.94% 73.12% 26.88% 30.10% 69.90%

NOTES:

Cumulative CYWD and DWA West Whitewater River Subbasin Management Area production 2014 through 2018: 779,540 AF

Cumulative CVWD and DWA Mission Creek Subbasin Management Area production 2014 through 2018: 67,729 AF

Average annual CVYWD and DWA West Whitewater River Subbasin Management Area production 2014 through 2018 (rounded): 155,910 AF

Average annual CVYWD and DWA Mission Creek Subbasin Management Area production 2014 through 2018 (rounded): 13,550 AF

Average annual DWA West Whitewater River Subbasin Area of Benefit production 2014 through 2018 (rounded): 34,530 AF
Average annual DWA Mission Creek Subbasin Area of Benefit production 2014 through 2018(rounded): 9,370 AF

Average DWA West Whitewater River Subbasin Area of Benefit production percentage 2014 through 2018: 22.15%

Average DWA Mission Creek Subbasin Area of Benefit production percentage 2014 through 2018: 69.16%

ABBREVIATIONS:

GWE = Groundwater Extractions
SWD = Surface Water Diversions
COMB = Combined
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ASSESSABLE WATER PRODUCTION AND WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENTS

TABLE 2

DESERT WATER AGENCY

GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT AND ASSESSMENT PROGRAM
ESTIMATED WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN, MISSION CREE SUBBASIN, AND GARNET HILL SUBBASIN AREAS OF BENEFIT
WATER PRODUCTION AND ESTIMATED WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENTS

2019/2020

ESTIMATED COMBINED AREA OF BENEFIT

Estimated Water Water
Assessable Replenishment Replenishment
Water Assessment Rate Assessment
Production

Area of Benefit AF $/AF $ Percent
West Whitewater River Subbasin AOB 35,510 $155.00 $5,504,050 78%
Mission Creek Subbasin AOB 9,690 $155.00 $1,501,950 21%
Garnet Hill Subbasin AOB 160 $155.00 $24,800 0%
Combined AOBs 45,360 $7,030,800 100%

ESTIMATED WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN, MISSION CREE SUBBASIN, AND GARNET HILL SUBBASIN AREAS OF BENEFIT
WATER PRODUCTION AND WATER REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENTS

) 2018 Metered water production, except for Exempt Production and Estimated Production.
@ Based on 2018 production, all rounded to nearest 10 AF.
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Estimated Estimated
2018 Water Production (1) 2019/2020 Water Replenishment
Surface Combined Assessable Assessment
Groundwater Water Water Water @ $155/AF
Extraction Diversion Production Production
Producer AF AF AF AF® $ Percent
West Whitewater River Subbasin AOB
Desert Water Agency (Chino, Falls, Snow Creeks) 32,135.33 1,007 33,142 33,140 $5,136,700 93.33%
Desert Water Agency (Whitewater) 0.00 625 625 630 $97,650 1.77%
Caltrans Rest Stop 51.08 0 51 50 $7,750 0.14%
Canyon Country Club 0.00 0 0 0 $0 0.00%
Palm Springs Country Club 0.00 0 0 0 $0 0.00%
Desert Oasis Golf Management - Welk Resort 570.34 0 570 570 $88,350 1.61%
Los Compadres 47.29 0 47 50 $7,750 0.14%
Mission Springs Water District (Wells 25 & 25A
and 26 &26A) 152.98 0 153 150 $23,250 0.42%
Seven Lakes Country Club 158.85 0 159 160 $24,800 0.45%
Escena 495.32 0 495 500 $77,500 1.41%
Palm Springs Village 262.24 0 262 260 $40,300 0.73%
Palm Springs West 0.00 0 0 0 $0 0.00%
Subtotal 33,873.43 1,632 35,505 35,510 $5,504,050 100.00%
Mission Creek Subbasin AOB
Mission Springs Water District 7,568 0 7,568 7,570 $1,173,350 78.12%
Hidden Springs Country Club 425 0 425 420 $65,100 4.33%
Mission Lakes Country Club 1,013 0 1,013 1,010 $156,550 10.42%
Sands RV Resort 414 0 414 410 $63,550 4.23%
CPV-Sentinel 276 0 276 280 $43,400 2.89%
Subtotal 9,695.35 - 9,695 9,690 $1,501,950 100.00%
Garnet Hill Subbasin AOB
Mission Springs Water District 154 0 154 150 $23,250 93.75%
Indigo Power Plant 10 0 10 10 $1,550 6.25%
Subtotal 165 0 165 160 $24,800 100.00%
Total 43,734 1,632 45,365 45,360 $7,030,800



COACHELLA ALLEY WATER DISTRICT

TABLE 3

APPLICABLE STATE WATER PROJECT CHARGES"

CVWD
Table A Probable Variable Transportation Off-Aqueduct Applicable Table A
Water Allocation Table A Delta Water Charge Charge Power Charge Charges
Water
Maximum  Probable®  Delivery®  Amount® Unit Amount® Unit Amount® Unit Amount Unit®

Year AF AF AF $ $/IAF $ $/AF $ $/AF $ $IAF

2017 138,350 83,908 83,908 5,779,583 68.88 12,344,361 148.39 111,815 1.33 18,235,759 217.33
2018 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,694,185 70.07 18,713,968 218.17 88,350 1.03 28,496,503 332.22
2019 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,279,115 67.07 13,279,137 154.81 231,598 2.70 22,789,850 265.69
2020 138,350 138,350 85,777 8,975,854 64.88 12,876,843 150.12 609,874 7.11 22,462,572 261.87
2021 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,389,537 67.87 15,285,461 178.20 11,151 0.13 24,686,150 287.79
2022 138,350 138,350 85,777 8,933,879 64.57 15,564,237 181.45 11,151 0.13 24,509,267 285.73
2023 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,167,261 66.26 15,318,057 178.58 11,151 0.13 24,496,469 285.58
2024 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,200,420 66.50 15,611,414 182.00 11,151 0.13 24,822,985 289.39
2025 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,207,859 66.55 15,813,848 184.36 11,151 0.13 25,032,858 291.84
2026 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,209,135 66.56 15,059,010 175.56 11,151 0.13 24,279,297 283.05
2027 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,628,302 69.59 15,647,440 182.42 11,151 0.13 25,286,893 294.80
2028 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,664,328 69.85 15,146,503 176.58 11,151 0.13 24,821,982 289.38
2029 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,702,372 70.13 15,447,580 180.09 11,151 0.13 25,161,103 293.33
2030 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,588,608 69.31 15,364,376 179.12 11,151 0.13 24,964,136 291.04
2031 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,743,996 70.43 16,936,669 197.45 11,151 0.13 26,691,815 311.18
2032 138,350 138,350 85,777 9,941,825 71.86 14,516,042 169.23 11,151 0.13 24,469,018 285.26
2033 138,350 138,350 85,777 10,086,241 72.90 16,648,458 194.09 11,151 0.13 26,745,850 311.81
2034 138,350 138,350 85,777 10,338,546 74.73 14,727,053 171.69 11,151 0.13 25,076,750 292.35
2035 138,350 138,350 85,777 10,405,738 75.21 19,174,591 223.54 11,151 0.13 29,591,479 344.98

(1) As set forth in CDWR Bulletin 132-18, Appendix B (Appendix B).

(2) Probable Table A water allocation is based on currently existing CVWD allocation augmented by TLBWSD, KCWA, and MWD transfers,

(3) Probable Table A water delivery is based on 0.62 reliability of CVWD allocation augmented by TLBWSD, KCWA, and MWD transfers

(4) Amount is based on probable Table A water allocation and Delta Water Charge per Table B-20 (A & B) of Appendix B. From 2018 through 2035, amount is based on

State Water Contractors estimates.

(5) Amount is based on probable Table A water delivery and applicable Variable Transportation Unit Charge per Table B-17 of Appendix B.
(6) Amount is based on probable Table A water delivery and Off-Aqueduct Power Unit Charge derived by dividing data in Table B-16B by data in Table B-5B of Appendix B.
(7) Amount of applicable Table A charges divided by probable Table A water delivery.
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TABLE 4

DESERT WATER AGENCY
APPLICABLE STATE WATER PROJECT CHARGES'"

DWA
Table A Probable Variable Transportation Off-Aqueduct Applicable Table A
Water Allocation Table A Delta Water Charge Charge Power Charge Charges
Water
Maximum  Probable®  Delivery®  Amount® Unit Amount® Unit Amount® Unit Amount unit™”

Year AF AF AF $ $/AF $ $/IAF $ $/AF $ $/AF

2017 55,750 31,636 31,636 2,179,088 68.88 4,694,526 148.39 96,134 3.04 6,969,748 220.31
2018 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,906,403 70.07 7,541,046 218.17 81,573 2.36 11,529,022 333.55
2019 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,739,145 67.07 5,351,008 154.81 198,749 5.75 9,288,901 268.74
2020 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,616,942 64.88 5,188,898 150.12 245,757 7.11 9,051,596 261.87
2021 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,783,641 67.87 6,159,483 178.20 4,493 0.13 9,947,617 287.79
2022 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,600,027 64.57 6,271,819 181.45 4,493 0.13 9,876,340 285.73
2023 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,694,072 66.26 6,172,618 178.58 4,493 0.13 9,871,183 285.58
2024 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,707,433 66.50 6,290,830 182.00 4,493 0.13 10,002,757 289.39
2025 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,710,431 66.55 6,372,403 184.36 4,493 0.13 10,087,328 291.84
2026 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,710,945 66.56 6,068,231 175.56 4,493 0.13 9,783,670 283.05
2027 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,879,854 69.59 6,305,347 182.42 4,493 0.13 10,189,695 294.80
2028 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,894,371 69.85 6,103,488 176.58 4,493 0.13 10,002,353 289.38
2029 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,909,702 70.13 6,224,811 180.09 4,493 0.13 10,139,006 293.33
2030 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,863,859 69.31 6,191,283 179.12 4,493 0.13 10,059,635 291.04
2031 55,750 55,750 34,565 3,926,475 70.43 6,824,859 197.45 4,493 0.13 10,755,827 311.18
2032 55,750 55,750 34,565 4,006,193 71.86 5,849,435 169.23 4,493 0.13 9,860,121 285.26
2033 55,750 55,750 34,565 4,064,387 72.90 6,708,721 194.09 4,493 0.13 10,777,601 311.81
2034 55,750 55,750 34,565 4,166,057 74.73 5,934,465 171.69 4,493 0.13 10,105,015 292.35
2035 55,750 55,750 34,565 4,193,132 75.21 7,726,660 223.54 4,493 0.13 11,924,286 344.98

(1) As set forth in CDWR Bulletin 132-18, Appendix B (Appendix B).
(2) Probable Table A water allocation is based on currently existing DWA allocation augmented by TLBWSD, KCWA, and MWD transfers
(3) Probable Table A water delivery is based on 0.62 reliability of DWA allocation augmented by TLBWSD, KCWA, and MWD transfers

(4) Amount is based on probable Table A water allocation and Delta Water Charge per Table B-20 (A & B) of Appendix B. From 2018 through 2035, amount is based on

State Water Contractors estimates.

(5) Amount is based on probable Table A water delivery and applicable Variable Transportation Unit Charge per Table B-17 of Appendix B.
(6) Amount is based on probable Table A water delivery and Off-Aqueduct Power Unit Charge derived by dividing data in Table B-16B by data in Table B-5B of Appendix B.
(7) Amount of applicable Table A charges divided by probable Table A water delivery.
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TABLE 5

DESERT WATER AGENCY

ESTIMATED ALLOCATED STATE WATER PROJECT CHARGES FOR TABLE A WATER
(PROPORTIONED APPLICABLE CHARGES)"

CVWD DWA Combined CVWD DWA DWA
Applicable Applicable Applicable Allocated Allocated Incremental
Table A Table A Table A Table A Table A Increase/(Decrease)
Charges(z) Charges(3) Charges Charges Charges
Year $ $ $ $ $ $ %

2017 18,235,759 6,969,748 25,205,507 18,430,267 6,775,240
3,983,621 59

2018 28,496,503 11,529,022 40,025,525 29,266,664 10,758,861
(2,136,093) (20)

2019 22,789,850 9,288,901 32,078,751 23,455,983 8,622,768
(151,760) 2)

2020 22,462,572 9,051,596 31,514,168 23,043,160 8,471,008
838,549 10

2021 24,686,150 9,947,617 34,633,767 25,324,210 9,309,557
(66,706) Q)

2022 24,509,267 9,876,340 34,385,607 25,142,756 9,242,851
(4,826) 0

2023 24,496,469 9,871,183 34,367,652 25,129,627 9,238,025
123,134 1

2024 24,822,985 10,002,757 34,825,742 25,464,582 9,361,159
79,147 1

2025 25,032,858 10,087,328 35,120,186 25,679,880 9,440,306
(284,181) 3)

2026 24,279,297 9,783,670 34,062,967 24,906,841 9,156,125
379,982 4

2027 25,286,893 10,189,695 35,476,588 25,940,481 9,536,107
(175,326) )

2028 24,821,982 10,002,353 34,824,334 25,463,553 9,360,781
127,888 1

2029 25,161,103 10,139,006 35,300,108 25,811,439 9,488,669
(74,279) 1)

2030 24,964,136 10,059,635 35,023,771 25,609,381 9,414,390
651,536 7

2031 26,691,815 10,755,827 37,447,643 27,381,716 10,065,926
(838,254) (8)

2032 24,469,018 9,860,121 34,329,139 25,101,466 9,227,672
858,632 9

2033 26,745,850 10,777,601 37,523,451 27,437,147 10,086,304
(629,446) (6)

2034 25,076,750 10,105,015 35,181,765 25,724,906 9,456,858
1,702,580 18

2035 29,591,479 11,924,286 41,515,765 30,356,327 11,159,438

(1) Proportioned in accordance with 2018 Water Management Area production percentages; CVWD is responsible for
73.12% and DWA is responsible for 26.88% of total combined production for the Whitewater River, Mission Creek,
and Garnet Hill Subbasins (see Table 1).

(2) From Table 3.

(3) From Table 4.
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TABLE 6
DESERT WATER AGENCY
PROJECTED EFFECTI E REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT RATES
PURSUANT TO WATER MANAGEMENT AGREEMENTS BETWEEN
COACHELLA ALLEY WATER DISTRICT AND DESERT WATER AGENCY

DWA Estimated
Allocated Estimated Effective Table A Table A
Table A Assessable Assessment Rate®® Assessment
Charges Production® Fiscal Year Rate
Year $ AF $/AF $/AF

2018/2019 © 9,690,815 44,270 218.90 219.00
2019/2020 @ 8,546,888 45,360 188.42 188.00
2020/2021 @ 8,890,283 47,007 189.13 189.00
2021/2022 @ 9,276,204 46,694 198.66 199.00
2022/2023 @ 9,240,438 46,380 199.23 199.00
2023/2024 @ 9,299,592 46,066 201.88 202.00
2024/2025 @ 9,400,733 45,886 204.87 205.00
2025/2026 @ 9,488,207 45,846 206.96 207.00
2026/2027 @ 9,346,116 46,075 202.85 203.00
2027/2028 @ 9,448,444 46,569 202.89 203.00
2028/2029 @ 9,424,725 47,063 200.26 200.00
2029/2030 9,451,530 47,775 197.83 198.00
2030/2031 9,740,158 48,434 201.10 201.00
2031/2032 @ 9,646,799 48,821 197.60 198.00
2032/2033 @ 9,656,988 49,208 196.25 196.00
2033/2034 @ 9,771,581 49,593 197.04 197.00
2034/2035 @ 10,308,148 49,977 206.26 206.00

(1) From Table 5.

(2) Projections based on model runs for Coachella Valley 2010 Water Management Plan and
2014 Water Management Plan Status Update.

(3) Necessary to pay DWA's estimated (projected) Allocated Table A Charges.

(4) Projected
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DESERT WATER AGENCY

TABLE 7

WEST WHITEWATER Rl ER SUBBASIN, MISSION CREE SUBBASIN, AND GARNET HILL SUBBASIN AREAS OF BENEFIT
HISTORIC AND PROPOSED REPLENISHMENT ASSESSMENT RATES

Payments
Assessment Rate Assessments Made Surplus (Deficit)
WWR MC GH
Table A Other Charges Other Charges Other Charges Estimated Levied® Collected® Delinquent”

Fiscal  Allocation ®  or Costs® Total® or Costs® Total® or Costs® Total® $ $ $ $ Table A Annual Cumulative®
Year $IAF $/IAF $/IAF $/AF $/IAF $/AF $/AF WWR MC GH WWR MC GH WWR MC GH TOTAL WWR MC GH $ $ $

78/79 6.81 0.00 6.81 226,245 199,004 199,004 199,004 0 267,193 (68,189) (68,189)
79/80 9.00 0.00 9.00 282,405 309,225 309,225 309,225 0 267,125 42,100 (26,089)
80/81 9.50 0.00 9.50 317,482 355,925 355,925 355,925 0 347,491 8,434 (17,655)
81/82 10.50 0.00 10.50 378,838 406,160 406,160 406,160 0 414,086 (7,926) (25,581)
82/83 21.00 0.00 21.00 800,499 770,871 770,871 770,871 0 891,544 (120,673) (146,254)
83/84 36.50 0.00 36.50 1,331,374 1,452,317 1,452,317 1,452,317 0 492,329 959,988 813,734
84/85 37.50 0.00 37.50 1,375,762 1,577,125 1,577,125 1,577,125 0 381,713 1,195,412 2,009,146
85/86 31.00 0.00 31.00 1,309,750 1,363,239 1,363,239 1,363,239 0 637,841 725,398 2,734,544
86/87 21.00 0.00 21.00 911,673 912,583 912,583 912,583 0 876,544 36,039 2,770,583
87/88 22.50 0.00 22.50 994,749 1,099,130 1,099,130 1,099,130 0 934,920 164,210 2,934,793
88/89 20.00 0.00 20.00 970,000 965,811 965,811 965,811 0 748,195 217,616 3,152,409
89/90 23.50 0.00 23.50 1,175,002 1,105,446 1,105,446 1,105,446 0 888,979 216,467 3,368,876
90/91 26.00 0.00 26.00 1,313,000 1,207,593 1,207,593 1,207,593 0 784,369 423,224 3,792,100
91/92 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,524,000 1,408,108 1,408,108 1,408,108 0 439,549 968,559 4,760,659
92/93 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,412,875 1,389,641 1,389,641 1,389,641 0 902,273 487,368 5,248,027
93/94 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,397,000 1,411,406 1,411,406 1,411,406 0 1,508,408 (97,002) 5,151,025
94/95 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,412,875 1,384,996 1,384,996 1,384,996 0 2,291,661 (906,665) 4,244,360
95/96 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,425,575 1,434,798 1,434,798 1,434,798 0 2,282,379 (847,581) 3,396,779
96/97 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,409,700 1,517,690 1,517,690 1,517,690 0 1,153,620 364,070 3,760,849
97/98 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,527,175 1,368,789 1,368,789 1,368,789 0 1,560,592 (191,803) 3,569,046
98/99 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,463,675 1,510,078 1,510,078 1,510,078 0 2,663,096 (1,153,018) 2,416,028
99/00 31.75 0.00 31.75 1,436,370 1,530,344 1,530,344 1,530,344 0 2,137,145 (606,801) 1,809,227
00/01 33.00 0.00 33.00 1,576,080 1,506,011 1,506,011 1,506,011 0 1,993,058 (487,047) 1,322,180
01/02 33.00 0.00 33.00 1,563,870 1,559,325 1,559,325 1,559,325 0 273,679 1,285,646 2,607,826
02/03 35.00 0.00 35.00 1,627,500 1,636,783 1,636,783 1,636,783 0 1,226,335 410,448 3,018,274
03/04 35.00 0.00 35.00 0.00 35.00 1,679,300 336,000 1,719,646 397,708 1,719,646 397,708 2,117,354 0 0 4,199,358 (2,082,004) 936,270
04/05 34.00 11.00 45.00 12.00 46.00 2,069,100 464,140 2,160,536 529,108 2,160,536 529,108 2,689,644 0 0 3,813,947 (1,124,303) (188,033)
05/06 38.00 12.00 50.00 12.00 50.00 2,527,500 596,000 2,463,500 635,562 2,463,500 635,562 3,099,062 0 0 5,791,887 (2,692,825) (2,880,858)
06/07 51.00 12.00 63.00 12.00 63.00 3,058,020 761,040 3,350,191 789,471 3,343,330 789,471 4,132,801 6,861 0 6,087,627 (1,954,826) (4,835,684)
07/08 83.00 (34.00) 63.00 (34.00) 49.00 3,230,010 794,430 3,049,824 720,025 3,043,745 720,025 3,763,770 6,079 0 9,131,044 (5,367,274) (10,202,958)
08/09 65.00 (6.00) 72.00 (6.00) 59.00 3,682,800 876,240 3,074,133 778,029 3,040,146 778,029 3,818,175 33,987 0 6,936,896 (3,118,721)  (13,321,679)
09/10 72.00 0.00 72.00 0.00 72.00 3,605,140 802,800 3,007,319 718,452 2,932,949 718,452 3,651,401 74,370 0 6,236,894 (2,585,493)  (15,907,172)
10/11 99.00 (17.00) 82.00 (17.00) 82.00 3,527,640 828,200 3,376,216 616,632 3,297,079 616,632 3,913,711 79,137 0 4,174,012 (260,301) (16,167,473)
11/12 115.00 (33.00) 82.00 (33.00) 82.00 3,302,140 805,240 3,347,596 820,179 3,275,375 820,179 4,095,554 72,221 0 7,005,049 (2,909,495) (19,076,968)
12/13 117.00 (25.00) 92.00 (25.00) 92.00 3,788,326 878,600 3,690,594 888,405 3,683,732 888,405 4,572,137 6,861 0 8,169,744 (3,597,607) (22,674,574)
13/14 111.00 (19.00) 92.00 (19.00) 92.00 3,779,360 785,587 3,809,930 785,587 3,803,852 785,587 4,589,439 6,078 0 6,078,542 (1,489,103) (24,163,678)
14/15 106.00 (4.00) 102.00 (4.00) 102.00 3,684,919 756,041 3,684,919 561,213 3,684,919 561,213 4,246,132 66 0 3,798,705 447,427 (23,716,250)
15/16 112.00 (10.00) 102.00 (10.00) 102.00 (10.00) 102.00 3,846,970 989,318 24,480 3,243,582 711,876 0 3,243,582 711,876 0 3,955,458 656 0 0 7,304,465 (3,349,007) (27,065,258)
16/17 144.00 (42.00) 102.00 (42.00) 102.00 (42.00) 102.00 3,443,112 892,273 31,235 3,443,112 892,273 31,235 4,386,192 43,996 0 4,430,188 19 0 0 3,782,326 647,862 647,862
17/18 158.00 (38.00) 120.00 (38.00) 120.00 (38.00) 120.00 3,410,450 ¥ 1,583,978 34,771 3,410,450 1,583,978 34,771 3,496,332 827,106 34,771 4,358,209 9 0 0 8,767,051 @  (4,408,842) (3,760,980)
18/19 196.00 (56.00) 140.00 (56.00) 140.00 (56.00) 140.00 4,010,381 2,142,642 44,777 4,010,381 2,142,642 44,777 4,010,381 Y 2,142,642 44,777 6,197,800 0 o 0 9,690,815 (3,493,015) (7,253,994)
19/20 188.00 (33.00) 155.00 (33.00) 155.00 (33.00) 155.00 5,504,050 1,501,950 24,800 5,504,050 1,501,950 24,800 5,504,050 1,501,950 24,800 7,030,800 0 8,546,888 (1,516,088) (8,770,082)
20/21 189.00 (24.00) 165.00 (24.00) 165.00 (24.00) 165.00 4,831,011 2,869,113 56,100 4,831,011 2,869,113 56,100 4,831,011 2,869,113 56,100 7,756,224 0 8,890,283 (1,134,059) (9,904,141)
21/22 199.00 (24.00) 175.00 13.05 175.00 13.05 175.00 5,005,718 3,106,205 59,500 5,005,718 3,106,205 59,500 5,005,718 3,106,205 59,500 8,171,422 0 9,276,204 (1,104,782)  (11,008,923)
22/23 199.00 13.05 212.05 13.05 212.05 13.05 212.05 5,922,524 3,840,415 72,098 5,922,524 3,840,415 72,098 5,922,524 3,840,415 72,098 9,835,038 0 9,240,438 594,600 (10,414,323)
23/24 202.00 13.05 215.05 13.05 215.05 13.05 215.05 5,861,161 3,972,344 73,118 5,861,161 3,972,344 73,118 5,861,161 3,972,344 73,118 9,906,624 0 9,299,592 607,032 (9,807,291)
24/25 205.00 13.05 218.05 13.05 218.05 13.05 218.05 5,824,979 4,106,515 74,138 5,824,979 4,106,515 74,138 5,824,979 4,106,515 74,138 10,005,632 0 9,400,733 604,899 (9,202,392)
25/26 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,788,106 4,225,580 74,818 5,788,106 4,225,580 74,818 5,788,106 4,225,580 74,818 10,088,505 0 9,488,207 600,298 (8,602,094)
26/27 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,755,265 4,308,902 74,818 5,755,265 4,308,902 74,818 5,755,265 4,308,902 74,818 10,138,985 0 9,346,116 792,869 (7,809,225)
27128 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,780,674 4,392,223 74,818 5,780,674 4,392,223 74,818 5,780,674 4,392,223 74,818 10,247,716 0 9,448,444 799,272 (7,009,953)
28/29 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,805,995 4,475,545 74,818 5,805,995 4,475,545 74,818 5,805,995 4,475,545 74,818 10,356,359 0 9,424,725 931,634 (6,078,319)
29/30 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,830,943 4,607,292 74,818 5,830,943 4,607,292 74,818 5,830,943 4,607,292 74,818 10,513,053 0 9,451,530 1,061,524 (5,016,795)
30/31 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,855,516 4,727,739 74,818 5,855,516 4,727,739 74,818 5,855,516 4,727,739 74,818 10,658,074 0 9,740,158 917,916 (4,098,879)
31/32 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,879,978 4,788,463 74,818 5,879,978 4,788,463 74,818 5,879,978 4,788,463 74,818 10,743,259 0 9,646,799 1,096,460 (3,002,419)
32/33 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,904,353 4,849,186 74,818 5,904,353 4,849,186 74,818 5,904,353 4,849,186 74,818 10,828,357 0 9,656,988 1,171,369 (1,831,049)
33/34 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,928,398 4,909,910 74,818 5,928,398 4,909,910 74,818 5,928,398 4,909,910 74,818 10,913,126 0 9,771,581 1,141,545 (689,504)
34/35 207.00 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 13.05 220.05 5,952,201 4,970,633 74,818 5,952,201 4,970,633 74,818 5,952,201 4,970,633 74,818 10,997,652 0 10,308,148 689,504 (0)

(1) Effective rate necessary to pay DWA's estimated (projected) Allocated Table A Charges.
(2) Includes discretionary reductions and charges for recovery of past shortfalls.
(3) Recommended assessment rate based on two components: 1) State Water Project Table A water Allocation, and 2) Other Charges or Costs.

(4) Assessments Estimated are based on applicable assessment rate and estimated assessable production from annual report for that year.
(5) Assessments Levied are based on applicable assessment rate and actual assessable production, except for the previous year, current year, and subsequent years where amounts remain estimated.

(6) Assessments Collected are based on payments made for Assessments Levied, except for the previous year, current year, and subsequent years where amounts remain estimated.

(7) Assessments Delinquent are based on Assessments Levied less payments made.

(8) Cumulative assessment balance to be used for future Delta improvements. Estimates of future assessment rates may need to be adjusted in the future to accommodate unknown charges for expanded State Water Project Facilities.

(9) For 2017/2018 and beyond, Assessments Estimated are based on Proposed Assessment Rate and Estimated Assessable Production.
(10) Assessments Collected are estimated based on first and second quarters of assessment period.
(11) Delinquent assessment is estimated based on first and second quarters of assessment period.

(12) For 2017/2018 and beyond, Payments Made are estimated based on estimated allocated Table A charges.

/DFS
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EXHIBIT 1
DESERT WATER AGENCY
WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA
REPLENISHMENT QUANTITIES AND GROUNDWATER WELL HYDROGRAPHS
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EXHIBIT 2

DESERT WATER AGENCY

MISSION CREE SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA

REPLENISHMENT QUANTITIES AND GROUNDWATER WELL HYDROGRAPHS
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EXHIBIT 3
GARNET HILL SUBBASIN MANAGEMENT AREA GROUNDWATER WELL HYDROGRAPHS AND

GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT QUANTITIES AT WEST WHITEWATER RI ER AND MISSION CREE REPLENISHMENT FACILITIES
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See Figure 1 for well locations.
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EXHIBIT 4
DESERT WATER AGENCY
MISSION CREE SUBBASIN AREA OF BENEFIT"
HISTORIC OLUME OF GROUNDWATER IN STORAGE®?

TIME PERIOD PRE-1955 1955 - 1978 1979 - 1997 1998 - 2018 1955 - 2018
Number of Years 24 19 20 63
Water Level Decline, FT® 20 30 14 64
Period Reduction in Storage, AF 71,200 106,800 49,840 227,840
Annual Reduction in Storage, AF/Yr 3,000 5,600 2,500 3,600
Change in Storage 0.047 0.074 0.037 0.151

1,511,800 1,440,600 1,333,800 1,283,960 1,283,960

Remaining Storage, AF

(1) Northwest three-quarters of subbasin: GTC (1979) & SLADE (2000)
(2) Storage loss of 3,560 AF/FT of water level decline: GTC (1979) & SLADE (2000)

(3) Mission Springs Water District Data

/DFS
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EXHIBIT 5
DESERT WATER AGENCY

COMPARISON OF WATER PRODUCTION AND GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT
WEST WHITEWATER RI ER SUBBASIN (WWR) AND MISSION CREE SUBBASIN (MC) MANAGEMENT AREAS

PRODUCTION®
WWR MC TOTAL
AF AF AF RATIO OF PRODUCTION
YEAR ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE WWR/TOTAL _ MC/TOTAL
2002 213,410 213,410 13,968 13,968 227,378 227,378 93.9% 6.1%
2003 204,275 417,685 14,498 28,466 218,773 446,151 93.4% 6.6%
2004 212,700 630,385 16,548 45,014 229,248 675,399 92.8% 7.2%
2005 204,341 834,726 16,327 61,341 220,668 896,067 92.6% 7.4%
2006 213,850 1,048,576 17,365 78,706 231,215 1,127,282 92.5% 7.5%
2007 211,014 1,259,590 16,409 95,115 227,423 1,354,705 92.8% 7.2%
2008 210,693 1,470,283 15,775 110,890 226,468 1,581,173 93.0% 7.0%
2009 199,149 1,669,432 15,108 125,998 214,257 1,795,430 92.9% 7.1%
2010 182,415 1,851,847 14,304 140,302 196,719 1,992,149 92.7% 7.3%
2011 182,823 2,034,670 14,260 154,562 197,083 2,189,232 92.8% 7.2%
2012 183,108 2,217,778 14,216 168,778 197,324 2,386,556 92.8% 7.2%
2013 182,640 2,400,418 14,756 183,534 197,396 2,583,952 92.5% 7.5%
2014 174,186 2,574,604 14,091 197,625 188,277 2,772,229 92.5% 7.5%
2015 147,429 2,722,033 13,017 210,642 160,446 2,932,675 91.9% 8.1%
2016 148,098 2,870,131 13,219 223,861 161,317 3,093,992 91.8% 8.2%
2017 155,072 3,025,203 13,531 237,392 168,603 3,262,595 92.0% 8.0%
2018 154,755 3,179,958 13,871 251,263 168,626 3,431,221 91.8% 8.2%
RECHARGE (TOTAL)
WWR MC TOTAL
AF AF AF RATIO OF RECHARGE
YEAR ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE WWR/TOTAL _ MC/TOTAL
2002 33,435 33,435 4,733 4,733 38,168 38,168 14.2% 14.2%
2003 902 34,337 59 4,792 9261 39,129 14.0% 6.5%
2004 13,224 47,561 5,564 10,356 18,788 57,917 70.4% 29.6%
2005 165,554 213,115 24,723 35,079 190,277 248,194 87.0% 13.0%
2006 98,959 312,074 19,901 54,980 118,860 367,054 83.3% 16.7%
2007 16,009 328,083 1,011 55,991 17,020 384,074 94.1% 5.9%
2008 8,008 336,091 503 56,494 8,511 392,585 94.1% 5.9%
2009 57,024 393,115 4,090 60,584 61,114 453,699 93.3% 6.7%
2010 228,330 621,445 33,210 93,794 261,540 715,239 87.3% 12.7%
2011 232,214 853,659 26,238 120,032 258,452 973,691 89.8% 10.2%
2012 257,267 1,110,926 23,406 143,438 280,673 1,254,364 91.7% 8.3%
2013 26,620 1,137,546 2,379 145,817 28,999 1,283,363 91.8% 8.2%
2014 3,533 1,141,079 4,325 150,142 7,858 1,291,221 45.0% 55.0%
2015 865 1,141,944 171 150,313 1,036 1,292,257 83.5% 16.5%
2016 35,699 1,177,643 0 150,313 35,699 1,327,956 100.0% 0.0%
2017 385,994 1,563,637 9,248 159,561 395,242 1,723,198 97.7% 2.3%
2018 164,725 1,728,362 2,027 161,588 166,752 1,889,950 98.8% 1.2%
RECHARGE (SWP EXCHANGE ONLY) @
WWR MC TOTAL
AF AF AF RATIO OF RECHARGE
YEAR ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE ANNUAL CUMULATIVE WWR/TOTAL _ MC/TOTAL
2002 33,435 33,435 4,733 4,733 38,168 38,168 14.2% 14.2%
2003 902 34,337 59 4,792 961 39,129 14.0% 6.5%
2004 13,224 47,561 5,564 10,356 18,788 57,917 70.4% 29.6%
2005 165,554 213,115 24,723 35,079 190,277 248,194 87.0% 13.0%
2006 98,959 312,074 19,901 54,980 118,860 367,054 83.3% 16.7%
2007 9 312,083 1,011 55,991 1,020 368,074 0.9% 99.1%
2008 0 312,083 0 55,991 0 368,074 n/a n/a
2009 46,032 358,115 3,336 59,327 49,368 417,442 93.2% 6.8%
2010 209,937 568,052 31,467 90,794 241,404 658,846 87.0% 13.0%
2011 127,214 695,266 20,888 111,682 148,102 806,948 85.9% 14.1%
2012 253,267 948,533 23,406 135,088 276,673 1,083,621 91.5% 8.5%
2013 24,112 972,645 2,379 137,467 26,491 1,110,112 91.0% 9.0%
2014 0 972,645 4,325 141,792 4,325 1,114,437 0.0% 100.0%
2015 0 972,645 171 141,963 171 1,114,608 0.0% 100.0%
2016 699 973,344 0 141,963 699 1,115,307 100.0% 0.0%
2017 350,994 1,324,338 9,248 151,211 360,242 1,475,549 97.4% 2.6%
2018 129,725 1,454,063 2,027 153,238 131,752 1,607,301 98.5% 1.5%

(1) Production in both DWA and CVWD service areas.
(2) This table excludes all non-SWP supplemental water deliveries such as those made for CPV Sentinel.
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BEFORE EXCHANGE AGREEMENT (JULY 1973 - JUNE 1984)

EXHIBIT 6
DESERT WATER AGENCY
SUMMARY OF DELI ERIES TO METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT (MWD)
AND TO GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT FACILITIES (AF)"

Delivery to MWD

Delivery to DWA/CVWD Recharge Facilities

SWP Contract Water

Non-SWP Contract Water

MWD Delivery
Surplus/(Deficit)
Prior to Exchange and

Table A Table A Carry-Over SWP Surplus Water CVWD DWA From SWP Exchange Account From Other Accounts Delivery Agreement
DWA/CVWD Allocation % From Glorious
Combined Deliveredto Deliveryto  Previous Multi-Year SwpP DMB Land Colorado CPV- Total Total Grand

Year Allocation MWD MWD Year Pool A Pool B Pool Article 21 Flood Yuba Other Total Total Pacific Rosedale River Credit Needles MWD QSA  Sentinel Total WRRF®? MCRF® Total WRRF® MCRF® Total WRRF MCRF Total Annual Cumulative
1973 (Jul-Dec) 14,800 14,800 100% 14,800 14,800 7,475 7,475 7,475 7,475 (7,325) (7,325)
1974 16,400 16,400 100% 16,400 16,400 15,396 15,396 15,396 15,396 (1,004) (8,329)
1975 18,000 18,000 100% 18,000 18,000 20,126 20,126 20,126 20,126 2,126 (6,203)
1976 19,600 19,600 100% 19,600 19,600 13,206 13,206 13,206 13,206 (6,394) (12,597)
1977 21,421 0 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (12,597)
1978 23,242 25,384 109% 25,384 25,384 0 0 0 0 (25,384) (37,981)
1979 25,063 25,063 100% 25,063 25,063 25,192 25,192 25,192 25,192 129 (37,852)
1980 27,884 27,884 100% 27,884 27,884 26,341 26,341 26,341 26,341 (1,543) (39,395)
1981 31,105 31,105 100% 31,105 31,105 35,251 35,251 35,251 35,251 4,146 (35,249)
1982 34,326 34,326 100% 34,326 34,326 27,020 27,020 27,020 27,020 (7,306) (42,555)
1983 37,547 37,547 100% 37,547 37,547 53,732 53,732 53,732 53,732 16,185 (26,370)
1984 (Jan-Jun) ® N/A 25,849 N/A 25,849 25,849 50,912 50,912 50,912 50,912 25,063 (1,307)
1984 Total 40,768 40,768 100% 40,768 40,768 83,708 83,708 83,708 83,708

WITH EXCHANGE AGREEMENT (JULY 1984 - 2016)
Delivery to MWD Delivery to DWA/CVWD Replenishment Facilities MWD Exchange and Advance Deliveries
SWP Contract Water Non-SWP Contract Water Advance Delivery
Advance Account ©
Table A Table A SWP Surplus Water CvwD DWA From SWP Exchange Account From Other Accounts Deliveries Credit/(Debit)
DWA/CVWD Allocation % Glorious Converted to
Combined Delivered to  Delivery to Multi-Year SwpP DMB Land Colorado CPV- Total Total Grand Exchange Advance Exchange

Year Allocation MWD MWD  Carry-Over  Pool A Pool B Pool Article 21 Flood Yuba Other Total Total Pacific Rosedale River Credit Needles MWD QSA _ Sentinel Total WRRF® MCRF® Total WRRF® MCRF® Total WRRF MCRF Total Deliveries  Deliveries Deliveries Annual Balance
1984 (Jul-Dec)® N/A 14,919 N/A 14,919 14,919 32,796 32,796 32,796 32,796 32,796 16,570 16,570 © 16,570
1985 43,989 43,989 100% 43,989 43,989 251,994 251,994 251,994 251,994 251,994 208,005 208,005 224,575
1986 47,210 47,210 100% 47,210 10,000 @ 57,210 288,201 288,201 10,000 10,000 298,201 298,201 288,201 240,991 240,991 465,566
1987 50,931 50,931 100% 50,931 50,931 104,334 104,334 104,334 104,334 104,334 53,403 53,403 518,969
1988 54,652 54,652 100% 54,652 54,652 1,096 1,096 1,096 1,096 1,096 53,556 (53,556) 465,413
1989 58,373 58,373 100% 58,373 58,373 12,478 12,478 12,478 12,478 12,478 45,895 (45,895) 419,518
1990 61,200 61,200 100% 61,200 61,200 31,721 31,721 31,721 31,721 31,721 29,479 (29,479) 390,039
1991 61,200 18,360 30% 18,360 18,360 14 14 14 14 14 18,346 (18,346) 371,693
1992 61,200 27,624 45% 27,624 27,624 40,870 40,870 40,870 40,870 40,870 13,246 13,246 384,939
1993 61,200 61,200 100% 61,200 61,200 60,153 60,153 60,153 60,153 60,153 1,047 (1,047) 383,892
1994 61,200 37,359 61% 37,359 37,359 36,763 36,763 36,763 36,763 36,763 596 (596) 383,296
1995 61,200 61,200 100% 61,200 61,200 61,318 61,318 61,318 61,318 61,318 118 118 383,414
1996 61,200 61,200 100% 103,641 103,641 164,841 164,841 138,266 138,266 138,266 138,266 138,266 26,575 (26,575) 356,839
1997 61,200 61,200 100% 50,000 27,130 77,130 138,330 138,330 113,677 113,677 113,677 113,677 113,677 24,653 (24,653) 332,186
1998 61,200 61,200 100% 75,000 20,156 95,156 156,356 156,356 132,455 132,455 132,455 132,455 132,455 23,901 (23,901) 308,285
1999 61,200 61,200 100% 47,380 47,380 108,580 108,580 90,601 90,601 90,601 90,601 90,601 17,979 (17,979) 290,306
2000 61,200 55,080 90% 9,837 35,640 1® 45,478 100,558 100,558 72,450 72,450 72,450 72,450 72,450 28,108 (28,108) 262,198
2001 61,200 23,868 39% 242 242 24,110 24,110 707 707 707 707 707 23,403 (23,403) 238,795
2002 61,200 42,840 70% 436 819 300 1,555 44,395 44,395 33,435 4,733 38,168 33,435 4,733 38,168 38,168 6,227 (6,227) 232,568
2003 61,200 55,080 90% (17,867) 457 58 532 2® 1,049 38,262 38,262 902 59 961 902 59 961 961 37,301 (37,301) 195,267
2004 61,200 18,597 30% 17,867 191 191 36,655 36,655 13,224 5,564 18,788 13,224 5,564 18,788 18,788 17,867 (17,867) 177,400
2005 171,100 60,152 35% 27,618 585 3,253 3,838 91,608 91,608 165,554 24,723 190,277 165,554 24,723 190,277 190,277 98,669 98,669 276,069
2006 171,100 171,100 100% 0 171,100 171,100 98,959 19,901 118,860 98,959 19,901 118,860 118,860 52,240 (52,240) 223,829
2007 171,100 102,660 60% 802 802 103,462 16,000 © * 119,453 9 1,011 1,020 16,000 16,000 16,009 1,011 17,020 1,020 102,442 (102,442) 121,387
2008 171,100 59,885 35% 151 1,833 1,984 61,869 3,000 8,008 © * 8,350 * 81,218 0 0 0 8,008 503 9 8,511 8,008 503 8,511 0 64,869 (64,869) 56,518
2009 171,100 57,710 34% 35 58 2,982 500 40 3,575 61,285 3,000* 7,992 = 72,268 46,032 3,336 49,368 10,992 754 & 11,746 57,024 4,090 61,114 49,368 11,917 (11,917) 44,601
2010 194,100 97,050 50% 10,730 66 536 602 108,382 8,393 * 10,000 * 126,775 209,937 31,467 241,404 18,393 1,743 ®9 20,136 228,330 33,210 261,540 241,404 133,022 133,022 177,623
2011 194,100 124,156 64% 836 1,666 5,800 8,302 132,458 105,000 * 237,458 127,214 20,888 148,102 105,000 5350 9 110,350 232,214 26,238 258,452 148,102 25,644 O 25,644 203,267
2012 194,100 126,166 65% 31,124 431 967 1,398 158,688 4,000 * 162,688 253,267 23,406 276,673 4,000 4,000 257,267 23,406 280,673 276,673 117,985 117,985 321,252
2013 194,100 67,936 35% 230 2,664 2,894 70,830 16,500 2,508 * 89,838 24,112 2,379 26,491 2,508 2,508 26,620 2,379 28,999 26,491 60,839 (60,839) 260,413
2014 194,100 9,706 5% 1,213 1,213 10,919 5,000 3,549 19,468 0 4,325 7,858 3,533 3,533 3,533 4,325 11,391 7,858 11,610 (11,610) 248,803
2015 194,100 38,820 20% 67 426 493 39,313 9,500 865 * 49,678 0 171 171 865 865 865 171 1,036 171 48,642 (48,642) 200,161
2016 194,100 74,249 38% 566 566 74,815 16,500 64,135 155,450 699 0 699 35,000 ** 35,000 35,699 0 35,699 699 119,751 (119,751) 80,410
2017 194,100 66,805 34% 25,435 1131 16,776 17,907 110,147 5,397 35,000 150,544 350,994 9,248 360,242 35,000 ** 35,000 385,994 9,248 395,242 360,242 244,698 244,698 325,108
2018 194,100 67,936 35% 97,050 1,246 1,246 166,232 20,603 35,000 221,835 129,725 2,027 131,752 35,000 35,000 164,725 2,027 166,752 131,752 90,083 (90,083) 235,025

TOTALS"?: 4,085,711 2,377,571 - 191,957 5,160 292,681 633 42,272 47,286 11,331 17,279 416,642 2,986,170 8,393 83,500 32,000 10,000 256,057 8,350 3,384,443 2,717,889 153,238 3,355,379 284,299 8,350 292,649 3,482,907 161,588 3,648,028 3,355,379 1,152,351 917,326 - -

NOTES:

(1) As reported by Metropolitan Water District in its monthly "Exchange Water Delivery in Acre-Feet" reports.

(2) Whitewater River Replenishment Facility
(3) Mission Creek Replenishment Facility

(4) The Advance Delivery Agreement between MWD and CVWD/DWA became effective on 7/1/84; discrepancies in exchange deliveries between MWD and CVWD/DWA after 7/1/84 are adjusted per said agreement.
(5) The effective date of the Advance Delivery Agreement between MWD and CVWD/DWA was 7/1/84.
(6) The first advance delivery figure of 16,570 AF is equal to 32,796 AF of deliveries to CYWD/DWA from 7/84 - 12/84, minus 14,919 AF of deliveries to MWD from 7/84 - 12/84, minus cumulative MWD delivery deficiency of 1,307 AF as of 7/1/84.
(7) 10,000 AF of Needles Water delivered to CVWD in 1986 was credited to the Advance Delivery Account in 2011.
(8) Adjustment for rounding error to reconcile MWD Advance Delivery Account Balance

(9) CVWD's PVID credit
(10) Drought Water Bank
(11) Flexible Storage Payback at Lake Perris
(12) Since 1973
(13) CPV Sentinel

* Not deducted from the Advance Delivery Account
** Added to the Advance Delivery Account
Not included in DWR Bulletin 132-17 Appendix B Table B-5B
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EXHIBIT 7

DESERT WATER AGENCY AND COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
COMPARISON OF HISTORIC AND PROPOSED GROUNDWATER REPLENISHMENT
ASSESSMENT RATE FOR THE WEST WHITEWATER RIVER AND MISSION CREEK SUBBASIN AOBS

DWA CVWD WEST WHITEWATER CVWD MISSION CREEK
YEAR $/IAF % INCREASE $/AF % INCREASE $IAF % INCREASE
78/79 $6.81 --- No Assessment --- No Assessment ---
79/80 $9.00 32% No Assessment - No Assessment -
80/81 $9.50 6% $5.66 --- No Assessment ---
81/82 $10.50 11% $7.43 31% No Assessment ---
82/83 $21.00 100% $19.82 167% No Assessment ---
83/84 $36.50 74% $33.23 68% No Assessment ---
84/85 $37.50 3% $34.24 3% No Assessment ---
85/86 $31.00 -17% $21.81 -36% No Assessment ---
86/87 $21.00 -32% $19.02 -13% No Assessment ---
87/88 $22.50 7% $19.55 3% No Assessment ---
88/89 $20.00 -11% $15.96 -18% No Assessment ---
89/90 $23.50 18% $19.66 23% No Assessment ---
90/91 $26.00 11% $23.64 20% No Assessment ---
91/92 $31.75 22% $25.66 9% No Assessment ---
92/93 $31.75 0% $28.23 10% No Assessment ---
93/94 $31.75 0% $31.05 10% No Assessment ---
94/95 $31.75 0% $34.16 10% No Assessment ---
95/96 $31.75 0% $37.58 10% No Assessment ---
96/97 $31.75 0% $37.58 0% No Assessment ---
97/98 $31.75 0% $42.09 12% No Assessment ---
98/99 $31.75 0% $47.14 12% No Assessment ---
99/00 $31.75 0% $52.80 12% No Assessment ---
00/01 $33.00 4% $59.14 12% No Assessment ---
01/02 $33.00 0% $66.24 12% No Assessment ---
02/03 $35.00 6% $72.86 10% $59.80 --
03/04 $35.00 0% $72.86 0% $59.80 0%
04/05 $45.00 29% $78.86 8% $59.80 0%
05/06 $50.00 11% $78.86 0% $59.80 0%
06/07 $63.00 26% $83.34 6% $65.78 10%
07/08 $63.00 0% $91.67 10% $72.36 10%
08/09 $72.00 14% $93.78 2% $76.60 6%
09/10 $72.00 0% $102.45 9% $87.56 14%
10/11 $82.00 14% $102.45 0% $89.75 3%
11/12 $82.00 0% $107.57 5% $98.73 10%
12/13 $92.00 12% $110.26 3% $98.73 0%
13/14 $92.00 0% $110.26 0% $98.73 0%
14/15 $102.00 11% $110.26 0% $98.73 0%
15/16 $102.00 0% $112.00 2% $112.00 13%
16/17 $102.00 0% $128.80 15% $123.20 10%
17/18 $120.00 18% $143.80 12% $135.52 10%
18/19 $140.00 17% $143.80 0% $135.52 0%
19/20 $155.00 * 11% $158.18 * 10% $135.52 * 0%
* Proposed replenishment assessment rate
IDFS L
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APPENDIX A
COACHELLA ALLEY
MONTHLY AND ANNUAL RECORDED PRECIPITATION DATA

(INCHES)
2018
WHITEWATER TACHE AH CATHEDRAL | THOUSAND |PALM SPRINGS| DESERT HOT MECCA THERMAL
STATION NAME NORTH SNOW CREE DAM TRAM ALLEY cITY PALMS SUNRISE SPRINGS EDOM HILL OASIS LANDFILL il AIRPORT
LOCATION WWR WWR WWR WWR WWR WWR WWR mC mC EWR EWR EWR
STATION NUMBER 233 207 216 224 34 222 442 57 436 431 432 443
LATITUDE 33°59'23.06"| 33°53'32.64"| 33°49'51.26"| 33°50'11.56"| 33°46'51.49" 33°49'1.66"| 33°48'35.94" 33°58'2.85" 33°53'7.52"| 33°26'21.64"| 33°34'20.19"| 33°37'53.90"
LONGITUDE 116°39'21.39") 116°41'41.06"| 116°33'31.53"| 116°36'49.72"[ 116°27'29.69"| 116°23'46.30"| 116°31'37.94"] 116°29'39.93"| 116°26'18.48"| 116° 4'44.83"| 116° 0'15.33"| 116° 9'50.81"
ELE ATION (FT ABO E MSL) 2220 1658 570 2675 283 230 397 1223 1038 -108 13 -122
JANUARY 3.57 4.53 2.24 3.81 1.35 1.07 1.64 1.76 1.27 0.25 0.19 0.42
FEBRUARY 0.35 1.35 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MARCH 1.25 3.37 0.22 1.98 0.15 0.14 0.35 0.25 0.15 0.00 0.01 0.00
APRIL 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
MAY 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
JUNE 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
JULY 0.01 0.00 0.42 0.83 0.13 0.06 1.08 0.13 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00
AUGUST 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.11
SEPTEMBER 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
OCTOBER 0.66 0.66 0.69 0.98 1.55 0.69 0.98 1.09 0.83 0.80 2.78 0.85
NOVEMBER 1.38 1.87 0.11 0.90 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.15 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00
DECEMBER 1.22 1.51 0.71 1.50 0.26 0.48 0.57 0.51 0.40 0.21 0.28 0.43
TOTAL 3.48 13.20 2.39 10.06 3.47 2.47 2.70 3.03 2.78 1.20 3.27 1.81
[ A ERAGE: WWR 6.69
A ERAGE: MC 3.36
A ERAGE: WWR MC 5.95
A ERAGE: EWR 2.12

A ERAGE: ALL

5.00

/DFS
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ADDENDUM TO SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
MANAGEMENT AREA DELIVERIES

The Settlement Agreement between Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), Desert
Water Agency (DWA) and Mission Springs Water District (MSWD) dated December 7, 2604
shall be supplemented by the following Addendum, and thus shall be deemed a part thereof:

The Mission Creek Groundwater Replenishment Agreement provides for the delivery
to the Mission Creek Subbasin, for groundwater replenishment, of a proportionate share of
the imported water delivered to CYWD and DWA for replenishment of the Upper Coachella
Valley Groundwater Basin. To ensure that the Mission Creek Subbasin receives its
proportionate share of that water, ag set forth in the Mission Creek Replenishment
Agreement, and to provide for the monitoring thereof, the following procedures shall be
applied:

Each year CYWD and DWA shall calculate the combined total quantity of water
produced during the previous year from the Whitewater River Management Area and the
Mission Creek Management Area, and from sources tributary to those Management Areas,
and shall determine from that the percentages of the total production from those Management
Areas and their sources.

Water supplies available to CVWD and DWA each year, through their respective
State Water Project Contracts, for the replenishment of those Management Areas will be
allocated and delivered to the Management Areas for groundwater replenishment in the same

percentages, subject to delivery capability and operational constraints in any particular year.

RYPUBWTRG34883.1



In the event that additional subbasins benefit from recharge programs within CVWD
and DWA boundaries, the respective production and recharge delivery percentages from
those management areas in those subbasins shall be included in the above described
calculations, allocations, and deliveries.

Production and recharge quantities shall be reviewed by the parties to the Management
Committee (MSWD, CVWD and DWA) through the Management Committee process.
CVWD and DWA will endeavor to accomplish anmual proportionate management area
deliveries; however, when constrained by operating limitations, they may over deliver or
under deliver water to the management areas from year to year as necessary to obtain as
much imported water as may be available. Cumulative water deliveries between or among
management arcas shall be balanced as and when determined by the Management
Committee, but no later than 20 years from the date of the settlement agreement and each 20
years thereafter.

The provisions of this Addendum may be enforced by any party hereto.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The Parties have caused this Addendum to be executed by
their duly authorized representatives on the date first above written.

MSWD:

Mission Springs Water District,
a California county water district-—"

By {/Mﬂ@ad/lwf/

its: President

By%/ﬁ%ém-d

Its: Vice President

DWA:

Desert Water Agency,
a public agency of the State of California

By @\4 \%‘
Its: Prestident
@,

Its; Vice President
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CYWD:

Coachella Valley Water District,
a California county water district

By Of/ézf@i &&Dnﬂc%&_

 President

" Kéﬂ- 7l
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STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: APPRO AL OF JULY 1, 2019 COST-OF-LI ING SALARY
INCREASE FOR DWA EMPLOYEES AND CONTRACT
AMENDMENT FOR GENERAL MANAGER

The 2018-2021 Memorandum of Understanding between the Desert Water Agency
(DWA) and the Desert Water Agency Employees’ Association (DWAEA) calls for a cost
of living salary increase effective July 1t of each year (see Attachment #1). The increase
is equal to the percentage change for the year ending each March, with the percentage
derived from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. For March 2019, the CPI percentage was
2.8% (see Attachment #2).

The General Manager has an Employment Agreement that provides for a cost-of-living
adjustment to the base salary of the same percentage as provided to all Agency
employees (see Attachment #3). Upon approval by the Board, the General Manager’s
Employment Agreement will be amended to reflect a 2.8% base salary increase (see
Attachment #4).

Staff has updated the Desert Water Agency’s Monthly Salary Schedule to reflect a 2.8%
increase for all salary ranges effective July 1, 2019 (see Attachment #5 & #6).

Fiscal Impact
The total fiscal impact has been included in the 2019-2020 year budget.

Staff is requesting the Board of Directors:

1. Approve a 2.8% Cost of Living Increase to DWA Employees and the General
Manager with an effective date of July 1, 2019.

2. Approve the July 1, 2019 DWA Monthly Salary Schedule reflecting a 2.8%
increase.

3. Approve a Fifth Amendment to the General Manager’'s Employment Agreement to
reflect a 2.8% cost-of-living increase to the base salary. This agreement also
includes the bonus that was approved by the Board of Directors at their meeting
on February 4, 2019 (see Attachment #7).

Attachments

Attachment #1 — 2018-2021 DWAEA Memorandum of Understanding
Attachment #2 — March 2019 Consumer Price Index

Attachment #3 — General Manager's Employment Agreement

Attachment #4 — Fifth Amendment to General Manager Employment Agreement
Attachment #5 — 7/1/19 DWA Monthly Salary Schedule

Attachment #6 — 7/1/19 DWA Management Salary Schedule

Attachment #7 — Minutes from February 4, 2019 Board Meeting
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James Cioffi, President D E S E RT.W AT E R Mark 8. Krause, General Manager-Chief Engineer
Joseph K. Stuark, Vice President (((.))) Best, Best & Krieger, General Counsel
Kristin Bloomer, Secretary-Treasurer Krigger & Stewart. Consulling Engineer:

Patricia G. Oygar, Direclor
Craig A, Ewing, Director

May 23, 2018

Desert Water Agency Employees’ Association
Attn: Melchor Abubo - Chairman/DWAEA
1200 South Gene Autry Trail

Palm Springs, CA 92264

RE: Employee Salaries and Fringe Benefits through June 30, 2021
Ladies and Gentlemen of the DWA Employees’ Association:

Pursuant to the meet-and-confer process under state law, the following salary and fringe
benefit package was negotiated between the Desert Water Agency Employees’ Association
and the General Manager. This negotiated package extends to June 30, 2021, and | have
received your wiitten notice that the proposal was initially accepted by the DWA Employees’
Association by a majority vote on May 15, 2018, and | was informed by Secretary CarolAnn
Perez that the final negotiated terms of the MOU (as outlined below)} were subsequently
approved by a majority vote of the DWAEA on May 23, 2018.

This proposal has been approved by the Desert Water Agency Board of Directors at their
regular meeting on June 5, 2018, and has a commencement date of July 1, 2018.

The specific terms negotiated and agreed upon are as follows:
1. The negotiated package would include the following:

a. The Agency contracts with CalPERS for the 2.5% @ 55 retirement plan for Classic
Members. Employees who are considered "classic members” with CalPERS will
pay the full eight percent (8%) of the CalPERS Employee Contribution rate on a
pretax basis.

b. New members to CalPERS will pay a portion of the normal cost for the CalPERS
2% @ 62 plan. Employees currently pay 6.5% of the CalPERS Employee
Contribution rate on a pretax basis. The employee share of the normal cost is
subject change by CalPERS. The normal cost will be determined on an annual
basis by a CalPERS Actuarial.

2. Commencing July 1, 2018, each Agency employee will receive a cost of living
increase of 3.9% which is equal to the percent change for the year ending March
2018, with the percentage derived from the Bureau of Labor Statistics "Consumer
Price Indexes - Pacific Cities and U.S. City Average”, "Urban Wage Earners and
Clerical Workers" for Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County Index.

Desert Waler Agency - 1200 South Gene Aulry Trail, Paim Springs, CA 922584
P.O. Box 1710, Palm Springs, CA 92243-1710 | Phone: 740-323-4971 | Fax: 740-325-6505 | Websile: www.dwa.org



Attachment #1

If you agree that this letter correctly memorializes our understanding, please sign below and
returh one copy to me at your eariest convenience. Another copy of this letter agreement
has been enclosed for your records.

Sincerely,

/ﬂ//// St s

Mark Krause
General Manager

We agree to the above.
DESERT WATER AGENCY EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION

Salfig> er)z %fﬁ??)

Date Chairman — Melchor Abubo
5518 y 7

Date Vice-Chairman — Heather Marcks
sz i3 ClpERP—

Date Secretary — (fv yAnn Perez

f’/?///: (==

Daté Tlregsurer — Jonathan Arredondo
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CONSUMER PRICE INDEXES PACIFIC CITIES AND U. §. CITY AVERAGE
MARCH 2019
(AN ilems indexas. 1902-84=100 dnlass otharwise noted. Not sedsanally adjusted.)

All Urban Consumens (CPI-U) Urban Wage Eamaers and Glerical Workers (CPI-W)
Percent Change Percent Charige
Indexes Yoar 1 Month Ingexes foar 1 Monith
MONTHLY DATA anding ending anding anding
Mar | Feb | Mar | Fab | Mar | Mar | Mar | Feb | Mar | Feb | Mar Mar
2018 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2018 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019
U. S Cily Averags..... .. ... ... | 249554| 252,778 254.202 15 19 0.6] 243.463] 2458.218| 247 760 1.3 1.8 Ik
Wasl . - | 260.994| 266 215| 267.370 z4 24 04| 252 844 257 519| 250.617 23 24 0.4
Wesl - SIZB CIass k' .| 269.271| IT4.T53| 2718167 25 28 0.5] 250.943| 264.374| 265.774 2.5 2.6 0.5
West - Size CIassB.r‘c 151.702| 154.671| 155179 23 23 0.3] t51.904| 154 110| 154 648 24 21 03
Mounhin 101,198 102.6885| 103339 18 21 44| t01.358) 102923 102.508 1A 21 LK
Pacific’ . [ 101.499] 103.727| 104 100 28 3] O.4] 101.474| 102.589) 103.972 25 25 4.4
Los Aﬂaelas-l.nng Beach-Anaheim, CA. 284 158| D&O.E08| 271311 25 27 0.8] 254 451 259.734] 261.278 2.8 2.7 0.6
Parcent Changs Parcent Change
BIMONTHLY DATA Indeves Tear 2 Wonths| Indexes Year 2 Morllhs
{Published for add manths) onding onding ending anding
Mar Jan Mar Jan Mar Mar Mar Jan Mar Jan Mar Mar
2018 2019 | 2019 | 2019 | 2013 | 2019 | 2018 219 | 2018 2019 201% 2019
Riverside-San Bamamdino-Ontatio, CAY.. .| 101.897| 103.991| 104.749 kK 248 07| 101.909] 104062] 104.769 At 28 o7
San Diego-Cavisbad, CA... 290.810( 295 761| 297 226 2'6! 22 o5 272 813| 277 32| 279.093 23 23 85
Urban Hawail... A75.408| 279.005| 280283 1.0 14 08| 272021 274.841] 276462 20 1.6 0.6
Percent Change Parcent Change
BI-MONTHLY DATA Indexes You 2 Manihy Indexes Year 2 Months
{Published for aven manths) ending ending ending
Feb D Fab Das Fody Feh Feb Dec Feb Deac Feb Fab
2018 | 2018 2009 | 2018 | 2019 | 2019 2018 | 2016 | 2008 | 2018 2018 2018
Phoanbehasa-Scoltsdale, AZ* 136.774| 140,083 1386680 43 21 03] 134.438) 120.231| 137722 45 2.4 04
San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA. .. .......| 289,308 209 0906| 291227 45 35 05| 275699 2063.276| 204.759 44 33 ¢5
Sestie-Tacoma-Balleves, Wa . ... . | 260031 273.200( 275304 28 27 0.7| 284.477| 209.470| 271.03% 7 25 0%
Urhan Alagka, . 221679] 226.53T| 227,182 28 23 03| 219.714| 223955 223.971 x4 19 0.0
! Population over 2,500 000 Pwuhhon 2,500, 000 and undes, Dec 1986 = 900 'Dec 2017=100  °0oc 20018100  Dash (-} = Not auailable

NOTE: In January 2019, BLS Introduced & new geographic ana sampis for the Consumer Price Index [GPI); wwowbls govireglonsiwestfacnheni2018cpirevisionwest.pdf

13672100 base yens Indexes and historical tables including semisnnual snd annual sverape data am avallable at: www.bis, govingion shwestidataicpl_tables.pdl

Relsase dale Apn) 10, ZD19. [he nex ralease date is scheduled for May 10, 2019 For questions, plaase contact us ol BLSINfeSF@bIs gov or (415) 625-2270
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EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
DESERT WATER AGENCY AND MARK 8. KRAUSE

This EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made by and between MARK S,
KRAUSE (“General Manager — Chief Engineer”) and the Board of Directors of the DESERT
WATER AGENCY, a local governmental entity (“Agency”), hereinafier also referred to as
“Board of Directors.” The Parties hereto agree as follows:

Section 1. Employment.

1.1 The Board of Directors agrees to employ satd MARK S. KRAUSE as General
Manager — Chief Engineer (“GM — CE” or “Krause”), and he agrees and does accept
employment as GM-CE upon the terms and conditions set forth herein.

1.2 GM-CE agrees to perform the functions and duties of GM-CE as may be
established or directed by the Board of Directors. GM-CE agrees to perform all such functions
and duties to the best of his ability and in an efficient and competent manner.

Section 2. Term of the Agreement.

2.1 This Agreement shall be for an initial term of five (5) years, beginning January
30, 2016 and ending January 29, 2021. Subject to the Agency’s right to terminate this Agreement
and GM-CE’s employment at any time pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement, this Agreement
shall automatically be renewed for subsequent three (3) year periods unless the Agency provides
written notice to the GM-CE no less than eighteen (18) months prior to the expiration of the
current term or an extended term that the Agreement will be terminated. Unless otherwisc
provided for by a subsequent writien agreement between the Parties, the terms and conditions of
this Agreement shall apply to any extended term of this Agreement.

2.2 Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent, limit or otherwise interfere with the right
of the Board of Directors to terminate the services of GM-CE at any time, subject only to the
provisions set forth in this Agreement.

2.3 Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent, limit or otherwise interfere with the right
of the GM-CE to resign at any time from his position with the Agency, subject only to the
provisions set forth in this Agreement.

2.4 GM-CE agrees to remain in the exclusive employment of the Agency during the
term of this Agreement, and he shall neither accept other employment nor become employed by
any other person, business, or organization during the term of this Agreement. As used in this
section, the term “employed” shall not be construed to include occasional teaching, writing, or
consulting on GM-CE’s time off, which may be underiaken by the GM-CE , provided they are
conducted with persons, businesses, or organizations not within the agency service area.

04869.0001 \22568080.1 1
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Section 3. Termination and Severance Pav.

3.1  GM-CE serves at the will and pleasure of the Board of Directors and may be
terminated with or without cause at any time. Consequently, nothing in this Agreement shall in
any way affect the Board of Director’s right to terminate the employment of GM-CE and this
Agreement on an at-will basis, with or without cause, at any time, as provided herein. The Parties
agree that the GM-CE is at will and shall not have appeal or so-called Skelly rights related to his
employment.

3.2 This Agreement shall automatically terminate upon Employee’s death, retirement,
unforeseen extended unavailability (defined as six months), or permanent incapacity from being
able to perform the essential functions of the General Manager position with reasonable
accommodation,

3.3  Inthe event that GM-CE and this Agreement are terminated without cause,
Agency agrees to provide GM-CE with severance pay in a lump sum cash payment equal to
eighteen (18) months base salary, less wage and employment deductions required by law, (2)
final pay cashing out the value of unused attendance bonus plan, vacation, and floating holidays,
and (3) continuation of health benefits for nine months or until the GM-CE finds other
employment that provides health benefits, whichever oceurs first. These terms are subject to
reduction as required by Government Code sections 53260, ef seq. Thus, notwithstanding the
above, in no event shall the total cash value of the severance pay exceed the value of the base
salary for the remaining unexpired effective term of this Agreement, nor may the continuation of
health benefits exceed the remaining unexpired effective term of this Agreement.

3.4  The provisions of California Government Code sections 53243 to 53243.4, as
those sections now or hereafter exist are hereby incorporated by reference into this Agreement.
Thus, if Employee is convicted of a crime involving an abuse of his office or position, whether
before or after release from employment, Employee shall fully reimburse the Agency for any
severance pay, paid leave salary disbursed pending an investigation related to the crime, or legal
criminal defense funds relevant to the crime.

3.5  Inthe event GM-CE and this Agreement are terminated for cause, GM-CE shall
not be entitled to any severance pay, but Krause shall be eligible for continued benefits as
provided below, Termination for cause is defined as follows:

(a) A willful breach of this Agreement.
(b)  Habitual neglect of duties required to be performed under this Agreement.

(c) Any acts of dishonesty, fraud, misrepresentation, or other acts of moral
turpitude (no pending criminal prosecution need be in effect for
termination due to fraud, embezzlement or public conduct reflecting on
the Agency; rather the Board must only have a good faith belief based on a
good faith investigation).

(d)  Refusal or failure to act in accordance with any legal directive or order of
the Board of Directors.

04869,0001 1122568080.1 2
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3.6 Inthe event that GM-CE and this Agreement are terminated for cause, GM-CE
will be presented with written notice of the basis for said cause. Upon receipt of said written
notice, GM-CE, within five (5) business days, may request a hearing before the Board of
Directors. The issue at the hearing shall be limited solely to whether or not there is sufficient
evidence to support a finding of termination for cause such that the GM-CE would not be entitled
to any severance pay. Under no circumstances shall the GM-CE be entitled to reinstatement as a
result of such hearing.

3.7 Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent, limit or otherwise interfere with the right
of GM-CE to resign at any time from his position with Agency, subject only to the provisions sct
forth in this Agreement. In the event the GM-CE resigns from his position with the Agency, then
the GM-CE shall provide the Board of Directors ten (10) days notice in advance, unless the
Parties agree otherwise. In the event the GM-CE resigns, he shall not be entitled to any severance
pay, but the Board of Directors shall pay the GM-CE for accrued vacation and attendance bonus
plan benefits.

Section 4. Salary and Expenses.

4.1  Board of Directors agrees to pay the GM-CE for his services rendered a base
salary of Nineteen Thousand, Four Hundred and Sixty-Three Dollars ($19,463.00) per month in
installments at the same time as other employees of the Agency are paid, commencing Janvary
30, 2016. The base salary will be adjusted annually by the same percentage adjustment provided
to all Agency employees for changes in the cost of living, if any.

In addition, the Board shall have the right to grant merit increases as the Board deems
appropriate, in its discretion. The GM-CE will be eligible for a discretionary annual incentive
award not to exceed ten percent (10%) of his total annual base salary based on the results of his
annual performance evalnation, The incentive may be based, in part, on the accomplishment of
specific goals set by the Board of Directors that are achieved by the GM-CE. Any performance
incentive awarded under this section shall be in a lump sum payment, subject to all legally
required wage and employment deductions. Notwithstanding the above, the issuance of any
incentive awards is at the sole discretion of the Board of Directors. Further any performance pay
awarded under this Section shall not become a part of the GM-CE’s established base salary
going forward.

4.2 Except for the use of his vehicle for the performance of his duties, for which a
vehicle is provided under Section 5.8 of this Agreement, Agency shall reimburse GM-CE, within
its budget and upon approval of the Board of Directors, for all actual and necessary expenses
incurred in connection with the performance of his official duties. GM-CE agrees to maintain
and submit accurate records of all expenses for which reimbursement is claimed.

Section 5. Benefits.

5.1 Vacation. The GM-CE shall receive and use vacation benefits under the same
terms and conditions applicable to Agency employees generally.

52  Attendance Bonus Plan (ABP). The GM-CE shall accrue and use paid ABP
benefits under the same terms and conditions applicable to agency employees generally.

04869.0001 1'22568080.1 3
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5.3  Retirement. The Agency agrees to provide for participation in and pay all
Employer and Employee contributions in the California Public Employees Retirement System
(CalPERS). The Agency will enroll the GM-CE in the CalPERS under the same terms as other
miscellancous employees of the Agency who are considered “classic members” of CalPERS.
The Agency’s current contract with CalPERS for classic members provides for a retirement
benefit formula of 2.5% at age 55, with the highest single year compensation determining the
benefit.

5.4  Retiree Medical. The Agency agrees to provide GM-CE with medical, dental, and
vision coverage upon his retirement. Such coverage shall extend to the GM-CE’s dependants
who are eligible during the time of coverage.

5.5  Deferred Compensation Plans. The Agency will adopt and establish a qualified
pension plan pursuant to either Section 401(a) or 457 of the Internal Revenue Code for the
benefit of the Employee and will make an annual “matching” contribution in the Employee’s
name. The Agency’s matching contribution may be up to the maximum amount of the GM-CE’s
contribution permitted under the law. The Agency shall be responsible for all expenses
associated with the deferred compensation account during the term of this Agreement, including
but not limited to administrative services fees and commissions.

5.6  Disability, Health, and Life Insurance. The Agency agrees to keep in force and to
make required premium payments for the GM-CE for insurance policies covering the GM-CE
and his dependents the same as are provided to all regular employees of the Agency. The Agency
agrees to purchase and to pay the required premium on a term life insurance policy in an amount
equal to one (1) times the GM-CE’s annual salary. The Agency also agrees to purchase and to
pay the required premium on short-term and long-term disability insurance the same as are
provided to all regular employees of the Agency. If required by the insurance provider, the GM-
CE agrees 10 submit once per calendar year to a complete physical examination by a qualified
physician of his choice, the cost of which shall be paid by the Agency. The Agency agrees to
maintain the GM-CE’s medical records in confidence.

5.7 Membership Dues, Subscription, and License Fees. To the extent the Agency’s
approved annual budget designates sufficient funds for the purposes identified in this section, the
Agency agrees to pay for the professional dues and subscriptions necessary for the GM-CE’s
continued and full participation in national, state, regional and local associations and
organizations necessary or desirable for his continued professional participation, growth and
advancement, and for the good of the Agency.

5.8  Professional Development. To the extent the Agency’s approved annual budget
designates sufficient funds for the following purposes, the Agency agrees to pay registration fees
and travel subsistence expenses of the GM-CE for professional and official travel, meetings, and
occasions adequate to continue the professional development of the GM-CE and to adequately
pursue necessary and/or appropriate official business and other functions for the Agency. Upon
the prior approval of the Board of Directors, the Agency also agrees to pay for related tuition,
fees, and travel and subsistence expenses of the GM-CE for educational degree programs, short
courses, institutes, and seminars that are necessary for his professional development and the
good of the Agency.

04869 0001 1\22568080. | 4
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5.9  Other Leave. GM-CE shall accrue sick leave and shall be provided with holiday
leave and bereavement leave as are provided to other regular employees of the Agency.

5.10  Vehicle. The Agency shall furnish Krause with a vehicle and shall provide for the
fueling and maintenance thereof. The Agency vehicle shall be used for Agency business and
discretionary personal use.

Section 6. Performance Evaluation.

The Agency shall review and evaluate the performance of the GM-CE each year within
thirty (30) days prior to this Agreement’s anniversary date. Said review and evaluation shall be
conducted by an ad hoc committee, the members of which shall be established by the Board of
Directors. Evaluation criteria shall be developed and adopted by the Board of Directors.

In addition, the Board of Directors will meet with the GM-CE on or around each anniversary
date of this Agreement to discuss and create goals and other metrics that can provide the basis
for the Board of Directors determining the subsequent year’s performance incentive.

Section 7. Bonding.

The Agency shall bear the full costs of any fidelity or other bonds required of the GM-CE
under any law or ordinance. The Agency shall further indemnify and defend the GM-CE for
discharge of his duties as required by law.

Section 8. General Provisions.

8.1  Integration. This Agreement integrates all of the terms and conditions mentioned
herein, or incidental hereto, and this Agreement supersedes all negotiations and previous
agreements between the parties with respect to all or any part of the subject matter hereof. This
Agreement wholly supersedes and replaces the terms of any prior agreements, and any rights
contained in such agreement.

8.2  Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of
California. The parties agree that venue for any dispute is appropriate in the Superior Court of
Riverside County, California.

8.3  Waiver, A waiver of any term or condition of this Agreement shall not be
construed as a general waiver by either party to this Agreement, and either party shall be free to
reinstate any such term or condition, with or without notice, to the other.

8.4  Amendment. This Agreement may be amended from time to time, as mutually
agreed by the parties in writing. No amendment or variation of the terms of this Agreement shall
be valid unless made in writing, signed by the Employee and approved by the Board.

8.5  Binding Effect. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of

the heirs at law and executors of Employee, but nothing herein shall be construed as an
authorization or right of any party to assign his/its rights or obligations hereunder. Any
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assignment of the rights or obligations of Employee hereunder without the express written
approval of Agency shall be void.

8.6  Partial Invalidity. If any provision or any portion thereof, contained in this
Agreement is held to be unconstitutional, invalid, or unenforceable, the remainder of this
Agreement or portion thereof, shall not be affected, and shall remain in full force and effect.

8.7  Legal Consultation. Employee acknowledges that he has had the opportunity to
consult legal counsel in regard to this Agreement, that he has read and understands this
Agreement, that he is fully aware of its legal effect, and that he has entered into it freely and
voluntarily and based on his own judgment and not on any representations or promises other than
those contained in this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the DESERT WATER AGENCY has caused this Agreement
to be signed and duly executed by its President, and the Employee has signed and executed this
Agreement, both in duplicate, as of the day and year first above written.

oy Dok A Egun

MARK S. KRAUSE

DESERT WATER AGENCY

.4{4f4'4
. ~Ewing, Pilesident
Board of Direc

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By: _Huwehiacl 7o, 2t 0
Michael T. Riddell, General Counsel
Best Best & Krieger LLP
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
FIFTH AMENDMENT TO EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT

This Fifth Amendment to Employment Agreement (this “Fifth Amendment™) between the
DESERT WATER AGENCY (the “Agency”) and MARK S. KRAUSE (“General Manager —
Chief Engineer”) 1s entered into this 4th day of June 2019.

Except as modified in this Fifth Amendment and the preceding First through Fourth
Amendments, the underlying Employment Agreement originally dated December 2015
{“Agreement”) between the Agency and the General Manager — Chief Engineer shall remain in
full force and effect.

The parties to this Fifth Amendment agree to the following changes:
Section 4.1 entitled “Salary and Expenses” is hereby amended to reflect the 2019 annual bonus:

“Section 4.  Salary and Expenses.

4.1 Effective July 1. 2019, the Board of Directors agrees to pay the GM-CE for his
services rendered a base salary of Twenty Three Thousand, Three Hundred and Twenty-Three
Dollars and No Cents (§23.323.00) per month in installments at the same time as other
employees of the Agency are paid. The base salary will be adjusted annually by the same
percentage adjustment provided to all Agency employees for changes in the cost of living, if any.

In addition, the Board shall have the right to grant merit increases as the Board deems
appropriate, in its discretion. The GM-CE will be eligible for a discretionary annual incentive
award not to exceed ten percent (10%) of his total annuval base salary based on the results of his
annnal performance evaluation. The incentive may be based, in part, on the accomplishment of
specific goals set by the Board of Directors that are achieved by the GM-CE. Any performance
incentive awarded under this section shall be in a lump sum payment, subject to all legally
required wage and employment deductions. Notwithstanding the above, the issuance of any
incentive awards is at the sole discretion of the Board of Directors. Any performance pay
awarded under this Section shall not become a part of the GM-CE’s established base salary
going forward,

The Board approved a 2019 bonus of five percent (5%) of salary plus an additional $2.000.00.
Thus, a bonus of Fifteen Thousand. Nine Hundred and Ninety Three Dollars and Eighty Cents

($15.993.80) is pavable to the GM-CE for his service from 2018 through 2019,

The Agency and the General Manager — Chief Engineer have duly executed this Fifth
Amendment as of the date first written above.

DESERT WATER AGENCY MARK S. KRAUSE

By: By:
President, Board of Directors

04869.00011432014277.1
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Desert Water Agency

MONTHLY SALARY SCHEDULE 7/ / 9
EFFECTIVE 7/1/1%

2.8% increase over 7/1/18 Salary Schedula

STEP 2 STEF 3 STEP 4

18 3,308

19 3.3%1 3.561 3.742 3.93) 4,131
20 3.473 3, 3,832 4,028 4223
21 3.561 3742 3931 4,131 4.338
22 3,448 3832 4,028 4,223 4,445
23 3,742 3.931 4,131 4,338 4,533
24 3,832 4,028 4,223 4,445 4,844
25 3.931 4,131 4,338 4.553 4,787
25 4,028 4223 4,445 4,464 4,905
27 4,131 4,338 4,553 4787 5029
28 4223 4,445 4,644 4,905 5,151
27 4,338 4,353 4,787 5029 5.287
30 4,445 4,464 4,905 5,151 5413
3 4,553 4,787 3.02% 5.287 5,949
32 4,644 4.905 5,151 5413 5.485
B 4,787 3,029 5,287 3,049 5,830
a4 4,905 5.151 5413 5,405 5978
35 3.02¢ 5,287 5.549 5830 6,124
38 5,151 5413 5,685 5.978 4277
37 2,287 3.54% 5.830 6,124 6,434
38 5413 5.485 5,978 8.277 6,588
39 5,949 3,830 6,124 6,434 6,759
40 5,685 5,978 6,277 4,508 4,932
41 5,830 6.124 6.434 6.759 7,102
42 5.978 8277 4.588 6,932 7.282
43 6,124 6.434 8.759 7.102 7.442
44 8.277 6,568 6.932 7.282 7.647
45 6,434 6,759 7.102 7462 7.843
45 6,586 4,932 7.262 7.647 8.037
47 4,759 7.102 7.462 7.843 8.231
48 5,932 7.282 7.447 8.037 8.441
49 7102 7.462 7.843 8.23] 8.644
50 7.282 7.647 5,087 8.4M 8.861
51 7.442 7.843 8.231 8.644 9.073
52 7,647 8,087 8441 8.841 9,309
33 7.843 8.231 B.644 ?2.073 9.33
54 8,057 8.4 8.841 9.30% 2.770
a5 8,231 B8.644 9.073 2.533 10.012
54 8441 8,841 9,309 9.770 10,243
57 8.644 9.073 $.533 10,012 10,515
56 8,841 9,309 9.770 10,263 10,774
N 2.073 9.533 10,012 10,315 11.04]
&0 9,309 9770 10,243 10,774 11,312
61 2.533 10.012 10,515 11,041 11,602
42 9.770 10,243 10.774 11,312 11,886
&3 13,012 10.315 11,041 11,602 12.189
64 10.243 10.774 11,312 11,885 12,49%
85 10,515 11,041 11,602 12,189 12,808
64 10,774 11,312 11.88& 12,494 13,124
&7 11.041 11,602 12,189 12,808 13.453
48 11.312 11,885 12,494 13,124 13,788
69 11,602 12,189 12,808 13,453 14,134
70 11.884 12,494 13,128 13,788 14,473
71 12,189 12,808 13.453 14.134 14,841
72 12,498 13,128 13.788 14,473 15.200
73 ] 2.808 13,453 14,134 14,841 15,581
74 13,124 13,788 14.473 15.200 15.956
73 13,453 14,134 14,841 15.581 16,357
74 13,788 14.473 15.200 15,956 14,758
77 14,134 14,841 15.581 16.357 17.173
78 14,473 15.200 15.956 16.756 17.594
79 14.841 15,581 16,357 17,173 18,031
80 15,200 15,956 16.756 17.594 13.470
al 15.581 16,357 17.173 18,03 18,937
82 15,9548 16,756 17.5%4 18.470 19.396
83 16,357 17,173 18.031 18,937 19.882
84 16,7568 17.5%4 18,470 19.396 20,347
85 17,173 18031 18,937 19,882 20877
86 17.5%4 18,470 19,396 20,387 21,364
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Desort Water Agency
2019 Management Salary Schedule

MANAGEMENT SALARY SCHEDULE (MONTHLY)

EFFECTIVE 07/01/19

POSITION Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5
General Manager n/a n/a n/a n/a 23,323
Assistant General 16357 | 17473 | 18,031 18,937 19,862
Manager
Finance Director 15,581 16,357 17,173 18,031 18,937
Human Resources 0774 | 11312 | 11886 | 12496 13,126
Manager

Salary schedule reflects 2.8% Cost of Living Adjustment.
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MINUTES
OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

February 5, 2019
DWA Board: Joseph K. Stuart, President ) Attendance
Kristin Bloomer, Vice President }
Craig A. Ewing, Secretary-Treasurer )
Patricia G. Oygar, Director )
James Cioffi, Director }

DWA Staff: Mark S. Krause, General Manager )
Steve Johnson, Asst. General Manager )
Martin S. Krieger, Finance Director )
Sylvia Baca, Asst. Secretary of the Board )]
Kris Hopping, Human Resources Manager )
Ashley Metzger, Outreach & Conserv. Mgr, )
Esther Saenz, Accounting Supervisor )

Consultant: Michael T. Riddell, Best Best & Krieger
Doug Johnson, National Demographics Corp.

L

Public: David Freedman, PS Sustainability Comm.
Karl Baker, Desert Hot Springs resident
John Soulliere, Cathedral City resident
Deiter Crawford, Palm Springs resident

o T A

18336. President Stuart opened the meeting at 8:00 a.m. and asked Pledge of Allegiance
everyone to join Director Cioffi in the Pledge of Allegiance.

18337. President Stuart called for approval of the January 15, 2019 gbPrmeo OIS

Regular Board meeting minutes, Minutes

Secretary-Treasurer Ewing moved for approval. After a second
by Director Cioffi, the minutes were approved as written.

President Stuart called for approval of the January 28, 2019 Approval of 01/28/19
- . . Special Board Minutes
Special Board meeting minutes.

Director Cioffi moved for approval. After a second by

Secretary-Treasurer Ewing, the minutes were approved as written (Director
Oygar abstained due to her absence).

Iresert Wopter ey Meaankar Boand Mectye Sinules (12008, 149



Attachment #7

representing the Southwest Voter Registration Education Project, which
claims the Agency’s “at-large” system of voting dilutes the ability of Latinos
to elect candidates of their choice or to otherwise influence the outcome of
the Agency’s clections.

Continuing his report, Mr. Riddell stated Resolution No. 1201
expresses the Board’s intention to undertake the steps prescribed by Elections
Code Section 10010 for a transition from “at-large™ elections to elections by
division. In anticipation of the adoption of Resolution No. 1201, the agenda
also provides for immediately conducting the first of two public hearings that
must occur before a draft map or maps showing possible division boundaries
can be prepared, as provided in the resolution. Staff recommends adoption of
Resolution No. 1201 and the use of a professional demographer for further
guidance in this matter.

Karl Baker, Desert Hot Springs resident, spoke in support of
the resolution and expressed his willingness to work with the Board

Director Oygar made a motion to approve staff’s
recommendation. Secretary-Treasurer Ewing seconded the motion, which
carried unanimously.

RESOLUTION NO. 1201
A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF DESERT WATER AGENCY EXPRESSING THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS’ INTENTION, PURSUANT
TO ELECTIONS CODE SECTION 10010, TO INITIATE
PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING AND
IMPLEMENTING ELECTIONS OF DIRECTIONS
BY DIVISION

President Stuart then introduced Mr. Johnson, representing
National Demographics Corporation.

Mr. Johnson then provided a PowerPoint presentation on
District Elections and the California Voting Rights Act.

President Stuart opened the public hearing at 8:45 a.m.

Karl Baker, Desert Hot Springs resident spoke in support of the
Agency changing to district elections and encouraged the Board to hold
public hearings in Desert Hot Springs.

David Freedman, Palm Springs resident stated he recently
worked with the City of Palm Springs on moving to district elections and
encouraged the Agency to follow their model.

8984

Action ltems:
(Cont.)
Adopt Resolution 1201

Karl Baker

Resolution No. 1201
Adopted

Open Public Hearing

Karl Baker

David Frecdman

Dieserc Water Ageney Regnlar Board Mueeting Minntes 024054
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Director Cioffi moved to approve staff’s recommendation.
After a second by Secretary-Treasurer Ewing, the motion carried
unanimously.

18345. President Stuart called upon Agency Counsel Riddell to
provide a report on the January 17, 2019 Board of Directors of the State
Water Contractors meeting.

Mr. Riddell provided a report on the following items: 1) Closed
Session, 2) Action ltems, 3) SWP Operations, 4) SWP Management Report,
5) Delta Habitat Restoration Project, and 6) Water Supply Objectives Update.

18346. President Stuart noted that Board packets included Outreach &
Conservation reports for January 2019.

18347. At 9:15 a.m., President Stuart convened into Closed Session for
the purpose of Conference with Legal Counsel, (A) Existing Litigation,
pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1), Agua Caliente Band
of Cahuilla Indians vs. Coachella Valley Water District, et al; (B) Exposure
to Litigation, pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9 (d) (2), Freeman
et al vs. Safari Park, Inc., (C) Existing Litigation, pursuant to Government
Code Section 54956.9 (d) (1), Mission Springs Water District vs. Desert
Water Agency, (D) Existing Litigation, pursuant to Government Code
Section 54959.9 (d) (1), Albrecht et al vs. County of Riverside; (E) Existing
Litigation, pursuant to Government Code Section 54959.9 (d) (1), Abbey ¢t
al vs. County of Riverside; (F) Existing Litigation, pursuant to Government
Code Section 54956.9 (d) (2), Thurman W. Arneld II1 vs, Rupp, Medjian,
Rupp, Levy, DWA; (G) Exposure to Litigation, pursuant to Government
Code Section 54956.9 (d) (2), Claim to Compel Elections by Division
Pursuant to the California Voting Rights Act; and (H) Public Employee
Performance Evaluation, pursuant to Government Code Section 54957,
General Manager.

18348. At 11:37 am., President Stuart reconvened the meeting into

open session and announced there was no reportable action taken on Item No.
11-A thru 11-G.

Secretary-Treasurer Ewing stated a performance evaluation
was conducted for General Manager Krause. He then made a motion to
approve a 5% bonus (current salary or COLA in July, whichever is higher)
plus an additional $2,000 to the General Manager’s employment agreement.
Director Cioffi seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.

8986

Action ltems:
{Conl.}

Discnssion ltems:
Q171719 SWC Mg,

Outreach &
Conservation —
January 2019

Closed Session:

A. Exisling Livigation -
ACBCI vs. CVWD, ¢t
al.

B. Exposure to
Litigation ~ Alan Neil
Freman, et al vs. Safari
Park, Inc.

C. Existing Litigation ~
MSWD vs. DWA

D. Existing Litigation —
Albrecht el al vs.
Riverside County

E. Existing L.itigation -
Abbey et al vs.
Riverside County

I, Existing Litigation -
Thurman W, Amold Il
vs. Rupp, Medjian,
Rupp. Levy, DWA

(. Exposure Lo
Litigation - Claim to
{Compel Elections by
Drivision Pursuant to the
CVYRA

H. Public Employee
Performance Lvaluation
— (eneral Manager

Reconvene — No
Reportable Action

Public Employce
Performance
Evaluation-General
Mansger

[resert Water Acenes Regular Boand Meeting Vines 025 19



STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: REQUEST AUTHORI ATION TO CALL FOR BIDS FOR
CONSTRUCTING SNOW CREE ILLAGE SURFACE WATER
FILTRATION PLANT

The 2018/2019 Capital Improvement Budget includes Work Order 18-101-M for the
installation of Snow Creek Village Surface Water Filtration Plant.

The current budget amount for the work order is $2,300,000 to include engineering,
construction, inspection, and overhead costs. To date, $200,261.68 has been spent on
engineering design by Krieger & Stewart and pipeline installation work by Agency crews.

The current budget was based on a preliminary construction cost estimate prepared by
Agency staff. The Agency utilized Krieger & Stewart to perform the plant engineering and
design, to include CEQA. Krieger & Stewart will also perform project management and
construction inspection for the project. Based on their final design, Krieger & Stewart
engineers are estimating construction cost increase of up to $2,675,000, and estimate
final engineering, design, CEQA preparation, project managing, construction inspection,
and contingency for unforeseen construction change orders to cost an additional
$1,075,000.

With authorization to call for bids being granted today, the bid opening for the project will
be held on July 9, 2019. Upon receiving bids, staff will re-evaluate the budget and will
propose a budget augmentation as part of the award process at the July 16, 2019 Board
meeting. Based on Krieger & Stewart’'s current cost estimates, a conservative
augmentation amount is approximately $1,450,000; however, this amount will not be
adjusted until bids have been received and evaluated by staff. If both the augmentation
and award are approved, completion of work is scheduled by June 2020.

The State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water originally required
the filtration plant be online by March 12, 2020; however, they have granted a 90 day
extension to June 12, 2020 to allow for long lead items, such as the high pressure filter
vessels (14-18 weeks) and steel clarifier/clear well (14-18 weeks).

At this time, staff requests authorization to advertise for bids for constructing the Snow
Creek Village Surface Water Filtration Plant.



STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: FISCAL 2019/2020 OPERATING, GENERAL AND WASTEWATER
BUDGETS

Attached for your review is a draft of the proposed Operating, General and
Wastewater Fund Budgets for Fiscal Year 2019/2020.

The Finance Committee has met and reviewed the budgets.

Staff is available to answer any questions the Board may have with regard to the
budgets for the 2019/2020 Fiscal Year.



BUDGETS FOR

FISCAL YEAR 2019 2020

Operating Fund
General Fund
Wastewater Fund




DESERT WATER AGENCY
FISCAL YEAR 2019-2020

OPERATING FUND
GENERAL FUND
WASTEWATER FUND

BUDGETS




DESERT WATER AGENCY

OPERATING FUND BUDGET

2019 - 2020




DESERT WATER AGENCY
OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
OPERATING REVENUES
Water Sales $29,013,278 $23,190,162 $33,900,000 ($10,709,838) $37,685,300
Power Sales $24,311 $8,359 $33,600 ($25,241) $46,800
Reclamation Sales $1,546,667 $1,075,817 $1,524,000 ($448,183) $1,499,000
TOTAL OPER REVENUES $30,584,256 $24,274,339 $35,457,600 ($11,183,261) $39,231,100
WATER SERVICES
Fire Protection $260,230 $229,445 $291,600 ($62,155) $371,400
Back-up Facility Charge $841,190 $706,482 $774,000 ($67,518) $900,000
Service Charges $889,039 $109,931 $741,300 ($631,369) $801,600
Charge for Inst of Serv & Mtr $179,134 $657,055 $180,000 $477,055 $145,200
TOTAL WATER SERVICE $2,169,593 $1,702,912 $1,986,900 ($283,988) $2,218,200
TOTAL OPER REVENUES $32,753,849 $25,977,251 $37,444,500 ($11,467,249) $41,449,300
OPERATING EXPENSES
SOURCE OF SUPPLY
Supervision & Engineering $46,797 $41,081 $45,000 ($3,919) $55,800
Operating Labor & Expense $56,093 $37,560 $48,000 ($10,440) $49,500
Misc Source of Supply $14,544 $14,344 $13,500 $844 $15,000
Maintenance of Struct & Improv $99,405 $44,381 $91,800 ($47,419) $89,700
Maint, Rds, Coll, Impo, Res $9,192 $17,849 $59,100 ($41,251) $170,700
Maintenance of Intakes $11,476 $17,998 $205,200 ($187,202) $219,600
Maintenance of Wells $20,387 $158,699 $7,500 $151,199 $9,900
Groundwater Replenishment $4,028,149 $3,182,412 $4,548,600 ($1,366,188) $5,136,700
TOTAL SOURCE OF SUPPLY $4,286,043 $3,514,322 $5,018,700 ($1,504,378) $5,746,900
PUMPING
Supervision & Engineering $119,392 $71,324 $102,000 ($30,676) $118,500
Pumping Labor Expense $201,419 $116,995 $190,200 ($73,205) $189,900
Misc Exp & Care of Grounds $104,206 $85,122 $111,600 ($26,478) $120,600
Maintenance of Structures $41,501 $46,183 $48,000 (%$1,817) $49,500
Maint of Pumping Equipment $140,952 $239,034 $324,000 ($84,966) $324,900
Power Purchases $2,534,114 $1,659,294 $2,364,000 ($704,706) $2,500,000
TOTAL PUMPING $3,141,584 $2,217,952 $3,139,800 ($921,849) $3,303,400



DESERT WATER AGENCY
OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
REGULATORY WATER TREATMENT
Supervision & Engineering $125,581 $69,558 $113,100 ($43,542) $126,000
Operating Labor Expense $116,823 $70,382 $114,000 ($43,618) $114,000
Water Analysis/Health Dept. $209,392 $140,179 $189,000 ($48,821) $192,000
Chem & Filtering Material $99,959 $69,698 $81,000 ($11,302) $93,000
Maint of Structures $205 $98 $600 ($502) $300
Maint of Water Treat Equipment $44,907 $30,112 $45,000 ($14,888) $42,000
TOTAL WATER TREATMENT $596,867 $380,026 $542,700 ($162,674) $567,300
TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION
Supervision & Engineering $453,177 $402,355 $435,900 ($33,545) $548,100
Storage Facilities Expense $140,213 $102,452 $135,000 ($32,548) $147,000
Trans & Distr Lines Expense $88,685 $98,337 $139,500 ($41,163) $144,300
Meter Expense $49,887 $54,892 $69,900 ($15,008) $102,000
Customer Install Expense $149,278 $121,062 $183,000 ($61,938) $177,600
Cross Connect Expense $109,705 $84,770 $120,000 ($35,231) $129,900
Misc Supply Expense $43,901 $33,784 $27,000 $6,784 $36,000
Maintenance of Struct & Impv $343 $100 $2,400 ($2,300) $2,400
Maintenance of Reservoirs $1,899,289 $427,004 $2,430,000 ($2,002,996) $1,354,800
Maintenance of Mains $833,833 $978,926 $1,254,000 ($275,074) $1,299,000
Maintenance of Whitewater MWC $27,505 $57,123 $54,600 $2,523 $416,100
Maintenance of Fire Services $46,022 $32,621 $51,000 ($18,379) $99,900
Maintenance of Services $186,765 $172,995 $204,000 ($31,005) $250,200
Maintenance of Meters $83,407 $66,968 $88,200 ($21,232) $99,000
Maintenance of Hydrants $48,310 $49,099 $48,000 $1,099 $100,200
TOTAL TRANS & DIST $4,160,320 $2,682,488 $5,242,500 ($2,560,012) $4,906,500
CUSTOMER ACCOUNT EXPENSE
Supervision & Engineering $139,041 $109,128 $120,000 ($10,872) $149,100
Meter Reading Expense $114,480 $84,505 $112,800 ($28,295) $117,000
Customer Rec & Coll Exp $672,555 $474,360 $690,000 ($215,640) $727,500
Information Systems Supplies $3,561 $1,602 $3,600 ($1,998) $3,600
Uncollectible Accounts $24,411 $19,856 $30,000 ($10,144) $33,900
TOTAL CUST ACCT EXPENSE $954,048 $689,450 $956,400 ($266,950) $1,031,100



DESERT WATER AGENCY
OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
ADMINISTRATIVE & GEN EXPENSE
Administrative & Gen Salaries $785,709 $584,195 $718,200 ($134,005) $864,600
Office Supplies & Expense $225,266 $193,446 $265,950 ($72,504) $279,600
Legal $53,521 $44,961 $54,000 ($9,039) $60,000
Engineering $44,061 $3,650 $51,000 ($47,350) $45,000
Auditing $35,212 $38,307 $39,000 ($693) $42,000
Appraisals & Consultants $115,189 $46,624 $94,500 ($47,876) $145,500
Insurance & Claims $158,522 $132,163 $174,000 ($41,837) $185,100
Injuries & Safety $357,171 $247,664 $326,400 ($78,736) $301,800
Pension $2,500,923 $2,371,443 $2,579,700 ($208,257) $2,803,500
Health Care Benefits $1,227,508 $1,189,730 $1,784,400 ($594,670) $1,620,300
OPEB Benefits $592,554 $0 $1,518,000 ($1,518,000) $141,550
Other Employee Benefits $409,050 $311,516 $457,500 ($145,984) $611,000
Payroll Taxes - FICA $469,588 $374,378 $502,200 ($127,822) $536,400
Unemployment Insurance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Vacation Pay $766,089 $662,652 $699,000 ($36,348) $907,400
Maintenance - Oper Center $198,692 $172,922 $192,100 ($19,178) $251,700
Maintenance - Solar Facilities $3,341 $1,478 $3,900 ($2,422) $3,900
Information Systems $294,390 $262,985 $354,000 ($91,015) $357,900
Maint - Office Equip $55,687 $33,805 $84,000 ($50,195) $58,500
Maint - Info.Systems Equip $142,126 $75,989 $126,000 ($50,011) $130,200
Maint - Telemetry Equip $13,291 $23,021 $30,000 (%$6,979) $31,500
Maint - Comm Equip $6,266 $8,361 $7,200 $1,161 $9,000
Supervision & Engineering $180,855 $142,031 $166,500 ($24,469) $204,300
Storeroom Expense $62,031 $50,941 $56,700 (%$5,759) $69,900
Transportation $345,805 $267,370 $315,000 ($47,630) $360,000
Tools & Work Equipment $151,894 $69,711 $135,000 ($65,289) $139,800
Heavy Equipment Maint $18,836 $2,640 $19,500 ($16,860) $19,800
Director's Fees $36,636 $18,903 $48,000 ($29,097) $45,000
Public Information $138,494 $98,168 $206,100 ($107,932) $243,000
Water Conservation $58,617 $75,540 $152,400 ($76,860) $224,100
Water Conservation - Turf Buy Back $1,776 $137,306 $422,500 ($285,194) $424,500
TOTAL ADMIN & GEN EXP $9,449,100 $7,641,900 $11,582,750 ($3,940,850) $11,116,850
REGULATORY EXPENSES
Certificates/Training/School $73,143 $48,963 $126,600 ($77,637) $125,700
Health Department / Services $18,592 $10,563 $45,000 ($34,437) $17,100
State - Regulatory $17,616 $74,817 $27,000 $47,817 $162,000
Federal - Regulatory $7,004 $8,500 $48,000 ($39,500) $48,000
Reclamation - Regulatory $81,044 $32,044 $75,000 ($42,956) $75,000
AQMD Compliance $3,573 $779 $900 ($121) $1,200
RMP/OSHA/Misc. $49,038 $15,818 $39,000 ($23,182) $47,400
Legal $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
TOTAL REGULATORY EXPENSES $250,010 $191,485 $361,500 ($170,015) $476,400



DESERT WATER AGENCY
OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
SNOW CREEK HYDRO EXPENSE
Snow Creek Hydro $25,859 $11,158 $37,200 ($26,042) $36,000
TOTAL SNOW CREEK HYDRO $25,859 $11,158 $37,200 ($26,042) $36,000
RECLAMATION PLANT EXPENSE
Pumping Expense $300,644 $263,103 $270,100 ($6,997) $335,400
Treatment Expense $756,729 $430,686 $974,500 ($543,814) $1,004,100
Transportation/Distribution $125,091 $27,058 $67,100 ($40,043) $61,200
Administrative & General $125,336 $96,651 $126,300 ($29,649) $149,100
TOTAL RECL PLANT EXP $1,307,800 $817,497 $1,438,000 ($620,503) $1,549,800
OTHER OPERATING EXPENSE
Depreciation (Inc Recl) $5,687,921 $4,441,819 $5,804,300 ($1,362,481) $6,102,600
Services Rendered Cust $208,566 $116,405 $189,000 ($72,595) $180,000
Dir Costs App to W.O.'s $538,908 ($411,378) $705,000 ($1,116,378) $610,000
Indir Adm & Gen Exp Cap ($1,357,617) ($1,185,842) ($1,494,000) $308,158 ($1,608,000)
TOTAL OTHER OPER EXP $5,077,778 $2,961,004 $5,204,300 ($2,243,296) $5,284,600
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $29,249,409 $21,107,282 $33,523,850 ($12,416,568) $34,018,850
NET INCOME FROM OPER $3,504,440 $4,869,968 $3,920,650 $949,318 $7,430,450
NON-OPERATING REVENUES
Revenue from Leases $72,604 $62,553 $72,900 ($10,347) $73,200
Interest $266,047 $353,106 $330,000 $23,106 $480,000
Gains/Loss Investments ($40,707) $0 $1,500 ($1,500) $0
Other Income $427,819 ($760) $0 ($760) $0
DWA Front Footage Chgs $76,160 $33,250 $0 $33,250 $0
Gains on Retirements $29,708 $37,900 $12,000 $25,900 $20,000
Discounts $192 $555 $300 $255 $1,200
Revenue - Contributed $2,215,076 $0 $498,000 ($498,000) $1,100,000
TOTAL NON-OPER REV $3,046,899 $486,604 $914,700 ($428,096) $1,674,400
NON OPERATING EXPENSES
OPEB Interest $947,450 $0 $947,450 ($947,450) $947,400
Exp App to Prior Years ($401,441) ($81,123) $0 ($81,123) $0
Services to Others $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Customer Assistance Program $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000
Losses on Retirements $48,950 $51,644 $39,000 $12,644 $49,200
TOTAL NON-OPER EXP $594,959 ($29,480) $986,450 ($1,015,930) $1,016,600
TOTAL NET INCOME $5,956,380 $5,386,052 $3,848,900 $1,537,152 $8,088,250




DESERT WATER AGENCY

OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
APPLICATION OF COMMIT FUNDS
Capital Loan to Wastewater Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Other Post Emp. Benefits (GASB 75) $0 $499,140 $0 $499,140 $725,000
TOTAL COMMIT FUNDS $0 $499,140 $0 $499,140 $725,000
BALANCE REMAINING $5,956,380 $4,886,913 $3,848,900 $1,038,013 $7,363,250
Add Back Depreciation (Plant/Equip) $5,687,921 $4,441,819 $5,804,300 ($1,362,481) $6,102,600
Funds Avail For Capital Additions $11,644,301 $9,328,731 $9,653,200 ($324,469) $13,465,850
Less Capital Additions:
Routine Improvements $5,542,303 $7,008,976 $8,693,650 ($1,684,674) $8,860,400
General Plan Improvements $307,490 $0 $100,000 ($100,000) $100,000
BALANCE $5,794,508 $2,319,756 $859,550 $1,460,206 $4,505,450
TOTAL BUDGET $43,303,950 $44,720,850
2018-2019 2018-2019 2019-2020 2019-2020
BEGIN BAL  ADJUSTMENTS ADDITIONS DELETIONS BALANCE
Estimated Reserve Fund Balance 6/30/19 $23,000,000
Inter-Fund Loan/LC - General Fund $0
Reserves:
Reserve for Operations $9,320,000 $0 $2,000,000 $0
Reserve for Replacements $1,471,000 $0 $1,314,000 $0
Reserve for Disaster Response $0 $0 $2,275,000 $0
Reserve for Land Acquisition $0 $0 $0 $0
Reserve for Regulatory Compliance $0 $0 $0 $0
Reserve for Retirement Benefits $2,900,000 $0 $2,100,000 $0
Total Reserves - 6/30/20 $13,691,000 $0 $7,689,000 $0 ($21,380,000)
Required for 2018-19 Carryover Capital Items ($6,125,000)
2019-2020 Budget Balance $4,505,450
Unappropriated Fund Balance 6/30/20 $450
BUDGET AMOUNT SUMMARY:
Total Operating Expenses $34,018,850
Non-Operating Expenses $1,016,600
Application of Committed Funds $725,000
Capital Additions $8,960,400
TOTAL BUDGET $44,720,850
OP1-5.xIs
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DESERT WATER AGENCY - OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

W.O. ACCOUNT  ESTIMATED
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. COST
ROUTINE
PIPELINES
19-111- -08 PALOS VERDES DR. & BROADMOOR DR. PIPELINE REPLACEMENT 11171 $275,000
19-112- -12 12" SNOW CREEK ROAD REPLACEMENT 11171 $100,000
19-113- -36 36" AVE CABALLEROS PIPELINE REPLACEMENT 11171 $3,750,000
19-114- -12 12" SNOW CREEK DIVERSION AT WINDY POINT 11171 $190,000
19-399 CONTINGENCY MAINS 11171 $200,000
TOTAL PIPELINES $4,515,000
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT
19-115-M 1 - FORD F450 - CREW CAB TRUCK WITH UTILITY BODY 11183 $80,500
(REPLACE UNIT #18)
19-116-M 1 - FORD F450 - REG CAB TRUCK WITH DUMP BODY 11183 $75,000
(REPLACE UNIT #13)
19-117-M 1 - 430 F2 BACKHOE LOADER CATERPILLAR WITH BUCKETS 11183 $165,000
(REPLACE UNIT #3)
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT $320,500
MISCELLANEOUS
19-100-S-01 1" SERVICE REPLACEMENTS 11172 $430,000
19-100-S-02 2" SERVICE REPLACEMENTS 11172 $375,000
13-119-L LAND PURCHASE - PALM OASIS AREA (AUGMENTED) 11120 $596,700
19-118-M RECLAMATION PLANT - PUMP BUILDING VACUUM CONTRACTOR 11130 $6,000
19-119-M RECLAMATION PLANT - PUMP BUILDING INFLUENT MOTOR VFD 11130 $31,000
19-121-M RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE DESIGN (CATHEDRAL CANYON CC) 11130 $250,000
19-122-M RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE DESIGN (SEVEN LAKES) 11130 $250,000
19-123-W-30  WELL #30 - MCC/FAN 11141 $71,250
19-124-W-34  WELL #34 - SWITCH GEAR/MCC 11141 $102,000
19-125-W-35  WELL #35 - SWITCH GEAR/MCC 11141 $62,000
19-126-C-28 WELL #28 - CHLORINE INJECTION 11141 $41,500
19-127-B JANIS TUSCANY BOOSTER SWITCH GEAR 11152 $36,000
19-128-M SNOW CREEK CABIN FILTER 11160 $24,050
19-129-R-21 PALM OASIS #1 RESERVOIR EARTHQUAKE VALVE REPLACEMENT 11176 $31,250
19-130-R-26 PALM OASIS #2 RESERVOIR EARTHQUAKE VALVE REPLACEMENT 11176 $31,250

OP6-8.xls
5/30/2019



DESERT WATER AGENCY - OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

W.0. ACCOUNT  ESTIMATED
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. COST
MISCELLANEOUS (cont d)

19-132-R-13  PALM SPRINGS SOUTH #1 RESERVOIR EARTHQUAKE VALVE REPL 11176 $31,250
19-133-R-30  PALM SPRINGS SOUTH #2 RESERVOIR EARTHQUAKE VALVE REPL 11176 $31,250
19-135-M OPERATIONS CENTER ALARM UPGRADES 11181 $24,600
19-136-M SECURITY WINDOW FILM (BOARD ROOM) 11181 $3,000
19-137-M BREAKROOM & CONSTRUCTION HALLWAY INFORMATION 11182 $6,000
19-138-M OPERATIONS CENTER SECURITY CAMERAS 11182 $21,600
19-139-M 1 - VIDEO WALL MATRIX (BOARD ROOM) 11182 $11,000
19-140-M EMERGENCY EMPLOYEE SHELTER SUPPLIES 11182 $5,600
19-141-M 1 - MANITOWOC ICE MACHINE W/ STORAGE BIN 11182 $12,500
19-142-M ATMOSPHERIC MONITORING SYSTEM 11186 $44,500
19-143-M CRANE RIGGING EQUIPMENT 11186 $37,000
19-144-M 1 - HURCO SPIN DOCTOR SD400 (VALVE TURNER) 11186 $14,500
19-145-M 2 - MK-2020 HSP CONCRETE SAW 11186 $19,600
19-146-M 2 - 4 STROKE RAMMER, WACKER MULTIQUIP MT-140 11186 $7,500
19-147-M COMPUTERIZED MAINTENANCE MGMNT SOFTWARE (CMMS) 11188 $29,900
19-148-M EXTREME SOFTWARE (NETWORK MONITORING) 11188 $11,500
19-149-M MILESTONE SOFTWARE (SECURITY) 11188 $20,000
19-150-M SPELUNK (PC & SERVER SYSTEM MONITORING) 11188 $23,000
19-201-S-01 1" INVOICED SERVICES 11172 $41,000
19-201-S-02 2" INVOICED SERVICES 11172 $18,000
19-202-E-01 ELECTRONIC METERS 11173 $910,000
19-202-M-01 1" METER PURCHASE 11173 $67,000
19-202-M-02 2" METER PURCHASES 11173 $42,000
19-202-M-03 3" METER PURCHASES 11173 $4,600
19-202-M-15 1 1/2" METER PURCHASES 11173 $30,000
19-202-M-75  3/4" METER PURCHASES 11173 $70,000
19-499 CONTINGENCY VARIOUS $150,000
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $4,024,900

TOTAL ROUTINE

$8,860,400

OP6-8.xls
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DESERT WATER AGENCY - OPERATING FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

W.O. ACCOUNT ESTIMATED
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. COST
GENERAL PLAN
PIPELINES
19-699 MAIN OVERSIZING 11171 $100,000
TOTAL PIPELINES $100,000
TOTAL GENERAL PLAN $100,000

TOTAL CAPITAL IMPRO EMENTS 2019-2020

$8,960,400

OP6-8.xls
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RESER E POLICY ANALYSIS
2019/2020BUDGET

OPERATING FUND

In May 2006, the Board of Directors established a policy for Agency reserves
(Resolution No. 926). Per section 5 of the policy, an annual review of the reserves will
be presented during the annual budget presentation. Presented below is the reserve
analysis:

RESER E FOR OPERATIONS

Reserve should be equal to 6-months to 1-year of operations

2019/ 2020 Cost of Operations = $34,018,850
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement (6 Months) = $17,009,425
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $9,320,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $2,000,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $11,320,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = = $5,689,425

Proposed $2,000,000 addition to the Reserve for Operations in Fiscal 2019/2020
2019/2020 RESER E FOR OPERATIONS = $11,320,000

RESER E FOR REPLACEMENTS

Reserve should be equal to the accumulated depreciation of assets

2018/ 2019 Accumulated Depreciation  4/30/18

$126,539,136

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance $1,471,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * $1,314,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $2,785,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $123,754,100

$126,539,100

Proposed $1,314,000 addition to the Reserve for Replacements in Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR REPLACEMENTS = $2,785,000
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RESER E FOR DISASTER RESPONSE

Reserve should be equal to 15% of the Agency’s General System

System Value @ 4/30/19 = $250,725,003
15% of System alue = $37,608,750
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $37,608,800
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $2,275,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $2,275,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = = $35,333,800

Proposed $2,275,000 addition to the Reserve for Disaster Response in Fiscal
2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR DISASTER RESPONSE = $2,275,000

RESER E FOR LAND ACQUISITIONS

Maximum Reserve Requirement = $5,000,000

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $5,000,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $0

2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall =

$5,000,000

There are no excess funds available to add to the Reserve for Land Acquisitions in
Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR LAND ACQUISITIONS = $0
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RESER E FOR REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

Maximum Reserve Requirement- $10,000,000

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $10,000,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $0

2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall =

$10,000,000

There are no excess funds available to add to the Reserve for Regulatory Compliance
in Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR REGULATORY COMPLIANCE = $0

RESER E FOR RETIREMENT BENEFITS

Statutory Requirement (OPEB GASB No. 75)
Reserve Requirement — 2017 Actuarial Study = $29,814,400

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $29,814,400
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $2,900,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $2,100,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $5,000,000

2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $24,814,400

Proposed $2,100,000 addition to the Reserve for Retirement Benefits in Fiscal
2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR RETIREMENT BENEFITS = $5,000,000

RESER E POLICY SUMMARY

**Fiscal 2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $225,971,725
Fiscal 2019/2020 Projected Total Reserves = $21,380,000
Fiscal 2019/2020 Projected Reserve Shortfall = $204,591,725

Reserve Policy and Reserve Requirements (Resolution No. 926)
Based on established ACWA and AWWA Policy Principles and
Guidelines.
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
GENERAL FUND BUDGET

2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

OPERATING REVENUES

Groundwater Replenishment Assessment
Power Sales - Whitewater Hydro
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES

OPERATING EXPENSES
SOURCE OF SUPPLY

Watershed Management - West Fork
Whitewater Mutual Water Co
Whitewater Basin Management
Mission Creek Basin Management
Mission Creek - Garnett Hill Mgmt Plan
Indio Subbasin Management
Groundwater Monitoring Wells
U.S.G.S. Water Quality Monitoring System
U.S.G.S. Stream Gauging Study
Monitoring Wells #2 & #6

Urban Water Management Plan
Groundwater Rights DWA/CVWD
SGMA

USDOI Federal Rule Litigation

TOTAL SOURCE OF SUPPLY

STATE WATER PROJECT EXPENSE

Delta O.M.P.& R.

Transportation O.M.P.& R.

Variable

Off-Aqueduct Power Facilities

East Branch Enlargement
Replacement Component

Delta Conveyance (formerly CWF)
Water Purchases

Lake Perris Seepage Recovery Project
CVWD Reimb (Delta, Var, OAP)

MWD Reimb (Delta, Trans, Var, OAP)
TOTAL STATE WTR PROJ. EXPENSE

WHITEWATER HYDRO EXPENSE

Supervision & Labor

Miscellaneous/SCE

Tools & Work Equipment

Maint Structures & Improvements

Maint of Equipment

Whitewater Hydro Contract Management
TOTAL WHITEWTR HYDRO EXPENSE

ADMIN & GENERAL EXPENSE

Salaries

Office Supplies & Expenses
Legal

State Water - Audit Fees

ACTUAL OVER
ACTUAL TO BUDGET (UNDER) BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 BUDGET 2019-2020
$5,385,371 $4,340,149 $6,024,000 ($1,683,851) $6,749,600
$264,695 $66,369 $147,000 ($80,631) $209,000
$5,650,066 $4,406,519 $6,171,000 ($1,764,481) $6,958,600
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $300 ($300) $12,000
$83,615 $0 $250,000 ($250,000) $200,000
$76,247 $22,845 $67,500 ($44,655) $69,000
$0 $0 $12,000 ($12,000) $3,000
$43,480 $0 $33,000 ($33,000) $33,000
$0 $0 $300 ($300) $900
$11,721 $9,710 $12,000 ($2,290) $12,800
$71,809 $54,430 $72,000 ($17,570) $77,200
$2,650 $7,297 $6,000 $1,297 $6,000
$0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000
$489,612 $202,685 $405,000 ($202,315) $350,000
$0 $25,698 $0 $25,698 $50,400
$54,684 $188,792 $150,000 $38,792 $250,000
$833,818 $511,456 $1,008,100 ($496,644) $1,114,300
$2,629,357 $1,941,540 $2,601,300 ($659,760) $2,781,000
$4,527,370 $3,106,437 $5,010,000 ($1,903,563) $4,132,800
$8,432,821 $2,298,599 $5,364,600 ($3,066,001) $5,100,000
$110,057 $100,859 $134,400 ($33,541) $215,400
$367,252 $268,278 $316,800 ($48,522) $493,800
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $26,667 $304,800 ($278,133) $300,000
$56,816 $39,300 $6,000,000 ($5,960,700) $2,475,000
$0 $0 $250,000 ($250,000) $250,000
($798,667) $0 ($695,400) $695,400 ($755,100)
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$15,325,006 $7,781,680 $19,286,500  ($11,504,820)  $14,992,900
$14,094 $6,399 $15,000 ($8,601) $15,000
$6,679 $4,728 $10,500 ($5,772) $12,000
$0 $0 $2,100 ($2,100) $2,100
$64 $62 $6,000 ($5,938) $6,000
$183,212 $11,570 $60,000 ($48,430) $60,000
$24,592 $10,067 $36,600 ($26,533) $36,600
$228,641 $32,825 $130,200 ($97,375) $131,700
$298,378 $215,681 $594,600 ($378,919) $482,000
$13,056 $7,012 $13,200 ($6,188) $14,400
$382,350 $405,515 $225,000 $180,515 $500,000
$16,622 $17,127 $18,000 ($873) $21,000

G1-4.xls
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
GENERAL FUND BUDGET

2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ADMIN & GENERAL EXPENSE (cont)
Engineering
Appraisals & Consultants
Auditing
Conferences & Seminars
Membership Dues & Subscriptions
Bay-Delta Hearings
SWC-Energy Fund
Utilities
Property & Liability Insurance
Other Employee Benefits
Payroll Taxes
Uncollectible Accounts
LAFCO Expenses
Integrated Regional Water Mgmt Plan (IRWMP)
IRWMP Conservation Program
Operations Center Security
Operations Center Maintenance
Directors' Fees
Public Information
Water Conservation
Election Expense
TOTAL ADMIN & GENERAL EXPENSE

OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES
Depreciation
Direct/Indirect Costs
TOTAL OTHER OPERATING EXPENSES

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES

NET OPERATING INCOME (loss)

NON-OPERATING REVENUES
Property Taxes
Interest - Invested Reserves
Interest - Wastewater Fund
Supplemental Imported Water Fees
Gains/Loss Investments
Other
TOTAL NON-OPERATING REVENUES

ACTUAL OVER
ACTUAL TO BUDGET (UNDER) BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 BUDGET 2019-2020
$54,327 $18,734 $231,000 ($212,266) $230,000
$123,690 $75,374 $129,000 ($53,626) $132,000
$9,565 $9,300 $10,200 ($900) $12,600
$52,732 $42,897 $63,000 ($20,103) $72,000
$84,395 $70,075 $84,600 ($14,525) $99,700
$54,779 $61,609 $63,000 ($1,391) $74,000
$10,611 $8,587 $11,100 ($2,513) $9,100
$26,954 $16,784 $24,000 ($7,216) $27,000
$44,864 $34,334 $46,200 ($11,866) $48,000
$180,744 $336,689 $373,300 ($36,611) $461,000
$39,484 $31,933 $37,200 ($5,267) $45,000
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$13,224 $11,631 $13,500 ($1,869) $12,900
$33,300 $10,433 $60,000 ($49,567) $36,000
$504 $0 $0 $0 $0
$4,837 $4,834 $6,000 ($1,166) $7,500
$85,330 $64,996 $81,000 ($16,004) $96,000
$36,637 $18,903 $48,000 ($29,097) $45,000
$127,158 $78,893 $195,900 ($117,007) $243,000
$81,980 $54,213 $152,400 ($98,187) $216,600
$21,736 $0 $159,000 ($159,000) $155,000
$1,797,257 $1,595,553 $2,639,200 ($1,043,647) $3,039,800
$5,921,088 $0 $6,270,000 ($6,270,000) $6,640,000
($18,564) ($53,282) ($199,800) $146,518 ($234,000)
$5,902,524 ($53,282) $6,070,200 ($6,123,482) $6,406,000
$24,087,246 $9,868,233 $29,134,200  ($19,265,967)  $25,684,700

($18,437,180) ($5,461,714)  ($22,963,200)  $17,501,486  ($18,726,100)
$28,082,938 $16,411,537 $27,000,000  ($10,588,463)  $29,694,000
$1,717,562 $1,920,122 $1,800,000 $120,122 $2,880,000
$2,451 $0 $1,225 ($1,225) $0
$331,325 $222,425 $375,000 ($152,575) $336,000
($713,081) $0 $0 $0 $0
($256,814) $33,183 $0 $33,183 $0
$29,164,381 $18,587,267 $29,176,225  ($10,588,958)  $32,910,000

G1-4.xls
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
GENERAL FUND BUDGET

2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

NON-OPERATING EXPENSES
Prior Year - State Water Project
Prior Year Expenses
TOTAL NON-OPERATING EXPENSES

TOTAL NET INCOME

APPLICATION OF COMMIT FUNDS
Bond Service - Principle/Interest
TOTAL COMMIT FUNDS

BALANCE REMAINING
Add Back Depreciation

CAPITAL ADDITIONS
Delta
Transportation
Revenue Bond Surcharge
East Branch Enlargement
Tehachapi
Delta Conveyance
Lake Perris Seepage Recovery Project
Sites Reservoir Project
Whitewater Hydro - Battery Replacement
Whitewater Turn-out Facility (DWA/CVWD)
Op. Cntr - Blaze Security Alarm System
Whitewater Hydro - Bypass Pipeline
Snow Creek Village - Surface Water Treatment
Land Purchase - Dinah Shore Property
Op. Cntr - Wireless Gate Control System
Palm Oasis Surface Water Filtration Plant (Design)
Op. Cntr - Information System
Op. Cntr - Board Room Video Wall Matrix
Op. Cntr - Security Cameras
Op. Cntr - Alarm Upgrades
Op. Cntr - Board Room Security Window Film
Whitewater Hydro PLC Modenization
Milestone Softwater (Security)
Contingency
TOTAL CAPITAL ADDITIONS

BALANCE

TOTAL BUDGET

ACTUAL OVER
ACTUAL TO BUDGET (UNDER) BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 BUDGET 2019-2020

($294,225) $0 $0 $0 $0

($65,000) $154,060 $0 $154,060 $0

($359,225) $154,060 $0 $154,060 $0

$11,086,426 $12,971,493 $6,213,025 $6,758,468  $14,183,900

$1,345,800 $335,400 $1,345,800 ($1,010,400) $1,345,550

$1,345,800 $335,400 $1,345,800 ($1,010,400) $1,345,550

$9,740,626 $12,636,093 $4,867,225 $7,768,868  $12,838,350

$5,921,088 $0 $6,270,000 ($6,270,000) $6,640,000

$1,007,582 $1,194,066 $1,213,600 ($19,534) $1,361,000

$2,663,421 $2,652,257 $2,651,400 $857 $2,801,400

$599,537 $991,633 $1,140,900 ($149,267) $1,426,800

$880,586 $1,056,619 $1,630,200 ($573,581) $1,181,000

($2,657) $86,545 $99,000 ($12,455) $98,600

$0 $0 $720,000 ($720,000) $4,513,800

$0 $0 $250,000 ($250,000) $0

$0 $270,072 $3,000,000 ($2,729,928) $4,269,900

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$53,218 $1,514,988 $0 $1,514,988 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$0 $159,924 $2,300,000 ($2,140,076) $0

$0 $366,117 $366,150 ($33) $0

$0 $0 $4,485 ($4,485) $0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $1,600,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $3,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $11,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $11,400

$0 $0 $0 $0 $12,400

$0 $0 $0 $0 $1,500

$0 $0 $0 $0 $140,000

$0 $0 $0 $0 $10,000

$0 $0 $145,515 ($145,515) $150,000

$5,201,687 $8,292,221 $13,521,250 ($5,229,029)  $17,591,800

$10,460,027 $4,343,872 ($2,384,025) $6,727,897 $1,886,550

$44,001,250 $44,622,050

G1-4.xls
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
GENERAL FUND BUDGET

2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

Reserve Fund Balance-6/30/19

Restricted & Unrestricted Reserves:
State Water Contract Fund
Reserve For Additional Water
Reserve for Delta Conveyance
Reserve For Operations
Reserve For Replacements
Regulatory Compliance Reserve
Land Acquisition Reserve

Total Reserves - 6/30/20

Required for 2018/19 Carryover Items
2019-2020 Budget Balance
Unappropriated Fund Balance - 6/30/20

BUDGET AMOUNT SUMMARY

Total Operating Expense
Non-Operating Expense
Application of Committed Funds
Capital Additions

TOTAL BUDGET

2018-2019 2018-2019 2019-2020 2019-2020
BEGINBAL  ADJUSTMENTS  ADDITIONS DELETIONS BALANCE
$140,500,000
$48,027,500 $11,427,500
$19,211,000 $4,571,000
$14,440,000 $4,798,000
$9,847,700 $724,100
$8,457,600 $435,200
$10,000,000
$5,000,000
$114,983,800 $0 $21,955,800 $0  ($136,939,600)
($5,446,750)
$1,886,550
$200
$25,684,700
$0
$1,345,550
$17,591,800
$44,622,050

G1-4.xls
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DESERT WATER AGENCY
GENERAL FUND BUDGET
2019 - 2020

SUMMARY OF ASSESSED VALUATIONS
AND RESULTING TAX RATES

Assessed Valuations

Secured $15,785,448,001

Unsecured $656,753,420

Total Estimated Assessed aluations $16,442,201,421
Tax Rate 2018-2019 2019-2020

Secured $0.10 $0.10

Unsecured $0.10 $0.10

Estimated Revenue from Property Taxes

Secured $15,436,925
Unsecured $638,800
SBE Unitary $11,119,925
RPTTF $1,090,000
County 1% General Purpose Allocation $1,408,350
TOTAL ESTIMATED PROPERTY TAXES $29,694,000

* Assessed values reflect a combined 2.44% delinquency and value adjustment factor for
secured and unsecured valuations

G5.xls
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W.O.
NO.

DESERT WATER AGENCY - GENERAL FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

MISCELLANEOUS

19-153-M

19-154-M
19-155-M
19-156-M
19-157-M
19-158-M
19-159-M
19-160-M
19-699

ACCOUNT ESTIMATED
DESCRIPTION NO. COST
PALM OASIS SURFACE WATER FILTRATION PLANT 11170 $1,600,000
DESIGN & ENGINEERING

BREAKROOM & CONSTRUCTION HALLWAY INFORMATION 11181 $3,000
OPERATIONS CENTER SECURITY CAMERAS 11181 $11,400
1 - VIDEO WALL MATRIX (BOARD ROOM) 11181 $11,000
OPERATIONS CENTER ALARM UPGRADES 11185 $12,400
SECURITY WINDOW FILM (BOARD ROOM) 11185 $1,500
WHITEWATER HYDRO PLC MODERNIZATION 11186 $140,000
MILESTONE SOFTWARE (SECURITY) 11188 $10,000
CONTINGENCY - OTHER VARIOUS $150,000

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

$1,939,300



RESER E POLICY ANALYSIS
2019/2020 BUDGET

GENERAL FUND

In June 2018, the Board of Directors revised the policy for Agency reserves (Resolution
No. 1187). Per section 5 of the policy, an annual review of the reserves will be
presented during the annual budget presentation. Presented below is the reserve
analysis:

STATE WATER CONTRACT FUND - RESER E

Minimum reserve requirement is 2 % times prior year DWR Statement of Charges

2019 DWR STATEMENT OF CHARGES:

Delta Capital = $1,239,018
Delta OMP&R = $2,551,224
Transportation Capital = $2,628,293
Transportation M&O = $3,588,129
Variable Entitlement = $5,178,320
Water System Revenue Bond = $1,423,133
Off Aqueduct = $192,221
Conservation Replacement = $0
East Branch Enlargement Capital = $768,600
East Branch Enlargement M&O = $504,976
Tehachapi Second Overbay = $96,607
2020 SOC Sites Reservoir = $5,611,500
TOTAL 2019 STATEMENT OF CHARGES = $23,782,021
2019 DWR CHARGES X2 TIMES = $59,455,053
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $59,455,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $48,027,500
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $11,427,500
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $59,455,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

Proposed $11,427,500 increase to the State Water Contract Fund in Fiscal
2019/2020

2019/2020 STATE WATER CONTRACT RESER E = $59,455,000



RESER E FOR DELTA CON EYANCE

Minimum reserve requirement for the next 10 years per DWR cost projections

10 year DWR cost projection = $43,424,000
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $43,424,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $14,440,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment = $4,798,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $19,238,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $24,186,000

Proposed $4,798,000 addition to the Delta Conveyance Reserve in Fiscal
2019/2020

2019/2020 DELTA CON EYANCE RESER E = $19,238,000



RESER E FOR ADDITIONAL WATER

Reserve requirement should be greater than prior year DWR Invoices

2019 DWR STATEMENT OF CHARGES:

Delta Capital = $1,239,018
Delta OMP&R = $2,551,224
Transportation Capital = $2,628,293
Transportation M&O = $3,588,129
Variable Entitlement = $5,178,320
Water System Revenue Bond = $1,423,133
Off Aqueduct = $192,221
Conservation Replacement = $0
East Branch Enlargement Capital = $768,600
East Branch Enlargement M&O = $504,976
Tehachapi Second Overbay = $96,607
TOTAL 2019 STATEMENT OF CHARGES = $23,782,021
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $23,782,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $19,211,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $4,571,000
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $23,782,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

* Proposed $4,571,000 increase to the Reserve for Additional Water in Fiscal
2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR ADDITIONAL WATER = $23,782,000
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RESER E FOR OPERATIONS

Reserve should be equal to 6 months to 1 year of operations

2019/2020 Cost of Operations = $25,564,700
Less: 2019/2020 State Water Project M&O = <$14,992,900>
NET COST OF OPERATONS = $10,571,800
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $10,571,800
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $9,847,700
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $724,100
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $10,571,800
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

* Proposed $724,100 addition to the Reserve for Operations in Fiscal 2019/2020
2019/2020 RESER E FOR OPERATIONS = $10,571,800
RESER E FOR REPLACEMENTS

Reserve should be equal to accumulated depreciation of assets (excluding State Water
Project capital)

6/30/18 Audited Accumulated Depreciation = $96,505,554
LESS: SWP — Transportation = <$61,984,836>
SWP — Delta = <$13,345,927>

<$13,569,967>
<$4,537,773>

SWP — East Branch Enlargement
SWP — Water System Revenue Bond

SWP — Advance Water Deliveries = <$69,273>

SWP - Tehachapi Second Overbay = <$10,803>
NET ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION = $8,892,831
2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $8,892,800
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $8,457,600
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $435,200
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $8,892,800
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

* Proposed $435,200 addition to Reserve for Replacements in Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 RESER E FOR REPLACEMENTS = $8,892,800
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REGULATORY COMPLIANCE RESER E

Maximum Reserve Requirement = $10,000,000

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $10,000,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $10,000,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $10,000,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

* No addition to Regulatory Compliance Reserve in Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 REGULATORY COMPLIANCE RESER E = $10,000,000

LAND ACQUISITIONS RESER E

Maximum Reserve Requirement = $5,000,000

2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $5,000,000
2018/2019 Current Reserve Balance = $5,000,000
2019/2020 Reserve Adjustment * = $0
2019/2020 Reserve Balance = $5,000,000
2019/2020 Reserve Shortfall = $0

* No addition to Land Acquisition Reserve in Fiscal 2019/2020

2019/2020 LAND ACQUISITION RESER E = $5,000,000

RESER E POLICY SUMMARY

** Fiscal 2019/2020 Reserve Requirement = $161,125,600
Fiscal 2019/2020 Projected Total Reserves = $136,939,600
Fiscal 2019/2020 Projected Reserve Shortfall = = 24,186,000

Reserve Policy and Reserve Requirements (Resolution No. 926)
Based on established ACWA and AWWA Policy Principles and
Guidelines.



DESERT WATER AGENCY

WASTEWATER FUND BUDGET

2019 - 2020




OPERATING RE_ENUES:
Capacity Charges
Wastewater Service
Plan Check Fees/Inspection/Svc

TOTAL REVENUES

OPERATING EXPENSES:
C.V.W.D. Wastewater Service
City of P.S. - Wastewater Service
Office Supplies & Expense
Meetings and Seminars
Legal
Engineering
Auditing
Programming
Utilities
Insurance
Maintenance of Pumps
Maintenance of Laterals
Maintenance of Lift Stations
Maintenance of Mains
Tools & Work Equipment
Transportation Expense
Depreciation

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSE

NET INCOME FROM OPER.

NON-OPERATING RE _ENUES
Interest Short Term
Contributed Revenue - Customer
Other Income

TOTAL NON-OPR. REV.

DESERT WATER AGENCY
WASTEWATER FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

ACTUAL ACTUAL TO BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
$32,550 $34,650 $27,000 $7,650 $31,500
$1,048,225 $735,599 $1,084,200 ($348,601)  $1,108,500
$420 $420 $1,800 ($1,380) $4,200
$1,081,195 $770,669 $1,113,000 ($342,331)  $1,144,200
$632,631 $473,323 $732,000 ($258,677) $715,200
$110,692 $80,457 $133,400 ($52,943) $126,600
$2,287 $1,649 $2,100 ($451) $2,100

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

$148 $0 $900 ($900) $900
$3,073 $1,140 $5,100 ($3,960) $3,900
$2,500 $2,000 $2,800 ($800) $2,700
$2,295 $213 $600 ($388) $600
$7,536 $4,764 $6,900 ($2,136) $7,800
$2,209 $1,842 $2,400 ($558) $2,400
$162 $2,787 $900 $1,887 $1,200
$2,181 $895 $3,600 ($2,705) $3,900
$32,166 $24,197 $33,000 ($8,803) $36,000
$8,954 $54,494 $69,000 ($14,506) $78,000

$0 $0 $200 ($200) $200

$5,861 $1,294 $9,900 ($8,606) $9,900
$561,414 $0 $566,400 ($566,400) $568,000
$1,374,109 $649,055 $1,569,200 ($920,145)  $1,559,400
($292,914) $121,614 ($456,200) $577,814 ($415,200)
$17,288 $26,055 $21,000 $5,055 $34,800
$121,991 $7,901 $0 $7,901 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$139,279 $33,956 $21,000 $12,956 $34,800

WW1-2.xls
5/30/2019



DESERT WATER AGENCY

WASTEWATER FUND

2017-2018 BUDGET WITH PRIOR YEAR COMPARISON

NON-OPERATING EXPENSES
Interest - General Fund Loan
Sewer Assessment Fees
Loss on Retirement
Prior Year Expenses

TOTAL NON-OPR. EXP.
TOTAL NET INCOME
APPLICATION OF COMMIT. FUNDS

Principal - General Fund Loan
Principal - Operating Fund Loan

TOTAL COMM. FUNDS

Balance Remaining
Add Back Depreciation Exp.

Funds Avail. Capital Add.

LESS CAPITAL ADDITIONS:
Lift Station - Generator Enclosure
Sewer Manhole Replacement
Date Palm Lift Station Odor Scrubber
Contingency

TOTAL CAPITAL ADDITIONS

BALANCE

TOTAL BUDGET

ESTIMATED RESER E FUND BALANCE:

Estimated Reserve Fund Balance 6/30/19

2019-2020 Budget Balance
Required for 2018/19 Carryover ltems

Estimated Reserve Fund Balance 6/30/20

BUDGET AMOUNT SUMMARY:

Total Operating Expenses
Total Non-operating Expenses
Application of Committed Funds
Capital Additions

TOTAL BUDGET:

ACTUAL ACTUALTO  BUDGET OVER OR BUDGET
2017-2018 3/31/2019 2018-2019 UNDER 2019-2020
$2,451 $0 $1,200 ($1,200) $0
$841 $797 $850 ($53) $850
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$3,292 $797 $2,050 ($1,253) $850
($156,927)  $154,773 ($437,250) $592,023 ($381,250)
$25,000 $0 $24,025 ($24,025) $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$25,000 $0 $24,025 ($24,025) $0
($181,927)  $154,773 ($461,275) $616,048 ($381,250)
$561,414 $0 $566,400 ($566,400) $568,000
$379,487 $154,773 $105,125 $49,648 $186,750
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $76,114 $0 $76,114 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0 $16,100
$0 $0 $15,000 ($15,000) $15,000
$0 $0 $15,000 $61,114 $31,100
$379,487 $154,773 $90,125 ($11,466) $155,650
$1,610,275 $1,591,350
$1,517,000
$155,650
($45,400)
$1,627,250
$1,559,400
$850
$0
$31,100
$1,591,350

WW1-2.xls
5/30/2019



DESERT WATER AGENCY - WASTEWATER FUND
2019-2020 BUDGET
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

W.O. ACCOUNT ESTIMATED
NO. DESCRIPTION NO. COST
MISCELLANEOUS
19-000-M DATE PALM LIFT STATION ODOR SCRUBBER REPLACEMENT 10053 $16,100
19-499 CONTINGENCY VARIOUS $15,000
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS $31,100

Page 3

WW FUND.xls
5/30/2019



STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: STATE WATER PROJECT FINANCING ANALYSIS

A majority of Desert Water Agency’s General Fund expenditures are related to the State
Water Project.

This presentation is an overview of the State Water Contractors’ role in financial
management and oversight, SWP cost components and billing preparation.



State Water Project

Financial Overview

June 4, 2019




SWC Financial Management Objectives

To Promote and Monitor the financial management of the State Water Project to preserve
the long-term delivery of affordable water.

OBJECTIVES:

Monitor and promote DWR'’s development and management of a SWP budget to

1. Budgets o ) " ,
minimize annual variances and optimize reasonable revenue requirements
. . . . Monitor and promote DWR'’s analysis, development and management of SWP’s
2. Financial PrOJectlons cost trends to maximize operational readiness at an optimal cost level ensuring long-term

affordability

Financial Resources, Revenue Monitor and assess DWR's State Water Project financial performance with regard

] 3. R q t dl t t to operational goals, budgets, financial targets, and forecasts to maximize use of available
g e L revenues and optimize determination of revenue requirement

(1] .

£ SWRDS Capital Development and Monitor and assess DWR’s State Water Project capital infrastructure goals,

L. 4, Investment in Capital Infrastructur budgets, financial targets, and forecasts to maximize debt financing and investment

"'5 Sl apha astructure ensuring stable and level capital revenue requirements

2] . .

g 5 Business Process Control Monitor and promote DWR's internal control directives, activities and environment
'..3 " Activities and Environment to minimize financial risk, ensure financial integrity and maintain reporting reliability

= .

LE Monitor and promote DWR'’s development and management of a SWP cash-flow

6. Cash-flow statement(s) and business process to ensure short-term and long-term SWP cash
availability regardless of project purpose

State Water Contractors
Audit Finance Committee June 4, 2019 2



Addressing Affordability '

= Goal: Financial management at the SWP Aqueduct Reach to
provide affordabllity, responsibility and accountabllity of the
Contractor’s cumulative reach charges

= Joint DWR/Contractor effort to define the “Process of
Affordability”
= Two Critical Concepts (impact future affordability)
1. SWP Reach Allocations (Alpha Cost Centers)

2. SWP Reach Budgeting, Reach Management, Reach
Reporting



SWP Reach Allocations

= Approximately half of the SWP Reaches have at least 65% of actual costs resulting from an Indirect Cost Allocation

= 64% of the 2019 cost projections and 69% of the 2020 cost projections are planned as Indirect Costs

Allocations Actual Minimum Reach Costs

$600

State of California Indirect mDirect

$500
DWR General & Line

Management, Line Staff

I $400
Overhead Cost Allocations
\ 4
DWR Programs $300
SWP Indirect Costs $200

$100

($ IN MILLIONS)

SWP Reach Allocations

.

Slale Water Contractors * CY2018 is only a partial year, data as of Dec. 4, 2018
Audit Finance Committee June 4, 2019 4

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018*



Cost Projections for B132-19 ‘

2.5% or $23M Overall reduction in cost projections from CY2019 of $932M to CY2020 $909M

(Excludes Oroville Spillway and Sites Reservoir)

Minimum Cost Projections Capital Cost Projections

($ in millions) ($ in millions)

2018 I $509 2018 I $230
2019 I 5648 2019 I 5284
2020 $604 2020 $305
2021 I 5574 2021 I $385
2022 I 5425 2022 N 5377
» Decrease of 7% from 2019 to 2020 * Increase of 7% from 2019 to 2020
» $44M decrease in minimum cost « $21M increase in capital cost

projections from $648M to $604M projections from $284M to $305M



SWP Minimum Cost Projections (Excludes Oroville Spillway)

0
Z
o
3
=
=
=
&

Minimum Cost Projections for B132-19

2019 Updated Estimates: Increased by 25% or $129M from $519M to $648M (SWPAOQ's estimated increase ~ $70M)

2020 Cost Estimates: Decreased by 7% or $44M from 2019 updated projections of $648M to $604M

Concern: 2020 minimum cost estimates are not trending with actuals costs or the update 2019 cost estimates

Question: Will this result in another material increase in the 2020 estimates 6 months after the SOC are issued in July 2019?

Forecast Trend excluding anomalies 2017-18, CAGR really 7.33%
0 $1,000
$900
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Capital Cost Projections for B132-19

2020 SWP Projected Capital Costs Total $305M

e 2019 updated projections
decreased by 9% or
$27M from $311M to
$284M

e 2020 projections of
$305M increased by 7%
or $21M from 2019
updated projections of
$284M

e Long-term annual
construction inflation rate
is 3.5%

» DWR-SWP Capital Cost
5-Year CAGR is 5.48%

State Water Contractors
Audit Finance Committee

SWP Capital Cost Projections (Excludes Oroville Spillway and Sites Reservoir)

($ IN MILLIONS)

June 4, 2019 7



Cost Projections Impact on Annual Statement of Charges .

Each Statement of Charges attempts to make the Department whole or to ensure Full Cost

Recovery from 1960 to 2035
1. Initial Estimated Charges
Updates are made to prior year estimates

2
3. Updates are made to prior prior year estimates, transition from estimates to actuals
4

Updates to historical actuals (1960 -2017)

2018 SOC 2019 SOC

CY: 2018
INITIAL Estimated Charges $556M

UPDATED Estimated Charges [Prior Year] $514M‘

ACTUAL Costs...(CY not closed) [Prior Prior Year]

CY: 2019
INITIAL Estimated Charges $519M

UPDATED Estimated Charges [Prior Year]

ACTUAL Costs ...(CY not closed) [Prior Prior Year]

State Water Contractors
Audit Finance Committee June 4, 2019

A 4

2020 SOC 2021 SOC

$509M‘
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$XXXM



Lake Oroville Spillways Emergency Recovery Project '

($ in Millions)
Estimated Project Costs:
e As of the 2020 SOC, $275M in ~Tota )
Oroville Spillway costs included in Es"’gztset
SOC, increasing the Delta Water Fommmmm=s
Rate Capital by ~$5.69/AF Emergency Response
* Fixed rate bonds will be issued Emergency Recovery:
with 18 to17 year final maturity Lower Gated Spillway
e Benefits: Emergency Spillway

1. Reduces exposure to future Gated Spillway - Upper Portion
Increases in interest rates

2. Reduces total debt service

3. Increases commercial paper

capacity for financing ongoing | $40M included in 2019 SOC !
and emergency capital costs T eeemeseeiine e

Gated Spillway - Control Structure
Total )

State Water Contractors
Audit Finance Committee June 4, 2019 9



Questions

This presentation was modified from a presentation
given by Theresa Lightle and Julie Ramsay of the
State Water Contractors on February 2, 2019.

State Water Contractors
Audit Finance Committee

June 4, 2019
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STAFF REPORT
TO
DESERT WATER AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

JUNE 4, 2019

RE: NEW DI ISION MAP POSTED FOR PROPOSED TRANSITION
FROM AT-LARGE TO ELECTON BY DI ISION

National Demographics Corporation (NDC) developed a new map for public review. This
map, labeled Map D, is based on Map C but incorporates verbal suggestions on that
version of the map received during public hearings held on April 15 and 16.

Map D was posted on Desert Water Agency’s website (www.dwa.org/divisions) on Friday,
May 24.

Added to Division 1

e Movie Colony East (removed from Division 4)
Added to Division 4

e Vista Las Palmas (removed from Division 1)

e Old Las Palmas (removed from Division 1)

e Historic Tennis Club (removed from Division 1)

e Small area between Ramon Rd and Kirk Douglas Way (removed from Division 5)

Map D is being provided at this time for public review and input alongside maps A, B and
C.

To date, Desert Water Agency has not received any map drafts from members of the
public.

In order to adopt a final map, Desert Water Agency will have to notice a public hearing.
Any map drafts that are considered for adoption at that time must be published for seven
days in advance of the adoption hearing.


http://www.dwa.org/divisions
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Desert Water Agency
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Desert Water Agency - Draft Map D
3

District 1 2 4 5 Total
Ideal Total Pop 18,143 | 18419 | 17987 | 17,392 | 17,376 | 89,317
17.863 Deviation from ideal 280 556 124 -471 -487 1,043
’ % Deviation 1.57% | 3.11% | 0.69% | -2.64% | -2.73% | 5.84%
% Hisp 33% 67% 40% 19% 35% 39%
Total Pop % NH White 53% 23% 48% 72% 56% 50%
% NH Black 7% 7% 6% 3% 2% 5%
% Asian-American 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Total 13,638 9,776 11,227 | 14,530 | 12,094 | 61,265
% Hisp 22% 51% 26% 13% 24% 25%
Citizen Voting Age Pop % NH White 66% 35% 64% 77% 68% 64%
% NH Black 7% 10% 7% 3% 2% 6%
% Asian/Pac.Isl. 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4%
Total 8,377 5,687 7,366 9,916 8,475 39,821
% Latino est. 17% 50% 28% 10% 20% 23%
Voter Registration (Nov % Spaflish—Surnamed 16% 45% 25% 9% 18% 21%
2016) Y% Asian-Surnamed 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
% Filipino-Surnamed 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
% NH White est. 71% 39% 65% 78% 74% 68%
% NH Black 8% 9% 5% 5% 2% 6%
Total 7,276 3,731 5,529 8,800 7,391 32,726
% Latino est. 15% 51% 29% 11% 16% 20%
% Spanish-Surnamed | 14% 46% 26% 10% 14% 18%
Voter Tuzrgfg; MNov 7o Asian-Surnamed | 2% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1%
% Filipino-Surnamed 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
% NH White est. 74% 38% 62% 78% 77% 70%
% NH Black 8% 9% 6% 3% 3% 5%
Total 4,350 1,710 3,088 5,836 4,826 19,810
% Latino est. 11% 40% 18% 7% 13% 14%
Voter Turnout  (Nov Yo Spapish—Surnamed 10% 36% 16% 6% 11% 12%
2014) % Asian-Surnamed 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
% Filipino-Surnamed 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
% NH White est. 79% 47% 75% 82% 82% 77%
% NH Black est. 7% 11% 5% 5% 2% 5%
ACS Pop. Est. Total 19,373 | 19,232 | 18,116 | 17,648 = 16,826 | 91,195
age0-19 20% 35% 30% 10% 17% 22%
Age age20-60 51% 50% 49% 46% 44% 48%
age60plus 30% 15% 21% 44% 39% 29%
Immigration immigrants 22% 26% 22% 18% 22% 22%
naturalized 43% 32% 36% 45% 37% 38%
english 68% 50% 59% 74% 66% 64%
Language spoken at home spanish 25% 47% 37% 17% 27% 31%
asian-lang 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 2%
other lang 5% 2% 2% 5% 4% 3%
Language Fluency Sf;:‘rll‘sv]iigwx“ 12% | 17% | 14% 8% 15% | 13%
Education (among those hs-grad 42% 36% 44% 47% 45% 43%
age 25+) bachelor 16% 5% 6% 19% 14% 12%
graduatedegree 10% 2% 4% 15% 10% 8%
Child in Household child-under18 16% 39% 34% 8% 13% 20%
Pct of Pop. Age 16+ employed 51% 50% 48% 45% 46% 48%
income 0-25k 29% 37% 33% 30% 31% 31%
income 25-50k 24% 35% 31% 24% 29% 28%
Household Income income 50-75k 17% 15% 17% 16% 15% 16%
income 75-200k 25% 13% 18% 22% 22% 21%
income 200k-plus 5% 0% 1% 7% 3% 4%
single family 77% 75% 85% 69% 78% 76%
Housing Stats multi-family 23% 25% 15% 31% 22% 24%
rented 39% 54% 42% 46% 40% 44%
owned 61% 46% 58% 54% 60% 56%
Total population data from the 2010 Decennial Census.
Surname-based Voter Registration and Turnout data from the California Statewide Database.

Latino voter registration and turnout data are Spanish-surname counts adjusted using Census Population Department undercount estimates.

NH White and NH Black registration and turnout counts estimated by NDC. Citizen Voting Age Pop., Age, Immigration, and other

demographics from the 2012-2016 American Community Survey and Special Tabulation 5-year data.




DATE

05/02/19

05/03/19

05/03/19

05/14/19

05/17/19

05/19/19

05/20/19

05/24/19

05/24/19

05/2719

05/2719
05/28/19

PACKET

PAGE

1-2

3-4

5

8-9

10-11

1213

14-16

17-18

19

20-22

DESERT WATER AGENCY
MEDIA INFORMATION
MAY 2019

MEDIA SOURCE

DESERT SUN

LA TIMES
PRESS ENTERPRISE

THE PUBLIC RECORD

NEWS CHANNEL 3

DESERT SUN

DESERT SUN

DESERT SUN

LOS ANGELES TIMES

DESERT SUN

PRESS ENTERPRISE

PRESS ENTERPRISE

ARTICLE

California Governor Makes Big Change To
Giant Water Project

What Follows A Wet Winter

Snow Survey Finds State Water Nearly
Doubled

Aging Infrastructure Weighs Heavily On
Water Wilities, J.D. Power Finds

8 Months After Drowning Of Father And
Son, Whitewater Security Implemented

Cadiz Project Hits Legislative Roadbiock
Dispute Over Desert Hot Springs
Groundwater Management Picks Up Steam

In Latest Report

Bill Targeting Cadiz Plan Advances To
Assembly

Bill Would Aid Plan To Drain Aquifers To
Generate Power

Whitewater River Is A Danger Zone As
Temps Rise

New Facility A Boost For Water

Coachella Valley Special Districts: Who's
Who?



Sun.

PART OF THE LiSA TODAY NETWORK

Cal:forma 'governor makes big change to giant water pl‘Oject o
By Kathieen Ronayne Assorcated Press May 2, 2019 ' L

SACRAMENTO, Calif. (AP) ~— Calrfomla Gov. Gavin Newsom scrapped a $16 billion plan Thursday
to build two giant water tunnels to reroute the states water system and rnstead drrected state
agencres to restart plannlng forasrngle tunnel T T T L

The move came after $240 million has already been spent on the project champloned by former Gov
Jerry Brown to drvert water from the north to the state s drrer south . o : :

Newsom had signaled the move in his February State of the State address. He made the change_
official when he asked state agencres to wrthdraw exrstrng permlt appiroatrons and start over. ' -

“I do not support the twm tunne[s But we can burld on ‘{he lmportant work that S already been done
he has said. . D o Lo o

Brown wanted to build two, 35-mile-long (55-kilometer-long) tunnels to divert water from the
Sacramento River, the state’s largest river, to the San Francisco Bay Area, San Joaquin Valley and
Southern Califomnia. Local water agencies were expected to foot the roughly $16 billion bill.

A single tunnel is expected to cost less, but officials haven't yet sel a price tag, said Erin Mellon,
spokeswoman for the state Department of Water Resources. Nor has the state determined how much
water would flow threugh a single tunnel.

California delivers water through a complex system of reservoirs, aqueducts and pumps known as the
State Water Project, first started by Jerry Brown's father, former Gov. Pat Brown.

Most of the state’'s water comes from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, and the current
system has become cutdated as the state’s population has boomed to nearly 40 million people, with
-~ most living in the drier south.

Supporters of the tunnel project argue the pumping system, which is strong enough to change the
direction of water flow, needs to be phased out. The Metropolitan Water District in Los Angeles has
been the biggest supporter of the tunnels project. Many farmers back it, too.

But environmental groups argue the tunneis could suck too much water from the delta, harming
species such as the delta smelt and chinook salmon. Some delta farmers also worry the project
wouid harm their own water supply.
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A smaller tunnel is likely to be just as long and take water from the same places, but it could be
designed chfferently, _satd Karla Nemeth dlrthOI’ of the state Department of Water Resources p

State officials considered modifying the existing project but decided it was better to Start fresh That
includes environmental reviews and doing more engineering and design work on the front end, which
Nemeth said hadn’t been done in past versmns of the prolect lt could take up to three years to
develop all the new enwronmental doeuments - . _ . Sl o

Restore the Della, a group opposed {o the twin tunnels plan, praised Newsom’s decision to halt it. But
Barbara Barrigan-Parrilla, the group’s executive director, said questions remain about whether one
tunnel is necessary and how Newsom’s plan would affect water quality in Central Valley communities.

Kathryn Phillips of Sierra Club California said her organization does not support any tunnels. But she
applauded an executive order Newsom signed Monday taking a big-picture approach to thinking
about the state’s water needs and chalienges from climate change He directed several state
agencies to assess how to best meet future water demands o S T N -

“l think all of that will add up to a p!ace where we'll find it doesn't make sense to invest into the smgle
tunnel,” Philhps said. “We've not been responmble in this state with now we use water.” R

The Brown administration had previously considered downsizing the project to one tunnel as local
water agencies balked at picking up the tab.
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What follows a wet winter

Spring snowpack is deeper than usual and likely to melt slowly, water officials say.
By Alejandra Reyes-Velarde and Hannah Fry, May 3, 2019

Four months ago, surveyors with the California Depantment of Water Resources probed the frozen
ground in a field in the Sierra Nevada, calculating the first snowpack of the year, an important
measurement of the state's water supply.

On Thursday, they returned for the season’s final tally — one not typically recorded in May because
there often isn’t any snow left that late in the year — and were pleased with the results.

Although the measurement was a big decline from the previous month, and one that was expected, it
was still better than usual for this time of year: 188% of average for the day.

The water department's monthly snowpack surveys typically attract hordes of reporters and
photographers, but the latest one occurred without the usual entourage. The measurement has taken
place for decades cutside a cabin known as Phillips Station that sits at 6,820-feet elevation near Echo
Summit. But the wooden structure was destroyed in a fire last month, so the state agency opted not
to invite the media to the site out of respect for the cabin’s owner, said Chris Orrock, spokesman for
the Departiment of Water Resources.

fnstead, a team of water experts and surveyors hiked to their usual spot and made their marks alone.
The snowpack measured 47 inches, with 27.5 inches of snow-water content, Qrrock said.

This season’s snowfall has been frequent and steady, which experts think will help sustain the state’s
reservoirs for longer than usual. The April 1 measurement, which is typically the largest and is used
by the state to make decisions about water supplies, measured 106.5 inches and 51 inches of snow-
water content.

That snowpack measurement was slightly smaller than the month before because there was a brief
period of warmer weather that melted some snow, but the snow-water content measurement was still
the fourth-best on record.

The snowpack is tested in May only when there’s enough snow to measure. The last time that
happened was in 2017, and in 2011 before that, Orrock said.

THE WINTER snowfall was frequent and steady, which should help replenish reservoirs through
August. Above, the Sierra in March. (Brian van der Brug Los Angeles Times) A series of atmospheric
river storms during the winter made for above-average snow levels that doubled several times and
filled reservoirs and streams, and even left California drought-free for the first time in nearly a decade.

Although 2017 was a banner year for precipitation in California, most of the rain that fell on the state
was the result of warm atmospheric rivers, which created conditions that caused the snowpack to
meit quickly during the spring season.

The atmospheric river storms the state experienced this year were often coupled with a cold front,
which lowered temperatures and probably will keep the snowpack intact longer, Orrock said.



“I's a very dense and cold snowpack,” he said. “An icy crust on the surface of it helps maintain the
snowpack.”

He added that experts expected the snow to melt slowly, replenishing reservoirs all the way through
August.

On Thursday, surveyors closed out a great snow year amid a tragic backdrop. About 100 feet up the
mountain stood the charred remains of a bumed-out cabin owned by Carol Pearson, who also owns
the property where the snow survey takes place annually. The wooden home was gutted April 12, but
the charred debris haunted the area, which was still surrounded by snow, Orrock said.

Pearson, 67, has opened her property to the Department of Water Resources for years, and it has
been the site of the Phillips snowpack measurement since 1941, the Sacramento Bee reported.

The woman and her daughter, who both lived in the cabin, set up a GoFundMe page to raise money
to rebuild their home. As of Thursday evening, they had raised just over $3,000 toward a $90,000
goal.

“Those that had the opportunity to visit our home said it was like walking into a museum; it was filled
with unique artifacts connecting our local and family history,” the Pearsons said in the fundraising
page. “We have lost it all and are devastated to say the least! We are at a complete and total loss and
have nothing left but our land.”

The family sifted the debris the day before the snow survey, and Pearson was able to find her
mother's wedding band, Crrock said.

“She said this is her mountain,” he said. “She plans on rebuilding as soon as she can.

"Despite the cabin’s loss, the state department will continue using the Phillips Station for its annual
snow surveys —with Pearson’s permission, Orrock said.



CALIFORNIA

Snow survey finds state water nearly doubled

By The Associated Press, May 3, 2019

PHILLIPS STATION » California cities and farms can expect ample water supplies this summer
after winter storms blanketed the Sierra Nevada, nearly doubling the snowpack average for this

time of year, state water officials said Thursday.

The fifth and final survey of the season at Phillips Station recorded 47 inches of snow depth and a
snow water equivalent of 27.5 inches, the Department of Water Resources said.

That's 188% of average for the location near Lake Tahoe.

Just four years ago, then-Gov. Jerry Brown found a field at Phillips Station barren of any
measureable snow amid an historic drought.

The April 1 measurement, which is typically the largest and is used by the state to make decisions
about water supplies, measured 106.5 inches and 51 inches of snow water content. Snow water
equivalent is the depth of water that theoretically would result if the entire snowpack melted

instantaneously.

The amount of snow is measured monthly through winter and spring at more than 260 locations to
help managers plan for how much they can deliver to customers later in the year.

The snowpack feeds Califomnia reservoirs and supplies about 30% of the stale’s water needs.
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Aging Infrastructure Weighs Heavily on Water Utilities, J.D. Power Finds

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)} estimates that $473 billion in drinking water
infrastructure investment will be needed during the next 20 years as aging pipes and treatment
and storage faciliies require upgrades and replacement. According to the J.D. Power 2019
Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study,™ released today, the ability of water utilities
to successfully manage that process will increasingly be determined by how well they
communicate with customers while also minimizing service interruptions and quality issues.

“The good news is that customer reports of water quality issues have been declining steadily
from the highs we saw in 2016, and that's having a positive effect on water utility customer
satisfaction,” said Andrew Heath, Senior Director of the Utility Practice at J.D. Power. “However,
water utilties nationwide are staring down a period of massive infrastructure investment,
construction and possible disruption. Effective communication will be critical throughout the
process.”

Folowing are key findings of the 2019 study:

« Water quality problems decline: Reports of waterquality issues have declined to 29% of all
residential water customers from a high of 34% in 2016. The most frequently cited quality
issues are low water pressure (12%) and bad taste (10%).

« Water quality and service interruptions still present serious challenges: Water quality issues
and service interruptions have the most significant negative effect on water utility
customer satisfaction. Water quality issues, such as low pressure or bad taste, are
associated with a 104- point decline (on a 1,000-point scale) in customer satistaction
scores, while service interruptions are associated with a 50-point decline in customer
satisfaction.

» Customer awareness of infrastructure investment drives goodwill: Customer awareness
initiatives focused on infrastructure investments can significantly offset declines in
customer satisfaction. Satisfaction among customers who are aware of utility efforts to
replace old water infrastructure are 48 points higher, on average, than among those who
are unaware of such efforts. Additionally, satisfaction among customers who say their
water ulility does a good job maintaining current infrastructure are 248 points higher, on
average, than among those who are unaware of utility infrastructure investments.

¢ Proactive communications have powerful effect, but few utilities deliver: Overall satistaction
scores are 84 points higher when customers recall receiving a proaclive communication
from their utility (e.g., phone call, e-mail, text message, social media message) than when
customers do not recall a proactive communication. Despite the powerful effect proactive
communication has on customer satisfaction, just 28% of water utility customers recalfl
receiving any communications from their utility.



8 months after drowning of father and son, Whitewater
securlty |mplemented

By: Madison Well Posted May 17, 2019

WHITEWATER, Calif.- - Coachella Valley Water District (CYWD) has hired a security firm to patrof
the Whitewater River area near Interstate 10 to prevent people from trespassing in and near the
water.

Patrols will begin Friday May 17, 2019. News Channel 3's Madison Weil will be at Whitewater River
for the debut of the new security protocol, and speaking with a representative from CYWD about the
new policy.

The agency hired Southwest Protective Services o provide security services daily from sunrise to
sunset beginning May 20 and through Sept. 30 during the desert's hottest months, The board
approved a contract for $52,562 for the service. A contingency amount of $7,438 brought the total
authorization to $60,000.

‘CVWD has repeatedly reminded residents and visitors that it is unlawful to enter the Whitewater
River channel and area canals," said Katie Evans, director of Communications and Conservation for
the district. "We decided {o take this additional step to further protect the public during the hot months
when the temptation to visit the water is especially high.”

The exira security is in addition to CVWD's ongoing work with the Riverside County Sheriff's
Department to keep pecple away from the two areas.

Officials say the riverbanks pose an extreme danger, which is why it is unlawful {0 enter them. At the
Whitewater River area near Windy Point on either side of Interstate 10, officials say the flow rate has
the capacity to reach 720 cubic feet per second, which can easily knock an adult person off their feet
leading to injury or death.

In September 2018, 41-year-old David Martinez-Garcia died while attempting to save his 7-year-old
son. Both were swept away by the current. CAL FIRE says rescues have been made at the river
every year,

CVWD officials say trespassers risk prosecution, which could lead to fines and jail time — but most
importantly, they risk their lives.

The Coachella Valley Water District is a public agency governed by a five-member board of directors.
The district provides domestic and irrigation water, agricultural drainage, wastewater treatment and
reclamation services, regional stormwater protection, groundwater management, and water
conservation. it serves approximately 108,000 residential and business customers across 1,000
square miles, located primarily in Riverside County, but also in portions of Imperial and San Diego
counties.
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Cadiz project hits legislative roadblock
Sam Metz, May 19, 2019

A bilt that could block a Los Angeles- based water supply company from pumping water out of a
Mojave Desert aquifer passed through the Senate Appropriations Committee on Thursday,
extending the years long fight over whether the environmental impact of groundwater extraction
merits additional scrutiny.

The entire Stale Senate will vote on 8.B. 307 later in the legislative session and, if it passes, it will
need to also be approved by the State Assembly and signed by the govemor. The bill would
impose additional environmental review requirements on Cadiz Inc.’s water project, which would
pump 16.3 billion gallons of groundwater out of an aguifer and transport it across public lands to the
Colorado River Aqueduct. Cadiz projects the project could make them $2.4 billion.

After intense lobbying from both sides, similar bills stalled in the appropriations committee twice in
the past two years. In an October 2018 interview with The Desert Sun, the bill's author, Sen.
Richard Roth, D-Riverside, blasted Senate leadership for repeatedly killing the bill and called it an
example of the “ugly intersection of money in politics.”

After the bill passed through the appropriations committee on Thursday, Roth said he wasn't
opposed to the Cadiz project, but wants to ensure it extracts a limited amount of groundwater so
the environment is protected.

“I was bothered at the outset when the Senate President Pro Tem (Kevin) Del.eon, refused to allow
the bill out of appropriations because it appeared the project was not designed in an
environmentally sustainable way,” Roth said. “| think, once the science is reviewed, you can set an
environmentally sustainable pumping rate for the aquifer and, if Cadiz wants to pump to that level,
they can pump to that level.”

The project passed a review mandated by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) but, the
Department of the Interior surveyors estimate the aquifer’'s natural recharge rate to be between
2,000 and 10,000 acre-feet of water per year, significantly less than the 50,000 acre-feest of water
Cadiz proposes extracting. Roth said additional review may not stop the project, as many activists
are hoping for, but, at the very least, would reconcile the discrepancies between the studies.

5.B. 307 would change the California Water Code to prohibit transfers from groundwater basins
that adversely affect the environment. it would require Cadiz to apply for additional permits from the
State Lands Commission and submit updates on the project’s impact on the groundwater basin
annually.

The bill is one of the tegislature’s most heavily lobbied and discussed. Its advocates disparage the
Cadiz project as environmentally destructive. Its detractors claim it unfairly targets Cadiz and sets a
dangerous precedent by letting the legislature supersede the California Environmental Quality Act’s
review process.



“Senate Bill 307 would require a new, broad state environmental permitting process for
groundwater projects in inland Southern California that is designed to prevent the Cadiz Water
Project from delivering a new, clean water supply,” the company's CEO, Scott Slater, said in a
statement after the bill passed through commitiee. “if enacted as drafted, SB 307 will undermine
the state’s existing environmental laws and frustrate the region's development of reliable water
supplies, setting a concerning precedent for all development projects in California.”

Cadiz paid six lobbying firms a total of $142,500 in the first three months of 2019 to lobby for their
project. Roth said he was aware of Cadiz's cadre of lobbyists and, in the coming weeks, plans on
making the rounds in the State Capitol to rally supgport for his bitl.

“The number of lobbyists that appear to be working against the bill appears to be the same, if not
increased. It's been a very intense lobbying session, with them trying to change it, water it down, kill
it — you name it,” he said. “Now we're trying to make sure we have the votes. We're in the process
of meeting with staffs and other offices to see who'’s supportive and who's not.”

The bil's passage through the appropriations commitiee foliowed letters written from both
Republican and Democratic members of Congress representing California.

Rep. Paul Cook, R-Yucca Valley, and Rep. Ken Calvert, R-Corona, wrote a letter to Roth on May 6
arguing S.B. 307 targets Cadiz unfairly. The Inland Empire representatives said infrastructure
projects were essential to solving California’s water supply issues.

“We understand the challenge of balancing critical infrastructure projecis and protecting our
environment,” they wrote. “We stand to lose a nearly billion doltar investment in the regional
economy; a new saurce for clean drinking water for local businesses, schools and 400,000
Southern California residents.”

In a May 9 letter, U.S. Sen. Dianne Feinstein, blasted the project and reaffimmed her support for
Roth's bill.

Feinstein, who has opposed the Cadiz project since the 1990s, said the company's continuous
advocacy for its project ignored recent environmental impact studies. She added further
ammunition to her attack by associating the project with President Donald Trump, who enjoys only
a 34% approval rating in California. Cadiz, Feinstein said, was taking advantage of the
administration’s land-use policies, which would allow them to move forward on their project without
Bureau of Land Management permits.

“Now, with support within the current federal Administration, Cadiz is trying to push its project
forward,” she wrote. “In September 2017, the Trump administration reversed previous Bureau of
Land Management policy in order to allow the Cadiz water extraction project to proceed without
requiring any federal land permits.”
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Dispute over Desert Hot Springs groundwater management
picks up steam in latest report

Shane Newell, May 20, 20192

Three years ago, a Desert Hot Springs water district sued a Palm Springs-based state water contractor.

Mission Springs Water District alleged that Desert Water Agency, which also provides water to more than
100,000 Palm Springs and Cathedral City residents, made a board decision that violated a previous
settlement between the two agencies.

The 2015 decision, Mission Springs argued, gave Desert Water Agency the exclusive ability to manage
groundwater inside the water district's boundaries. A few months later, Mission Springs sued.

"We do not want to be the only agency in the Coachella Valley that is no longer in control of the
management of its groundwater," Mission Springs spokesman John Soulliere said.

Last month, the issue over groundwater management in Desert Hot Springs picked up steam when
a study group formed by Mission Springs published a 16-page report that lambasted Desert Water
Agency's actions, argued residents should have control of their local water supply and appealed to
legisfators 10 come up with a fix. Members said the group was formead because they wanted to know more
about the ongoing situation.

The reporl, which aross from input gathered at community meetings, examined Desert Water Agency's
actions, but did not include new input from Desert Water Agency, which was never contacted or asked for
any information during the process, its spokeswoman said. Members said it was a community meeting for
residents, not necessarily the Desert Water Agency.

It remains unclear what impact the report will have on the ongoing dispute, but its publication marked the
latest chapter in a years long battle that doesn't seemingly have an end in sight.

Water history

Formed in 1953, Mission Springs provides water to residents in the Desert Hot Springs area. Over the
past six decades, it has grown to include more than 1.25 million feet of pipeline, 14 water wells and a
service area of 135 square miles, according to its website.

in 1961, Desert Water Agency was founded to manage groundwater and started providing water service
to Palm Springs and Cathedral City residents by the end of the decade. lt also is one of 29 state water
contractors, which gives it the ability to import water and recharge the groundwater basin, according to its
website.

In 2003, Mission Springs contended that Desert Water Agency and Coachella Valley Water District
created a Mission Creek groundwater repienishment agreement independent of Mission Springs,
according to a suit.
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The lawsuit led to a setilement in 2004, which stated Mission Springs ceuld jointly manage groundwater
with Desert Water Agency and the Coachelia Valley Water Disirict, according to Mission Springs.

The latest issue arose in 2015, when the Desert Water Agency board voted 3-1 to form a groundwater
sustainability agency in pars of the western Coachella Valley in response to passage of the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act.

"Protecting the long-term sustainability of the groundwater basins within our boundaries is something
we've done since the day we were founded,” Desert Water Agency General Manager Mark Krause said in
2016. "Our ability to bring water into the region is key — and it is something MSWD doesn’t possess.
Desert Water Agency needs the authority 1o manage groundwater to ensure sustainability and preserve
local management."

Mission Springs took issue with the decision and sued in 2016.
Community report

The report's authors say the group was tasked with informing the community about groundwater
management challenges and "how these challenges negatively impact local control.”

"The community was never aware of what was going on," said Estela Rojas, who is part of the group and
the Desert Hot Springs Agua Warriors, a citizens group that wants Mission Springs to remain in control of
water in Desert Hot Springs.

The report highlighted their concerns with Desert Water Agency.

"There is also concern that DWA, as a competing retail water agency in a neighboering city, will have the
ability to prioritize water for its customers over Mission Springs Water District’ (sic) customers,” the report
stated.

It also alleged Desert Water Agency serving as a groundwater sustainability agency, which stemmed from
its 2015 board vote, had the potential to eventually lead to rate increases for Mission Springs customers.

But Ashley Metzger, Desert Water Agency's outreach and conservation manager, said said the DWA was
never asked for input during the repert's preparation.

"So unfortunately we didn't have an opportunity to speak with these citizens about their perspectives or
our involvement,” she said.

Metzger said Desert Water Agency has a boundary that includes Mission Springs Water District's area.
The agency is tasked with importing water and managing groundwater in that area, in addition to offering
a retail water service in Palm Springs and Cathedrat City.

Desert Water Agency is also exploring a transition from at-large to district elections, which could ensure a
future board member comes from an area including Desert Hot Springs, according to its website.

in the meantime, groups like the Desert Hot Springs Agua Warriors, which includes Greta Carter, continue
fighting for the issue.

"We want DWA talking to MSWD," Carter said. "Stop this legal crap. Just come to some terms. i those
two entities can be satisfied, we’'ll be satisfied.”
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Bill targeting Cadiz plan advances to Assembly
State Senate OKs requiring more environmental review of project
Evan Wyloge, May 24, 2019

The California Senate passed a bill Tuesday that would require additional environmental review for
groundwater transfers that would affect desert areas, which would put a major roadblock in front of
a controversial water project proposed in the Mojave Desent by Cadiz Inc.

The company has been trying to pump 16.3 billion gallons of groundwater out of the desert’s
aguifer and transport it to the Colorado River Aqueduct.

The bill, SB 307, is the [atest attempt in a years long effort to block the project, which environmental
activists say could have a deleterious effect on the groundwater in the Mojave Desent and
cascading effects on wildlife, even though the proposed project passed a California Environmental
Quality Act review.

Sen. Richard Roth, D-Riverside, the bill’'s author, said he pushed SB 307 because he thinks Cadiz's
proposal needs more scrutiny. Specifically, Roth wants more study of the rate at which the aquifer
recharges and how the Cadiz project would affect it.

“This project has been stalled for more than 20 years because, quite simply, it doesn’t work,” a
statement from Roth's office read. "Cadiz’'s own scientific reports say they will be pulling more water
from the aquifer than nature puts back in — in fact, 18,000 acre-feet more water per year.”

Last year, a bilf that would have done the same thing stalled in committee before getting a full vote
of the Senate.

Next, the bill will need approval in the California Assembly.

David Lamfrom, the California desert and wildlife director for the National Parks Conservation
Association, applauded Roth for pushing the bill and cailed on the California Assembly to follow the
Senate's lead.

“The National Parks Conservation Association commends Senator Roth and California Senate
leaders for taking a crucial step today in defense of science and one of our state’'s most beautiful
and imperiled places, Mojave Trails National Monument,” Lamfrom wrote in a statement. “It's game
over if we lose the ancient Bonanza Spring and other water sources in the region, sacred to desert
tribes, crucial to migrating wildlife across the desert and connected to nationai parks including
Joshua Tree and Mojave.”

Courtney Degener, a spokesperson for Cadiz, said the bill is an unfair regulation designed to stop a
project that has already passed environmental reviews.

“The Pro;ect has already undergone a decade of study, peer reviéw, state environmental impact
evaluation, a separate approval by San Bemardino County and was repeatedly validated by the
California Courts,” Degener wrote.
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The company would be willing to make concessions, she added, in order to avoid the bill's
passage, as written,

“We have supported and agreed to additional upfront review of science if it will provide more public
and legislative confidence in our project, and we requested amendments {o the bill that will help
provide us with confidence too that any new review will be fair and focused, not purely an exercise
to frustrate and delay the project,” she wrote. “We will continue to request amendments as the bill
moves over to the Assembly.”

If lawmakers in the Assembly approve it, Gov. Gavin Newsom will get the final say on whether the
bill becomes law.

Advocates who have opposed the Cadiz water project have noted Newsom’s support of previous
versions of the bill and say they expect his support again this year, as long as the bill is passed by
both chambers.
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Bill would aid plan to drain aquifers to generate power
Sofar firm would move water uphill by day to create electricity at night

By Sammy Roth, May 24, 2019

An abandoned iron mine on the doorstep of Joshua Tree National Park couid be repurposed as a massive
hydroelectric power plant under a bill with bipartisan support in the state Legislature.

Senate Bill 772, which was approved by a panel of lawmakers last week with no dissenting votes, would
require California to build energy projects that can store large amounts of power for long periods of time.
It's a type of technology the state is likely to need as utility companies buy more and more energy from
solar and wind farms, which generate electricity only when the sun is shining or the wind is blowing.

But SB 772 is a controversial solution to that problem. The bill could jump-start a $2.5-billion hydropower
project that critics say would harm Joshua Tree National Park, draining desert groundwater aquifers and
sapping above-~ground springs that nourish wildiife in and around the park.

The bill is being pushed by NextEra Energy, a Florida-based company that hopes to build the proposed
Eagle Mountain hydropower project.

NextEra is the world’'s largest operator of solar and wind farms, with nearly $17 billion in revenue last
year. The company and its affiliates have spent heavily on lobbying and showered campaign contributions
on California lawmakers, giving nearly a quarter million dollars to Senate and Assembly candidates in the
most recent election cycle, campaign finance filings show.

The Eagle Mountain facility would be surrounded on three sides by Joshua Tree National Park, just north
of Interstate 10 in eastern Riverside County. The lands were originally part of Joshua Tree National
Monument, the predecessor to the park, but were carved out for iron mining after World War il

For years, outdoors advocates and tourism officials have campaigned for the Eagle Mountain area to be
added to the national park. The lands are traversed by bighorn sheep, golden eagles and desert tortoises.
There’s also a well-preserved ghost town from the area’s mining days, which conservationists say has
historic value.

David Lamifrom, California desert program mmanager for the National Parks Conservation Assn., said
energy development and conservation present “two different visions for the future” of the Eagle Mountain
lands.

*One is based on extracting precious groundwater from a sensitive and already over-allocated basin,”
Lamfrom said. “Tha other is to connect peopie to the beauty of the desert, and 1o tell the story of what life
was like here.”

NextEra acquired a majority stake last year in the hydropower project’s developer, Santa Monica-based
Eagle Crest Energy Co. The companies plan to pump billions of gallons of groundwater, filling an
abandoned mining pit.

When cheap renewable energy floods the power grid — during the middle of the day, for instance, when
the sun is shining and electricity demand is low — the companies would pump the water uphill to ancther
mining pit, effectively storing the ciean power. Then in the evening, when the sun goes down and
electricity demand rises, the water would be released back downhill to the lower pit through a turbine,
generating electricity.
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NextEra and its allies say California will need projects like Eagle Mountain to meet its legally mandated
goals of 80% renewabie energy by 2030 and 100% climate-friendly energy by 2045,

Supporters of SB 772 point to tha shortcomings of lithium-ion batteries, which typically supply just a few
hours’ worth of stored energy.

“Renewable energy is intermittent by nature. If we want tc achieve our 2045 zero-carbon power goals, we
need bulk ensrgy storage to help balance the grid,” the bill's author, Sen. Steven Bradford (D-Gardena),
said last month at a meeting of the Senate’s energy and utilities commiitee,

“We can debate exactly when we will need this resource, but by the time we act it will be probably oo late.
We cannot wait to fix this problem.”

Bradford received $6,500 in campaign support from NextEra over the last two years.

His bill would require the California Independent System Operator, which runs the power grid for most of
the state, to buy at least 2,000 megawalts’ worth of power from “one or more long-duration energy storage
projects” in the next three years.

The grid operator would charge the costs of those projects to ratepayers across the state, excluding areas
served by utilities that run their own electric grids, such as the Los Angeles Depariment of Water and
Power.

Kerry Hattevik, NextEra's regional director of government affairs, told the state Senate energy commitiee
last month that the bill fills a “regulatory gap” by requiring large infrastructure projects that will be
necessary to meet the state’s clean energy goals, but that are larger than any one utility needs or can
afford to pay for,

“California must invest in bulk energy storage now,” she said. “The soonest you're going to see a project
online is 2030. The socnest you're going to see any project hit rates is 2030. These are 10-year
construction cycles.”

SB 772 doesn't specify that hydrapower projects would need ta be built.

But there don't appear to be other technologies capable of providing the kind of energy storage the
Legislation requires, at least not in the next three years. And while there are a handful of pumped storage
projects in the works in California, none is nearly as far along as Eagle Mountain.

“This is just NextEra trying to use California utility customers as their personal cash register,” said Barry
Moline, executive director of the Califomnia Municipal Utilities Assn., some of whose members’ customers
would foot the bill.

“This is putting somewhere from a $3-billion to $10-billion bet on one technology, and more significantly,
one project and one company.”

SB 772 is Nextkra's second attempt at a bulk energy storage bill, after the failure last year of similar
legisiation from Assemblyman Bill Quirk (D-Hayward}. This year's version made it through the Senate
energy committee on a 9-1 vote, and was advanced unanimously by the chamber's appropriations panel
last week. It would need 1o be approved on the Senate floor by May 31 to be considered in the Assembly
this year.

The bill’s coauthors include eight Democrats and three Republicans, all of whom received campaign funds
from NextEra in the last election cycle. The bill's other supporters include at least nine organized labor
groups.
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Scott Welch, an influential labor lobbyist hired by NexiEra, told lawmakers that union support for SB 100
-~ the 100% clean energy mandate approved last year — was contingent on the promise of big
infrastructure projects.

“In 2017, when SB 100 was held up in the Assembly, we were opposed,” Wetch told the Senate energy
committee last month. “This singular acknowledgment that we would need this level of infrastructure to
make that goal obtainable is the reason that we came in support of that bill and helped make that a
reality.”

Even with union suppon, it's not clear SB 772 has the votes 1o clear the Senate. Several lawmakers who
voted for the legislation in committee said they still had serious concerns with the bill — including the
appearance it was designed to support a specific project — and wouldn't support it on the Senate floor
without changes.

Some lawmakers also worried the bill could invite the federal government to interfere in California’s
energy policies,

The California Independent System Operator, which under the terms of SB 772 would be required to buy
large amounts ol energy storage for the state, is regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission, or FERC. Three of the five commission members are Republicans appointed by President
Trump.

“Qur concern is that FERC wouldn't necessary have California’s interests at heart,” said Sen. Nancy
Skinner {D-Berkeley), who also complained that the bill favors pumped storage and is “not technology-
neutral.”

Stephen Berbarich, president of the Califomia independent System Operator, has raised concerns about
expanding the organization’s responsibilities to include signing long-term energy contracts. He also
questioned the wisdom of legislative support for pumped storage, even as he described it as “one of the
best assets you can have on the system.”

“On these big asset projects, really what we’re doing is predicting the future. it's going to take many years
to get a bulk pumped storage project online,” Berberich said in an interview. “And what's the future of
storage at that point? Who's 1o say that flow batteries aren’t prevalent and a lot cheaper at that point? And
then you're going to have a big asset on the system that you're paying for for a long, long time.”

For environmental groups, SB 772 is the latest battie in a decades-long fight to protect Joshua Tree
National Park from industrial development in the Eagle Mountain area.

Plans for a huge garbage dump were abandoned in 2013 when the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
Countybacked out. A year later, FERC issued a permit for a hydropower project — following
ghvironmental reviews that were based on aerial surveys and publicly available information because the
developers didn't have access fo the site at the time.

“The branding of the Eagle Crest project as a renewable energy project doesn't speak to whether or not
this is the right place,” Lamfrom said. “The fundamental question is, does this project take away more than
it givas?”

In an emailed statement, NextEra spokesman Steve Stengel said the company has “committed to ongoing
mitigation and monitoring to assure the environment is protected.”

“The work we do benefits Califarnians and California businesses and we are proud to support sound
public policy,” he said



17

FART OF THE USA TQDAY RETWORY

Whitewater River is a danger zone as temps rise

Rebecca Plevin, May 27, 2019

As temperatures rise this summer, Coachella Valley residents will look for places to cool off. Some
will visit local pools, while others will wade into the dangerous, swift-moving Whitewater River,
ignoring the “no trespassing” signs on the way to the water’s edge.

Following the deaths of a father and son who beoth drowned in the river over Labor Day last year,
officials are imploring people to stay out of the water near Interstate 10. This season, local agencies
— including the Coachella Valley Water District and the Riverside County Sheriff — are taking exira
measures to prevent any more tragedies. But some people question whether these steps are
sufficient to save lives.

Buring the summer weekends, the Sheriff's Department will patrol the area up to five times each
day. On top of that, deputies this year will make a “more conscious effort’ to enforce parking and
trespassing laws near the river, said spokesman Deputy Mike Vasquez. That could include ticketing
or arresting people for trespassing, which the state considers a misdemeanor, he said.

The Sheriff 's Department is adding more teeth 1o its enforcement tactics because past efforts to
patrol the area were effective, but often only in the short-term.

“In the past few years, just making contact with the people in and around the river and advising
them they were in a posted no frespassing zone was adequate for them to pack up and leave,” Sgt.
John Carlberg of the department's Cabazon station said in an email. “However, as often was the
case, if we ran out 100 people, another 100 would come back in after we left.”

And as of this month, the Coachella Valley Water District has hired a private security service to
discourage people from trespassing on state and privately owned land near the river, from sunrise
to sunset through Sept. 30. If people trespass anyway, the guard will call the Sheriff ’s Depariment,
which will dispatch a deputy to the scene.

The district’s board authorized $60,000 for the service, according to a news release.

The district is also in the process of producing Spanish- language no-trespassing signs, according
to district spokeswoman Katie Evans,

“This is truly a matter of life and death,” Evans said.

But some people are concerned that “no trespassing” signs are ineffective, no matter the language
they're in.

Jack Thompson, who manages the nearby Whitewater Preserve, said the current signs have been
‘completely ineffective,” especially when law enforcement officials or security guards aren’t present
to stop people from approaching the river. Translating the signs into Spanish, he added, will make
little difference. He encouraged the water district and other agencies to consider posting signs with
more explicit language.
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“My hope is that they wam people, in English and Spanish, that there is a grave risk to life if people
try to recreate in that water,” said Thompson, the desert regional director for the Wildlands
Conservancy.

County supervisor Jeff Hewitt, who represents the Fifth District, which includes Whitewater River,
compared the use of signs to wamings about hot coffee.

“Signs are signs and people are going to do things,” Hewitt said.

Whitewater River is a mixture of runoff from surrounding mountains and imported water through the
Colorado River aqueduct. This water supply, while critical to the region, is exiremely dangerous to
recreation- seeking residents. Near Windy Point, on either side of the 10 freeway, the flow rate can
reach 18 to 20 miles per hour, according to the Sheriff’'s Department.

The 2018 Labor Day tragedy was at least the third time since 2010 that people drowned in the river.
That day, David Martinez-Garcia, 41, of San Bernardino, jumped inio the water to save his son, 7-
year-old David, from drowning. Rescue crews found both victims about a mile down the river.

“The father and child were overwhelmed by the strong flow of water and were swept down the
river,” a sheriff 's official said in a news release at that time.

In August 2010, a fast-moving current swept up S1year-old Whitewater resident Richard Snyder.
Authorities found him about a half-mile down river. And in February 2013, authorities found
Armando Navarro about a half-mile northeast of Tipton Road and Highway 111. Investigators
believed he died while crossing the river.

Efforts to prevent such tragedies have been complicated by issues of property ownership, said
Evans, the CVWD spokeswoman. The state owns the land under the bridge, she said, and two
adjacent properties are privately owned. The road and bridge near the river area are owned by
Riverside County and maintained by the Riverside County Department of Transportation.

‘s difficult to figure out who has the ability io do something,” Evans said, describing land
ownership there as a “complete checkerboard.”

Regardless of ownership, representatives from local agencies agree people should stay out of the
dangerous Whitewater River.

“It's just not worth the risk,” Evans said.

She suggested people seeking a soak go to the Palm Springs Swim Center, the Palm Desert
Aquatic Center or other public cooling centers.

Additionally, Whitewater Preserve offers safe access to the river and a wading pool. But the
preserve is closed indefinitely, after a Valentine’s Day storm washed away and damaged sections
of the road Ieading to the preserve. Riverside County officials have said they expect to road to
reopen by September. ' '
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SEVEN OAKS DAM

NEW FACILITY A BOOST FOR WATER

Inland residents will see increase in supply, thanks fo concrete diversion
By Jenniter lyer, May 27, 2019

A facility designed to increase water supply reliability for the Inland area was dedicated in a light
rain at the foot of the hulking Seven Oaks Dam near Highland on Thursday.

Officials used a new concrete diversion box to move water rushing from the dam 1o a new
sedimentation basin, The water is intended to spread out and seep into a groundwater basin, which
officials have said is historically low due to a 20-year drought. Residents from Yucaipa to Colton
and users in Riverside County will benefit from the project.

With the first phase of the Enhanced Recharge Project complete, the second phase will more than
double the number, size and capacity of local recharge basins.

More numbers: 1 million: people whose homes and businesses will be supported by this
water $14million: estimated cost for the project.

19 years: time it fook to secure rights to capture water from the dam

9 years: time to permit, design and construct first phase

80,000acre-feet: amount of Santa Ana River water permitted to be used

75% of the water supply of inland water agencies comes from the local groundwater basin

1idam 3agencies collaborated on the project: San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District,
Western Municipal Water District, and the San Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District §

million: acre-feet of water held by the San Bernardine Groundwater Basin when full

1million acre-feet: amount the basin is under capacity, which is about the amount 2 million
households wouid use in a year

160feet: depth of water behind the dam on Thursday

250cubic feet per second: rate of water released by the dam on Thursday

19
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Coachelia Valley Special Districts: Who's who?
Sam Metz Palm Springs Desert Sun, May 28, 2019

if you're a taxpayer wondering how your money is being spent, the complex ins-and-outs of local
government make it hard to understand and not very accessible.

Such is particularly true in California, where a combination of taxes and fees fund 3,300 of what are
called special districts statewide.

These special districts supplement the services provided by cities, counties, state and federal
government. In the Coachella Valley, they administer heailthcare and water, manage parks and
cemeteries and coordinate services to deal with valley-wide issues, like transportation and
homelessness.

Detraclors disparage special districts as fragmented and inefficient, while proponents champion
them for providing focused services and allowing local communities to retain as much control as
possible.

According to Riverside County’s Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), 14 special districts
operate in the Coachella Valley. Here’s an overview of how each functions.

Water Districts
Desert Water Agency

I DWA provides water in Palm Springs and Cathedral City.
I Who funds it? It's funded mostly by a combination of property taxes and water sales.
1 What's its budget? It operates on $50 million per year.

Mission Springs Water District

I MSWD manages and distributes water in and around Desert Hot Springs.
I Who funds it? it's funded by a combination of water sales and properiy taxes.
B What's its budget? MSWD has a $10 million annual cperating budget.

Coachella Valley Water District

1 CVWD delivers water for drinking and agriculture throughout the Coachella Valley. It also collects
and recycles wastewater.

I Who funds it? The water district is funded by a combination of property taxes and water sales,

I What's its budget? It has a $270 million annual operating budget.
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Imperial Irrigation District

1 1ID’s main purpese is collecting and distributing water for drinking and agriculture, but the district
also provides electricity to customers in both the Imperial and Coachella Valley undera 1934
agreement with CVWD.

I Who funds it? The district is funded mostly by water and electricity sales.
I What's its budget? It has a $590 million annual operating budget.

Valley Sanitary District

1 VSD collects and treats wastewater in Indio, Coachella and the unincorporated areas in the east
valley.

I Who funds it? I's funded mostly by sewer service fees but also receives some property tax
revenue,

I What'’s its budget? It operates on $9.1 million per year.

Regional Bodies

Coachella Valley Association of Governments

1 CVAG coordinates valley-wide services for cities and local tribes.
Who funds it? It's funded by a combination of sales taxes, grants and traffic fees.

1 What's its budget? It has a $130 million per year operating budget.

Coachella Valley Mosquito and Vector Control

I CYMVC manages the spread of insect- borne ilinesses throughout the Coachella Valley's nine
cities and unincorporated areas.

1 Who funds it? It's funded by both property taxes and charges for services.
1 What's its budget? It operates on a $10 million per year budget.

Southern Coachella Valley Community Service District

1 SCVCSD provides supplemental law enforcement in the eastern Coachella Valley cities of Meccea,
Themal, Oasis and Vista Santa Rosa.

I Who funds if? It's funded by supplemental property taxes and waste hauler fees.

I What's its budget? It operates on a $900,000 per year budget.

Desert Healthcare District

1 DHD provides healthcare services in the Coachella Valley.
I Who funds it? It's funded by a combination of grants and property taxes.
I What's its budget? It operates on an $8 million per year budget.
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Desert Recreation District

I DRD oversees facilities including community fithess centers, fields, parks, swimming pools and a
golf course in the Coachella Valley.

1 Who funds it?7 It's funded by a combination of property taxes and charges for services.

| What's its budget? It operates on an $11 million per year budget.

Citrus Control Pest District #2

I The district manages chemical and bacteria mitigation efforts for Coachella Valley citrus growers.

1w
ho funds it? Parcel taxes from commercial cifrus growers in the Coachelia.

N What's its budget? It operates on a $1.4 million per year budget.

Coachella Valley Resource Conservation District

I CVRCD protects the region’s watershed and desert habitat.
N Who funds it? Its funded mostly by property taxes.
I What'’s its budgei? It operates on a $220,000 per year budget.

Cemetery Districts
Coachella Valley Public Cemetery District

I CVPCD manages public cemeteries for residents in the mid and east Coachella Valley,
1 Its budget is not available ontine.

Palm Springs Cemetery District

I PSCD manages cemeteries in Palm Springs and Cathedral City.
¥ Who funds it? It's funded by property taxes and charges for services.
I What's its budget? It operates on a $1.3 million annual budget.
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DESERT WATER AGENCY

OUTREACH & CONSER ATION
ACTI ITIES

May 2019

Ashley Metzger and Vicki Petek completed a water conservation review for Sunrise East HOA.

Craig Ewing and Ashley Metzger attended the Palm Springs Police & Fire Appreciation luncheon.

Xochitl Pefia was on a live segment with KESQ regarding Drinking Water Week and Rethink Your
Drink Day.

Ashley Metzger was on the Joey English radio show.
Ashley Metzger attended the Desert Hot Springs Neighborhood Group monthly breakfast.
Xochitl Pefa attended the CVEP Sustainability Forum at UCR about cannabis cultivation.

Vicki Petek and Xochitl Pefia staffed a table and DWA provided the water trailer at the All Chamber
Mixer at the Palm Springs Air Museum.

Xochitl Pefia attended the ONE-PS meeting and provided an update.

Xochitl Pefia was on a live segment with KESQ regarding current Sierra Nevada snowpack levels.
DWA hosted a facilities tour for a college group from University of Redlands.

Ashley Metzger was on a live segment with KESQ regarding the Monarch Butterfly Waystation.
DWA hosted a facilities tour for a group from the Neighborhoods of USA (NUSA) conference.
Ashley Metzger attended Mission Springs Water District’'s Board meeting.

Mark Krause and Ashley Metzger attended the Riverside County BIA luncheon at Palm Valley
Country Club featuring Supervisor V. Manuel Perez.

DWA staffed a table and attended the Desert Hot Springs State of the City and Expo.

Ashley Metzger was on a live segment with KESQ regarding the Whitewater River public service
announcement.

DWA provided the water trailer for the Palm Springs Air Museum Memorial Day event.
Ashley Metzger was on a live segment with KESQ regarding the annual Water Quality Report.
Xochitl Pefa taped an episode of the Joey English radio show.

Xochitl Pefa attended and provided an activity for Vista Del Monte Elementary School’s end of year
celebration.
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Public Information Releases/eBlasts/Customer notifications:

May 03: Sierra snow levels at 188% — website
May 24: New election division map available for review — website
May 24: Whitewater River — STAY OUT, DANGER (PSA) — Nextdoor, social media

May 30: Water quality report available — website, Nextdoor, social media

Upcoming Events

June 05, 8:30 to 12:30 — DWR/CA Rural Water Assoc. Updated DWR Drought Preparedness, DWA Board Room
June 07, 10:00 to 3:00 — Stakeholder Workgroup Mtg: Water Loss Performance Standards, web/Sacramento
June 11, 12:00 to 3:00 — Greater PS CVB Oasis Awards (DWA is an award nominee), PS Conv. Center

June 13, 5:00 to 8:00 — DVBA Member Appreciation Bash, Palm Springs Air Museum

June 14, 11:30 to 1:30 — Palm Springs Chamber Installation and Business Awards, Renaissance Palm Springs
June 17, 3:00 to 4:15 — Board Meeting, Mission Springs Water District

June 20, 11:30 to 1:00 — Palm Springs Hospitality Assoc. Lunch, Lulu’s California Bistro

July 11, 11:30 to 1:30 — DVBA Public Officials Luncheon, Agua Caliente Resort and Casino
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