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I.  Introduction 
 
The intent of Senate Bill (SB) 610 (Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001) and SB 221 (Chapter 642, Statutes of 
2001), both effective January 1, 2002, is to improve the link between information on water supply availability 
and certain land use decisions made by public agencies.  Both bills are companion measures that seek to 
promote a more collaborative effort between local water suppliers and public agencies such as Cities and 
Counties.  SB 610 and SB 221 require detailed information regarding water availability to be provided to 
public agencies' decisions-makers prior to approval of projects.  Both measures also require that this 
detailed information be included in the administrative record that serves as evidence for the approval of the 
development project by local governments.   
 
SB 221 applies only to larger scale residential projects that require subdivision maps.  SB 610, on the other 
hand, applies to a variety of housing types, including large apartment complexes and hotels, which may not 
require subdivision maps.  SB 610 also applies to non-residential developments that create a water demand 
comparable to or greater than a 500 dwelling unit residential subdivision.  Therefore, since the proposed 
project is a re-development of a mixed-use downtown area and does not require a subdivision map, SB 610 
is the only applicable measure.   
 
Under SB 610, water supply assessments (WSA) must be provided to local agencies for inclusion in 
environmental documentation for certain projects as defined in Water Code 10912 (a), subject to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The WSA for the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan 
(Project) is being prepared to describe the relationship between projected water demands on Hi-Desert 
Water District's water supply and the availability of that supply under normal, single dry, and multiple dry 
years.  The WSA is a comprehensive document which is prepared to assist the Hi-Desert Water District's 
Board of Directors in making decisions related to water supply from the present until 2030 and clearly 
communicate the water supply availability to the land use officials of the Town of Yucca Valley and San 
Bernardino County. 
 
II.  Background 
 
The Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD, District) was formed in 1962 through the combination of multiple 
water agencies that were formed during the development of Yucca Valley area.  With a service area of 50 
square miles, the District provides water services to areas within the Town of Yucca Valley and portions of 
the unincorporated area within the County of San Bernardino.  The District serves approximately 25,000 
people with just fewer than 10,000 service connections.   
 
The Town of Yucca Valley has identified the need to improve the economic vitality and livability of the Old 
Town area.  Therefore, the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan (Project) was developed with a goal of re-
developing and enhancing the Town’s overall economic base and the historic Old Town area.  The Project 
includes re-development of approximately 184 acres.  Existing land uses within the study area consist of 
residential, commercial, industrial, and civic.  HDWD currently provides water service to the existing land 
uses within the study area.  The proposed Project would allow a maximum of 1,115 residential units and up 
to 2,900,604 SF of buildings for a variety of uses, including residential, commercial/retail, 
industrial/commercial, office, and civic.   
 
Project Location 
 
Regionally, the Old Town area is located near the western end of Yucca Valley along State Route 62 (SR-
62), within San Bernardino County, California (Refer to Figure 1, Regional Vicinity).  The Specific Plan 
project area encompasses approximately 265 gross acres along SR-62 between Church Street on the east 
and Kickapoo Trail on the west, and between Yucca Trail on the north and just south of Santa Fe Trail on 
the south (Refer to Figure 2, Site Vicinity).   
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III.  Purpose of Report 
 
The Town of Yucca Valley is currently preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with 
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  As the proposed water purveyor, and 
in accordance with Water Code Section 10910 and Senate Bill (SB) 610, the Hi-Desert Water District must 
prepare a Water Supply Assessment to ensure sufficient water supply is available to serve the Project upon 
development.   
 
Law 

Water Code section 10910 requires a city or county that determines a project is 
subject to the California Environmental Quality Act to identify any public water 
system that may supply water for the project and to request those public water 
systems to prepare a specified water supply assessment, except as otherwise 
specified.  The bill requires the assessment to include, among other information, an 
identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water service 
contracts relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project and water 
received in prior years pursuant to those entitlements, rights, and contracts. 
 
The bill prescribes a timeframe within which a public water system is required to 
submit the assessment to the city or county and authorizes the city or county to seek 
a writ of mandamus to compel the public water system to comply with 
requirements relating to the submission of the assessment. 
 
The bill requires the public water system, or the city or county, as applicable, if that 
entity concludes that water supplies are, or will be, insufficient, to submit the plans 
for acquiring additional water supplies. 
  
The bill requires the city or county to include the water supply assessment and 
certain other information in any environmental document prepared for the project 
pursuant to the act. 

 
This “Water Supply Assessment” (WSA) Report is produced by the Hi-Desert Water District to meet the 
requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 610 in support of the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan (Project) and 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process.  The Hi-Desert Water District has 
prepared an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the year 2005 and it is used in this assessment. 
The District’s Board of Directors adopted the UWMP on April 5, 2006. 
 
IV.  Project Description  
 
The Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan is a re-development of the existing Old Town area.  The Project 
provides for the development of four planning districts: the Old Town Mixed-use District, Old Town 
Commercial/Residential District, Old Town Industrial/Commercial District, and the Old Town Highway 
Commercial District.  An additional overlay district, the Highway Environs Overlay, provides additional 
development requirements for those areas that may be affected by the potential realignment of SR-62 and 
require additional discretionary review.  The Project would allow a maximum of 1,115 residential units and 
up to 2,900,604 SF of buildings for a variety of uses, including commercial/retail, industrial/commercial, 
office, and civic.  Table 1 (Land Use Plan Buildout Summary) provides details for each planning district. 
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Table 1 
Land Use Plan Buildout Summary 

 
Old Town Yucca Valley Specific 

Plan Buildout 
District and Land Use Type(s) Dwelling 

Units 
Building 
Square     
 Feet 

Parcel 
Acreage 

Old Town Mixed-Use    
Commercial/Retail - up to 1.00 FAR; Residential – up to 40 du/ac 465 759,317 29 
Old Town Highway Commercial    
Commercial/Retail – up to 0.35 FAR; Residential – none 0 889,684 58 
Old Town Commercial/Residential    
Commercial/Retail – up to 0.40 FAR; Residential – up to 24 du/ac 413 699,769 57 
Old Town Industrial/Commercial    
Industrial/Commercial – up to 0.40 FAR; Res. – up to 30 du/ac 238 551,834 40 
Totals 1,115 2,900,604 184 
Source:  Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan, RBF Consulting’s Urban Design Studio, May 5, 2006. 

Note:  FAR = Floor Area Ratio; du/acre = Dwelling Units per Acre. 
 

A detailed table of the existing land uses was created for the Project area in a previous study titled, Yucca 
Valley Revitalization Project – Old Town Specific Plan Draft Utility Plan (RBF Consulting, 2005).  The table 
from the Utility Plan is included as Table 2, for reference between existing and buildout land uses.  Existing 
land uses are categorized based upon the Project’s proposed planning districts.  Table 2 also details the 
net change, from existing to future, of dwelling units and building square footage for each proposed 
planning district.  
 
The four proposed planning districts are made up of both residential and non-residential land uses.  Refer 
to Figure 3 for the proposed land use map, and planning district locations. 
 



Land Use Existing Existing Existing Land Use Density Intensity Distribution Buildout Buildout Total Total

Type Acreage Units SF Type du/ac FAR (%) Units SF Units SF
auto repair 1.006 0 5,476
auto sales 0.398 0 1,041
car wash 0.148 0 1,182
commercial 5.601 0 63,474
dental office 0.215 0 10,640
gas station 0.610 0 3,858
hotel/motel 0.309 1 6,072
industrial 5.256 0 46,607
low density 0.461 1 0
medical office 0.962 0 13,130
mini-storage 2.411 0 4,265
office 1.146 0 7,000
restaurant 1.407 0 17,368
vacant 9.121 0 2,057
TOTAL 29.053 2 182,170 465 759,317 463 577,147

auto repair 3.081 0 19,249
auto sales 2.636 0 11,222
commercial 17.394 0 97,652
high density 0.523 0 0
hotel/motel 2.371 12 55,907
low density 0.994 1 0
medical office 0.687 0 4,800
meeting hall 1.800 0 9,938
mini-storage 6.464 0 40,952
office 2.574 0 22,954
park-n-ride 1.055 0 0
restaurant 3.083 0 13,430
rv park 1.305 0 1,740
unknown 0.012 0 0
vacant 14.379 0 0
TOTAL 58.355 13 277,844 0 889,684 -13 611,840

church 2.577 0 16,887
civic 0.634 0 944
commercial 3.307 0 33,408
high density 3.360 22 0
hotel/motel 0.247 9 2,864
industrial 1.921 0 18,288
low density 18.747 83 0
medical office 3.435 0 56,902
office 1.785 0 19,596
pet hospital 0.451 0 6,334
vacant 20.910 0 0
TOTAL 57.373 114 155,223 413 699,769 299 544,546

civic 2.065 0 993
industrial 32.530 0 96,603
mini-storage 0.595 0 0
vacant 4.399 0 0
TOTAL 39.589 0 97,596 238 551,834 238 454,238

184.370 129 712,833 1,115 2,900,604 986 2,187,771
acres units SF units SF units SF

Abbreviations: SF = square feet, du = dwelling unit, ac = acre, FAR = floor to area ratio

EXISTING          
TOTAL

PROPOSED 
BUILDOUT TOTAL

TABLE 2
YUCCA VALLEY OLD TOWN SPECIFIC PLAN

LAND USE COMPARISON - EXISTING TO BUILDOUT
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V.  Project Applicability 
 
Law 

10910.  (a) Any city or county that determines that a project, as defined in Section 
10912, is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 
(commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) under Section 
21080 of the Public Resources Code shall comply with this part. 
 
10912.  For the purposes of this part, the following terms have the following 
meanings: 
(a) "Project" means any of the following: 
(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 
(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or 
having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 
(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 
(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park 
planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, 
or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area. 
(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this 
subdivision. 
(7) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, 
the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project. 

 
The Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan requires a water supply assessment pursuant to SB 610 under 
§10912(a)(1).  The re-development is a ‘Project’ as defined by Water Code Section 10910 as the proposed 
zoning will yield a development of greater than 500 dwelling units. 
 
VI.  Identification of Public Water System 
 
Law 

10910. (b) The city or county, at the time that it determines whether an 
environmental impact report, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative 
declaration is required for any project subject to the California Environmental 
Quality Act pursuant to Section 21080.1 of the Public Resources Code, shall 
identify any water system that is, or may become as a result of supplying water to 
the project identified pursuant to this subdivision, a public water system, as defined 
in Section 10912, that may supply water for the project.  If the city or county is not 
able to identify any public water system that may supply water for the project, the 
city or county shall prepare the water assessment required by this part after 
consulting with any entity serving domestic water supplies whose service area 
includes the project site, the local agency formation commission, and any public 
water system adjacent to the project site. 

 
The Project is proposed for water service from the Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD, District).  The District 
currently serves the Town of Yucca Valley and has provided service to the Town since 1962.  
 



 
                                                    
  Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan 
  Water Supply Assessment  
  December 2006 

 

   
H:\pdata\10104893\Water\WSA\Revised_Dec06\WSA-Yucca_Valley121306.doc                      Page 9 of 37 
 

 

VII.  Schedule 
 
Law 

10910.   (g) (1) Subject to paragraph (2), the governing body of each public water 
system shall submit the assessment to the city or county not later than 90 days from 
the date on which the request was received.  The governing body of each public 
water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this act 
pursuant to subdivision (b), shall approve the assessment prepared pursuant to this 
section at a regular or special meeting. 
 
(2) Prior to the expiration of the 90-day period, if the public water system intends 
to request an extension of time to prepare and adopt the assessment, the public 
water system shall meet with the city or county to request an extension of time, 
which shall not exceed 30 days, to prepare and adopt the assessment. 
 
(3) If the public water system fails to request an extension of time, or fails to submit 
the assessment notwithstanding the extension of time granted pursuant to paragraph 
(2), the city or county may seek a writ of mandamus to compel the governing body 
of the public water system to comply with the requirements of this part relating to 
the submission of the water supply assessment. 

 
The Town of Yucca Valley has made no formal request for this water supply assessment (WSA).  The 
WSA is written in order to expedite and facilitate CEQA review and approvals. 
  
VIII.  Project Water Demand 
 
The proposed Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan (Project) is a re-development of existing land uses. 
Therefore, this assessment will utilize both existing and ultimate water demands in the analysis of the study 
area.  The impact of the Project on HDWD will be based on the net difference of existing water demands 
and ultimate water demands.   
 
The existing and ultimate water demands for the study area were estimated in a previous study titled Yucca 
Valley Revitalization Project – Old Town Specific Plan Draft Utility Plan (RBF Consulting, September 2005). 
 In this study, water demands were estimated using factors from the District’s 2001 Water Master Plan.  The 
study concluded that the District’s factors were quite low by current-day standards, which is acknowledged 
in the 2001 water master plan.  The Utility Study also calculated the water demands using factors from 
Eastern Municipal Water District, which represent current-day standards more accurately.  Since this study, 
the District has produced new factors for it’s 2006 Water Master Plan.  As a result, this assessment has re-
estimated the existing and ultimate water demands based on the new factors.  Refer to Appendix A for the 
water demand estimate tables of the Utility Study.       
According to SB 610, the projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry 
water years during a 20-year projection must meet the projected water demand associated with the Project, 
in addition to the District’s existing and planned future uses.  Therefore, the supply and demand analysis is 
carried through to the year 2030.   
 
Water Demand Factors 
 
In order to estimate existing and ultimate water demands, water demand factors are necessary.  According 
to the UWMP (2005), the District assumes a typical household uses 0.28 acre-ft/year (250 gallons/day).  
The UWMP does not specifically state water demand factors for land uses other than residential.  The 
District's Draft Water Master Plan (DWMP) has estimated that a typical household uses 0.39 acre-ft/year 
(350 gallons/day).  The DWMP also provides water demand factors for selected land use types.  Table 3 is 
derived from Table 5 of the DWMP and summarizes the water demand factors pertinent to this 
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assessment. 
 

Table 3 
Water Demand Factors 

 

Land Use Type Abbreviation WDF (calculated) 
(gpd/acre) [1] 

WDF (planning) 
(gpd/acre) [2] 

Commercial COM 470 1,000 
Industrial IND 310 850 
Low Density Residential LDR 350 540 
Medium Density Residential MDR 750 1,250 
High Density Residential HDR 1,280 4,300 
Public Facilities PUBLIC 800 800 

 Source: Hi-Desert Water District Draft Water Master Plan      
 Abbreviations: WDF = Water Demand Factor, gpd = gallon per day 
 [1] WDF’s computed by the District based on global demand sampling 

 [2] WDF’s used by the District for projecting future demands 
 
To remain conservative and be prudent in the estimation of existing and ultimate water demands, the 
“Planning” water demand factors are utilized for this assessment.  Review of the Project’s proposed 
residential land use densities showed that the “High Density” WDF was not adequate for estimating water 
demand.  At a density of 40 dwelling units per acre (as proposed for the re-development plan), the DWMP 
WDF’s estimate an average household demand of 108 gallons/day.  This estimate is much lower than the 
250-350 gallon/day per household range given by the UWMP and DWMP.  Therefore, an in-depth analysis 
of the residential WDF’s was performed in order to produce demand factors, based on density (du/acre), 
that would equate household water demands into the average range of 250-350 gallon/day.  Table 4 
presents the expanded residential water demand factors used for this assessment. 
 

Table 4 
Expanded Water Demand Factors 

 

Land Use Type [1] Density Range 
(du/acre) 

WDF (expanded) 
(gpd/acre) [2] 

Low Density Residential 0 – 2 540 
Medium Density Residential 3 – 5 1,250 
Medium Density Residential 6 – 8 2,100 
Medium Density Residential 9 – 13 3,150 
High Density Residential 14 – 17 4,300 
High Density Residential 18 – 25 6,300 
High Density Residential 26 – 36 9,100 
High Density Residential 37 – 52 12,950 

 Abbreviations: du = dwelling unit, WDF = Water Demand Factor, gpd = gallon per day 
    [1] Italicized Land Use Types represent expanded water demand factors    
 [2] Based on Table 3 above, original WDF’s from DWMP Table 5 were incorporated  
 into the expanded WDF table    
     
Existing Water Demand 
 
Existing land uses located in the Project study area include residential, commercial, industrial, and civic.  An 
existing water demand must be calculated to quantify the Project’s net change to HDWD’s annual water 
demand.  The existing water demand was calculated using water demand factors from Table 4.  The 
existing land uses detailed in Table 2 are used herein to calculate existing water demand.  Existing water 
demand was estimated to be 144,551 gallons per day (161.9 acre-feet/year).  Refer to Table 5 for the 
detailed water demand calculations.  Table 5 categorizes the existing water demands based on the 
proposed planning districts. 
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Ultimate Water Demand 
 
At buildout, the Project site will consist of residential, commercial/retail, industrial, office, and civic land 
uses.  The ultimate water demand for the Project was calculated using water demand factors from Table 4. 
 Ultimate water demand was estimated to be 474,005 gallons per day (531.0 acre-feet/year).  Refer to 
Table 6 for the detailed water demand calculations.  Table 6 categorizes the ultimate water demands 
based on the proposed planning districts. 
 



(ac) (du) (sf) (gpd) (AFY)

auto repair 1.006 0 5,476 1,000 gpd/ac 1,006 1.1
auto sales 0.398 0 1,041 1,000 gpd/ac 398 0.4
car wash 0.148 0 1,182 1,000 gpd/ac 148 0.2
commercial 5.601 0 63,474 1,000 gpd/ac 5,601 6.3
dental office 0.215 0 10,640 1,000 gpd/ac 215 0.2
gas station 0.610 0 3,858 1,000 gpd/ac 610 0.7
hotel/motel [2] 0.309 1 6,072 4,300 gpd/ac 1,330 1.5
industrial 5.256 0 46,607 850 gpd/ac 4,468 5.0
low density residential 0.461 1 0 540 gpd/ac 249 0.3
medical office 0.962 0 13,130 1,000 gpd/ac 962 1.1
mini-storage 2.411 0 4,265 850 gpd/ac 2,050 2.3
office 1.146 0 7,000 1,000 gpd/ac 1,146 1.3
restaurant 1.407 0 17,368 1,000 gpd/ac 1,407 1.6
vacant 9.121 0 2,057 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0
TOTAL 29.053 2 182,170 - 19,590 21.9

auto repair 3.081 0 19,249 1,000 gpd/ac 3,081 3.5
auto sales 2.636 0 11,222 1,000 gpd/ac 2,636 3.0
commercial 17.394 0 97,652 1,000 gpd/ac 17,394 19.5
high density residential 0.523 0 0 4,300 gpd/ac 2,248 2.5
hotel/motel [2] 2.371 12 55,907 4,300 gpd/ac 10,194 11.4
low density residential 0.994 1 0 540 gpd/ac 537 0.6
medical office 0.687 0 4,800 1,000 gpd/ac 687 0.8
meeting hall 1.800 0 9,938 800 gpd/ac 1,440 1.6
mini-storage 6.464 0 40,952 850 gpd/ac 5,494 6.2
office 2.574 0 22,954 1,000 gpd/ac 2,574 2.9
park-n-ride 1.055 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0
restaurant 3.083 0 13,430 1,000 gpd/ac 3,083 3.5
rv park 1.305 0 1,740 800 gpd/ac 1,044 1.2
unknown [3] 0.012 0 0 1,000 gpd/ac 12 0.0
vacant 14.379 0 0 0 0 0.0
TOTAL 58.355 13 277,844 - 50,423 56.5

church 2.577 0 16,887 800 gpd/ac 2,061 2.3
civic 0.634 0 944 800 gpd/ac 507 0.6
commercial 3.307 0 33,408 1,000 gpd/ac 3,307 3.7
high density residential 3.360 22 0 2,100 gpd/ac 7,057 7.9
hotel/motel [2] 0.247 9 2,864 4,300 gpd/ac 1,061 1.2
industrial 1.921 0 18,288 850 gpd/ac 1,633 1.8
medium density residential 18.747 83 0 1,250 gpd/ac 23,433 26.3
medical office 3.435 0 56,902 1,000 gpd/ac 3,435 3.8
office 1.785 0 19,596 1,000 gpd/ac 1,785 2.0
pet hospital 0.451 0 6,334 1,000 gpd/ac 451 0.5
vacant 20.910 0 0 0 0 0.0
TOTAL 57.373 114 155,223 - 44,730 50.1

civic 2.065 0 993 800 gpd/ac 1,652 1.9
industrial 32.530 0 96,603 850 gpd/ac 27,650 31.0
mini-storage 0.595 0 0 850 gpd/ac 506 0.6
vacant 4.399 0 0 0 0 0.0
TOTAL 39.589 0 97,596 - 29,808 33.4

184.370 129 712,833 - 144,551 161.9
(ac) (du) (sf) (gpd) (AFY)

Abbreviations: ac = acre, du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet, gpd = gallons per day, AFY = acre-feet per year 
[1] Water demand factors based on District's Draft Water Master Plan.
[2] Hotel / Motel assumed as high density residential.
[3] Unknown land uses were assumed at 1,000 gpd/ac.

TOTAL EXISTING                      
WATER DEMAND

AVERAGE             
DAY DEMAND

OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL

OLD TOWN MIXED USE

OLD TOWN INDUSTRIAL

OLD TOWN COMMERCIAL/ RESIDENTIAL

YUCCA VALLEY OLD TOWN SPECIFIC PLAN
EXISTING WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE

TABLE 5

GROSS     
AREA

DISTRICT /                 
LAND USE TYPE UNITS

BUILDING 
AREA

WATER DEMAND  
FACTOR [1]
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(du/ac) (ac) (du) (sf) (gpd) (AFY)

Commercial / Retail 17.428 759,317 1,000 gpd/ac 17,428 19.5
Residential 40 11.625 465 12,950 gpd/ac 150,544 168.6
TOTAL 29.053 465 759,317 - 167,972 188.2

Commercial / Retail 58.355 889,684 1,000 gpd/ac 58,355 65.4
TOTAL 58.355 0 889,684 - 58,355 65.4

Commercial / Retail 40.165 699,769 1,000 gpd/ac 40,165 45.0
Residential 24 17.208 413 6,300 gpd/ac 108,413 121.4
TOTAL 57.373 413 699,769 - 148,577 166.4

Industrial 31.66 551,834 850 gpd/ac 26,907 30.1
Residential 30 7.933 238 9,100 gpd/ac 72,193 80.9
TOTAL 39.589 238 551,834 - 99,101 111.0

184.370 1,115 2,900,604 - 474,005 531.0
(ac) (du) (sf) (gpd) (AFY)

Abbreviations: ac = acre, du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet, gpd = gallons per day, AFY = acre-feet per year 
[1] Water demand factors based on District's Draft Water Master Plan.

TOTAL PROPOSED                                 
WATER DEMAND

OLD TOWN MIXED USE

OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL
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WATER DEMAND                    
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TABLE 6
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DAY DEMANDUNITS
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Net Water Demand 
 
The net change in water demand from existing to ultimate represents the impact the Project will have on 
HDWD’s supply system.  Table 7 presents the change in water demand to the study area upon buildout of 
the Project.  As shown in Table 7, the Project will result in an increase in water demand of 329,454 gallons 
per day for an average day, when comparing current to projected conditions.    
 

Table 7 
Net Water Demand  

 
 Average Day 
  (gpd) (AFY) 

Ultimate Demand 474,005 531.0 
Existing Demand 144,551 161.9 
Net Difference 329,454 369.1 

        Abbreviations: gpd = gallons per day, AFY = acre-feet per year 
 
IX.  Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Review 
 
Law 

10910.   (c) (1) The city or county, at the time it makes the determination required 
under Section 21080.1 of the Public Resources Code, shall request each public 
water system identified pursuant to subdivision (b) to determine whether the 
projected water demand associated with a proposed project was included as part of 
the most recently adopted urban water management plan adopted pursuant to Part 
2.6 (commencing with Section 10610). 
 
(2) If the projected water demand associated with the proposed project was 
accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, the 
public water system may incorporate the requested information from the urban 
water management plan in preparing the elements of the assessment required to 
comply with subdivisions (d), (e), (f), and (g). 
 
(3) If the projected water demand associated with the proposed project was not 
accounted for in the most recently adopted urban water management plan, or the 
public water system has no urban water management plan, the water supply 
assessment for the project shall include a discussion with regard to whether the 
public water system's total projected water supplies available during normal, single 
dry, and multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection will meet the 
projected water demand associated with the proposed project, in addition to  
the public water system's existing and planned future uses, including agricultural 
and manufacturing uses. 
 
(4) If the city or county is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision 
(b), the water supply assessment for the project shall include a discussion with 
regard to whether the total projected water supplies, determined to be available by 
the city or county for the project during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water 
years during a 20-year projection, will meet the projected water demand associated 
with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses, including 
agricultural and manufacturing uses. 
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The Hi-Desert Water District (HDWD, District) serves the Town of Yucca Valley with groundwater from the 
Warren Valley Basin and Ames/Means Valley Basin.  HDWD is the proposed water purveyor for the Old 
Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan (Project).  HDWD’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) does 
not specifically discuss the Project.  Therefore, further analysis into the water supply and demand under 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry year conditions of HDWD’s water system are discussed in this section.  
 
The primary reference for the Water Supply Assessment (SB 610) is the District’s Urban Water 
Management Plan.  In 2000, the District submitted the Warren Valley Basin Management Plan along with 
an addendum to comply with the Urban Water Management Plan provisions at that time.  With the 
implementation of SB 610, and its impact to subsequent UWMP preparation, the District provided 
supplements to the 2000 Plan.  The District then produced its stand-alone Urban Water Management Plan 
in 2005. 
 
Water Source 
 
The primary source of water supply for the District’s service area is groundwater.  The majority of the 
District's groundwater water supply is pumped from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin.  This Basin 
provides 80 percent of the District’s water source while a secondary groundwater Basin known as the 
Ames/Means Valley Basin, provides the remaining 20 percent of the water source.  Refer to the 
“Groundwater – Basin Description, PWS Pumping, and Sufficiency Analysis” section of this assessment for 
a description of the Basin. 
 
The Warren Valley Basin was adjudicated in 1977 due to the continuous overdraft of this groundwater 
Basin.  Adjudication resulted in the following: 
 

 Laid the foundation for the construction of the 71-mile Morongo Basin Pipeline from the State 
Water Project (SWP) aqueduct in Hesperia, California to Yucca Valley.  Purpose of the pipeline is 
to import SWP water.   

 Development of the Warren Valley Basin Management Plan in 1991.  This document has served as 
a planning foundation for the District for many years.   

 Allocated pumping restrictions for all wells located in the Warren Valley Basin.   
 
The District also purchases SWP water from Mojave Water Agency (MWA), which is a SWP contractor. 
Beginning in 1995, the SWP water purchased from MWA has been used to recharge the Warren Valley 
Basin after many years of overdraft. 
 
State Water Project 
 
State Water Project (SWP) water is the largest water source for the Yucca Valley area.  SWP water is 
brought to the area via the Morongo Basin Pipeline (MBP), a $54 million project consisting of a 71-mile 
pipeline beginning at the California Aqueduct in Hesperia.  The capacity of the pipeline provides for the 
delivery of excess water when available.  In June 1990, the voters approved the financing plan for the 
Morongo Basin Pipeline by more than a two-thirds vote.  In January 1995, the District started importing SWP 
water through the MBP. 
 
Mojave Water Agency is one of the 29 SWP contractors.  It provides wholesale water to the Hi-Desert 
Water District, Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency, Joshua Basin Water District, and County Service Area 
No. 70 Improvement Zones W-1 and W-4.  MWA Ordinance No. 9, included as Appendix B, establishes the 
rules and regulations for the sale and delivery of SWP water. 
 
In 1991 when the MWA and HDWD signed the Morongo Basin Pipeline Agreement to allocate the water, 
MWA had a SWP Table A amount of 50,800 acre-ft/yr.  Of this amount, Improvement District M (the 
designated service area for the MBP) was entitled to one-seventh or a 7,257 acre-ft/yr.  Of this amount, the 
District has a contractual allocation of 59 percent or 4,282 acre-ft/yr.  The agreement provides that MWA 
may deliver additional SWP water to MBP project participants subject to project capacity.  The agreement 



 
                                                    
  Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan 
  Water Supply Assessment  
  December 2006 

 

   
H:\pdata\10104893\Water\WSA\Revised_Dec06\WSA-Yucca_Valley121306.doc                      Page 16 of 37 
 

 

defines the project peak delivery capacity as 10,900 acre-ft/yr or 15 cubic feet per second (cfs) or 10,860 
acre-ft/yr if operated continuously.  According to MWA, the addition of a second pumping station along the 
pipeline has increased this capacity to 22 cfs, which is equivalent to15,930 acre-ft/yr if operated 
continuously (MWA, 2006).  Based on this capacity, it is possible for MWA to deliver additional SWP water 
to MBP project participants.  Environmental documentation for the MBP project was initially completed in 
1991, with documentation for the MBP extension to the Yucca Valley completed in 1993.  All necessary 
permits were obtained by MWA. 
 
In 1998, MWA acquired an additional Table A amount of 25,000 acre-ft/yr from the Berrenda Mesa Water 
District (a member agency of Kern County Water Agency), increasing its total Table A amount to 75,800 
acre-ft/yr.  Environmental documentation for this acquisition was completed in 1997.  According to the 
terms of the MBP agreement, this increased Table A amount would not increase the amount of water 
available for the MBP contracting agencies.   Instead, the SWP allotment for the MBP would be based on 
the original 50,800 acre-ft/yr Table A amount but project participants may request additional water 
deliveries up to the pipeline’s capacity if MWA has not contracted with other water purveyors within the 
MWA for this additional water.  Ongoing discussions continue as to whether the District and others within 
Improvement District M are entitled to a proportionate share of the additional 25,000 acre-ft/yr.  If this is 
resolved in the District’s favor, the District’s annual allotment could potentially be increased to 6,390 acre-
ft/yr.  If not, the District would be able to purchase additional SWP supplies from MWA on an as-available 
basis in accordance with MWA Ordinance No. 9 (Appendix B). 
 
The term of the Morongo Basin Pipeline Agreement (1991) continues “until the earlier of (i) the date on 
which all Bonds issued have been retired, or full provision made for their retirement, including interest until 
their retirement date, or (ii) fifty (50) years”.  The District estimates that the bonds will be paid off in 2023, 
but it could be earlier based on the current rate of population growth.  Whether the District will be able to 
secure firm SWP allocation beyond 2023 is unknown at this time.  The MBP Agreement states that water 
service would be subject to MWA’s agency-wide policy for the sale of water in effect at that time.  It is 
MWA’s opinion that the District will have to compete for SWP water with all the other agencies within their 
boundaries.  The District has requested confirmation from MWA of its ability to supply SWP water to the 
District beyond 2023.  The letter to MWA and the response from MWA are attached as Appendix C. 
 
Water received from the MBP is recharged into the Warren Valley Basin through two percolation ponds 
owned and operated by HDWD and located north of the Yucca Valley Airport (HDWD 2005d, DWR 2004). 
Historically, these basins have had a combined recharge capacity of 5,000 acre-ft/yr.  Three additional 
basins were recently constructed east of Pioneertown Road.  These basins will increase the total recharge 
capacity to 11,000 acre-ft/yr.  Environmental documents for these new basins were completed in 2004. 
Copies of capital outlay programs, permits and regulatory approvals for these recharge projects are on file 
at HDWD offices. 
 
Historical Groundwater Production 
 
Historical groundwater production represents the amount of water pumped from the ground regardless of 
the source of recharge.  Table 8 summarizes the historical groundwater production by HDWD since 1995. 
The Table also shows water imported from BDVWA in the mid-1990s prior to commencement of SWP 
importation.  This intertie is no longer in operation.  Production by private pumpers in the Warren Valley 
Basin is also shown in this table. 
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Table 8 
Historical Groundwater Production (acre-ft/year) 

 
Warren Valley Basin 

Year HDWD Private  
Pumpers [1] 

BDVWA  
Intertie 

Ames/Means  
Valley Basin 

Total  
Production 

1995 1,613 350 495 616 3,074 
1996 1,366 330 659 881 3,236 
1997 2,142 424 0 599 3,165 
1998 1,677 353 0 851 2,881 
1999 1,883 342 0 774 2,999 
2000 2,213 258 0 601 3,072 
2001 2,167 330 0 656 3,153 
2002 2,305 503 0 796 3,604 
2003 2,553 256 0 573 3,382 
2004 2,378 207 0 810 3,395 
2005 2,388 230 0 587 3,205 

 [1] Includes Blue Skies Country Club, Institute of Mental Physics and individual private pumpers. 
 
Historical Water Supply 
 
Historical water supply represents the measured and estimated inflows to the Warren Valley Basin (WVB) 
and imported water from the Ames/Means Valley Basin.  The sources of the WVB recharge are 
precipitation on the Basin, runoff from its limited watershed (80 acre-ft/yr), return flows from irrigation, 
septic, and wastewater systems, and conjunctive use water from MWA.  Table 9 summarizes the total 
historical water supplies the District received from 1995 through 2005. SWP water is imported from MWA 
through the Morongo Basin Pipeline. 
 

Table 9 
Historical Water Supply (acre-ft/year) 

 

Year Natural 
Recharge SWP BDVWA 

Intertie 
Ames/Means 
Valley Basin 

Return  
Flows 

Conjunctive 
Use 

Total  
Supply 

1995 80 1,608 495 616 461 340 3,600 
1996 80 3,919 659 881 447 0 5,986 
1997 80 4,848 0 599 423 328 6,278 
1998 80 2,895 0 851 317 322 4,465 
1999 80 1,918 0 774 392 216 3,380 
2000 80 3,631 0 601 557 267 5,136 
2001 80 3,831 0 656 494 0 5,061 
2002 80 2,566 0 796 424 0 3,866 
2003 80 2,681 0 573 671 0 4,005 
2004 80 3,700 0 810 646 0 5,236 
2005 80 3,460 0 587 634 0 4,761 

 Data referenced from HDWD 2005 Urban Water Management Plan  
 
Reliability of Supply 
 
Groundwater 
 
Water provided to customers within the District’s service area is groundwater that is replenished with State 
Water Project (SWP) water from the Morongo Basin Pipeline (MBP).  During dry years when SWP 
deliveries are reduced, SWP water previously stored in the Basin is extracted.  As of June 2006, the Warren 
Valley Basin Watermaster has estimated that recharge in excess of extraction totaled 21,910 acre-ft, a 7.1 
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year reserve based on current production levels (WVBWM, 2006).  Consequently, the groundwater supply 
is reliable to the extent that adequate SWP water is available for recharge and to maintain an adequate 
Basin reserve. 
 
In December 2003, the court overseeing the Warren Valley Basin (WVB) judgment approved a proposal for 
allocating water meters.  The court-approved method establishes a direct relationship between 
groundwater reserves and actual growth.  Groundwater reserves are based on the amount of water 
recharged into the WVB.  This method removes all restrictions on growth unless water reserves in the 
groundwater Basin reach a pre-determined level.  In response to this court-approved proposal, HDWD 
adopted Policy No. 26-04 titled “Issuing Will Serve Commitment Letters and the Installation of New Water 
Services and Rescinding Policy 23 03.”  A copy of this policy is included in Appendix D.  This policy provides 
for a staged method for approving growth; as follows: 
 

 Stage 1 Condition – A 2 percent growth limitation would be implemented in the event water 
reserves in the Warren Valley Basin are equal to or fall below 5 years (500 percent of water 
demand for that particular year). 

 Stage 2 Condition – A 1 percent growth limitation would be implemented in the event water 
reserves in the Warren Valley Basin are equal to or fall below 4 years (400 percent of water 
demand for that particular year). 

 Stage 3 Condition – A 0 percent growth rate would be implemented in the event water reserves in 
the Warren Valley Basin are equal to or fall below 3 years (300 percent of water demand for that 
particular year).   

 
The effect of this policy is to maintain minimum groundwater reserves that are adequate to meet current 
and approved demands during dry years without causing overdraft.  Should an extended dry period occur 
that draws down the reserves below the established levels, limitations on approval of additional growth 
would be implemented.  No changes to this policy are anticipated.   
 
In addition to dependence on SWP water, groundwater reliability can be affected by water quality issues 
that may prohibit the pumping of that particular well.  Currently, the District operates a nitrate removal 
facility to treat two wells that have high nitrate levels.  Treatment reduces the nitrate concentration to below 
state drinking water standards.   
 
Imported Water  
 
Current imported supplies are available to the District from MWA through the Morongo Basin Pipeline. 
While the District's current entitlement to SWP is 4,282 acre-ft/year, actual deliveries vary depending on 
seasonal climate changes.  SWP Table A deliveries are susceptible to reductions during drought years and, 
thus, are not completely reliable sources.  During drought years when reductions are necessary, all SWP 
contractors are affected in the same manner since the reductions are spread evenly among them. 
According to the Final SWP Delivery Reliability Report published by the California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR, 2006), future Table A deliveries are expected to range from 5 percent (single dry year) to 
100 percent of the Table A contract amount.  For the District, this range would be 214 to 4,282 acre-ft/yr.  
The long-term average (normal water year) delivery is expected to range from 68 percent of Table A 
amounts under 2005 demand conditions to 77 percent of Table A amounts under 2025 demand conditions. 
 For planning purposes, the District has utilized a long-term average delivery of 77 percent or 3,297 acre-
ft/yr.  This average is used since HDWD has the ability to recharge water at rates exceeding the contracted 
supply, including surplus supplies, and store that water in the Warren Valley Basin.  Since the execution of 
the Morongo Basin Pipeline agreement in 1995, reductions to the District have not been necessary due to 
low overall demand for SWP supplies within the MWA service area.  However, as demand for SWP water 
within the MWA service area increases, reductions in SWP deliveries may become more frequent in dry 
years.  Consequently, the value of 3,297 acre-ft/yr is considered to be a conservative estimate of the 
amount of SWP water available to HDWD.   
 
In addition to normal SWP deliveries, MWA has the ability to take delivery of additional SWP supplies 
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typically during wetter years.  Article 21 of the SWP contract allows contractors to purchase “interruptible 
water.”  The amount of interruptible water available in any given year is a function of hydrology.  Water is 
allocated among contractors who wish to purchase the water in accordance with their respective Table A 
amounts.  According to DWR modeling results, an average of about 124,000 acre-ft of interruptible water is 
available in about 60 percent of years.  In addition, contractors wishing to sell unused Table A water may 
make that water available for sale to interested contractors.  This unused water is allocated among 
interested buyers based on their Table A amounts. 
 
Because imported supplies are subject to variation, the District attempts to store as much water as possible 
in the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin.  To prepare for extended drought cycles the District has begun 
recharging additional water into the Basin above and beyond the yearly allocation through a conjunctive use 
program described in the next section.  In times when MWA is not able to provide SWP water in any given 
year, supplies will be derived from the conjunctive use water previously stored.  As stated previously, 
HDWD has recharged the Warren Valley Basin with SWP water in excess of annual production and has 
developed a 7-year supply reserve. 
 
Mojave Water Agency’s 2004 Regional Water Management Plan and 2005 Urban Water Management Plan 
Update show that regional water supplies are adequate to meet projected demands within the MWA service 
area through the year 2028 with an average year deficit of 2,800 acre-ft/yr by 2030.  Analysis of the 
differences between MWA supplies and demands indicates that a cumulative surplus supply of 158,000 
acre-ft or an average of 6,320 acre-ft/yr exists between 2005 and 2030.  In a letter to HDWD dated 
November 15, 2006, MWA stated that the water supply and demand analysis for the 2005 MWA UWMP 
concluded that the average natural and imported water supply available to the MWA region should meet 
demands past 2025.  MWA also indicated that it has provided water supplies in excess of the MBP 
Agreement quantities when requested to do so and anticipates continuing this program for the foreseeable 
future to the extent that supplies are available (MWA, 2006).  To the extent that HDWD can recharge 
additional water, it may be able to further increase the reserves of the Warren Valley Basin.   
 
MWA evaluated post-2020 water supply options in a December 2004 report.  These options are: new 
appropriations or increased project supplies, water banking and exchanges, water transfers, conservation 
and desalination credits, and aggressive management.  All these water supply options have significant 
physical, institutional, or regulatory issues that could limit or prevent successful implementation.  There are 
several constraints on MWA’s water system that currently limit the Agency’s ability to maximize SWP water 
deliveries to its customers: Delta pumping limits at Harvey O. Banks Pumping Plant, California Aqueduct 
main canal and East Branch conveyance capacity, obstacles in conveying non-SWP water through SWP 
facilities, and unclear environmental regulations.  This report recommended that MWA implement near 
term actions that include banking unused SWP water to develop a reserve supply for future use, pursuing 
an aggressive water demand management program and working cooperatively with other SWP contractors 
to relieve constraints affecting SWP operations.  The report also recommended that MWA seek 
opportunities for water transfers and augmented water exchanges, examine the feasibility of conservation 
and desalination credits, and construction of cooperative surface storage projects. 
 
Other Potential Water Supplies 
 
Conjunctive Use Water 
 
The District signed a Conjunctive Use Agreement with MWA in 1994 that provides the opportunity to import 
additional SWP water for recharge into the Warren Valley Basin.  The District is able to directly purchase 
the water stored in the Basin by MWA.  In 2001, the District paid for almost 1,500 acre-ft of conjunctive use 
water.  In 2004, the District and MWA renegotiated the Conjunctive Use Agreement to provide greater 
flexibility to both agencies.  Terms of the agreement include: no agreement expiration, no limit to the 
amount of water stored in the Basin; MWA is responsible for the cost of transporting the water to the 
recharge basins and the cost of water itself; withdrawal from the banked water can begin only after the 
initial storage threshold of 2,500 acre-ft is reached; and the District will provide water from its SWP 
allocation if MWA requests a withdrawal.  As of June 2006, the Warren Basin Watermaster has estimated 
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that 21,910 acre-ft of SWP water has been stored over and above current water usage since 1994.  This 
amounts to a seven year supply reserve based on current water demands.  Both agencies expect to store a 
total of 12,900 acre-ft of conjunctive use water in the Basin between 2006-2012.  Such a conjunctive use 
project could be expanded to increase the amount of storage.  The primary benefit of this program would 
be pre-delivery of MWA water when it is available for later use during droughts or periods of reduced MWA 
SWP deliveries.  The District could also pre-purchase SWP water when it is available and store the water 
for its own future use. 
 
Recycled Water 
 
Currently, the District does not generate recycled water.  However, plans are in progress to construct a 
wastewater treatment facility.  Upon completion, recycled water will be available for uses such as 
groundwater percolation and landscape irrigation.  At build-out conditions, the wastewater plant may have 
an ultimate capacity of 8 million gallons per day (mgd).  Currently, the District’s wastewater master plan is 
to build the first phase of the wastewater plant with a capacity of 1 mgd, but they may only have funding to 
build 0.5 mgd.  For this report, it is assumed that 90 percent of the treated wastewater would be recycled for 
groundwater recharge with the remainder lost to evaporation and sludge production.  The District 
completed a preliminary design report for the plant in 1999.  Since that time, the proposed treatment plant 
site has been changed.  The District anticipates preparation of a revised pre-design report and 
environmental documents in 2007.  The project is expected to include a waste discharge permit from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board based on input from the California Department of Health Services. 
 
Historical Water Demand 
 
The Historical water demand summarizes the total water demand on the Warren Valley Basin from 1995 to 
2005.  Table 10 presents the demands for the District, Blue Skies Country Club, the Institute of Mental 
Physics, and 16 minimal water producers that pump groundwater privately. 
 

Table 10 
Warren Valley Basin 

Historical Water Demand (acre-ft/year) 
 

Year Blue Skies 
Country Club 

Institute of 
Mental Physics 

Minimal 
Producers HDWD Total  

Demand 
1995 320 14 16 2,724 3,074 
1996 300 14 16 2,906 3,236 
1997 394 14 16 2,741 3,165 
1998 323 14 16 2,528 2,881 
1999 312 14 16 2,657 2,999 
2000 228 14 16 2,814 3,072 
2001 300 14 16 2,823 3,153 
2002 473 14 16 3,101 3,604 
2003 226 14 16 3,126 3,382 
2004 177 14 16 3,188 3,395 
2005 200 14 16 2,975 3,205 

 
To reduce the demand, the District has implemented various water conservation measures by the adoption 
of various resolutions and ordinances. The following list provides an overview of the various programs 
currently in effect and those that were in effect at some time since 1990 and discontinued. 
 

1. Water Survey program for Single Family residential and Multi-Family residential customers. 
2. Residential plumbing retrofit including ultra-low-flush toilet replacement program.  
3. System Water audits, leak detection and repair. 
4. Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of existing connections. 
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5. Large landscape conservation programs and incentives. 
6. High-efficiency washing machine rebate program (currently not in place). 
7. Public information programs. 
8. School education programs. 
9. Conservation programs for commercial, industrial and institutional accounts. 
10. Conservation pricing. 
11. Water waste prohibitions. 

 
These demand management measures and customer awareness have resulted in very low per capita 
water consumption for a desert community. 
 
Projected Water Demand 
 
In the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan the District used a linear growth rate of 2.3 percent to estimate 
future population.  This was derived from the MWA 2004 Regional Water Management Plan, which 
estimates an average population growth rate of 2.4 percent for the Warren Valley and 2.2 percent for the 
Ames/Means Valley between 2005-2020.  As projected by the California Department of Finance, the growth 
rate for San Bernardino County is 1.8 percent per year from 2020 to 2030.  On the other hand, the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) projected a population growth rate of 0.7 percent 
in 2004.  However, actual data shows a higher growth rate than this.  Therefore, an alternative projection 
with a growth rate of 1 percent was also developed.  Table 11 and 12 present the projected water demands 
in the HDWD service area for 2.3 percent and 1.0 percent growth rates, respectively.  Data for the HDWD 
demands were referenced from the Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project – 
Mountain Vista Development (November 16, 2006).   
 

Table 11 
Projected Water Demand – Excluding Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

User 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Blue Skies Country Club 585 585 585 585 585 

Institute of Mental Physics 14 14 14 14 14 

Minimal Producers  16 16 16 16 16 

HDWD 3,320 3,665 4,010 4,286 4,700 

Total Demand 3,935 4,280 4,625 4,901 5,315 
 

Table 12 
Projected Water Demand – Excluding Project Demands 

1.0% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

User 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Blue Skies Country Club 585 585 585 585 585 

Institute of Mental Physics 14 14 14 14 14 

Minimal Producers  16 16 16 16 16 

HDWD 3,125 3,275 3,425 3,545 3,725 

Total Demand 3,740 3,890 4,040 4,160 4,340 
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Demand From Other Development Projects in Yucca Valley 
 
As of August 2006, there are 54 active development projects in the Town of Yucca Valley.  Appendix E 
includes a table detailing the developments, and a map with the location of each development.  The District 
needs to take into account these additional water demands in deciding whether there is sufficient water 
supply for the Old Town Re-development.  These projects are incorporated in the base demand forecasts. 
 
Combined Project and District Water Demand 
 
Table 13 and 14 summarize the projected water demand for HDWD including the additional water demand 
generated by the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan (Project).  The Tables present the projected water 
demand for both a 2.3 and 1.0 growth rate.  The Project is assumed completion by the year 2025.  
Therefore, for this assessment it is assumed that every five years 25% of the Project will be completed.      
 

Table 13 
Projected Water Demand – Including Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

User 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Blue Skies Country Club 585 585 585 585 585 

Institute of Mental Physics 14 14 14 14 14 

Minimal Producers  16 16 16 16 16 

HDWD 3,320 3,665 4,010 4,286 4,700 

Old Town (Project) 92 185 277 369 369 

Total Demand 4,027 4,465 4,902 5,270 5,684 
 

Table 14 
Projected Water Demand – Including Project Demands 

1.0% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

User 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Blue Skies Country Club 585 585 585 585 585 

Institute of Mental Physics 14 14 14 14 14 

Minimal Producers  16 16 16 16 16 

HDWD 3,125 3,275 3,425 3,545 3,725 

Old Town (Project) 92 185 277 369 369 

Total Demand 3,832 4,075 4,317 4,529 4,709 
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Demand Management Measures 
 
Since 1990, the District began implementing various water conservation measures by the adoption of 
various resolutions and ordinances.  The purpose of the programs is to lower the District’s water demand. 
These demand management measures are discussed in detail in Section 2 – Step 7 of the 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan.  The following is a list of the various programs according to the UWMP: 
 

 Water survey programs for single-family residential and multifamily residential customers; 
 Residential plumbing retrofit; 
 System water audits, leak detection and repair; 
 Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of existing connections; 
 Large landscape conservation programs and incentives; 
 High-efficiency washing machine rebate program; 
 Public information programs; 
 School education programs; 
 Conservation programs for commercial, industrial, and institutional accounts; 
 Wholesale agency programs; 
 Conservation pricing; 
 Water conservation coordinator; 
 Water waste prohibitions; and 
 Residential ultra-low-flush toilet replacement programs. 

 
Water Supply and Demand Analysis 
 
This section provides an analysis of water supply and demand under normal, single dry, and multiple dry 
year conditions.  The analyses for each scenario was performed with and without the Project demands in 
order to demonstrate the impact the Project will have on the District water system.  To remain conservative 
with this assessment, the projected water demands for a 2.3% growth rate were used for the analysis.  A 
historical supply and demand analysis summarizes the surplus water previously banked in Warren Valley 
Basin (WVB).    
 
Historical Water Supply and Demand 
 
Table 15 compares the actual supply and demand for the District’s water system from 1995 to 2005.  Prior 
to 1995 the District had a water demand greater than the supply.  In 1995, with the addition of imported 
water from SWP, the District began banking water into the WVB.  Data for the Table was obtained from 
Table 1-2 of the District’s 2005 UWMP.  
 

Table 15 
Historical Water Supply and Demand Comparison (acre-ft/year) 

 

Year Total 
Supply 

Total 
Demand 

Supply less 
Demand 

Basin 
Reserve 

1995 3,600 3,074 526 526 
1996 5,986 3,236 2,750 3,276 
1997 6,278 3,165 3,113 6,389 
1998 4,465 2,881 1,584 7,973 
1999 3,380 2,999 381 8,354 
2000 5,136 3,072 2,064 10,418 
2001 5,061 3,153 1,908 12,326 
2002 3,866 3,604 262 12,588 
2003 4,005 3,382 623 13,211 
2004 5,236 3,395 1,841 15,052 
2005 4,761 3,205 1,556 16,608 
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Projected Normal Year Supply and Demand 
 
A normal water year assumes 77 percent of SWP Table A water will be delivered, as previously discussed 
in Reliability of Supply – Imported Water section.  Table 16 and Table 17 compare the supply and demand 
during a normal water year without and with the Project demands, respectively.  Also, the District demands 
for a 2.3 percent annual growth rate are used in both scenarios.   
 

Table 16 
Normal Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) 3,935 4,280 4,625 4,901 5,315 
Projected Supply [1] 
Natural Recharge 80 80 80 80 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows 530 701 815 929 1,043 
Conjunctive Use [2] 2,150 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 2,772 - 448 - 217 - 55 245 
Total Projected Supply 3,935 4,280 4,625 4,901 5,315 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Projected Supply data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [2] HDWD is anticipated to receive a total of 12,900 acre-ft of conjunctive use water from 2006-212. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 
 
According to Table 16, the projected water demand exceeds the projected water supply after the year 
2025.  This is without the additional demand from the Project.  According to the District’s 2005 UWMP, a 
groundwater reserve of nearly 62,000 acre-ft is anticipated in the Basin by the year 2025.  Therefore, 
additional water supply entitlements could be secured in time to equal the projected demand.  If no 
additional water entitlements are obtained, then HDWD will need to extract groundwater from the Basin 
reserve to meet projected water demands. 
 

Table 17 
Normal Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) 4,027 4,465 4,902 5,270 5,684 
Projected Supply [1] 
Natural Recharge 80 80 80 80 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows 530 701 815 929 1,043 
Conjunctive Use [2] 2,150 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 2,680 - 263 60 314 614 
Total Projected Supply 4,027 4,465 4,902 5,270 5,684 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Projected Supply data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [2] HDWD is anticipated to receive a total of 12,900 acre-ft of conjunctive use water from 2006-212. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
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According to Table 17, the projected water demand exceeds the projected water supply after the year 
2015.  This is with the additional demand from the Project.  According to the District’s 2005 UWMP, a 
groundwater reserve of nearly 50,000 acre-ft is anticipated in the Basin by the year 2015.  Therefore, 
additional water supply entitlements could be secured in time to equal the projected demand.  If no 
additional water entitlements are obtained, then HDWD will need to extract groundwater from the Basin 
reserve to meet projected water demands. 
 
Projected Single Dry Year Supply and Demand 
 
The projected water supply and demands through 2030 were analyzed in the event that a single dry year 
occurs, similar to the drought that occurred in 1977.  During this year, only 5 percent of the SWP Table A 
amounts were delivered, as given in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability Report.  In this water supply 
assessment, every fifth year of each 5-year period is considered as a single dry year, because each year is 
evaluated separately.  In the dry years, the amount of natural recharge is assumed to be zero. Water 
conservation measures and conjunctive water use were not applied in this analysis.  Return flows are 
assumed to remain the same, as the demands have not changed. 
 
Table 18 and Table 19 compare the supply and demand during a single dry year without and with the 
Project demands, respectively.  Also, the District demands for a 2.3 percent annual growth rate are used in 
both scenarios.   
 

Table 18 
Single Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) 3,935 4,280 4,625 4,901 5,315 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 0 0 0 0 0 
State Water Project (imported water) 214 214 214 214 214 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [1] 530 701 815 929 1,043 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [2] 2,541 2,715 2,946 3,108 3,408 
Total Projected Supply 3,935 4,280 4,625 4,901 5,315 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [2] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 
According to Table 18, the projected water demand exceeds the projected water supply for each single dry 
year scenario.  This is without the additional demand from the Project.  According to the District’s 2005 
UWMP, a groundwater reserve of nearly 16,600 acre-ft has been banked in the Basin as of 2005.  
Therefore, HDWD could extract groundwater immediately from the Basin reserve to meet projected water 
demands, if a single dry year were to occur. 
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Table 19 
Single Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) 4,027 4,465 4,902 5,270 5,684 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 0 0 0 0 0 
State Water Project (imported water) 214 214 214 214 214 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [1] 530 701 815 929 1,043 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [2] 2,633 2,900 3,223 3,477 3,777 
Total Projected Supply 4,027 4,465 4,902 5,270 5,684 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [2] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 

 minus supply. 
 
According to Table 19, the projected water demand exceeds the projected water supply for each single dry 
year scenario.  This is with the additional demand from the Project.  According to the District’s 2005 UWMP, 
a groundwater reserve of nearly 16,600 acre-ft has been banked in the Basin as of 2005.  Therefore, 
HDWD could extract groundwater immediately from the Basin reserve to meet projected water demands, if 
a single dry year were to occur. 
 
Projected Multiple Dry Year Supply and Demand 
 
The water demands and supplies through 2030 were analyzed in the event that a multiple dry year event 
occurs.  In this assessment, multiple dry year periods are considered to consist of three consecutive years.  
For each 5-year period (from 2005-2030), the first and last years are considered normal water years, while 
the second through fourth years are selected as the dry years.  Based on the percentage of Table A 
amounts delivered during 2-, 4-, and 6- year droughts, 3-year drought percentages were derived as follows: 
 

 21 percent for the first dry year; 
 21 percent for the second dry year; and  
 35 percent for the third dry year.  

 
During the dry years, the amount of natural recharge is assumed to be zero.  Water conservation measures 
and conjunctive water use were not applied for the dry years either.  Table 20 through Table 29 compare 
the supply and demand during a multiple dry year period without and with the Project demands, 
respectively. 
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Table 20 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands (2006-2010) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) [1] 3,659 3,728 3,797 3,866 3,935 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 569 625 651 497 530 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 937 1,554 1,597 1,220 - 622 
Total Projected Supply 3,659 3,728 3,797 3,866 3,935 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Project Demands referenced from the District’s Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project  
 (November 16, 2006). 
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 

Table 21 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands (2006-2010) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) [1] 3,751 3,820 3,889 3,958 4,027 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 569 625 651 497 530 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 845 1,646 1,689 1,312 - 530 
Total Projected Supply 3,751 3,820 3,889 3,958 4,027 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Assumed 25% of Project completion during multiple dry period, which equates to 92 acre-feet.   
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
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Table 22 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands (2011-2015) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) [1] 4,004 4,073 4,142 4,211 4,280 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 567 604 641 678 701 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 590 1,920 1,952 1,384 - 448 
Total Projected Supply 4,004 4,073 4,142 4,211 4,280 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Project Demands referenced from the District’s Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project  
 (November 16, 2006). 
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 

Table 23 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands (2011-2015) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) [1] 4,189 4,258 4,327 4,396 4,465 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 567 604 641 678 701 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 405 2,105 2,137 1,569 - 263 
Total Projected Supply 4,189 4,258 4,327 4,396 4,465 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Assumed 50% of Project completion during multiple dry period, which equates to 185 acre-feet.   
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
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Table 24 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands (2016-2020) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) [1] 4,349 4,418 4,487 4,556 4,625 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 724 747 769 792 815 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 402 2,122 2,169 1,615 - 217 
Total Projected Supply 4,349 4,418 4,487 4,556 4,625 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Project Demands referenced from the District’s Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project  
 (November 16, 2006). 
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 

Table 25 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands (2016-2020) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) [1] 4,626 4,695 4,764 4,833 4,902 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 724 747 769 792 815 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 125 2,399 2,446 1,892 60 
Total Projected Supply 4,626 4,695 4,764 4,833 4,902 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Assumed 75% of Project completion during multiple dry period, which equates to 277 acre-feet.   
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
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Table 26 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands (2021-2025) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) [1] 4,694 4,763 4,832 4,901 4,970 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 838 860 883 906 929 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] - 171 2,354 2,400 1,846 14 
Total Projected Supply 4,694 4,763 4,832 4,901 4,970 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Project Demands referenced from the District’s Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project  
 (November 16, 2006). 
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 

Table 27 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands (2021-2025) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) [1] 5,063 5,132 5,201 5,270 5,339 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 838 860 883 906 929 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] 198 2,723 2,769 2,215 383 
Total Projected Supply 5,063 5,132 5,201 5,270 5,339 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Assumed 100% of Project completion during multiple dry period, which equates to 369 acre-feet.   
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 



 
                                                    
  Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan 
  Water Supply Assessment  
  December 2006 

 

   
H:\pdata\10104893\Water\WSA\Revised_Dec06\WSA-Yucca_Valley121306.doc                      Page 31 of 37 
 

 

Table 28 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Excluding Project Demands (2026-2030) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
Projected Demand (excluding Project demands) [1] 5,039 5,108 5,177 5,246 5,315 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 952 974 997 1,020 1,043 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] 60 2,585 2,631 2,077 245 
Total Projected Supply 5,039 5,108 5,177 5,246 5,315 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Project Demands referenced from the District’s Draft Water Supply Assessment for the Century Homes Project  
 (November 16, 2006). 
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 

Table 29 
Multiple Dry Year Water Supply and Demand – Including Project Demands (2026-2030) 

2.3% Growth Rate (acre-ft/year) 
 

 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
Projected Demand (including Project demands) [1] 5,408 5,477 5,546 5,615 5,684 
Projected Supply 
Natural Recharge 80 0 0 0 80 
State Water Project (imported water) 3,297 899 899 1,499 3,297 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 650 650 650 650 650 
Return Flows [2] 952 974 997 1,020 1,043 
Conjunctive Use 0 0 0 0 0 
Groundwater Storage [3] 429 2,954 3,000 2,446 614 
Total Projected Supply 5,408 5,477 5,546 5,615 5,684 
Supply less Demand 0 0 0 0 0 

 [1] Assumed 100% of Project completion during multiple dry period, which equates to 369 acre-feet.   
 [2] Return flow data referenced from Table 1-2 of the HDWD 2005 UWMP. 
 [3] Groundwater storage is amount of water taken from (positive) or put into (negative) storage and equals demand 
 minus supply. 
 
According to Tables 20-29, the projected water demands exceed the projected water supply for each 
multiple dry year scenario.  The overdraft occurs with and without the additional demand from the Project. 
According to the District’s 2005 UWMP, a groundwater reserve of approximately 16,600 to 65,000 acre-ft is 
anticipated to be banked in the WVB from 2005 to 2030.  Therefore, HDWD could extract groundwater 
from the Basin reserve to meet projected water demands, if a multiple dry year period were to occur. 
 
UWMP Findings - Summary 
 
Projected District demands for a normal year are estimated at 5,315 acre-ft by the year 2030.  The Old 
Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan is anticipated to create an additional water demand of 369 acre-ft at 
buildout, which represents approximately 7% of the District’s water demands.  The combination of the 
Project and District water demands for a normal year total 5,684 acre-ft by the year 2030.  The water 
demand totals are based on the following conservative assumptions: 
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 Linear growth rate of 2.3 percent of current demands plus Project demand. 
 Growth is not limited per HDWD Policy No. 26-04 when groundwater reserves drop below the pre-

defined stages. 
 SWP supply is limited to the long-term average of 3,297 acre-ft/yr as defined in the Morongo Basin 

Pipeline Agreement and DWR analysis of SWP reliability. 
 Use of a portion of the Berrenda Mesa Water District SWP water transfer to MWA (25,000 acre-

ft/yr) is not included. 
 Additional conjunctive use water deliveries over and above HDWD’s SWP allocation is included per 

the schedule of deliveries detailed in Table 1-2 of the District’s 20005 UWMP. 
 
To meet the future demands of 2030 and beyond, the District should plan on obtaining additional sources of 
water such as increased imported water from MWA, recycled water or desalinated water.  HDWD could 
purchase additional SWP water in early years to buildup a larger groundwater reserve.  However, it should 
ensure that it does not violate its water reserve policies. 
 
X.  Water Supply Entitlements, Water Rights or Service Contracts 
 
Law 

10910. (d) (1) The assessment required by this section shall include an 
identification of any existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water 
service contracts relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project, 
and a description of the quantities of water received in prior years by the public 
water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part 
pursuant to subdivision (b), under the existing water supply entitlements, water 
rights, or water service contracts. 
 
(2) An identification of existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water 
service contracts held by the public water system, or the city or county if either is 
required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), shall be demonstrated 
by providing information related to all of the following: 
(A) Written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an identified water supply. 
(B) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply 
that has been adopted by the public water system. 
(C) Federal, state, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure 
associated with delivering the water supply. 
(D) Any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to 
convey or deliver the water supply. 

 
SB 610 requires documentation of supplies from all sources, including wholesaler supplies.  This 
documentation includes identifying and quantifying water rights, contracts, and/or entitlements to the supply; 
associated capital outlay programs; federal, state and local permits for constructing infrastructure for 
conveying the supply; and any necessary regulatory approvals required for conveyance.  The first page of 
the following documents demonstrating the basis for Hi-Desert Water District’s supplies are attached in 
Appendix F. The documents are available for review at the District office. 
 

 Agreement for Construction, Operation and Financing of the Morongo Basin Pipeline Project, 
prepared by Mojave Water Agency and Hi-Desert Water District. March 15, 1991. 

 Ames Valley Water Basin Agreement, prepared by Hi-Desert Water District and Bighorn-Desert 
View Water Agency. January 10, 1991. 

 Judgment — Hi Desert Water District vs. Yucca Water Company, Ltd. Case No. 172103, prepared 
by the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of San Bernardino. September 16, 
1977. 
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 Warren Valley Basin Conjunctive Use Agreement between Mojave Water Agency, Hi-Desert Water 
District, and Warren Valley Basin Watermaster. October 28, 2004. 

 Warren Valley Basin Management Plan, prepared by Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton. January 31, 1991. 
 Water Supply Contract, between the State of California Department of Water Resources and 

Mojave Water Agency. June 22, 1963. 
 
Table 30 summarizes the Hi-Desert Water District’s existing water supply rights and contracts as discussed 
previously. 
 

Table 30 
Existing Water Supply Entitlements, Rights, and Contracts 

 
Supply acre-feet / year Entitlement Right Contract Ever 

Used? 
Mojave Water Agency, State 
Water Project Water 4,282 [1]   X YES 

Warren Valley Basin 1,622 [2]  X  YES 
Ames/Means Valley Basin 800 + 0.5 for each new 

residential meter   X YES 

TOTAL WATER SUPPLY 6,704     
[1] Currently being recharged and extracted from Warren Valley Basin. 
[2] HDWD acquired Yucca Water Company and it’s right to 726 acre-ft/year, for a total of 1,622 acre-ft/year. 
  
XI.  Groundwater – Basin Description, PWS Pumping, and Sufficiency 
Analysis 
 
Law 

10910.   (f) If a water supply for a proposed project includes groundwater, the 
following additional information shall be included in the water supply assessment:  
 
(1) A review of any information contained in the urban water management plan 
relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project. 
 
(2) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the proposed 
project will be supplied.  For those basins for which a court or the board has 
adjudicated the rights to pump groundwater, a copy of the order or decree adopted 
by the court or the board and a description of the amount of groundwater the public 
water system, or the city or county if either is required to comply with this part 
pursuant to subdivision (b), has the legal right to pump under the order or decree.  
For basins that have not been adjudicated, information as to whether the 
department has identified the basin or basins as overdrafted or has projected that 
the basin will become overdrafted if present management conditions continue, in 
the most current bulletin of the department that characterizes the condition of the 
groundwater basin, and a detailed description by the public water system, or the 
city or county if either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision 
(b), of the efforts being undertaken in the basin or basins to eliminate the long-term 
overdraft condition. 
 
(3) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater 
pumped by the public water system, or the city or county if either is required to 
comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), for the past five years from any 
groundwater basin from which the proposed project will be supplied.  The 
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description and analysis shall be based on information that is reasonably available, 
including, but not limited to, historic use records. 
 
(4) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater 
that is projected to be pumped by the public water system, or the city or county if 
either is required to comply with this part pursuant to subdivision (b), from any 
basin from which the proposed project will be supplied.  The description and 
analysis shall be based on information that is reasonably available, including, but 
not limited to, historic use records. 
 
(5) An analysis of the sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin or basins from 
which the proposed project will be supplied to meet the projected water demand 
associated with the proposed project. A water supply assessment shall not be 
required to include the information required by this paragraph if the public water 
system determines, as part of the review required by paragraph (1), that the 
sufficiency of groundwater necessary to meet the initial and projected water 
demand associated with the project was addressed in the description and analysis 
required by paragraph (4) of subdivision (b) of Section 10631.  

 
Groundwater Basin Description – Warren Valley Basin 
 
The Warren Valley Basin covers an area of approximately 26.9 square miles (17,200 acres).  The Basin 
includes the water-bearing sediments beneath the Town of Yucca Valley and the surrounding area.  The 
Basin is bounded on the north by the Pinto Mountain fault, on the south by the bedrock outcrop of the Little 
San Bernardino Mountains, on the east by a bedrock constriction called the “Yucca barrier”, and on the 
west by a bedrock constriction and a topographic divide between Warren Valley and Morongo Valley.  The 
productive water-bearing materials in this Basin consist of unconsolidated to partly consolidated Miocene to 
Quaternary continental deposits.  The main productive water-bearing deposits are unconfined inter-bedded 
gravels, conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial fan systems.  A description of the Warren Valley 
Basin from California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118 (2004) is presented in Appendix 
G.   
 
In 1950, the Warren Valley Basin began to overdraft.  As significant growth occurred in the Yucca Valley 
area, this overdraft condition worsened and groundwater levels declined at an accelerated rate.  Prior to the 
importation of SWP water, the groundwater levels declined as much as 20 to 40 feet per year.  This 
overdraft problem has been known for many years.  In its 1972 open-file report on the groundwater 
resources in the Yucca Valley area, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) estimated that the 
groundwater would be depleted by the year 2000.  Therefore, the groundwater Basin was adjudicated in 
1977 and the District was appointed as the Watermaster for the Basin.  Over the following 28 years, several 
studies related to Basin hydrology and the importation of supplemental water from the SWP were prepared. 
 
 In 1983, a geophysical study was performed to determine the configuration and prospective capacity of the 
Warren Valley Basin.  Interpretations by the consulting groundwater geologist for the Watermaster resulted 
in estimates that the Basin contained 45,000 to 59,000 acre-ft of remaining extractable water.  Excluding the 
top 200 feet of the aquifer, the total usable storage capacity of the Basin was estimated to be 160,000 acre-
ft.  A depth of 200 feet was used since that was the depth to the groundwater table when data collection 
began, and a 200-foot depth avoids potential contamination from septic return flows and other 
contaminants.  Total annual groundwater production from the Basin was approximately 2,341 acre-ft during 
FY 2004-05.   
 
A Warren Valley Basin Management Plan was adopted in 1991 that called for importing SWP water from 
MWA through the then-proposed Morongo Basin Pipeline (MBP) to balance demand and replenish past 
overdraft.  The 71-mile MBP has since been constructed and the District has been purchasing SWP water 
from MWA and replenishing the Basin since 1995.  Refer to the “Water Supply Entitlements, Water Rights 
or Service Contracts” section of this assessment for details of the Basins water supply.  
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The Warren Valley Groundwater Basin has an estimated average safe yield of approximately 900 acre-ft/yr. 
 The apparent sources of the Basin recharge are precipitation, runoff from its limited watershed (80 acre-
ft/yr), and return flows from irrigation, septic, and wastewater systems (approximately 820 acre-ft/yr).  As 
water use in the Warren Valley increases, the amount of return flows are expected to increase 
proportionately. 
 
Groundwater Basin Description – Ames/Means Valley and Copper Mountain Basins 
 
HDWD also pumps groundwater from the Ames/Means Valley Basin.  As used in this WSA, the Ames 
Valley Basin includes portions of the Ames and Copper Mountain Valley Basins as designated by DWR.  
The following basin descriptions are based on information from Bulletin 118 (DWR, 2004).  Refer to 
Appendix G for copies of the Ames, Means and Copper Mountain Valley Basins Bulletin 118. 
 
The Ames Valley Basin covers an area of approximately 169.7 square miles (110,000 acres).  The Basin 
underlies Ames Valley, Homestead Valley, and Pipes Wash in the south-central San Bernardino County.  
The Basin is bounded by non-waterbearing rocks of the San Bernardino Mountains on the west, Iron Ridge 
on the north, and Hidalgo Mountain on the northeast.  The Emerson, Copper Mountain, and West Calico 
fault also form parts of the eastern and northern boundaries.  A surface water drainage divide with the 
Copper Mountain Valley Basin forms the southern boundary.  The water-bearing materials in Ames Valley 
Basin consist of unconsolidated to partly consolidated Miocene to Quaternary age continental deposits.  
The main water-bearing deposits are inter-bedded gravels, conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial 
fans.  Other less productive deposits include alluvial channel sands and gravels; silt, clay, and sandy-clay 
deposits in Emerson Lake playa; and dune sands.  The total storage capacity is estimated to be 1,200,000 
acre-ft (DWR, 2004). 
 
The Copper Mountain Valley Basin covers an area of approximately 47.4 square miles (30,300 acres).  The 
basin is bounded on the north by a drainage divide with the Ames Valley Basin, and on the south by the 
Pinto Mountain fault.  The non-waterbearing rocks of the Copper Mountain and the San Bernardino 
Mountains form the eastern and western basin boundaries, respectively.  The total storage capacity is 
estimated in excess of 1,000,000 acre-ft (DWR 2004).   
 
In 1987, the District contracted with the Mainstream Water Development Company to locate and develop a 
well outside the Warren Valley Basin that would be capable of producing 1,500 acre-ft/yr.  Subsequently, 
the proposed well site was placed within the sphere of influence of the Desert View Water Agency, one of 
the predecessor agencies to the Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency (BDVWA).  This well was successfully 
drilled on the Bureau of Land Management property.  The well can produce up to 2,100 acre-ft/yr from the 
Ames/Means Valley Groundwater Basin, which much of HDWD's Mesa area overlies.  Prior to this water 
source, the Mesa area utilized approximately 800 acre-ft/yr from the Warren Valley Basin.  In 1989, the 
environmental issues related to this well resulted in complex litigation with the BDVWA.  This litigation 
prevented the production of groundwater from the well.  However, after prolonged negotiations with 
BDVWA, a settlement agreement, allowing the extraction of 800 acre-ft/yr as well as 0.5 acre-ft/yr for each 
new residential meter, was executed by both parties in January 1991.  The settlement agreement prevents 
the export of groundwater from the Basin.  Well 24E was put into operation in 1993.  Through informal 
agreement with BDVWA, the District limits its pumping from the Ames/Means Valley to about 650 acre-ft/yr 
until a recharge program is implemented. 
  
XII. Primary Issue for Assessment – Conclusion 

(1) The Hi-Desert Water District has been identified as the public water purveyor for the Old Town 
Yucca Valley Specific Plan; 
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(2) Water demand for the Project is not specifically identified as a future demand in the District’s 
2005 UWMP, however growth in the area was anticipated and is planned to be met through 
groundwater extraction supplemented by recharge at the District’s percolation ponds; 

 
(3) Reliability to the groundwater system is provided by natural recharge and recharge in the 

percolation ponds, which is supplied by MWA and the SWP. 
 

(4) The calculated water demand for the Project is 531 AFY, and it has been estimated that 162 
AFY of water is currently used on the Project site. 

 
(5) The net change in water demand to the Project site is 369 AFY.  The net change represents 

approximately 5.5% of the District’s estimated long-term average of 6,704 acre-feet/year from 
the SWP, Warren Valley Basin, and Ames/Means Valley Basin.  

 
(6) The Hi-Desert Water District proposes to deliver water to the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific 

Plan project from groundwater extracted from Warren Valley Basin, and Ames/Means Valley 
Basin. 

 
The HDWD plans to meet the proposed water demands of the Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan with 
groundwater from the Warren Valley and Means Valley Basins.  The District plans to recharge water yearly 
into the WVB from the SWP, natural recharge, return flows, and conjunctive use water.  The reserve 
groundwater will be available during dry periods when the District will not be able to recharge the Basin due 
to a reduction in supply from the SWP.  The ongoing groundwater storage in the Warren Valley Basin 
provides the District with reliable source of domestic water.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
Yucca Valley Revitalization Project – Old Town Specific Plan Draft 
Utility Plan – Water Demand Estimates  
 
 
 



DISTRICT / GROSS AREA UNITS BUILDING AREA AVG DAY MAX DAY [2] PEAK HOUR [3]
LAND USE TYPE (AC) (DU) (SF) (GPD) (GPD) (GPM)

OLD TOWN MIXED USE
auto repair 1.006 0 5476 2,000 gpd/ac 2,013 4,026 6
auto sales 0.398 0 1041 2,000 gpd/ac 796 1,593 2
car wash 0.148 0 1182 2,000 gpd/ac 296 593 1
commercial 5.601 0 63474 2,000 gpd/ac 11,201 22,403 31
dental office 0.215 0 10640 2,000 gpd/ac 430 859 1
gas station 0.610 0 3858 2,000 gpd/ac 1,220 2,440 3
hotel/motel [6] 0.309 1 6072 3,600 gpd/ac 1,113 2,227 3
industrial 5.256 0 46607 2,000 gpd/ac 10,512 21,024 29
low density [7] 0.461 1 0 2,100 gpd/ac 969 1,938 3
medical office 0.962 0 13130 2,000 gpd/ac 1,925 3,850 5
mini-storage 2.411 0 4265 2,000 gpd/ksf 4,822 9,645 13
office 1.146 0 7000 3,000 gpd/ac 3,439 6,877 10
restaurant[5] 1.407 0 17368 3,000 gpd/ac 4,220 8,440 12
vacant 9.121 0 2057 0 gpd/ac 0 0 0
TOTAL 29.053 2 182,170 - 42,957 85,914 119

OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL
auto repair 3.081 0 19249 2,000 gpd/ac 6,161 12,322 17
auto sales 2.636 0 11222 2,000 gpd/ac 5,271 10,542 15
commercial 17.394 0 97652 2,000 gpd/ac 34,788 69,575 97
high density [8] 0.523 0 0 3,600 gpd/ac 1,882 3,765 5
hotel/motel [6] 2.371 12 55907 3,600 gpd/ac 8,535 17,069 24
low density [7] 0.994 1 0 2,100 gpd/ac 2,088 4,175 6
medical office 0.687 0 4800 4,000 gpd/ac 2,748 5,496 8
meeting hall 1.800 0 9938 3,000 gpd/ac 5,399 10,798 15
mini-storage 6.464 0 40952 2,000 gpd/ac 12,927 25,854 36
office 2.574 0 22954 4,000 gpd/ac 10,296 20,592 29
park-n-ride 1.055 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0 0
restaurant 3.083 0 13430 3,000 gpd/ac 9,249 18,497 26
rv park [9] 1.305 0 1740 1,200 gpd/ac 1,566 3,133 4
unknown[4] 0.012 0 0 2,000 gpd/ac 24 49 0
vacant 14.379 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 58.355 13 277,844 - 100,934 201,867 280

OLD TOWN COMMERCIAL/ RESIDENTIAL
church 2.577 0 16887 3,000 gpd/ac 7,730 15,461 21
civic 0.634 0 944 3,000 gpd/ac 1,902 3,805 5
commercial 3.307 0 33408 2,000 gpd/ac 6,613 13,227 18
high density [8] 3.360 22 0 3,600 gpd/ac 12,097 24,195 34
hotel/motel[6] 0.247 9 2864 300 gpd/du 2,700 5,400 8
industrial 1.921 0 18288 2,000 gpd/ac 3,842 7,683 11
low density[7] 18.747 83 0 700 gpd/du 58,100 116,200 161
medical office 3.435 0 56902 2,000 gpd/ac 6,869 13,738 19
office 1.785 0 19596 3,000 gpd/ac 5,356 10,712 15
pet hospital 0.451 0 6334 2,000 gpd/ac 903 1,805 3
vacant 20.910 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 57.373 114 155,223 - 106,113 212,225 295

OLD TOWN INDUSTRIAL
civic 2.065 0 993 3,000 gpd/ac 6,195 12,390 17
industrial 32.530 0 96603 2,000 gpd/ac 65,059 130,118 181
mini-storage 0.595 0 0 2,000 gpd/ac 1,190 2,380 3
vacant 4.399 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 39.589 0 97,596 - 72,444 144,888 201

TOTAL EXISTING 184.370 129 712,833 - 322,447 644,894 896

[1] Factors are based on Eastern Municipal Water District.
[2] Maximum Day Demand = 2.0 x Average Day Demand, per EMWD Peaking Criteria
[3] Peak Hour Demand = 2.0 x Maximum Day Demand, per 'common used' industry values. 
[4] Unknown land uses were assumed at 2,000 gpd/ac.
[5] Restaurant, civic, church, office, and meeting hall taken as institutional land use and applied a 3,000 gpd/ac demand factor.
[6] Hotel / Motel based on high density residential. Assumed factor is 3,600 GPD/Ac or 300 GPD/DU, whichever is greater.
[7] Low density residential assumed at 2,100 GPD/Ac or 700 GPD/DU, whichever is greater.
[8] High density residential assumed at 3,600 GPD/Ac or 300 GPD/DU, whichever is greater.
[9] RV park assumed as Mobile Home Park with a factor of  1,200 gpd/ac per EMWD standards

Yucca Valley Old Town Specific Plan 

EXISTING WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE

TABLE 2A

FACTOR [1]
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DISTRICT / GROSS AREA UNITS BUILDING AREA AVG DAY MAX DAY [2] PEAK HOUR [3]
LAND USE TYPE (AC) (DU) (SF) (GPD) (GPD) (GPM)

OLD TOWN MIXED USE
auto repair 1.006 0 5476 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 234 409 1
auto sales 0.398 0 1041 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 92 162 0
car wash 0.148 0 1182 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 34 60 0
commercial 5.601 0 63474 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 1,300 2,275 3
dental office 0.215 0 10640 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 50 87 0
gas station 0.610 0 3858 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 142 248 0
hotel/motel [5] 0.309 1 6072 4.85 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 1,339 2,343 3
industrial 5.256 0 46607 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 1,220 2,135 3
low density [7] 0.461 1 0 0.69 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 284 497 1
medical office 0.962 0 13130 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 223 391 1
mini-storage 2.411 0 4265 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 560 979 1
office 1.146 0 7000 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 266 466 1
restaurant[4] 1.407 0 17368 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 326 571 1
vacant 9.121 0 2057 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 29.053 2 182,170 - 6,070 10,623 15

OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL
auto repair 3.081 0 19249 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 715 1,251 2
auto sales 2.636 0 11222 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 612 1,070 1
commercial 17.394 0 97652 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 4,037 7,065 10
high density[9] 0.523 0 0 4.85 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 2,264 3,962 6
hotel/motel 2.371 12 55907 4.85 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 10,264 17,962 25
low density[6] 0.994 1 0 0.3 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 266 466 1
medical office 0.687 0 4800 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 159 279 0
meeting hall 1.800 0 9938 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 418 731 1
mini-storage 6.464 0 40952 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 1,500 2,625 4
office 2.574 0 22954 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 597 1,045 1
park-n-ride 1.055 0 0 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 245 428 1
restaurant 3.083 0 13430 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 716 1,252 2
rv park 1.305 0 1740 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 303 530 1
unknown [10] 0.012 0 0 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 3 5 0
vacant 14.379 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 58.355 13 277,844 - 22,099 38,673 54

OLD TOWN COMMERCIAL/ RESIDENTIAL
church 2.577 0 16887 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 598 1,047 1
civic 0.634 0 944 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 147 258 0
commercial 3.307 0 33408 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 767 1,343 2
high density [9] 3.360 22 0 4.85 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 14,549 25,460 35
hotel/motel 0.247 9 2864 4.85 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 1,068 1,869 3
industrial 1.921 0 18288 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 446 780 1
low density[8] 18.747 83 0 1.1 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 18,408 32,214 45
medical office 3.435 0 56902 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 797 1,395 2
office 1.785 0 19596 1.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 2,008 3,514 5
pet hospital 0.451 0 6334 2.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 911 1,593 2
vacant 20.910 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 57.373 114 155,223 - 39,699 69,474 96

OLD TOWN INDUSTRIAL
civic 2.065 0 993 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 479 839 1
industrial 32.530 0 96603 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 7,550 13,213 18
mini-storage 0.595 0 0 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr 138 242 0
vacant 4.399 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 39.589 0 97,596 - 8,167 14,293 20

TOTAL EXISTING 184.370 129 712,833 - 76,036 133,062 185

[1] Factors are based on Hi-Desert Water District's 2001 Water Master Plan
[2] Maximum Day Demand = 1.75 x Average Day Demand, per Hi-Desert Water District's 1995 Water Master Plan
[3] Peak Hour Demand = 2.0 x Maximum Day Demand, per 'common used' industry values. 
[4] Restaurant, civic, church, meeting hall and unknowns taken as commercial land use and applied a 0.26 Ac ft/Ac/Yr demand factor.
[5] Hotel / Motel based on multi-family residential.
[6] Low density Residential 1DU/Ac was assumed, 1DU/Ac = 0.3 Ac ft/Ac/Yr, per Hi-Desert Water District's 2001 Water Master Plan
[7] (1 DU / 0.461Ac = 2.2), Residential 2DU/Ac was assumed, 2DU/Ac = 0.69 Ac ft/Ac/Yr, per Hi-Desert Water District's 2001 Water Master Plan
[8] (83 DU/ 18.7 Ac = 4.6), Residential 5DU/Ac was assumed, 5DU/Ac = 1.1 Ac ft/Ac/Yr, per Hi-Desert Water District's 2001 Water Master Plan
[9] Multi-Family Use = 4.85 Ac ft/Ac/Yr, per Hi-Desert Water District's 2001 Water Master Plan
[10] Unknown land uses were assumed at 0.26 Ac Ft/Ac/Yr

Yucca Valley Old Town Specific Plan

EXISTING WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE

TABLE 2B

FACTOR [1]
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Hi-Desert Water District Policy No. 26-04  
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Active Projects in the Town of Yucca Valley 
 





















 
                                                    
  Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan 
  Water Supply Assessment  
       December 2006 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX F 
 
 
 
Water Supply Documentation 
 

 Agreement for Construction, Operation and Financing of the Morongo 
Basin Pipeline Project 

 Ames Valley Water Basin Agreement 
 Judgment – Hi-Desert Water District vs. Yucca Water Company, Ltd. 
 Warren Valley Basin Conjunctive Use Agreement between Mojave Water 

Agency, Hi-Desert Water District, and Warren Valley Basin Watermaster 
 Warren Valley Basin Management Plan 
 Water Supply Contract between the State of California Department of 

Water Resources and Mojave Water Agency 
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California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 Groundwater 
Basin Descriptions 
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Warren Valley Groundwater Basin 
• Groundwater Basin Number:  7-12 
• County:  San Bernardino 
• Surface Area: 17,200 acres (26.9 square miles) 
 
Basin Boundaries and Hydrology 
The Warren Valley Basin is located in the northwestern portion of the 
Colorado Desert Hydrologic Study Area.  This basin includes the water-
bearing sediments beneath the town of Yucca Valley and the surrounding 
area.  The northern boundary of the basin is the Pinto Mountain fault and the 
southern boundary is the bedrock outcrop of the Little San Bernardino 
Mountains.  The Warren Valley Basin is bounded on the east by a bedrock 
constriction called the “Yucca barrier” and on the west by a bedrock 
constriction and a topographic divide between Warren Valley and Morongo 
Valley.  Precipitation in this basin ranges from 8 to 12 inches per year, with 
an average rainfall across the basin of about 10 inches (USDA 1999). 
 
Hydrogeologic Information 
Water Bearing Formations 
The productive water-bearing materials in this basin consist of 
unconsolidated to partly consolidated Miocene to Quaternary continental 
deposits (Mendez and Christensen 1997).  The continental deposits 
regionally are interpreted to range up to 10,000 feet in thickness (Moyle 
1984); however, wells in Warren Valley Basin reach as deep as 1,610 feet 
without encountering bedrock.  Geophysical studies suggest that the Warren 
Valley Basin may exceed a depth of 2,000 feet (Whitt and Jonker 1998). 
 
The main productive water-bearing deposits are unconfined interbedded 
gravels, conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial fan systems (Schaefer 
1978, BEE 1994).  These deposits have an average of about 11 percent 
specific yield (Lewis 1972) and well yields up to 4,000 gpm. 
 
Restrictive Structures 
The Pinto Mountain fault zone juxtaposes alluvial valley fill material against 
consolidated bedrock.  Data to evaluate whether this fault is a barrier to water 
at the boundary of the Warren Valley Basin is sparse, but the Pinto Mountain 
fault is a barrier to groundwater flow toward the east at the Copper Mountain 
Valley Basin - Joshua Tree Basin boundary (Mendez and Christensen 1997).  
A north-trending basement high causes a sharp change in water level 
between the towns of Yucca Valley and Joshua Tree, showing a drop of 
about 400 feet to the east (“Yucca barrier” of Lewis 1972). 
 
Recharge Areas 
Natural recharge to the basin is mainly from direct percolation of 
precipitation and percolation of ephemeral streamflow from Water Canyon in 
the north and Covington Canyon in the south (BEE 1994; Mendez and 
Christensen 1997; Whitt and Jonker 1998).  Lewis (1972) suggests that 
annual recharge may not exceed 200 af, but actual recharge amounts are 
poorly constrained and quite variable from year to year.  Some minor inflow 
may come from groundwater moving through fractures in the adjacent 
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bedrock.  Percolation of septic tank effluent also contributes to recharge of 
groundwater.  State Water Project water delivered via the Morongo Basin 
Pipeline provides recharge through spreading grounds near the Yucca Valley 
Airport (Hanson 1999). 
 
Groundwater Level Trends 
Hydrographs of wells in the Warren Valley Basin show water levels in 1998 
above the 1986 levels (Hanson 1999).  Most hydrographs show a general 
lowering of water levels from 1986 through about 1992 and then recovery of 
water levels through 1998.  The range in elevation of water levels is up to 
220 feet since 1986 (Hanson 1999).  Groundwater in the Warren Valley 
Basin appears to flow northward from the Little San Bernardino Mountains 
to the Pinto Mountain fault and then east toward Twentynine Palms (Lewis 
1972; Mendez and Christensen 1997).  Groundwater flows eastward across 
the “Yucca barrier,” a subsurface structure associated with an eastward 
lowering of groundwater water levels into the Joshua Tree Basin (Lewis 
1972). 
 
Groundwater Storage 
Groundwater Storage Capacity.  Lewis (1972) calculated 106,000 af of 
groundwater in storage in 1958 using a saturated thickness of 150 feet, a 
specific yield of 11percent, and an area of 6,400 acres.  Lewis (1972) 
assumed that prior to 1948, groundwater levels were probably static.  If so, 
then this storage value would represent a steady-state basin under natural 
conditions.  According to Lewis’ maps, additional storage space is available 
above the water levels of 1958.  A total storage capacity of about 568,000 af 
for the Warren Groundwater Basin can be estimated using an area of 17,200 
acres, an average specific yield of 11 percent, and an average total thickness 
of 300 feet.   
 
Groundwater in Storage.  Lewis (1972) calculated 106,000 af of 
groundwater in storage in 1958 using 150 feet saturated thickness, 11percent 
specific yield, and 6,400 acres.  The annual report of the Warren Valley 
Basin Watermaster (Hanson 1999) does not determine available storage. 
 
Groundwater Budget (Type-A) 
Not enough data exist to compile a detailed groundwater budget for this 
basin.  For the 1998-1999 water year, total extraction amounted to 2,201 af 
which includes 312 af pumped by the Blue Skies Country Club mainly for 
irrigation of a golf course (Hanson 1999).  HDWD recharges State Water 
Project water, which amounted to 2,237 af for water year 1998-1999 (Hanson 
1999).  An estimate of natural recharge rate for this area was determined to 
be about 2.8 percent of precipitation by Whitt and Jonker (1998).  Using the 
area of the watersheds for the basin, the reported precipitation, and a 2.8 
percent recharge rate, the natural recharge for water year 1998-1999 is 
estimated to be about 330 af. 
 
Groundwater Quality 
Characterization.  Water quality data for 1999 from the Hi-Desert Water 
District (HDWD 2000) indicates that the average water has calcium-sodium 
bicarbonate character.  Total dissolved solids concentration ranges from 129 
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to 269 mg/L, with an average of 196 mg/L (HDWD 2000).  Electrical 
conductivity ranges from 290 to 450 µmhos/cm and averages about 360 
µmhos/cm (HDWD 1999). 
 
Impairments.  Fluoride concentration of groundwater exceeds 1.4 mg/l in 
some wells in the Warren Valley Basin (BEE 1994). 
 
Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 
Constituent Group1 Number of 

wells sampled2 
Number of wells with a 

concentration above an MCL3 
Inorganics – Primary 18 1 

Radiological 18 1 

Nitrates 18 5 

Pesticides 16 0 

VOCs and SVOCs 16 0 

Inorganics – Secondary 18 3 
1 A description of each member in the constituent groups and a generalized 
discussion of the relevance of these groups are included in California’s Groundwater 
– Bulletin 118 by DWR (2003). 
2 Represents distinct number of wells sampled as required under DHS Title 22 
program from 1994 through 2000. 
3 Each well reported with a concentration above an MCL was confirmed with a 
second detection above an MCL.  This information is intended as an indicator of the 
types of activities that cause contamination in a given basin.  It represents the water 
quality at the sample location.  It does not indicate the water quality delivered to the 
consumer.  More detailed drinking water quality information can be obtained from the 
local water purveyor and its annual Consumer Confidence Report. 
 
Well Production characteristics 

Well yields (gal/min) 

Municipal/Irrigation Range:  10 - 4,000 Average:  350 (25 
wells) 

Total depths (ft) 

Domestic   

Municipal/Irrigation   

 
Active Monitoring Data 
Agency Parameter Number of wells 

/measurement frequency 
Hi Desert WD Groundwater 

levels. 
17 wells/monthly (Brown 2000). 

Hi Desert WD Minerals, organic 
and inorganic 
chemicals. 

11 wells/quarterly (Schwab 
2000). 

Hi Desert WD Coliform. 11 wells/weekly (Schwab 2000). 

U.S. Geological 
Survey 

Quality 7 

U.S. Geological 
Survey 

Groundwater 
levels. 

10 
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Basin Management 
Groundwater management: The Hi Desert WD is the court appointed 

watermaster for this adjudicated basin.  The 
Warren Valley Basin Management Plan was 
adopted in 1991 (Hanson 1999). 

Water agencies  

   Public Hi Desert WD, Mojave Water Agency. 

   Private  
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Ames Valley Groundwater Basin 
• Groundwater Basin Number: 7-16 
• County:  San Bernardino 
• Surface Area: 110,000 acres  (169.7 square miles) 
 
Basin Boundaries and Hydrology 
This groundwater basin underlies Ames Valley, Homestead Valley, and 
Pipes Wash in the southcentral San Bernardino County.  The basin is 
bounded by nonwater-bearing rocks of the San Benrardino Mountains on the 
west, of Iron Ridge on the north, and of Hidalgo Mountain on the northeast 
(Rogers 1967).  The Emerson, Copper Mountain, and West Calico faults 
form parts of the eastern and northern boundaries.  The southern boundary 
and parts of the northern and eastern boundaries lie along surface drainage 
divides.  The valley is drained northeastward by Pipes Wash to Emerson 
(dry) Lake.  Average annual precipitation ranges from 4 to 12 inches.   
 
Hydrogeologic Information 
Water Bearing Formations 
The water-bearing materials in this basin consist of unconsolidated to partly 
consolidated Miocene to Quaternary age continental deposits (Mendez and 
Christensen 1997).  Wells in Ames Valley Groundwater Basin reach a 
maximum depth of 838 feet without encountering bedrock.  Regionally, these 
deposits are estimated to range to 10,000 feet in thickness (Moyle 1984). 
 
The main water-bearing deposits are interbedded gravels, conglomerates, and 
silts deposited in alluvial fans (Schaefer 1978).  Other less productive 
deposits include alluvial channel sands and gravels; silt, clay, and sandy-clay 
deposits in Emerson Lake playa; and dune sands (Schaefer 1978; Bookman-
Edmonston Engineering 1994).  These deposits have an average specific 
yield of about 14 percent (Lewis 1972), and well yields range from 30 to 
2,000 gpm.  Groundwater is typically unconfined in the alluvial deposits 
(Schaefer 1978), but may be confined near dry lakes where fine-grained 
deposits are found. 
 
Restrictive Structures 
Several faults cut northwestward across this basin causing the water table to 
step down toward the east (Moyle 1974; French 1978; Mendez and 
Christensen 1997), which indicates they are partial barriers to groundwater 
flow.  Groundwater levels drop eastward across the Johnson Valley fault 100 
to 175 feet and across the Emerson fault 25 to 50 feet (Lewis 1972; Moyle 
1974).  Groundwater levels may drop eastward about 550 feet across the 
Homestead Valley fault (Moyle 1974). 
 
Recharge Areas 
Natural recharge of the basin is mainly from percolation of stream flow from 
the San Bernardino Mountains and precipitation to the valley floor (Mendez 
and Christensen 1997; Bookman-Edmonston Engineering 1994).  Percolation 
of septic tank effluent from the town of Landers and surrounding 
communities also contributes to recharge of groundwater.  Some subsurface 
inflow may come from Means Valley Groundwater Basin, and subsurface 
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outflow probably crosses the Emerson fault into Deadman Valley 
Groundwater Basin (French 1978; Mendez and Christensen 1997). 
 
Groundwater Level Trends 
Groundwater in this basin flows eastward from the San Bernardino 
Mountains to the Emerson fault and northeast toward Emerson (dry) Lake 
(Mendez and Christensen 1997).  In the central part of the basin near 
Landers, one well declined about 15 feet during 1981 through 1999.  In the 
eastern and northern parts of the basin, water levels were stable during 1952 
through 2000, varying about 2 feet. 
 
Groundwater Storage 
Groundwater Storage Capacity.  Total storage capacity is estimated to be 
1,200,000 af (DWR 1975). 
 
Groundwater in Storage.  Groundwater in storage in 1969 is estimated to 
be 540,000 af (Lewis 1972). 
 
Groundwater Budget (Type C) 
About 500 af/yr of underflow may be moving through the sediments in Pipes 
Wash, the main recharge source (Lewis 1972). 
 
Groundwater Quality 
Characterization.  Groundwater in the basin is sodium bicarbonate in 
character.  The TDS content of water from one well near Landers is 233 
mg/L (MWA 1999).  The TSD content of water from 8 public supply wells 
ranges from 246 to 390 mg/L and averages 312 mg/L.   
 
Impairments.  Groundwater in the basin has locally high TDS, fluoride, and 
chloride contents (DWR 1975).  TDS content reaches about 1,000 mg/L 
southwest of Emerson Lake (MWA 1999). 
 
Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 
Constituent Group1 Number of 

wells sampled2 
Number of wells with a 

concentration above an MCL3 
Inorganics – Primary 10 0 

Radiological 10 3 

Nitrates 10 0 

Pesticides 10 0 

VOCs and SVOCs 10 0 

Inorganics – Secondary 10 0 
1 A description of each member in the constituent groups and a generalized 
discussion of the relevance of these groups are included in California’s Groundwater 
– Bulletin 118 by DWR (2003). 
2 Represents distinct number of wells sampled as required under DHS Title 22 
program from 1994 through 2000. 
3 Each well reported with a concentration above an MCL was confirmed with a 
second detection above an MCL.  This information is intended as an indicator of the 
types of activities that cause contamination in a given basin.  It represents the water 
quality at the sample location.  It does not indicate the water quality delivered to the 
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consumer.  More detailed drinking water quality information can be obtained from the 
local water purveyor and its annual Consumer Confidence Report. 
 
Well Production characteristics 

Well yields (gal/min) 

Municipal/Irrigation Range:  30 – 2,000 
(Well Completion 
Reports) 

 

Total depths (ft) 

Domestic   

Municipal/Irrigation   

 
Active Monitoring Data 
Agency Parameter Number of wells 

/measurement frequency 
USGS Groundwater levels 19 

USGS Miscellaneous 
water quality 

3 

Department of 
Health Services and 
cooperators 

Title 22 water 
quality 

11 

 
Basin Management 
Groundwater management: This basin is managed under a Regional 

Water Management Plan adopted in 1994 by 
the Mojave Water Agency (MWA 1999). 

Water agencies  

   Public Mojave Water Agency 

   Private  

 
References Cited 
Bookman-Edmonston Engineering Inc. (BEE). 1994. Regional water management plan: 

Mojave Water Agency, Apple Valley California,.135 p. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 1975.  California’s Ground Water.  
Bulletin 118. 135 p. 

French, J.J. 1978. Ground-water storage in the Johnson Valley area, San Bernardino County, 
California: U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 77-130. 35 p. 

Lewis, R.E. 1972. Ground-Water Resources of the Yucca Valley-Joshua Tree area, San 
Bernardino County, California. U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report. 51 p. 

Mendez, G.O. and A.H. Christensen. 1997. Regional water table (1996) and water-level 
changes in the Mojave River, the Morongo, and the Fort Irwin ground-water basins, San 
Bernardino County, California: U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations 
Report 97-4160. 34 p.  

Mojave Water Agency (MWA).  1999.  Fourth Annual Engineer’s Report on Water Supply, 
for Water Year 1997-1998.  Apple Valley, California.  77p. 

Moyle, W.R., Jr. 1974. Geohydrologic map of southern California: U.S. Geological Survey 
Water-Resources Investigations Report 48-73. 

________. 1984. Bouguer gravity anomaly map of the Twentynine Palms Marine Corps Base 
and vicinity, California:  U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 
84-4005. 



Colorado River Hydrologic Region   California’s Groundwater 
Ames Valley Groundwater Basin  Bulletin 118 

Last update 2/27/04 

Rogers, T. H. 1967.  Geologic Map of California, San Bernardino Sheet.  Olaf P. Jenkins 
Edition.  California Division of Mines and Geology.  1 sheet.  Scale 1:250,000. 

Schaefer, D.H. 1978. Ground-water resources of the Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, 
San Bernardino County, California: U.S. Geological Survey Water-Resources 
Investigations Report 77-37. 29 p. 

 
Additional References 
Akers, J.P. 1986. Geohydrology and potential for artificial recharge in the western part of the 

U.S. Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California, 1982-83. U.S. Geological 
Survey Water-Resources Investigations Report 84-4119. 18 p. 

Bader, J.S. 1963. Effect of faulting in alluvium on the occurrence, movement, and quality of 
ground water in the Twentynine Palms area, California (abstract). Geological Society of 
America Special Paper 73. 22 p. 

California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 1960. Data on Water wells and Springs in 
the Yucca Valley-Twentynine Palms area, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, 
California. Bulletin 91-2. 163 p. 

 
Errata 
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Means Valley Groundwater Basin 
• Groundwater Basin Number: 7-17 
• County:  San Bernardino 
• Surface Area: 15,000 acres (23.4 square miles) 
 
Basin Boundaries and Hydrology 
This groundwater basin underlies Means Valley in southcentral San 
Bernardino County.  The basin is bounded by nonwater-bearing rocks and a 
drainage divide on the north, by a drainage divide on the south, by the 
Johnson Valley fault on the west, and by the Homestead Valley fault on the 
east (Rogers 1967).  Drainage is to Means (dry) Lake in the central part of 
the valley (Rogers 1967; French 1978).  Annual average precipitation ranges 
from about 4 to 8 inches. 
 
Hydrogeologic Information 
Water Bearing Formations 
Groundwater in the basin is found in Quaternary age alluvial and lacustrine 
deposits.  The alluvium likely consists of unconsolidated, fine- to coarse-
grained sand, pebbles, and boulders with variable amounts of silt and clay 
and is probably not more than 200 or 300 feet thick (French 1978).  
 
Restrictive Structures  
The southwest trending Johnson Valley and Homestead Valley faults are 
partial barriers to groundwater movement (Moyle 1974; French 1978).  
 
Recharge Areas  
The principal source of recharge to the basin is likely percolation of runoff 
from surrounding mountains, with a minor contribution from percolation of 
precipitation to the valley floor and subsurface flow across the Johnson 
Valley fault southwest of Means Lake.  Groundwater may migrate through 
fractures in bedrock toward Emerson Lake as subsurface outflow (French 
1978). 
 
Groundwater Level Trends 
A hydrograph for a well in the southern part of the basin indicates stable 
water levels during 1975 through 1998, varying about one foot in elevation. 
 
Groundwater Storage 
Groundwater Storage Capacity. The total storage capacity is estimate at 
260,000 (DWR 1975). 
 
Groundwater in Storage. Unknown. 
 
Groundwater Budget (Type C) 
Natural recharge is estimated at 100 af/yr (DWR 1975). 
 
Groundwater Quality 
Characterization.  Groundwater near Means Lake is sodium chloride-
bicarbonate in character (French 1978).  Groundwater samples show that 
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TDS content is about 1,300 mg/L, fluoride content is about 4.5 mg/L, and 
nitrate content is about 92 mg/L (French 1978). 
Impairments.  Fluoride, nitrate, and TDS concentrations are impairments 
locally. 
 
Well Production characteristics 

Well yields (gal/min) 

Municipal/Irrigation   

Total depths (ft) 

Domestic   

Municipal/Irrigation   

 
Active Monitoring Data 
Agency Parameter Number of wells 

/measurement frequency 
USGS Groundwater levels 1 

 Miscellaneous 
water quality 

NKD 

DHS and 
cooperators 

Title 22 water 
quality 

0 

 
Basin Management 
Groundwater management:  

Water agencies  

   Public Bighorn-Desert View Water Agency, County 
Service Area 70. 

   Private  
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Copper Mountain Valley Groundwater Basin 
 
• Groundwater Basin Number: 7-11 
• County:  San Bernardino 
• Surface Area: 30,341 acres (47.4 square miles) 
 
Basin Boundaries and Hydrology 
The Copper Mountain Valley Groundwater Basin underlies an alluvial valley 
in the northwestern Colorado Desert Region.  This basin, which is about one 
mile north of the town of Joshua Tree, includes the water-bearing sediments 
below and adjacent to Coyote Lake (dry).  The northern boundary of the 
basin is coincident with the surface drainage divide between this basin and 
the Ames Valley Groundwater Basin.  The southern boundary of the basin is 
the Pinto Mountain fault.  The contact of alluvium with consolidated rocks 
forming Copper Mountain and the San Bernardino Mountains mark the east 
and west boundaries, respectively.  Average annual precipitation is about 4 
inches for lower elevation, eastern part of the basin to 10 inches in the higher 
elevation, western part of the basin. 
 
Hydrogeologic Information 
Water Bearing Formations 
The productive water-bearing materials in this basin consist of 
unconsolidated to partly consolidated Miocene to Quaternary continental 
deposits (Mendez and Christensen 1997).  These deposits regionally reach 
10,000 feet in thickness (Moyle 1984); however, wells in Copper Mountain 
Valley Groundwater Basin are known to reach a as much as 1,000 feet depth 
without encountering bedrock.  Interpretation of resistivity surveys suggest a 
depth of at least 1,500 feet in this basin (Whitt and Jonker 1998). 
The main productive water-bearing deposits are the interbedded gravels, 
conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial fan systems (Schaefer 1978).  
Other less productive deposits include alluvial channel sands and gravels; 
active silt, clay, and sandy-clay deposits in Coyote Lake playa; and dune 
sands (Schaefer 1978; BEE 1994).  These deposits have an average specific 
yield of about 14 percent (Lewis 1972) and well yields range from 10 to 
2,450 gpm.  Groundwater in this basin is unconfined.  
 
Restrictive Structures 
The Pinto Mountain fault zone acts as a barrier to groundwater flow, with the 
water table lower by 125 feet in the Copper Mountain Valley Groundwater 
Basin than in the Joshua Tree Groundwater Basin to the south.  (Whitt and 
Jonker 1998; Mendez and Christensen 1997).  
 
Recharge Areas 
Natural recharge in the basin is derived mainly from direct percolation of 
precipitation and the rare percolation of ephemeral streamflow (Mendez and 
Christensen 1997; BEE 1994).  Some underflow may occur across the Pinto 
Mountain fault from the Joshua Tree Groundwater Basin (Lewis 1972; Whitt 
and Jonker 1998).  Percolation of septic tank effluent also contributes to 
recharge of groundwater.   
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Groundwater Level Trends 
Water level measurements taken in a well at the eastern edge of this basin, 
near Coyote Lake, show a total range of only about five feet during 1979 
through 1999.  The water level rose about five feet in late 1992 and was only 
about one foot below that mark when measured in 1999 (MWA 2000).  Whitt 
and Jonker (1998) report water levels in the basin have generally remained 
unchanged for more than 50 years.  The general regional groundwater flow 
pattern is from west to east, although local faults and basement highs modify 
this basic pattern.  Groundwater in this basin appears to flow eastward from 
the San Bernardino Mountains to Coyote Lake (dry) (Mendez and 
Christensen 1997). 
 
Groundwater Storage 
Groundwater Storage Capacity.  Currently a value for total storage 
capacity is not known to exist.  The 1975 DWR value of 830,000 af is no 
longer valid as subsequent studies show that the basin is deeper than 
previously estimated.  The basin boundaries have been redefined in this 
report based on hydrogeologic reports such as Lewis (1972), Schaefer (1978) 
Mendez and Christensen (1997), and Whitt and Jonker (1998).  This change 
in configuration will affect the estimate of total storage capacity.  
 
Groundwater in Storage.  Groundwater in storage is estimated to be a 
minimum of 940,000 af (Whitt and Jonker 1998).  This value is much larger 
than 67,000 af in storage estimated in 1996 because Whitt and Jonker (1998) 
use resistivity data to interpret a much deeper basin than previously inferred.  
The basin boundaries used by Whitt and Jonker (1998) are different than 
used in this report.  
 
Groundwater Budget (Type A) 
Recharge from precipitation was estimated to range from 728 to 1,300 af/yr 
(Whitt and Jonker 1998). Extractions are predominantly from urban use and 
estimated at 1,010 af for the year 2000 (BEE 1994).  
 
Groundwater Quality 
Characterization.  Groundwater within the basin is of relatively high quality 
and meets all Federal and State standards for drinking water (Krieger and 
Stewart 1996).  Data for two public supply wells in the basin have TDS 
content of 180 and 214 mg/L.  
 
Impairments.  DWR (1975) reports failing septic tanks may be threatening 
water quality in parts of the basin. Some wells exceeded TDS concentrations 
of 500 mg/L (BEE 1994).  
 
Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 
Constituent Group1 Number of 

wells sampled2 
Number of wells with a 

concentration above an MCL3 
Inorganics – Primary 2 0 

Radiological 2 0 

Nitrates 2 0 
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Pesticides 2 0 

VOCs and SVOCs 2 0 

Inorganics – Secondary 2 0 
1 A description of each member in the constituent groups and a generalized 
discussion of the relevance of these groups are included in California’s Groundwater 
– Bulletin 118 by DWR (2003). 
2 Represents distinct number of wells sampled as required under DHS Title 22 
program from 1994 through 2000. 
3 Each well reported with a concentration above an MCL was confirmed with a 
second detection above an MCL.  This information is intended as an indicator of the 
types of activities that cause contamination in a given basin.  It represents the water 
quality at the sample location.  It does not indicate the water quality delivered to the 
consumer.  More detailed drinking water quality information can be obtained from the 
local water purveyor and its annual Consumer Confidence Report. 
 
Well Characteristics 

Well yields (gal/min) 

Municipal/Irrigation Range:  10 – 2,450 
gal/min   

Average: 

Total depths (ft) 

Domestic Range:   Average: 

Municipal/Irrigation Range:   Average: 

 
Active Monitoring Data 
Agency Parameter Number of wells 

/measurement frequency 
USGS Water Levels 2 

Department of 
Health Services 

Title 22 Water 
Quality 

2 

   

 
Basin Management 
Groundwater management: A groundwater management plan for this 

basin is currently in place. 
Water agencies  

   Public Mojave Water Agency, Joshua Basin Water 
District. 

   Private  
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Section 1 
Introduction 

The Hi-Desert Water District (“District”) has caused this Water Supply Assessment (“WSA”) to 
be prepared to meet the requirements of California Water Code Section 10910 et seq., otherwise 
commonly referred to as Senate Bill 610 (“SB 610”)(Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001) in 
connection with the Town of Yucca Valley’s consideration of the proposed Old Town Yucca 
Valley Specific Plan Project (the “Old Town SP Project” or “Project”). 
 
Effective January 1, 2002, SB 610 requires a city or county that determines a project, as defined 
by Water Code section 10912, is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
to identify the public water system that may supply water for the project, if one exists, and to 
request the public water system to prepare a water supply assessment for the project.  The 
assessment is required to include certain information regarding water supplies that may be used 
to serve the proposed project, including, to the extent applicable, relevant information regarding 
water supply entitlements, water rights, water service contracts, and groundwater supplies. 
 
The intent of SB 610 is to improve the informational link between water supply availability and 
certain land use decisions made by cities and counties under the CEQA process.  Accordingly, 
SB 610 requires the water supply assessment prepared for a particular project to be included in 
the environmental document prepared for the project under CEQA.  (Water Code § 10911(b).) 
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Section 2 
Background 

2.1 HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT 

The Hi-Desert Water District (“District”) was formed in 1962 through a combination of multiple 
water agencies that were formed during development of the Yucca Valley area.  The District is 
located approximately 60 miles east of the City of San Bernardino between the Cities of Joshua 
Tree and Morongo Valley in the high-desert area of South Central San Bernardino County.  With 
a service area of approximately 50 square miles, the District provides water services to areas 
within the Town of Yucca Valley and an adjacent unincorporated area to the north known as the 
Mesa.  The District serves approximately 25,000 people with just under 10,000 service 
connections.  The District currently provides water service to existing commercial and residential 
customers at the Project site. 
 
2.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

The Old Town SP Project is proposed to be located in the Town of Yucca Valley, San 
Bernardino County.  (Figure 2-1, Error! Reference source not found..).  The Old Town Yucca 
Valley Specific Plan is a re-development of the existing Old Town area.  The Project provides 
for the development of four planning districts: the Old Town Mixed-use District, Old Town 
Commercial/Residential District, Old Town Industrial/Commercial District, and the Old Town 
Highway Commercial District.  An additional overlay district, the Highway Environs Overlay, 
provides additional development requirements for those areas that may be affected by the 
potential realignment of SR-62 and require additional discretionary review.  The Project would 
allow a maximum of 1,115 residential units and up to 2,900,604 SF of buildings for a variety of 
uses, including commercial/retail, industrial/commercial, office, and public facilities under build 
out conditions (RBF, 2006).  
 
2.3 PROJECT WATER DEMAND 

As indicated in Section 2.2 above, the projected water demands of the Old Town SP Project 
include those associated with multi-family (high density) residential uses and the water needs of 
commercial, retail, and industrial areas within the Project site.  According to the District’s Water 
System Master Plan analyses, a typical residential household within the District has an average 
of 2.55 persons and uses 0.328 acre-feet of water per year (“acre-ft/yr”).  Table 2-1 shows the 
existing water demand for the project area based on the current General Plan.  This demand 
totals 159 acre-ft/yr.  (Note: One acre-foot is the amount of water that would cover an acre of 
land at a depth of 1 foot, or 325,852 gallons.)  The water demand figures used in this table are 
based on information developed for the District’s draft Water System Master Plan (in 
preparation) from District billing and production records.  Accordingly, they are a practical and 
conservative measure of the projected water demand associated with the Old Town SP Project.  
In fact, for water supply planning purposes, the District has previously estimated that a typical 
household in the District uses approximately 0.28 acre-ft/yr.  (See District 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan, p. 2.)  A water use factor of 0.28 acre-ft/yr is a reasonable estimate in the 
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District’s desert community where water conservation and demand management are 
implemented as a standard of living.  (See discussion below regarding water conservation and 
demand management measures practiced in the District.)  Water losses (also known as 
unaccounted or non-revenue water) are approximately 10 percent of the District’s total water 
production.  Consequently, the District must produce approximately 0.31 acre-ft/yr of water for 
an average household.  Nevertheless, this WSA uses a water use factor of 0.328 acre-ft/yr to 
ensure a conservative analysis is provided. 
 

Table 2-1 
Old Town SP Project Existing Demands by Land Use Type 

DISTRICT /           
LAND USE TYPE 

GROSS    
AREA UNITS

BUILDING 
AREA 

WATER 
DEMAND        

FACTOR [1] 
AVERAGE            

DAY DEMAND 
  (ac) (du) (sf)   (gpd) (AFY) 

          
OLD TOWN MIXED USE      
Auto Repair 1.006 0 5,476 1,000 gpd/ac 1,006 1.1 
Auto Sales 0.398 0 1,041 1,000 gpd/ac 398 0.4 
Car Wash 0.148 0 1,182 1,000 gpd/ac 148 0.2 
Commercial 5.601 0 63,474 1,000 gpd/ac 5,601 6.3 
Dental Office 0.215 0 10,640 1,000 gpd/ac 215 0.2 
Gas Station 0.610 0 3,858 1,000 gpd/ac 610 0.7 
Hotel/Motel [2] 0.309 1 6,072 3,520 gpd/ac 1,089 1.2 
Industrial 5.256 0 46,607 850 gpd/ac 4,468 5.0 
Low Density 
Residential 0.461 1 0 440 gpd/ac 203 0.2 
Medical Office 0.962 0 13,130 1,000 gpd/ac 962 1.1 
Mini-Storage 2.411 0 4,265 850 gpd/ac 2,050 2.3 
Office 1.146 0 7,000 1,000 gpd/ac 1,146 1.3 
Restaurant 1.407 0 17,368 1,000 gpd/ac 1,407 1.6 
Vacant 9.121 0 2,057 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0 
TOTAL 29.053 2 182,170 -   19,303 21.6 
             
OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL       
Auto Repair 3.081 0 19,249 1,000 gpd/ac 3,081 3.5 
Auto Sales 2.636 0 11,222 1,000 gpd/ac 2,636 3.0 
Commercial 17.394 0 97,652 1,000 gpd/ac 17,394 19.5 
High Density 
Residential 0.523 0 0 3,520 gpd/ac 1,840 2.1 
Hotel/Motel [2] 2.371 12 55,907 3,520 gpd/ac 8,345 9.3 
Low Density 
Residential 0.994 1 0 440 gpd/ac 437 0.5 
Medical Office 0.687 0 4,800 1,000 gpd/ac 687 0.8 
Meeting Hall 1.800 0 9,938 800 gpd/ac 1,440 1.6 
Mini-Storage 6.464 0 40,952 850 gpd/ac 5,494 6.2 
Office 2.574 0 22,954 1,000 gpd/ac 2,574 2.9 
Park-N-Ride 1.055 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0 
Restaurant 3.083 0 13,430 1,000 gpd/ac 3,083 3.5 
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Table 2-1 (Cont’d) 
Old Town SP Project Existing Demands by Land Use Type 

DISTRICT /           
LAND USE TYPE 

GROSS    
AREA UNITS

BUILDING 
AREA 

WATER 
DEMAND        

FACTOR [1] 
AVERAGE            

DAY DEMAND 
  (ac) (du) (sf)   (gpd) (AFY) 
             
RV Park 1.305 0 1,740 800 gpd/ac 1,044 1.2 
Unknown [3] 0.012 0 0 1,000 gpd/ac 12 0.0 
Vacant 14.379 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0 
TOTAL 58.355 13 277,844 -   48,067 53.8 
             
OLD TOWN COMMERCIAL/ RESIDENTIAL       
Church 2.577 0 16,887 800 gpd/ac 2,061 2.3 
Civic 0.634 0 944 800 gpd/ac 507 0.6 
Commercial 3.307 0 33,408 1,000 gpd/ac 3,307 3.7 
High Density 
Residential 3.360 22 0 3,520 gpd/ac 11,828 13.3 
Hotel/Motel [2] 0.247 9 2,864 3,520 gpd/ac 868 1.0 
Industrial 1.921 0 18,288 850 gpd/ac 1,633 1.8 
Medium Density 
Residential 18.747 83 0 1,025 gpd/ac 19,215 21.5 
Medical Office 3.435 0 56,902 1,000 gpd/ac 3,435 3.8 
Office 1.785 0 19,596 1,000 gpd/ac 1,785 2.0 
Pet Hospital 0.451 0 6,334 1,000 gpd/ac 451 0.5 
Vacant 20.910 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0 
TOTAL 57.373 114 155,223 -   45,091 50.5 
             
OLD TOWN INDUSTRIAL       
Civic 2.065 0 993 800 gpd/ac 1,652 1.9 
Industrial 32.530 0 96,603 850 gpd/ac 27,650 31.0 
Mini-Storage 0.595 0 0 850 gpd/ac 506 0.6 
Vacant 4.399 0 0 0 gpd/ac 0 0.0 
TOTAL 39.589 0 97,596 -   29,808 33.4 
              

184.370 129 712,833 -   142,268 159.4 TOTAL EXISTING        
WATER DEMAND (ac) (du) (sf)    (gpd) (AFY) 

Abbreviations: ac = acre, du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet, gpd = gallons per day, AFY = acre-feet per year  
1 Water demand factors based on District's Draft Water System Master Plan. 
2 Hotel / Motel assumed as high density residential. 
3 Unknown land uses were assumed at 1,000 gpd/ac. 
Source: Draft Water Supply Assessment Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan, RBF Consulting, December 2006. 
 
Based on the conservative water demand factors set forth in Table 2-1, the total projected water 
demand of the Old Town SP Project is 527 acre-ft/yr at full build-out.  (Table 2-2.).  Thus, the 
net increase in demand within the project area is 367 acre-ft/yr (projected – existing).  Based on a 
conversation with Shane Stueckle, Deputy Town Manager at Town of Yucca Valley, growth 
within the project area is expected to occur linearly over a 50-year period starting in 2008 and 
ending in 2057.  (Stueckle, pers. comm., 2007)  This results in an annual growth in demand of 
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7.3 acre-ft/yr.  Beyond 2057, the Project’s additional water demand remains constant at 367 acre-
ft/yr. 
 

Table 2-2 
Projected Water Demand for Old Town SP Project 

 

Land Use Type Area (ac) No. of Dwelling 
Units (du) 

Water Demand 
Factor (gpd/ac) 

Total Water 
Demand (AF/Y) 

       
OLD TOWN MIXED USE    
Commercial / Retail 17.43  1,000 19.5 
Residential 11.63 465 11,730 152.8 
Total 29.05 465 - 172.3 
         
OLD TOWN HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL    
Commercial / Retail 58.36 0  1,000 65.4 
Total 58.36 0 - 65.4 
         
OLD TOWN COMMERCIAL / RESIDENTIAL    
Commercial / Retail 40.16 0  1,000 45.0 
Residential 17.21 413 7,040 135.7 
Total 57.37 413 - 180.7 
         
OLD TOWN INDUSTRIAL      
Industrial 31.66 0  850 30.1 
Residential  7.93 238 8,800 78.2 
Total 39.59 238 - 108.3 
          

Total Projected Water 
Demand 184.37  1,115 - 526.7 

Less Existing Demand  129 - 159.4 

Total Projected Water 
Demand 184.37  1,115 - 367.3 

Abbreviations: ac = acre, du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet, gpd = gallons per day, AFY = acre-feet per year  
1 Water demand factors based on District's Draft Water System Master Plan. 
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Old Town Yucca Valley Specific Plan - Land Use Plan
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Section 3 
Water Supply Assessment 

3.1 LAW GOVERNING PREPARATION OF A WSA 

SB 610 requires a city or county that determines a project, as defined by Water Code Section 
10912, is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) to identify any water 
system that is, or may become as a result of supplying water to the project, a public water system 
that may supply water for the project.  (Water Code § 10910(a)-(b).)  For purposes of SB 610, a 
“project” is defined to include: 
 

(1) A residential development of more than 500 dwelling units; 
 
(2) A shopping center or business employing more than 1,000 persons or having 

more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; 
 
(3) A commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more 

than 250,000 square feet of floor space; 
 
(4) A hotel or motel having more than 500 rooms; 
 
(5) An industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to 

house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres, or having more 
than 650,000 square feet of floor space; 

 
(6) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, 

the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project; or 
 
(7) A mixed use project including one or more of the aforementioned projects. 
 

(Water Code § 10912(a).) 
 
A “public water system” is defined as a system for the provision of piped water to the public for 
human consumption that has 3,000 or more service connections.  (Water Code § 10912(c).)  If a 
public water system is identified that may serve the project, that agency must prepare the water 
supply assessment under SB 610.  If the city or county is not able to identify any public water 
system for the project, the city or county must prepare the water supply assessment.  (Water 
Code § 10910(b).) 
 
Under SB 610, a water supply assessment is required to include certain information regarding 
water supplies that may be used to serve the proposed project, including, to the extent applicable, 
relevant information regarding water supply entitlements, water rights, water service contracts, 
and groundwater supplies.  (Water Code § 10910 (c)-(f).)  Those requirements as they apply to 
this WSA for the Old Town SP Project are discussed below in further detail. 
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3.2 HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT AS THE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM FOR THE 
OLD TOWN SP PROJECT 

The Old Town SP Project is a “project” that requires the preparation of a water supply 
assessment because it consists of a mixed use project including a proposed residential 
development containing more than 500 dwelling units and business consisting of more than 
500,000 SF of floor space.  (Water Code § 10912(a)(7).)  The District would be the “public water 
system” providing water service to the Old Town SP Project because the District operates a 
water system that provides piped water service for human consumption to more than 3,000 
service connections and because the District is the current public water purveyor to the existing 
customers in the project area located in Town of Yucca Valley. (Water Code § 10912(c).) 
 
3.3 HI-DESERT WATER DISTRICT’S URBAN WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Under SB 610, if the projected water demand associated with the proposed project was 
accounted for in the public water system’s most recently adopted urban water management plan, 
the public water system may incorporate such information from the urban water management 
plan in preparing elements of the water supply assessment.  (Water Code § 10910(c)(2).)  The 
District adopted its most recent 2005 Urban Water Management Plan on April 5, 2006  (“2005 
District UWMP”).  (See Appendix H.) 
 
SB 610 provides that if the water demand associated with the proposed project was not 
accounted for in the public water system’s most recently adopted urban water management plan, 
or if the public water system does not have an urban water management plan, the water supply 
assessment for the project must include a discussion of “whether the public water system’s total 
projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during 
a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed project, 
in addition to the public water system’s existing and planned future uses, including agricultural 
and manufacturing uses.”  (Water Code § 10910(c)(3).)  The District’s most recent UWMP does 
not account for the projected water demand associated with the Old Town SP Project.  Thus, the 
District has included a sufficiency discussion in this WSA to reflect the most current Project 
demand and water supply information available to the District.  That sufficiency discussion is set 
forth below in Section 3.7. 
 
3.4 DISTRICT’S WATER SUPPLY ENTITLEMENTS, WATER RIGHTS AND 

WATER SERVICE CONTRACTS 
(WATER CODE § 10910(D)) 

SB 610 requires a water supply assessment to include “an identification of any existing water 
supply entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified water 
supply for the proposed project,” and a description of the quantities of water received in prior 
years by the public water system pursuant to such water entitlements, rights and contracts.  
(Water Code § 10910(d)(1).)  SB 610 further states:  “An identification of existing water supply 
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts held by the public water system shall be 
demonstrated by providing information related to all of the following: 
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(A) Written contracts or other proof of entitlement to an identified water supply. 
 
(B) Copies of a capital outlay program for financing the delivery of a water supply 

that has been adopted by the public water system. 
 
(C) Federal, state, and local permits for construction of necessary infrastructure 

associated with delivering the water supply. 
 
(D) Any necessary regulatory approvals that are required in order to be able to convey 

or deliver the water supply.” 
(Water Code § 10910(d)(2).) 

 
The District utilizes two principal water sources to meet demands within its service territory: 
imported surface water supplies from the California State Water Project (“SWP”) and local 
groundwater supplies.  Natural recharge, stormwater and wastewater return flows further 
augment the District’s total water supply portfolio.  The District’s water supplies derived from 
the SWP are discussed below in Section 3.4.1.  The District’s groundwater supplies are discussed 
generally in Section 3.4.2 and in greater detail below at Section 3.5.  Documents and information 
demonstrating the basis of the District’s existing and projected water supplies are collectively 
identified in Section 5.  Several such documents and information are attached in their entirety as 
Appendices to this WSA.  For others, the first page of such documents and information are 
attached for reference purposes and included at Appendix H.  (Water Code § 10910(d)(2).)  
Table 3-1 summarizes the District’s existing water supply entitlements, rights and contracts as 
discussed in the sections below. 
 

Table 3-1 
Existing Water Supply Entitlements, Rights, and Contracts 

Supply acre-ft/yr Entitlement Right Contract Ever Used 
SWP Supplies 4,282*   X Yes 

Warren Valley Basin 1,622  X  Yes 

Ames/Means Basin 800 + 0.5 for each new 
residential meter   X Yes 

*  Recharged to the Warren Valley Basin for later extraction 
 
3.4.1 State Water Project Supplies 

A. Mojave Water Agency and the Morongo Basin Pipeline 

SWP supplies constitute a significant source of water for the Yucca Valley area.  As set forth 
below, the District obtains its SWP supplies from the Mojave Water Agency (“MWA”).  MWA 
is a special act district formed by the legislature in 1959 and approved by the electorate in 1960 
to help meet the water needs within its territory.  MWA, in cooperation with other water 
agencies, is responsible for managing the region’s water resources to ensure a sustainable supply 
of water for present and future uses.  (MWA, 2006.)  MWA’s service territory covers over 4,900 
square miles and is divided into seven Divisions.  The District and three other public water 
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purveyors are located in Division 2.  MWA is one of the 29 SWP Contractors that holds a direct 
contract with the California Department of Water Resources (“DWR”) to receive SWP water.  
The SWP contracts define “Table A Amount” as the maximum annual delivery amount for that 
contracting agency.  Table A Amounts are used to allocate the available annual supplies from the 
SWP among the contractors.  As discussed below, MWA’s current SWP Table A Amount is 
75,800 acre-ft/yr.  (2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 15; Appendix A.) 
 
In 1990, an area known as Improvement District M (“ID-M”), generally coterminous with the 
boundaries of Division 2, was formed within MWA to finance construction of the Morongo 
Basin Pipeline Project allowing MWA to deliver a portion of its SWP water to the Division 2 / 
ID-M area.  In 1990 the voters of ID-M approved a $66 million bond issuance needed to 
construct this significant water delivery infrastructure.  The project was completed in 1995.  
Today, the Morongo Basin Pipeline delivers SWP water from a turnout in the California 
Aqueduct near Hesperia along a 71-mile route to the Yucca Valley area.  (2005 District UWMP, 
p. 5.) 
 
System capacity of the Morongo Basin Pipeline was originally based on a conceived peak 
delivery rate of 15 cubic feet per second (“cfs”), or 10,900 acre-ft/yr.  Based on actual 
construction, however, and the subsequent addition of a second pumping station along the 
Pipeline, the actual system capacity is 22 cfs, or 15,930 acre-ft/yr.  According to MWA, this 
additional and available capacity in the Morongo Basin Pipeline can be utilized to deliver 
significant water supplies to the District for storage and use.  (MWA, 2006; Appendix B.)  
Copies of the capital outlay program for financing the Morongo Basin Pipeline, along with all 
applicable federal, state, and local construction permits, environmental review and regulatory 
approvals related to the Pipeline project are available for review at MWA and District offices.  
(Water Code § 10910(d)(2); See, e.g., 1991 Agreement for Construction, Operation and 
Financing of the Morongo Basin Pipeline Project between Mojave Water Agency and Hi-Desert 
Water District, Appendix H.) 
 
The District recharges the SWP water it receives through the Morongo Basin Pipeline into the 
Warren Valley Groundwater Basin through a series of percolation ponds owned and operated by 
District.  (Pat Grady, Pers. Comm., 2006).  An additional recharge facility (Site 3) was recently 
constructed east of Pioneertown Road that increased the District’s total recharge capacity to 
approximately 11,000 acre-ft/yr.  (Pat Grady, Pers. Comm., 2006).  Copies of the capital outlay 
program for financing the District’s recharge ponds, along with all applicable federal, state, and 
local construction permits, environmental review and regulatory approvals related to these 
facilities are available for review at the District’s offices.  (Water Code § 10910(d)(2).) 
 
B. Reliability of SWP Supplies 

According to DWR’s 2005 Final SWP Delivery Reliability Report (“DWR Reliability Report”), 
the long-term average delivery of contractual amounts of SWP Table A supply is expected to 
range from 68 percent under 2005 demand conditions to 77 percent under 2025 demand 
conditions.  (DWR Reliability Report, pp. 17, 20; Appendix H; 2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 
15.)  Within that long-term average, SWP Table A deliveries can range from 4 to 5 percent 
(single dry year) to 100 percent of contractual amounts.  (DWR Reliability Report, p. 20.)  The 
analyses provided in the DWR Reliability Report are based upon 73 years of historical records 
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for rainfall and runoff that have been adjusted to reflect the current and future levels of 
development in the source areas by analyzing land use patterns and projecting future land and 
water uses.  (DWR Reliability Report, p. 4.)  The 29 SWP Contractors and water agencies 
throughout California utilize the DWR Reliability Report in their water supply planning and 
reporting obligations, including SB 610. 
 
MWA utilizes the DWR Reliability Report in determining the long-term average amount of SWP 
water it can expect to receive from DWR.  According to MWA’s UWMP, the SWP Contractors 
have received the entire amount of their water requests 75 percent of the time and, on average, 
the Contractors have received 88 percent of the water they requested from DWR.  (2004 MWA 
UWMP, p. 4-26; Appendix H.)  MWA anticipates a future increase in the variability of its SWP 
supply as the SWP Contractors request their maximum Table A Amounts and as system-wide 
issues such as Delta exports are resolved.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-27.)  Even assuming this 
variability, however, MWA states that based on information provided by DWR, MWA expects 
to receive a long-term average of 77 percent of its SWP Table A Amount, or 58,400 acre-ft/yr, 
under 2020, 2025 and 2030 conditions.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-27; 2005 MWA UWMP 
Update, p. 15.)  In addition, MWA has identified numerous measures to offset future increases in 
the variability of SWP supply, including banking, transfer, and exchange programs that allow 
MWA to increase the reliability of its SWP Table A Amount that can be made available to the 
District and other SWP users within MWA’s service territory.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-28; 
2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 24.) 
 
C. SWP Entitlement Under the 1991 Morongo Basin Pipeline Agreement 

The District receives its share of SWP water pursuant to the 1991 Morongo Basin Pipeline 
Agreement between the District and MWA (the “1991 Agreement”).  (Appendix H.)  Since 
MWA is divided into seven Divisions, the 1991 Agreement was structured for MWA to provide 
one-seventh of the SWP Table A Amount it receives from DWR to the Division 2 / ID-M area.  
The 1991 Agreement then apportions that one-seventh allocation on a pro-rata basis among the 
four public water purveyors in the ID-M area, namely, the District, Bighorn-Desert View Water 
Agency (“BDVWA”), County Service Area No. 70, and Joshua Basin Water District (“JBWD”).  
The one-seventh share of MWA’s Table A Amount is apportioned as follows:  the District is 
entitled to 59 percent; BDVWA to 9 percent, the County Service Area No. 70 to 5 percent, and 
JBWD to 27 percent. 
 
At the time the District and MWA entered the 1991 Agreement, MWA had a SWP Table A 
Amount of 50,800 acre-ft/yr.  (See 1963 Water Supply Contract between DWR and MWA, 
Amendment No. 2, p. 4; Appendix H.)  Based on that amount, the one-seventh allocation made 
available to the ID-M area under the 1991 Agreement was established as 7,257 acre-ft/yr.  
Accordingly, the District’s 59 percent share of that amount and its SWP Table A supplies under 
the 1991 Agreement is 4,282 acre-ft/yr.  Pursuant to the March 2002 Memorandum of 
Understanding between MWA and the ID-M Participants (the “2002 MOU”), the 1991 
Agreement is intended to extend to at least 2041.  (2002 MOU, p. 6; Appendix H.)  In 
accordance with the 2002 and 2005 DWR Reliability Reports and MWA’s 2004/2005 UWMP 
analyses discussed above, the District includes as part of its total projected water supplies a long-
term average of 77 percent, or 3,297 acre-ft/yr, of its contractual allocation of SWP supplies 
under the 1991 Agreement. 
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Several factors allow the District to utilize this long-term average amount as part of its total 
projected annual water supplies.  As indicated above, MWA’s UWMP analysis shows that MWA 
expects to receive a long-term average of 77 percent of its SWP Table A Amount from DWR 
under 2020, 2025 and 2030 conditions and states that its long-term average receipt of SWP 
supplies will exceed demands within MWA until at least 2025.  (2005 MWA UWMP Update, 
pp. 15, 20.)  DWR’s ability to provide MWA with a long-term average of 77 percent of its Table 
A Amount for 2020 through 2030 conditions allows MWA to similarly provide the District with 
77 percent of its long-term contractual demands under the 1991 Agreement.  MWA’s UWMP 
states that SWP allocations to the ID-M area are the only internal allocations of SWP water 
within MWA.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-26.)  Moreover, under 2005 through 2020 conditions, 
MWA’s UWMP shows MWA has a significant surplus of SWP supplies within MWA.  (2005 
MWA UWMP Update, pp. 21, 24.)  Thus, in years when MWA’s long-term average SWP supply 
may range between 68 and 77 percent, the District may continue to request full contractual 
deliveries from MWA, particularly as other water districts in the ID-M area do not utilize their 
contractual SWP supplies under the 1991 Agreement.  (See discussion below.)  Furthermore, 
because the District recharges all of its SWP water to the Warren Valley Basin, the District can 
take advantage of full contractual deliveries up to 4,282 acre-feet in wet years which, combined 
with the factors discussed above, allows the District to include in its total projected water 
supplies a long-term average of 3,297 acre-ft/yr of SWP water from MWA.   
 
Table 3-2 below summarizes the amount of SWP deliveries received by the District between 
1995 and 2005.  In the past, the District did not always take its full SWP allocation due to 
limitations in recharge basin capacity.  However, this limitation has been eliminated with the 
completion of the Site 3 recharge facility in 2006.  Table 3-2 also shows MWA’s total deliveries 
of SWP water as report by DWR.  Based on its Table A amount, MWA has taken less than 20 
percent of its maximum Table A Amount in the past ten years.   
 
D. Additional SWP Supplies Under the 1991 Agreement 

The 1991 Agreement allows the District to obtain additional SWP water beyond its contractual 
amount to a long-term average supply of 3,297 acre-ft/yr.  Under the 1991 Agreement, the 
District has the first option to take delivery of contractual amount that is not utilized by other ID-
M participants, such as BDVWA and JBWD.  Since completion of the Morongo Basin Pipeline, 
neither BDVWA nor JBWD has requested or received any portion of their SWP supplies.  Under 
the 1991 Agreement, BDVWA’s contractual amount is 9 percent of 7,257 acre-ft/yr (653 acre-
ft/yr) and JBWD’s contractual amount is 27 percent of 7,257 (1,959 acre-ft/yr).  Collectively, 
this amounts to an opportunity for the District to receive up to an additional 2,612 acre-ft/yr of 
SWP supplies from MWA.  In accordance with the 2005 DWR Reliability Report and MWA’s 
UWMP analyses discussed above, this amounts to a long-term annual average of 2,011 acre-ft/yr 
that the District has the opportunity to purchase under the 1991 Agreement and store in the 
Warren Valley Basin. 
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Table 3-2 
HDWD and MWA SWP Purchases – 1995-2005 

Year HDWD 
(acre-ft/yr) 

MWA 1 
(acre-ft/yr) 

1995 1,608 3,722 
1996 3,919 7,427 
1997 4,848 10,374 
1998 2,895 3,925 
1999 1,918 5,144 
2000 3,631 9,135 
2001 3,831 4,433 
2002 2,566 4,346 
2003 2,681 14,435 2 

2004 3,700 13,176 
2005 3,460 N/A 

Average 3,187  
1. MWA deliveries from DWR, 2006 – 2005 State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report 2005, Appendix D. 
2. MWA’s SWP deliveries included 3,528 acre-ft/yr of carryover water from the preceding year. 
N/A – Not available. 
 
 
E. Additional SWP Table A Supplies Available to the District 

In addition to the District’s contractual rights to SWP water discussed above, the District has 
tangible access to significant amounts of surplus or unused SWP Table A supplies.  At the time 
the District and MWA entered the 1991 Agreement, MWA held a contractual right to receive 
50,800 acre-ft/yr of SWP Table A water supply from DWR.  (See 1963 Water Supply Contract 
between DWR and MWA, Amendment No. 2, p. 4; Appendix H.)  In 1998, MWA acquired an 
additional 25,000 acre-ft/yr of SWP Table A Amount from the Berrenda Mesa Water District, 
increasing MWA’s total Table A Amount to 75,800 acre-ft/yr.  (See 1963 Water Supply Contract 
between DWR and MWA, Amendment No. 18, p. 4; 2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 15.)  Based 
on this amount and the 2005 DWR Reliability Report, MWA expects its long-term average SWP 
Table A deliveries to be 52,300 acre-ft/yr under 2005 demands and 58,400 acre-ft/yr under 2030 
conditions.  (2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 15.)  However, MWA does not utilize its entire 
SWP supply.  In fact, MWA’s UWMP states that the only current internal allocation of SWP 
water within MWA is for the 7,257 acre-ft/yr (or long-term average of 4,282 acre-ft/yr) to the 
ID-M area under the 1991 Agreement.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-26.)  The UWMP shows that 
the overall demand for SWP supplies within MWA through the year 2025 is significantly less 
than MWA’s contractual long-term average supply.  The UWMP states that MWA is expected to 
have an estimated total of 400,000 acre-feet of unused SWP supply between 2005 and 2020.  
(2004 MWA UWMP, p. 4-33; 2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 24.) 
 
The District is able to acquire such additional SWP Table A supplies from MWA by purchase 
under MWA’s Ordinance No. 9.  (Appendix C.)  Ordinance No. 9 allows the District to purchase 
annual amounts of SWP water from MWA for domestic, industrial, municipal, agricultural, 
recreational, and/or groundwater replenishment purposes within the District.  Such water may be 
placed in a storage account under the Rules and Regulations of the Warren Valley Basin 
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Watermaster or under the 2004 Warren Valley Basin Conjunctive Use Agreement between the 
District, MWA and the Warren Valley Basin Watermaster.  (Appendix H.)  As a conservative 
estimate for purposes of this WSA, the District projects it may purchase between 5,000 and 
10,000 acre-feet of unused SWP supplies from MWA over the next 10-year period, either as a 
one-time purchase or as incremental purchases.  Those deliveries will be made to the District via 
the Morongo Basin Pipeline which, as discussed above, has abundant unutilized delivery 
capacity. 
 
F. Interruptible SWP Supplies Available to the District 

The District also has an opportunity to purchase “interruptible” or “Article 21” water from 
MWA.  Article 21 refers to a provision in the water supply contracts between DWR and the SWP 
Contractors that allows the Contractors to obtain water that is periodically available in addition 
to Table A amounts.  (2005 DWR Reliability Report, p. 15.)  According to DWR, Article 21 
water is typically available only in wet months, such as December through March, and is only 
available to SWP Contractors who can use the water directly or store it in their own system, i.e., 
in a groundwater basin.  (2005 DWR Reliability Report, p. 15.)  The amount of interruptible 
water available in any given year is a function of hydrology and the supply is allocated among 
Contractors who wish to purchase the water in accordance with their respective Table A 
Amounts.  DWR has estimated that an average of at least 120,000 acre-ft/yr of interruptible 
water will be available for purchase by the Contractors in years 2005 through 2025.  (2005 DWR 
Reliability Report, p. 18.)  In a single year, up to 547,000 acre-ft/yr of Article 21 water may 
potentially be available from the SWP.  Evaluation of DWR modeling suggests that some Article 
21 water is available in roughly six out of ten years.  (2005 DWR Reliability Report, p. B-8.)  
Because of its ability to store water in the Mojave Groundwater Basin and in other parts of its 
system, MWA can accept Article 21 deliveries.  Similarly, because of the District’s ability to 
store water in the Warren Valley Basin, it is appropriate for the District to incorporate future 
purchases of Article 21 water from MWA into the District’s projected water supply portfolio.  As 
a conservative estimate for purposes of this WSA, the District projects it may purchase between 
5,000 and 10,000 acre-feet of interruptible SWP supplies from MWA over the next 10 to 20-year 
period, either as a one-time purchase or in annual increments under MWA’s Ordinance No. 9.  
Those deliveries would be made to the District via the Morongo Basin Pipeline which, as 
discussed above, has abundant unutilized delivery capacity. 
 
The District has already initiated efforts to obtain additional SWP water from MWA beyond the 
District’s minimum contractual allocation under the 1991 Agreement.  That additional water is 
recharged and stored by the District in the Warren Valley Basin, allowing the District to build 
water reserves over and above its existing demands and add reliability to the District’s overall 
water supplies, particularly insulating the District from events where SWP deliveries from MWA 
are subject to single-dry or multiple-dry year reductions.  As of June 2006, a water supply 
reserve of approximately 21,910 acre-feet has been developed in the Basin, which is equal to 
approximately seven years of current water demand.  (June 13, 2006 Warren Valley Basin 
Watermaster Update of Water Reserve Levels; Appendix H.)   
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3.4.2 Groundwater Rights 

As discussed in greater detail below in Section 3.5, the District has both adjudicated and 
contractual rights to groundwater.  The District’s adjudicated groundwater rights were 
established in the case entitled Hi-Desert County Water District v. Yucca Water Company, Ltd., 
et al. (1977), County of San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. 172103.  That case resulted in 
the 1977 Judgment establishing exclusive rights for the District and other parties to the case to 
extract groundwater from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin.  Under the 1977 Judgment, the 
District was granted an adjudicated right to extract 896 acre-ft/yr and the Yucca Water Company 
was granted the right to extract 726 acre-ft/yr.  (1977 Judgment, ¶ 12; See Appendix D.)  The 
District acquired the Yucca Water Company in 1990 which provided the District a total 
adjudicated right to extract 1,622 acre-ft/yr from the Warren Valley Basin. 
 
The District’s contractual groundwater rights in the Ames Basin were established under the 
January 10, 1991 Ames Valley Water Basin Agreement (the “Ames Basin Agreement”) between 
the District and BDVWA.  Under the Ames Basin Agreement, the District is entitled to extract 
800 acre-ft/yr of groundwater from the Ames/Means Groundwater Basin, plus 0.5 acre-ft/yr for 
each new residential meter served by the District within the Ames/Means Basin area.  (Ames 
Basin Agreement, p. 2, Section 2.0; See Appendix E.)  The Warren Valley Basin and the 
Ames/Means Basin, along with the District’s groundwater rights, are discussed in greater detail 
below in Section 3.4 in accordance with Water Code Section 10910(f). 
 
3.4.3 Other Water Supply Factors 

Several important factors contribute to the reliability of the District’s existing and future water 
supplies.  First, the District is fortunate to have a diversified set of water rights, including 
adjudicated groundwater rights, contractual groundwater rights, and contractual rights to SWP 
supplies.  Second, the District is advantaged by having the Warren Valley Basin to use as a 
regulating reservoir, which the District manages in its role as a county water district and as 
Watermaster pursuant to the 1977 Judgment.  As discussed throughout this WSA, the District 
utilizes the Basin to coordinate its groundwater and SWP rights, storing water in excess of 
demand during wet cycles and producing stored reserves during dry cycles.  This utilization of 
the Basin allows the District to plan for and serve the water demands of its existing and future 
customers throughout wet, normal and dry water years.  Other key factors in the District’s water 
supply reliability are the significant amounts of local return flows to the Basin and the numerous 
conservation and demand management measures implemented by the District. 
 
A. Return Flows to the Basin 

Return flows play a key role in maintaining the health and reliability of the Warren Valley Basin.  
Currently, return flows to the Basin from precipitation and natural recharge, irrigation returns, 
septic returns, and stormwater runoff are approximately 900 acre-ft/yr.  (2005 District UWMP, 
pp. 4, 6.)  Indeed, as discussed in greater detail below, this current safe-yield of 900 acre-ft/yr is 
more than enough to satisfy the adjudicated rights of overlying producers under the 1977 
Judgment, which rights total approximately 615 acre-ft/yr assuming full production.  At this 
time, a centralized wastewater treatment facility does not exist within the District.  Residences 
and businesses within the Town of Yucca Valley and throughout the District currently utilize 
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septic systems and leach fields to serve their wastewater treatment needs.  It should be noted, 
however, that design, planning, and environmental review processes are underway to construct a 
wastewater treatment facility to serve the local community. 
 
The District’s 1998 Wastewater Collection and Treatment Master Plan anticipates phased 
construction of the wastewater treatment facility.  (1998 Wastewater Collection and Treatment 
Master Plan, p. ES-7, Appendix H.)  Currently, the District expects the first-phase capacity to 
range between 0.5 and 1.0 million gallons per day (mgd).  Although a final design has not been 
adopted, the facility could ultimately have a treatment capacity of up to 8.0 mgd at full build-out.  
The treatment facility would be designed to incorporate all necessary permits and approvals from 
the California Department of Health Services and Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Colorado River Basin Region allowing the treated wastewater to be available for groundwater 
recharge and possibly for landscape irrigation.  The first phase of the treatment facility is 
expected to be completed by 2013 or sooner.   
 
As indicated above, current return flows to the Warren Valley Basin are approximately 900 acre-
ft/yr, a significant portion of which are attributable to irrigation and septic system returns.  (2005 
District UWMP, p. 6.)  As water uses increase within the Town of Yucca Valley and other 
portions of the District, the amount of return flows will increase proportionately.  For general 
planning purposes and for this WSA, the District estimates that approximately 32 percent of the 
water used within the portion of the District overlying the Warren Valley Basin returns to the 
Basin.  That calculation is based on dividing the estimated average return flows by the Warren 
Valley groundwater pumping over the past 18 years.  Based on the projected annual water use 
increase within the District over the next 20 years, return flows to the Basin in the year 2028 are 
estimated to be 1,747 acre-ft/yr without the Old Town SP Project.  Section 3.6 below provides 
additional discussion regarding projected population growth rates in the District along with 
associated increases in water demand.  Accordingly, wastewater return flows (whether by septic 
systems, a centralized wastewater treatment facility, or a combination thereof) will continue to 
play a key role in stabilizing the Warren Valley Basin and maintaining its reliability as a water 
supply reservoir. 
 
B. Water Conservation and Demand Management 

Since 1990, the District has implemented formal and informal water conservation and demand 
management measures throughout the District.  As indicated below, these measures have 
significantly reduced and will continue to reduce water usage and per capita consumption in the 
District.  Formal measures are adopted and implemented by way of District ordinances and 
resolutions.  For instance, in March 1990, the District adopted Resolution No. 90-4 establishing a 
residential and commercial plumbing retrofit program.  (See Appendix H.)  Resolution 90-4 
requires plumbing fixtures such toilets and showerheads to be replaced with low-flow and ultra 
low-flow fixtures whenever a structure is sold or rented to a new tenant.  The District estimates 
that approximately 65 percent of the District has been retrofitted under Resolution 90-4 and that 
approximately 9,700 gallons per year, per residence, are saved through the retrofit program.  
(District 2005 UWMP, p. 10.) 
 
In 1992, the District adopted Ordinance No. 68 establishing prohibitions and restrictions on 
certain water uses within the District.  (See Appendix H.)  District Ordinance No. 68 is an 
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aggressive water conservation and demand management measure.  Under the Ordinance, the 
following prohibitions and restrictions apply:   
 

(1) No hose washing of sidewalks, walkways, driveways, parking areas, etc., unless 
required by a regulatory agency for health or safety reasons;  
(2) No water shall be used to clean, fill, operate or maintain levels in decorative 
fountains, unless such water is part of a recycling system;  
(3) No person shall knowingly permit water to leak from any facility within a premises;  
(4) No use of potable water is permitted to irrigate, water or sprinkle grass, lawns, etc. 
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. during the high-use season which begins 
June 1 and ends September 30 of each year, and during this season, watering shall only 
be permitted on any three days of the week of the customer’s choosing;  
(5) In the low-use season beginning October 1 and ending May 31, watering is permitted 
during hours of the day at the customer’s discretion, taking temperature and wind factors 
into account, but shall not exceed three days per week;  
(6) Water shall be allowed for construction purposes, but shall be used in an efficient 
manner and not result in runoff;  
(7) Potable water from within the District shall not be used to maintain dirt roads without 
application to the District;  
(8) Restaurants shall provide water to customers only upon request;  
(9) Non-commercial washing of privately owned vehicles, trailers, motor homes, buses or 
boats is not permitted unless such washing is made from a bucket and hose equipped with 
an automatic shut-off nozzle; and  
(10) Any use of water for any purpose, except as provided in Ordinance No. 68, which 
results in flooding or runoff onto hardscape, driveways, streets, adjacent lands or into 
gutters is prohibited.  (District 2005 UWMP, p. 15.) 

 
District Ordinance No. 72 is another formal water conservation and demand management 
measure employed by the District.  Adopted in July 2001, Ordinance No. 72 establishes water 
budgets and requires water audits for all new and rehabilitated landscape areas greater than 500 
square feet for industrial, commercial and recreational projects, and for developer-installed 
landscaping.  (See Appendix H.)  The water budget is allocated based on water tolerant plants 
and turf.  If water usage is 10 percent or more above the budgeted amount in any given year, a 
water rate penalty is applied.  If water usage is 10 percent or more below the budgeted amount in 
any given year, a water rate bonus is applied.  (District 2005 UWMP, p. 12.) 
 
Informal water conservation and demand management measures include, but are not limited to:  
the District’s voluntary water survey program for single-family and multifamily residential 
customers; an aggressive pipeline and water meter replacement program that targets undersized 
and aging transmission and distribution pipelines to reduce leakages and replaces malfunctioning 
meters to ensure proper water accounting; and the District’s ongoing public information and 
educational programs.  (2005 District UWMP, pp. 9-15.) 
 
3.5 GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES IN THE DISTRICT (WATER CODE § 10910(F)) 

In addition to its contractual rights to SWP supplies (discussed above in Section 3.4), the District 
is entitled to extract water from the Warren Valley Groundwater Basin and the Ames/Means 
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Groundwater Basin.  SB 610 requires a separate analysis for groundwater supplies that may be 
used to serve a project.  (Water Code § 10910(f).)  Water Code Section 10910(f) states:  “If a 
water supply for a proposed project includes groundwater, the following additional information 
shall be included in the water supply assessment: 
 

(1) A review of any information contained in the urban water management plan 
relevant to the identified water supply for the proposed project. 

 
(2) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the proposed project 

will be supplied. For those basins for which a court or the board has adjudicated 
the rights to pump groundwater, a copy of the order or decree adopted by the 
court or the board and a description of the amount of groundwater the public 
water system … has the legal right to pump under the order or decree.  For basins 
that have not been adjudicated, information as to whether the department [DWR] 
has identified the basin or basins as overdrafted or has projected that the basin 
will become overdrafted if present management conditions continue, in the most 
current bulletin of the department that characterized the condition of the 
groundwater basin, and a detailed description by the public water system … of the 
efforts being undertaken in the basin or basins to eliminate the long-term 
overdraft condition. 

 
(3) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater 

pumped by the public water system … for the past five years from any 
groundwater basin from which the proposed project will be supplied.  The 
description and analysis shall be based on information that is reasonably 
available, including, but not limited to, historic use records. 

 
(4) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of groundwater 

that is projected to be pumped by the public water system … from any basin from 
which the proposed project will be supplied.  The description and analysis shall be 
based on information that is reasonably available, including, but not limited to, 
historic use records. 

 
(5) An analysis of the sufficiency of the groundwater from the basin or basins from 

which the proposed project will be supplied to meet the projected water demand 
associated with the proposed project.  A water supply assessment shall not be 
required to include the information required by this paragraph if the public water 
system determines, as part of the review required by paragraph (1), that the 
sufficiency of groundwater necessary to meet the initial and projected water 
demand associated with the project was addressed in the description and analysis 
required by paragraph (4) of subdivision (b) of Section 10631 [i.e., the public 
water system’s urban water management plan].” 

 
(Water Code § 10910(f).) 
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As set forth in this Section, most of the District’s groundwater-related activities are focused in 
the Warren Valley Basin.  The District operates one groundwater well in the Ames/Means Basin, 
however, that water is only utilized to serve customers in the Ames/Means Valley area and will 
not be used as part of the water supply to serve the Old Town SP Project.  Thus, while a detailed 
description of the Ames/Means Basin is provided below and the groundwater from that Basin is 
identified as a part of the District’s total water supplies, a full SB 610 analysis of the 
Ames/Means Basin is not required in this WSA since that groundwater source will not be 
utilized to serve the Project.  (Water Code § 10910(f).)  
 
3.5.1 Warren Valley Groundwater Basin 

The Warren Valley Basin covers an area of approximately 26.9 square miles (17,200 acres) and 
lies entirely within the District’s political jurisdiction.  The Basin’s boundaries and hydrology 
have been studied on numerous occasions and are described in several documents, including the 
District’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, the 1991 Warren Valley Basin Management 
Plan, DWR’s 2003 Bulletin 118, MWA’s 2004/2005 Urban Water Management Plan, and the 
1977 Judgment from San Bernardino County Superior Court Case No 172103.  While each of 
these documents provides a unique description of the Basin and its history, there are no 
differences among those descriptions that affect the water supply analysis of this WSA.  For this 
background discussion, the Basin’s hydrogeologic description is based on DWR’s 2003 Bulletin 
118 since that document serves as a statewide technical authority for groundwater basins.  The 
Basin’s general boundary description is based on the 1977 Judgment since that document 
establishes the basis of the District’s legally adjudicated right to extract groundwater from the 
Basin.  (See Figure 3-1.) 
 
A. Basin Information from the District’s UWMP and Basin Description  (Water 

Code § 10910(f)(1)-(2).) 

The Warren Valley Basin includes the water-bearing sediments beneath the Town of Yucca 
Valley and surrounding unincorporated County lands.  It is bounded on the north by the Pinto 
Mountain fault, on the south by the bedrock outcrop of the Little San Bernardino Mountains, on 
the east by a bedrock constriction known as the Yucca Barrier, and on the west by a bedrock 
constriction and a topographic divide between the Warren Valley and the Morongo Valley.  The 
productive water-bearing materials in the Basin consist of unconsolidated to partly consolidated 
Miocene to Quaternary continental deposits.  The main productive water-bearing deposits are 
unconfined interbedded gravels, conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial fan systems.  
(DWR 2004 Bulletin 118; Appendix H.) 
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The District’s 2005 UWMP provides relevant background information regarding the Warren 
Valley Basin adjudication and the subsequent physical solution that was developed and 
implemented to restore the Basin’s water supplies.  (2005 District UWMP, p. 3.)  It appears the 
Basin fell into overdraft as early as the 1950s.  Over time, as significant growth continued in the 
Yucca Valley area, the overdraft condition worsened and historic groundwater levels declined.  
(2005 District UWMP, p. 3.)  Recognizing the severity of overdraft and need to develop an 
institutional framework to address the problem, the District filed a complaint seeking 
adjudication of all or substantially all groundwater rights within the Basin.  (Hi-Desert County 
Water District v. Yucca Water Company, Ltd., San Bernardino Superior Court Case No. 
172103.)  A stipulated judgment was entered by the court on September 15, 1977 (the “1977 
Judgment”).  Pursuant to SB 610, a complete copy of the 1977 Judgment is included with this 
WSA as Appendix D.  (Water Code § 10910(f)(2).) 
 
B. Basin Adjudication and Judgment (Water Code § 10910(f)(2).) 

The 1977 Judgment established the exclusive rights to extract groundwater from the Warren 
Valley Basin among overlying and appropriative right holders that were parties to the case.  The 
two appropriative right holders were the District and the Yucca Water Company, Ltd.  The 
District subsequently acquired the Yucca Water Company and its water rights in 1990.  The 
overlying right holders are generally categorized as the Blue Skies County Club, 16 Minimal 
Pumpers with production rights limited to one acre-foot per year, and the Institute of Mental 
Physics.  According the Judgment, groundwater production by the Institute of Mental Physics 
does not have a significant effect on the Basin because their production is made from a 
subsurface drainage area known as the zone of transmission that merely intercepts outflow from 
the Warren Valley Basin.  (1977 Judgment, ¶ 10.)  The groundwater extraction rights established 
by the 1977 Judgment are shown in Table 3-3  As a result of the District’s 1990 acquisition of 
the Yucca Water Company, the District’s adjudicated groundwater rights in the Basin total 1,622 
acre-ft/yr. 
 

Table 3-3 
Warren Valley Basin Groundwater Pumping Rights 

Party to the Adjudication Pumping Right 
(Acre-ft/yr) 

Hi-Desert Water District 896 
Yucca Water Company1 726 
Blue Skies Country Club 585 
Institute of Mental Physics2 80 
16 Minimal Producers 16 
Total  2,303 
1 The District acquired Yucca Water Company in 1990, giving the District a total extraction right of 1,622 acre-ft/yr. 
2 Production by the Institute of Mental Physics occurs in the “zone of transmission” which captures Basin outflow.   
 
In addition to limiting groundwater extraction rights in the Warren Valley Basin, the adjudication 
and 1977 Judgment ordered the development of a physical solution for the Basin and outlined 
several fundamental elements of that solution.  (1977 Judgment, ¶ 17.)  Notably, the Judgment 
does not limit groundwater production to the Basin’s safe yield.  Instead, the Judgment provides: 
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“To restrict production of the basin to its native safe yield would 
frustrate all development and use of its resources. … In the 
ultimate development of the lands overlying the Warren Valley 
Basin, supplemental water supplies will be required.  To that end, 
the lands overlying the Basin were included within the Mojave 
Water Agency, which has a contractual right to purchase 
supplemental water from the State Water Resources System.  In 
addition, salvage conservation and reclamation may well afford 
additional supplemental water.”  (1977 Judgment, ¶ 17(a)-(b).) 

 
The Court appointed the District as the Watermaster to administer and enforce the provisions of 
the Judgment, including the requirement to develop a physical solution capable of bringing 
supplemental water to the Basin.  (1977 Judgment, ¶ 16.)  In 1983, the Watermaster 
commissioned a geophysical study of the Basin to determine the configuration and prospective 
capacity of the Basin.  The study concluded in part that the Basin contained approximately 
45,000 to 59,000 acre-feet of remaining extractable water and that the total usable subsurface 
storage capacity of the Basin is approximately 160,000 acre-feet.  (2005 District UWMP, p. 4.)  
Subsequently, an additional study concluded that in 1991 the Basin contained as much as 75,000 
acre-ft of extractable water.  (Fox and Egan, 1991 Appendix H) 
 
In January 1991, the Watermaster adopted a final draft report of the Warren Valley Basin 
Management Plan (the “1991 Basin Plan”).  (Appendix H.)  The 1991 Basin Plan identified 
several activities to serve as key components of a physical solution for the Basin, including, but 
not limited to: voter-approval and construction of the Morongo Basin Pipeline; an aggressive 
water conservation program; settlement of litigation between the District and BDVWA; 
development of new water connection limitations and restrictions; ongoing evaluations of 
potential new imported water sources; and the District’s purchase of the Yucca Water Company.  
(1991 Basin Plan, pp. 1.1-1.2.)  As set forth throughout this WSA, each one of these components 
of the physical solution has been accomplished in the Basin. 
 
The principal component of the physical solution developed under the 1977 Judgment and the 
1991 Basin Management Plan was the construction of the 71-mile Morongo Basin Pipeline and 
related facilities to bring SWP water to the District.  As set forth above in Section 3.4.1, those 
SWP supplies are utilized to replenish the Basin and to serve existing, planned and future water 
demands within the District’s service territory.  The District’s first deliveries of SWP water 
through the Morongo Basin Pipeline occurred in 1995.  Since that time, the District has engaged 
in groundwater recharge and banking efforts with SWP water that has allowed the District to 
build significant groundwater reserves in the Basin.  According to the 2005 Annual Report of the 
Warren Valley Basin Watermaster, the District is “solely responsible for purchasing 
supplemental water.  Securing supplemental supplies and monitoring water levels to ensure that 
there is adequate water in storage to meet the demands of the Basin is consistent with good water 
management practices and is a better use of available funds than preparing safe yield 
determinations.”  (2005 Watermaster Annual Report, p. 1; Appendix H.) 
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C. Amount and Location of Basin Pumping for the Prior Five Years (Water Code § 
10910(f)(3).) 

The District extracts water from the Warren Valley Basin from 17 groundwater production wells 
with pumping levels ranging between approximately 310 and 480 feet.  (Figure 3-2.)  The total 
amount of groundwater produced in the Basin by the District and other groundwater right holders 
between 1995 and 2005 is set forth below in Table 3-4. 
 

Table 3-4 
Historical Groundwater Production 
Warren Valley Groundwater Basin 

(acre-ft/yr) 
 

Warren Valley Basin 
Year 

HDWD1 Private 
Pumpers2 

Total 
Production 

1995 1,613 350 1,963 
1996 1,366 330 1,696 
1997 2,142 424 2,566 
1998 1,677 353 2.030 
1999 1,883 342 2,225 
2000 2,213 258 2,471 
2001 2,167 330 2,497 
2002 2,305 503 2,808 
2003 2,553 256 2,809 
2004 2,378 207 2,585 
2005 2,388 230 2,618 

1.  Includes production of both adjudicated groundwater rights and contractual SWP supplies. 
2.  Includes Blues Skies Country Club, Minimal Producers, and Institute of Mental Physics. 

 
 
D. Amount and Location of Projected Basin Pumping (Water Code § 10910(f)(4).) 

The District expects that the location of its production wells in the Warren Valley Basin will 
remain substantially the same over the next 20-year period.  To the extent any well relocation 
activity may be required or to the extent new or additional wells may be constructed, the District 
currently anticipates such relocated or new or additional wells would be located in substantially 
the same proximity as the District’s existing wells.  The District expects the amount of 
groundwater to be produced in the District over the next 20-year period will be limited to the 
amount of the groundwater extraction rights established by the 1977 Judgment plus extractions 
by the District of its previously stored SWP supplies to serve existing and future demands.  The 
amount of projected extractions from the Basin to meet existing and future water demands is set 
forth in greater detail below in Section 3.6. 
 
E. Sufficiency of the Basin to Meet Project Demand (Water Code § 10910(f)(5).) 

The District’s utilization of the Warren Valley Basin to coordinate its groundwater rights, its 
SWP water rights, and local return flows provides a significant degree of reliability to the 



 
Figure 3-2 

Well Location Map – Warren Valley Basin 
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District’s overall water supply portfolio.  As indicated above, water provided to the District’s 
customers in the Warren Valley Basin is local groundwater that is augmented and replenished 
with SWP supplies obtained from MWA and delivered to the District through the Morongo 
Basin Pipeline.  The SWP provides a water supply to millions of water users throughout the State 
and its reliability is carefully projected and accounted for by DWR and MWA.  (See discussion 
above in Section 3.4.1.B regarding DWR Reliability Reports and MWA’s UWMP and UWMP 
Update.)  However, even though SWP supplies can be subject to dry-year reductions, the 
District’s Basin supplies remain reliable because SWP water previously stored in the Basin in 
excess of District demands can be extracted during dry periods to serve the District’s customers.  
This type of water supply reliability is expressly recognized by DWR and MWA.  MWA 
describes the District’s use of the Basin as follows: 
 

The groundwater basins act as the primary water storage facility 
for the MWA service area, and all water supplies generated within 
the MWA or imported from outside MWA are recharged into the 
groundwater basins for future use.  This provides water users in the 
basins with a buffering capacity to absorb the effects of dry years 
without an immediate impact on water supply availability.  (2005 
MWA UWMP Update, p. 11.) 
 
Because water use within the MWA service area is supplied 
entirely by groundwater, MWA does not have any inconsistent 
water sources that cause reduced deliveries to users within the 
service area. … While many of the sources that recharge the 
groundwater basin have high annual variability, including … 
supplies from the State Water Project, the groundwater basins used 
within the MWA service area are sufficiently large to allow for 
continued water use during dry periods with only a temporary 
decline in groundwater levels.  (2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 
20.) 

 
DWR shares the same opinion regarding the District’s ability to manage its water supply 
reliability by coordinating its diversified water rights through use of the Warren Valley Basin: 
 

The local provider may have access to local surface water and 
groundwater supplies, to reclaimed water, or to other sources of 
imported water, which have different levels of reliability.  If so, the 
local provider will manage all sources of supply together, each 
with its individual degree of reliability, to enhance overall 
reliability.  It is also at the local level that demand itself may be 
managed to meet supply through conservation, water use 
efficiency, drought response planning, and land use planning 
decisions made by local jurisdictions.  (2002 DWR Reliability 
Report, p. 21; Appendix H.) 
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As indicated above, the District is responsible in its role as a county water district and as 
Watermaster under the 1977 Judgment for managing water resources in the Warren Valley 
Basin.  The Basin’s reliability is characterized by the District’s access to multiple sources of 
water, including groundwater, contractual SWP supplies, surplus SWP supplies and return flows, 
and the District’s ability to store those resources in the Basin for later use.  Also discussed above, 
the Basin’s reliability is furthered by the various water conservation and demand management 
measures implemented by the District.  Indeed, the ultimate reliability of the Basin is defined by 
the District’s growth-limiting reserve policy which ensures a sufficient amount of groundwater 
supplies remain in the Warren Valley Basin to serve existing and future needs of the District.  In 
December 2003, the court overseeing the 1977 Judgment approved a growth-limiting measure 
that restricts the number of water meters issued by the District in the event Basin reserves fall 
below prescribed levels.  The 2003 Order establishes the following limitations: 
 

Stage 1: In the event reserves are equal to or fall below 5 years or 500 percent 
of water demand for that particular year, the Watermaster shall implement a two 
percent growth limitation. 
 
Stage 2: In the event reserves are equal to or fall below 4 years or 400 percent 
of water demand for that particular year, the Watermaster shall implement a one 
percent growth limitation. 
 
Stage 3: In the event that reserves are equal to or fall below 3 years or 300 
percent of water demand for that particular year, the Watermaster shall implement 
a zero percent growth limitation. 

 
In response to this court-approved methodology, the District adopted Policy No. 26-04 which 
implements the same three-stage limitation on the issuance of new water meters in the District.  
A copy of this Policy in included in Appendix F.  The intent and effect of District Policy No. 26-
04 is to ensure the District maintains sufficient water supplies to meet current and future 
demands during dry years without causing a significant depletion of accumulated Basin reserves.  
The District has not been required to enforce the terms of Policy No. 26-04 since its adoption 
because Basin reserves have not fallen below the 5-year level. 
 
F. Watermaster Reports 

Each year, the Warren Valley Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster”) issues a report addressing 
current conditions in the Warren Valley Basin relating to matters such as seasonal precipitation, 
water demand and production, water deliveries from outside the Basin, and existing water levels 
and trends.  As indicated in the 2005 Watermaster Report, the Basin is comprised of three main 
hydrologic units which are monitored by Watermaster/District staff according to water levels of 
key wells located in each unit.  [DJR1](2005 Watermaster Report, p. 5.)1  The 2005 Report 
concludes that static water levels in each of the hydrologic units have risen since 1995-1996, as 
follows: 
 

                                                 
1  As of the date of this WSA, the 2006 Watermaster Report has not been issued. 
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Hydrologic Unit #1: Well #5W experienced an initial increase in the 
groundwater elevation during the 1992-93 water year of about 75 feet, the water 
level has since maintained a steady increase of about 3 feet per year.  During the 
2004-05 water year, the groundwater elevation increased approximately 12 feet 
and is currently 35 feet above the 1993 level.  This represents an increase in 
groundwater elevation of about 121 feet from the 1992 level when the 
Watermaster began reporting.  Well #6W had risen steadily through the 2001-02 
water year and was about 50 feet above the 1992 level.  During the 2002-03 water 
year the groundwater elevation decreased about 17 feet, however, during the last 
two years the groundwater level has increased 10 feet and 20 feet respectively and 
is currently about 65 feet above the 1992 level. 
 
Hydrologic Unit #2: Well #7E shows an increase in groundwater elevation of 
about 40 feet from the 2004 level.  Although this shows a decrease in water level 
of about 75 feet from the previous high reading of 1998 it is still about 145 feet 
above the 1992 level.  Well #9E shows a decrease of about 7 feet from last year’s 
level, however, this still shows an increase of 145 feet over the last five years and 
an overall increase of about 275 feet above the 1992 level.  Well #12E had shown 
a decrease of about 70 feet from 2001 through 2003, however, during the 2003-04 
and 2004-05 water years, the water level has increased about 10 feet and 145 feet 
respectively and is currently about 345 feet above the 1992 level. 
 
Hydrologic Unit #3: Well #5E shows a decrease in the groundwater elevation of 
about 48 feet from the 2004 level, however, this still represents an increase of 
about 38 feet above the 1992 level. 
 
(2005 Watermaster Report, p. 5.) 

 
As of June 2006, the Watermaster estimates that total recharge in excess of extractions will total 
approximately 21,910 acre-feet for year 2005-06, which represents an approximate 7.1-year 
groundwater reserve based on current production levels.  (June 13, 2006 Warren Valley Basin 
Watermaster Update of Water Reserve Levels; Appendix H.) 
 
3.5.2 Ames/Means Valley Groundwater Basin 

As indicated above, the District operates one groundwater well in the Ames/Means Basin.  
However, as required by the Ames Basin Agreement, that water is only utilized to serve 
customers in the Ames/Means Basin area and will not be used as part of the water supply to 
serve the Old Town SP Project or any other District demands in the Warren Valley Basin.  
Nevertheless, this WSA provides a detailed description of the Ames/Means Basin since 
groundwater produced by the District from that Basin is identified as a part of the District’s total 
water supplies.  As used in this WSA, the Ames/Means Basin includes the Ames Valley basin as 
designated by DWR.  The following basin descriptions are based on information in DWR 
Bulletin 118.  (DWR, 2004; Appendix H.) 
 
The Ames Valley Basin covers an area of 169.7 square miles (110,000 acres).  The Basin 
underlies Ames Valley, Homestead Valley, and Pipes Wash in the south-central portion of San 
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Bernardino County.  The Basin is bounded by non-waterbearing rocks of the San Bernardino 
Mountains on the west, Iron Ridge on the north, and Hidalgo Mountain on the northeast.  The 
Emerson, Copper Mountain, and West Calico fault also form parts of the eastern and northern 
boundaries.  A surface water drainage divide with the Copper Mountain Valley Basin forms the 
southern boundary.  The water-bearing materials in this Basin consist of unconsolidated to partly 
consolidated Miocene to Quaternary age continental deposits.  The main water-bearing deposits 
are interbedded gravels, conglomerates, and silts deposited in alluvial fans.  Other less 
productive deposits include alluvial channel sands and gravels, silt, clay, sandy-clay deposits in 
Emerson Lake playa, and dune sands.  The total storage capacity is estimated to be 1,200,000 
acre-feet.  (DWR, 2004; Appendix H.) 
 
In approximately 1987, the District contracted with the Mainstream Water Development 
Company to construct and receive water from a groundwater production well in the Ames/Means 
Basin.  BDVWA protested construction of the well which resulted in litigation between the 
District and BDVWA.  In 1991 the District and BDVWA entered a settlement agreement (the 
“Ames Basin Agreement”) which resolved the litigation and established terms and conditions for 
the District’s production of groundwater from the Ames/Means Basin.  Pursuant to the Ames 
Basin Agreement, the District is entitled to extract 800 acre-ft/yr of groundwater from the Basin.  
In addition, the amount of water pumped in the Basin may be increased depending on the water 
needs of property owners within the Basin by an amount equal to 0.5 acre-ft/yr for each new 
residential meter installed by the District within the Basin.  (Ames Basin Agreement, p. 2, 
Section 2; 2005 District UWMP, pp. 4-5.) 
 
The District extracts groundwater from the Ames/Means Basin through a production well located 
in Section 24, Township 2 North, Range 5 East, SBBM in San Bernardino County, also referred 
to as the Mainstream Well #24E.  (Ames Basin Agreement, p. 1; 2005 Watermaster Report, 
Table 2.)  The amount of water produced by the District from the Mainstream Well over last five 
years is set forth in the 2005 Watermaster Report as follows:  706 acre-feet in 2000-01; 755 acre-
feet in 2001-02; 549 acre-feet in 2002-03; 723 acre-feet in 2003-04; and 522 acre-feet in 2004-
05.  (2005 Watermaster Report, Table 2.) 
 
The District currently expects the location of its groundwater production in the Ames/Means 
Basin to remain constant and to continue from the Mainstream Well.  To the extent any well 
relocation or reconstruction may be required, or to the extent the District utilizes any additional 
wells to extract groundwater from the Ames/Means Basin, such activity would be carried out 
under the terms of the Ames Basin Agreement.  The District expects the amount of its 
groundwater production from the Ames/Means Basin over the next 20-year period will be 
limited to the amount allowed under Section 2 of the Ames Basin Agreement.  Currently, the 
District estimates that amount will not exceed approximately 960 acre-ft/yr under 2028 
conditions. 
 
Under the Ames Basin Agreement, the parties established and implemented a groundwater 
monitoring program to ensure production from the Mainstream Well would not result in 
environmental damage to the hydrologic resources of the Ames Means Basin.  Under the 
monitoring program, representatives from the District and BDVWA collect, measure and record 
well data to ensure water levels and water quality of the Basin are not negatively affected by the 
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District’s use of the Mainstream Well.  (Ames Basin Agreement, Sections 3.0-3.4.)  As indicated 
above, it is important to note for purposes of SB 610 that groundwater produced by the District 
from the Ames/Means Basin can be utilized only in the Ames Valley area.  (Ames Basin 
Agreement, p. 2, Section 2.)  Therefore, this water source will not be utilized to serve the 
proposed Project or any other District demands in the Warren Valley Basin. 
 
3.6 HISTORICAL AND PROJECTED WATER DEMANDS WITHIN THE DISTRICT 

This section describes historical and projected water demands in the District, as well as the 
projected water demands associated with the proposed Project. 
 
3.6.1 Historical Water Demands 

The District utilizes multiple sources of water to serve the demands of its customers in the 
Warren Valley Basin, all of which are extracted from groundwater production wells in the 
Warren Basin.  As indicated throughout this WSA, prior to construction of the Morongo Basin 
Pipeline and before the District had obtained rights to SWP supplies, all water demands within 
the District were met from local groundwater resources.  Since the Morongo Basin Pipeline was 
completed and the District began importing SWP supplies to the Warren Valley Basin in 1995, 
water demands within the District have been met from a combination of the District’s 
groundwater rights and contractual SWP supplies.  The District does not provide SWP water 
directly to any of its customers.  Rather, all SWP supplies received by the District are recharged 
into the Warren Valley Basin and extracted later as part of the District’s combined groundwater 
and SWP water rights to meet the District’s water demands.  Hence, historical production in the 
District is generally synonymous with historical demand.  Total historical demands in the 
District, including demands of the District’s customers and demands of other groundwater 
producers under the 1977 Judgment, are summarized below in Table 3-5.  It should be noted that 
about 80 percent of the District’s water demands overlie the Warren Valley Basin.   
 

Table 3-5 
Historical Water Demands 

(acre-ft/yr) 

Year Blue Skies 
Country Club 

Institute of 
Mental 

Physics 
Minimal 

Producers HDWD Total Demand

1995 320 14 16 2,724 3,074 
1996 300 14 16 2,906 3,236 
1997 394 14 16 2,741 3,165 
1998 323 14 16 2,528 2,881 
1999 312 14 16 2,657 2,999 
2000 228 14 16 2,814 3,072 
2001 300 14 16 2,823 3,153 
2002 473 14 16 3,101 3,604 
2003 226 14 16 3,126 3,382 
2004 177 14 16 3,188 3,395 
2005 200 14 16 2,975 3,205 

 Reference: 2005 Watermaster Report, Table 2 
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As described above in Section 3.4.3, the District has implemented various water conservation 
and demand management measures to reduce overall water demands in the District.  The 
following non-exclusive list provides an overview of the various programs currently in effect:   
 

(1) Residential plumbing retrofit and low-flush fixture replacement program, 
District Resolution 90-4;  
(2) Landscape water budgeting and incentive program, District Ordinance No. 72;  
(3) Prohibitions on water use resulting in waste, District Ordinance No. 68;  
(4) Voluntary water survey program for single-family and multifamily residential 
customers;  
(5) Pipeline and water meter replacement program;  
(6) Conservation pricing and rate structures; and (7) Ongoing public information, 
outreach and educational programs.  (2005 District UWMP, pp. 9-15.)   

 
Although the District has not quantified the total annual water savings realized from these 
conservation and demand management measures, they contribute to the very low per capita water 
consumption rate in the District, which the District has estimated to be 0.28 acre-ft/yr per service 
connection.  (2005 District UWMP, p. 2.) 
 
3.6.2 Projected Water Demands Within the District 

Under SB 610, a public water system providing a sufficiency analysis must determine “whether 
the public water system’s total projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and 
multiple dry water years during a 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand 
associated with the proposed project, in addition to the public water system’s existing and 
planned future uses, including agricultural and manufacturing uses.”  (Water Code § 
10910(c)(3).)  An issue that arises under this standard is what projects the public water system 
should include within its “planned future uses” when calculating total projected water demands 
over the ensuing 20-year horizon. 
 
It should be noted that the language of SB 610 does not specifically require public water systems 
to identify water supplies that may be available to serve projected population estimates.2  Instead, 
SB 610 requires an evaluation of whether total projected water supplies will meet the projected 
water demand of the proposed Project in addition to existing and “planned future uses.”  The 
term “planned future uses” is not defined by SB 610.  However, the California Department of 
Water Resources Guidebook for Implementation of SB 610 and SB 221 states:  “[I]t would be a 
reasonable interpretation that ‘planned future uses’ are those that would be undertaken within the 
same time frame as the project under consideration.”  (DWR Guidebook, October 8, 2003, pp. 

                                                 
2  On the other hand, the Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water Code § 10610 et seq.) specifically 
requires urban water management plans to describe projected population estimates in five-year increments, based on 
data from applicable state, regional, or local agencies, and to identify and quantify the existing and planned sources 
of water available to the water supplier over the same five-year increments.  (See Water Code §§ 10631(a)-(b); 
10635.)  This type of analysis required for urban water management plans does not appear required for water supply 
assessments under the language of SB 610. 
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23, 67; Appendix H.)  According to DWR, planned future uses may include “proposed 
developments that have a reserved (or entitlement to) future water supply and are considered to 
be moving towards construction.”  (DWR Guidebook, pp. 23, 67.)  The DWR Guidebook further 
states:  “[P]roposed projects that are included in a general or specific plan need not be included if 
the lead agency determines that they are not likely to begin construction during the period under 
consideration.”  (DWR Guidebook, pp. 23, 67.)  Thus, SB 610 does not appear to require this 
WSA to compare the District’s total projected water supplies to a water demand associated with 
a projected population growth rate in the District over the next 20 years for which construction 
applications or approvals have not been initiated or granted.  Notwithstanding, as a conservative 
measure, this WSA provides such an analysis. 

 
A. Projected Water Demands Associated with the Project 

The total projected water demand of the Old Town SP Project is 527 acre-ft/yr at full build-out, 
of which 367 acre-ft/yr represents increased demand as evaluated in this WSA.  (See Section 2.3 
and Table 2-2)  Due to lack of information on the timing of the project, for the purpose of this 
WSA, it is assumed that the growth in water demand within the project area will occur linearly 
over a 50-year period starting in 2008 and ending in 2057.  This results in an annual growth in 
demand of 18.4 acre-ft/yr.  Beyond 2057, the Project’s water demand remains constant at 367 
acre-ft/yr. 
 
B. Projected Water Demands Associated with the Proposed Project in Addition to 

Existing and Planned Future Uses Identified by the Town of Yucca Valley  (Water 
Code § 10910(c)(3).) 

According to information obtained from the Town of Yucca Valley, approximately 62 other 
development projects are under some stage of consideration by the Town.  (Figure 3-3; 
Appendix G.)  These proposed development projects are estimated to include approximately 984 
single-family and multifamily residential units and 27 retail and commercial developments.  In 
addition, the proposed Mountain Vista development will add 1,420 residential units.  The 
projects and the water usage rates associated with these land uses are summarized below in Table 
3-6. 
 

Table 3-6 
Estimated Water Demand of Planned Future Developments 

Town of Yucca Valley 

Development Type Residential Dwelling 
Units 

Non-residential 
(Equivalent Dwelling 

Units) 

Total (Equivalent 
Dwelling Units) 

Mountain Vista1 1,420 64 1,484 
Other Residential 984 0 984 
Retail/Commercial 0 340 340 
Total Units (EDUs) 2,404 404 2,808 
Unit Water Demand 0.328 acre-ft/yr 0.328 acre-ft/yr  
Total Demand 788.5 acre-ft/yr 132.5 acre-ft/yr 921 acre-ft/yr 
1 Demand for Mountain Vista from Water Supply Assessment for Mountain Vista Development (HDWD, 2007). 
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According to the water schedules described above, the total projected water demand associated 
with other “planned future” projects within the Town of Yucca Valley is approximately 921 
acre-ft/yr.  Based on this analysis, Table 3-7 sets forth the total projected water demand in the 
District’s service area with and without the Old Town SP Project, in addition to existing and 
planned future water uses in the District, including agricultural and manufacturing needs.  (Water 
Code § 10910(c)(3).)  For purposes of this water supply assessment, it is assumed that these 
developments would be constructed between 2008 and 2015.  The District and the Town of 
Yucca Valley have not identified any planned agricultural or manufacturing needs over the next 
20-year period. 
 

Table 3-7 
Projected Water Existing and Planned Future Demand 

Water Use Water Demand 
(acre-ft/yr) 

Existing Uses  2,510 
Planned Future Uses (including Mountain Vista Project) 921 
Total – Existing and Planned Future Uses 3,431 
Old Town SP Project (net increase in demand) 367 
Total – Existing and Planned Future Uses with Old Town SP 3,798 

 
C. Projected Water Demands Associated with the Proposed Project in Addition to 

Existing Demand and Demand Associated with a Projected 2.3 Percent Annual 
Increase in Water Demand  

As noted above, this WSA provides a conservative analysis that estimates future water demands 
in the District associated with the proposed Project plus a projected 2.3 percent annual increase 
in water demand  in addition to the demands associated with the Mountain Vista and Old Town 
SP Project.  The District reviewed several informational sources in arriving at a projected 2.3 
percent annual population growth rate.  For instance, MWA’s 2004 UWMP estimated an average 
population growth rate of 2.4 percent for the Warren Valley and 2.2 percent for the Ames/Means 
Valley between 2000 and 2020.  (2004 MWA UWMP, p. 5-18.)  MWA’s 2005 UWMP Update 
lowered those estimates to a projected 2.1 percent growth rate for both the Warren Valley and 
the Ames/Means Valley between 2005 and 2030.  (2005 MWA UWMP Update, p. 13.)  The 
California Department of Finance has projected the annual growth rate for San Bernardino 
County as 1.8 percent from 2020 to 2030.  The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) projected a population growth rate of just 0.7 percent for the County in 2004.   
 
As a conservative measure, the District assumes for purposes of this analysis that the District will 
experience a projected annual increase in water demand over the next 20-year period based on 
2.3 percent of the estimated demand in 2006 in addition to the growth associated with the 
Mountain Vista Project and the Old Town SP Project.  This base demand increase equates to 58 
acre-ft/yr or 176 new connections per year.  Table 3-8 presents the total projected water demands 
in the Warren Valley Basin with and without the Old Town SP Project, in addition to existing 
demand and a projected 2.3 percent annual water demand increase.  This analysis includes 
projected HDWD water demands in the Warren Valley Basin because increased demands in the 
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Ames/Means Basin will be served from the Mainstream Well and not from water produced in the 
Warren Basin.  (See Section 3.4.2 above regarding the Ames Basin Agreement, p. 2, Section 2.)  
In addition, demands of the overlying producers in the Warren Valley Basin as set forth by the 
1977 Judgment are not included as part of the District’s demands because those overlying rights 
are adequately satisfied by the Basin’s safe-yield of 900 acre-ft/yr.  Accordingly, the overlying 
producers in the Warren Basin are not served from the District’s adjudicated groundwater rights 
under the 1977 Judgment or from the District’s rights to SWP supplies. 
 

Table 3-8 
Projected Water Demand with Old Town SP Project – 2.3 Percent Growth Rate 

(acre-ft/yr) 

User 2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
HDWD – Warren Valley1 

2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Old Town SP Project (net increase)2 

7 44 81 118 154 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,751 3,382 3,829 4,155 4,479 
1 HDWD – Warren Valley demand includes existing customers, an annual increase of 58 acre-/yr (2.3 percent of existing 

demand) and projected demand for the Mountain Vista development.  
2 The net demand increase is used because the existing demand of the Old Town area is included in the existing demand 

projection. 
 
 
3.7 SUFFICIENCY ANALYSIS 

This section incorporates the information and discussion above and analyzes whether the 
District’s total projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry 
water years during the next 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand associated 
with the proposed Old Town SP Project in addition to the District’s existing and planned future 
uses, including agricultural and manufacturing needs.  (Water Code § 10910(c)(3).)  Consistent 
with the analysis provided above in Section 3.6, this sufficiency analysis considers alternative 
demand scenarios in the District over the 20-year period, 2008-2028. 
 
Specifically, this analysis compares both (1) the District’s total projected water supplies to the 
projected water demand associated with the proposed Project in addition to the District’s existing 
and “planned future uses” in the Warren Valley Basin as identified by the Town of Yucca 
Valley; and, as a conservative measure, (2) the District’s total projected water supplies to the 
projected water demand associated with the proposed Project in addition to the District’s existing 
demands and the demands associated with a projected 2.3 percent annual water demand increase 
in Warren Valley Basin over the next 20 years.  For each of these alternative analyses, additional 
scenarios are presented to determine whether the District’s total projected water supplies are 
sufficient to serve the proposed Project during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years.  
For the single and multiple dry year analysis, it is assumed that the years prior to the analysis 
have experienced normal (average) deliveries of SWP water.   
 
As indicated below, the District will utilize a combination of its adjudicated groundwater rights 
in the Warren Valley Basin and its SWP supplies to serve existing and projected demands within 
the Warren Basin over the next 20-year period.  Under current demand conditions, the District’s 
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long-term average of 77 percent of its contractual SWP supplies under the 1991 Agreement (i.e., 
3,297 acre-ft/yr) is more than sufficient to meet existing demand of the District’s customers in 
the Warren Basin (i.e., approximately 2,626 acre-ft/yr in 2007).  In the analyses below, the 
overlying producers under the 1977 Judgment are not included in the District’s demand figures 
for the Warren Basin because, as indicated above in Section 3.4.3.A, current return flows to the 
Basin are approximately 900 acre-ft/yr, which is more than sufficient to meet the total 
adjudicated water rights of the overlying producers (i.e., approximately 615 acre-ft/yr assuming 
full production of their rights). 
 
Tables 3-9 through 3-20 below illustrate that as water demands increase in the Warren Basin, the 
District will utilize an increasing amount of its adjudicated groundwater rights to serve that 
demand.  Importantly, this will not interfere with the overlying producers’ ability to extract their 
rights.  Based on a projected 2.3 percent annual population increase within the District over the 
next 20 years, return flows to the Basin in the year 2028 are estimated to be 1,796 acre-ft/yr.  
This gradually increasing natural safe-yield of the Basin will allow the overlying producers to 
continue to extract the full amount of their adjudicated right and allow the District to extract 
additional groundwater without utilizing Basin reserves.  For this reason, the adjudicated rights 
of the overlying pumpers have been subtracted from the total basin return flows when evaluating 
supply available to the District for its existing and future uses.   
 
3.7.1 Total Projected Supplies Compared to Total Projected Demands 

Associated with the Proposed Project in Addition to Existing and 
Planned Future Uses Identified by the Town of Yucca Valley (Water 
Code  § 10910(d)(3).) 

Tables 3-9 through 3-14 present the water supply and demand evaluation for existing and 
planned future uses identified by the Town of Yucca Valley without and with the Old Town SP 
Project through 2028.  These tables show that water supplies are adequate to meet demands in 
normal, single dry and multiple dry years both without and with the proposed Project while 
maintaining District supply reserves in the Warren Valley Basin exceeding five years through 
2028.  In addition, the analysis shows that for a normal water year in 2028, the District’s supplies 
are sufficient to serve the remaining additional demand of the proposed Project through build-out 
with an annual surplus of about 362 acre-ft/yr.   
 
This analysis reflects the acquisition of additional SWP supplies by the District on behalf of the 
Mountain Vista development in the initial years which can be obtained from any one or a 
combination of several alternative sources, including: (1) unused SWP allotment of other ID-M 
Participants under the 1991 Agreement; (2) unused SWP Table A supplies from MWA; and (3) 
Article 21 supplies obtained through MWA.  (See further discussion regarding these water 
supplies in Section 3.4 above.)  The District’s acquisition of these additional supplies is subject 
to Mountain Vista’s payment of all then-applicable costs, fees, charges and/or expenses 
associated with the securing of such additional supplies available to the District. 
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Table 3-9 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Normal Year Conditions 
Without Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Supply      
SWP 1 4,758 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 2 471 764 881 881 881 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 5,229 4,061 4,178 4,178 4,178 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,547 796 680 680 680 
Groundwater Storage 2,547 796 680 680 680 
Groundwater Reserve 22,802 30,283 33,743 37,144 40,546 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 3 8.5 9.3 9.6 10.6 11.6 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 7 44 81 118 154 
HDWD 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,690 3,309 3,579 3,615 3,652 
Supply           
SWP1 4,758 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights2 473 778 907 919 930 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 5,231 4,075 4,204 4,216 4,227 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,542 766 625 600 575 
Groundwater Storage 2,542 766 625 600 575 
Groundwater Reserve 22,797 30,179 33,413 36,465 39,391 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 3 8.5 9.1 9.3 10.1 10.8 

1 SWP supplies include purchase of 1,461 acre-ft/yr of additional water over three years from 2008-2010 during 
wet and normal years on behalf of the proposed Mountain Vista development. 

2 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

3 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-10 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Single Dry Year Conditions 
Without Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand           
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Supply      
SWP 214 214 214 214 214 
Adjudicated Rights 1 471 764 881 881 881 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 685 978 1,095 1,095 1,095 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,997 -2,287 -2,403 -2,403 -2,403 
Groundwater Storage -1,997 -2,287 -2,403 -2,403 -2,403 
Groundwater Reserve 18,258 27,201 30,660 34,061 37,463 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 6.8 8.3 8.8 9.7 10.7 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand           
Old Town SP 7 44 81 118 154 
HDWD 2,682 3,265 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,690 3,309 3,579 3,615 3,652 
Supply           
SWP 214 214 214 214 214 
Adjudicated Rights 1 473 778 907 919 930 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 687 992 1,121 1,133 1,145 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -2,002 -2,317 -2,458 -2,483 -2,508 
Groundwater Storage -2,002 -2,317 -2,458 -2,483 -2,508 
Groundwater Reserve 18,253 27,096 30,330 33,382 36,308 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 6.8 8.2 8.5 9.2 9.9 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-11 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Multiple Dry Year Conditions - 2009-2013 
Without Old Town SP      
  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Demand           
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,799 2,915 3,032 3,148 3,265 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,799 2,915 3,032 3,148 3,265 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 530 588 647 705 764 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 1,943 2,001 2,060 2,118 4,061 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -856 -914 -972 -1,030 796 
Groundwater Storage -856 -914 -972 -1,030 796 
Groundwater Reserve 21,946 21,032 20,059 19,029 19,825 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 7.8 7.2 6.6 6.0 6.1 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Demand      
Old Town SP 15 22 29 37 44 
HDWD 2,799 2,915 3,032 3,148 3,265 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,814 2,937 3,061 3,185 3,309 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 530 588 647 705 764 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 1,943 2,001 2,060 2,118 4,061 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -871 -936 -1,002 -1,067 752 
Groundwater Storage -871 -936 -1,002 -1,067 752 
Groundwater Reserve 21,926 20,990 19,988 18,922 19,674 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 7.8 7.1 6.5 5.9 5.9 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-12 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Multiple Dry Year Conditions - 2014-2018 
Without Old Town SP      
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 3,381 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 3,381 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 822 881 881 881 881 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,235 2,294 2,294 2,294 4,178 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,146 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Storage -1,146 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Reserve 29,138 27,934 26,730 25,526 26,207 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.6 8.0 7.6 7.3 7.5 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Demand      
Old Town SP 51 59 66 73 81 
HDWD 3,381 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 3,433 3,557 3,564 3,571 3,579 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 839 900 902 905 907 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,252 2,313 2,315 2,318 4,204 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,181 -1,244 -1,249 -1,254 625 
Groundwater Storage -1,181 -1,244 -1,249 -1,254 625 
Groundwater Reserve 28,998 27,754 26,505 25,252 25,877 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.4 7.8 7.4 7.1 7.2 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 



Section 3 – Water Supply Assessment 

MWH   Page 3-34 

Table 3-13 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Multiple Dry Year Conditions - 2019-2023 
Without Old Town SP      
  2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 881 881 881 881 881 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,294 2,294 2,294 2,294 4,178 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Storage -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Reserve 32,539 31,335 30,132 28,928 29,608 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 9.3 9.0 8.6 8.3 8.5 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Demand      
Old Town SP 88 96 103 110 118 
HDWD 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 3,586 3,593 3,601 3,608 3,615 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 909 912 914 916 919 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,322 2,325 2,327 2,329 4,216 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,264 -1,269 -1,274 -1,279 600 
Groundwater Storage -1,264 -1,269 -1,274 -1,279 600 
Groundwater Reserve 32,149 30,881 29,607 28,328 28,929 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 9.0 8.6 8.2 7.9 8.0 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-14 
Water Demand and Supply – Existing and Planned Future Uses 

Multiple Dry Year Conditions - 2024-2028 
Without Old Town SP      
  2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 881 881 881 881 881 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,294 2,294 2,294 2,294 4,178 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Storage -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 -1,204 680 
Groundwater Reserve 35,940 34,737 33,533 32,329 33,010 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 10.3 9.9 9.6 9.2 9.4 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 125 132 140 147 154 
HDWD 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 3,498 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 3,623 3,630 3,637 3,645 3,652 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 921 923 926 928 930 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,334 2,336 2,339 2,341 4,227 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,289 -1,294 -1,299 -1,304 575 
Groundwater Storage -1,289 -1,294 -1,299 -1,304 575 
Groundwater Reserve 35,176 33,882 32,584 31,280 31,855 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 9.7 9.3 9.0 8.6 8.7 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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3.7.2 Total Projected Supplies Compared to Total Projected Demands 
Associated with the Proposed Project in Addition to Existing Demand 
and Demand Associated with a Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase in 
Water Demand 

Tables 3-15 through 3-20 present the water supply and demand evaluation for a projected 2.3 
percent increase in water demand without and with the Old Town SP Project through 2028.  
These tables show that water supplies are adequate to meet demands in normal, single dry and 
multiple dry years both without and with the proposed Project through 2028while maintaining 
District supply reserves in the Warren Valley Basin exceeding five years.  However, beyond the 
20-year analysis period (2028), the District will need to acquire additional supplies above its 
current contracted SWP supply to meet the entire build-out demand of the Old Town SP Project.  
As discussed in Section 3.4.1 (E) of this WSA, the District is able to purchase additional SWP 
supplies from MWA pursuant to MWA’s Ordinance No. 9.   
 
As included in the WSA for the Mountain Vista Development, the analysis for the Old Town SP 
Project reflects the acquisition of additional SWP supplies by the District on behalf of the 
Mountain Vista Development in the initial years which can be obtained from any one or a 
combination of several alternative sources, including: (1) unused SWP allotment of other ID-M 
Participants under the 1991 Agreement; (2) unused SWP Table A supplies from MWA; and (3) 
Article 21 supplies obtained through MWA.  (See further discussion regarding these water 
supplies in Section 3.4 above.)  The District’s acquisition of these additional supplies is subject 
to the payment by Century Vintage Homes of all then-applicable costs, fees, charges and/or 
expenses associated with the securing of such additional supplies available to the District.  
Beyond the 20-year analysis period, the District may need to acquire additional water supplies 
from MWA over and above its contracted amount to meet the build-out needs of the 
development.   
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Table 3-15 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase 

Normal Year Conditions 
Without Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Supply      
SWP 1 4,758 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 2 491 787 961 1,054 1,146 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 5,249 4,084 4,258 4,351 4,443 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,504 747 510 314 118 
Groundwater Storage 2,504 747 510 314 118 
Groundwater Reserve 22,719 29,968 32,931 34,893 35,873 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 3 8.3 9.0 8.8 8.6 8.3 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 7 44 81 118 154 
HDWD 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,752 3,382 3,829 4,154 4,480 
Supply           
SWP 1 4,758 3,297 3,297 3,297 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 2 493 801 987 1,091 1,195 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 5,251 4,098 4,284 4,388 4,492 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,499 717 455 234 13 
Groundwater Storage 2,499 717 455 234 13 
Groundwater Reserve 22,714 29,863 32,602 34,214 34,719 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 3 8.3 8.8 8.5 8.2 7.8 

1 SWP supplies include purchase of 1,461 acre-ft/yr of additional water over three years from 2008-2010 during 
wet and normal years on behalf of the proposed Mountain Vista development. 

2 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

3 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-16 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase  

Single Dry Year Conditions 
Without Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Supply      
SWP 214 214 214 214 214 
Adjudicated Rights 1 491 787 961 1,054 1,146 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 705 1,001 1,175 1,268 1,360 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -2,040 -2,336 -2,573 -2,769 -2,965 
Groundwater Storage -2,040 -2,336 -2,573 -2,769 -2,965 
Groundwater Reserve 18,175 26,885 29,848 31,810 32,790 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 6.6 8.1 8.0 7.9 7.6 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2008 2013 2018 2023 2028
Demand           
Old Town SP 7 44 81 118 154 
HDWD 2,744 3,338 3,748 4,037 4,325 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,752 3,382 3,829 4,154 4,480 
Supply           
SWP 214 214 214 214 214 
Adjudicated Rights 1 493 801 987 1,091 1,195 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 707 1,015 1,201 1,305 1,409 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -2,045 -2,366 -2,628 -2,849 -3,070 
Groundwater Storage -2,045 -2,366 -2,628 -2,849 -3,070 
Groundwater Reserve 18,170 26,780 29,519 31,131 31,636 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 6.6 7.9 7.7 7.5 7.1 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 

 



Section 3 – Water Supply Assessment 

MWH   Page 3-39 

Table 3-17 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase 

Multiple Dry Year Conditions – 2009-2013 
Without Old Town SP      
  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 2,863 2,982 3,100 3,219 3,338 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 2,863 2,982 3,100 3,219 3,338 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 550 609 669 728 787 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 1,963 2,022 2,082 2,141 4,084 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -900 -959 -1,019 -1,078 747 
Groundwater Storage -900 -959 -1,019 -1,078 747 
Groundwater Reserve 21,819 20,860 19,841 18,763 19,510 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 7.6 7.0 6.4 5.8 5.8 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Demand      
Old Town SP 15 22 29 37 44 
HDWD 2,863 2,982 3,100 3,219 3,338 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 2,878 3,004 3,130 3,256 3,382 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 530 588 647 705 764 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 1,943 2,001 2,060 2,118 4,061 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -935 -1,003 -1,070 -1,137 679 
Groundwater Storage -935 -1,003 -1,070 -1,137 679 
Groundwater Reserve 21,779 20,777 19,707 18,569 19,248 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 7.6 6.9 6.3 5.7 5.7 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 

 



Section 3 – Water Supply Assessment 

MWH   Page 3-40 

Table 3-18 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase  

Multiple Dry Year Conditions – 2014-2018 
Without Old Town SP      
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 3,456 3,575 3,633 3,690 3,748 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 3,456 3,575 3,633 3,690 3,748 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 846 906 924 943 961 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,259 2,319 2,337 2,356 4,258 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,197 -1,256 -1,295 -1,335 510 
Groundwater Storage -1,197 -1,256 -1,295 -1,335 510 
Groundwater Reserve 28,771 27,515 26,220 24,885 25,395 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.3 7.7 7.2 6.7 6.8 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 
Demand      
Old Town SP 51 59 66 73 81 
HDWD 3,456 3,575 3,633 3,690 3,748 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 3,508 3,634 3,699 3,764 3,829 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 863 925 945 966 987 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,276 2,338 2,358 2,379 4,284 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,232 -1,296 -1,340 -1,385 455 
Groundwater Storage -1,232 -1,296 -1,340 -1,385 455 
Groundwater Reserve 28,631 27,335 25,995 24,610 25,066 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.2 7.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 

 



Section 3 – Water Supply Assessment 

MWH   Page 3-41 

Table 3-19 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase  

Multiple Dry Year Conditions – 2019-2023 
Without Old Town SP      
  2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 3,806 3,863 3,921 3,979 4,037 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 3,806 3,863 3,921 3,979 4,037 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 980 998 1,017 1,035 1,054 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,393 2,411 2,430 2,448 4,351 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,413 -1,452 -1,492 -1,531 314 
Groundwater Storage -1,413 -1,452 -1,492 -1,531 314 
Groundwater Reserve 31,518 30,066 28,574 27,043 27,357 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.3 7.8 7.3 6.8 6.8 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Demand      
Old Town SP 88 96 103 110 118 
HDWD 3,806 3,863 3,921 3,979 4,037 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 3,894 3,959 4,024 4,089 4,154 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 1,008 1,029 1,049 1,070 1,091 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,421 2,442 2,462 2,483 4,388 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,473 -1,517 -1,562 -1,606 234 
Groundwater Storage -1,473 -1,517 -1,562 -1,606 234 
Groundwater Reserve 31,128 29,611 28,050 26,444 26,678 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.0 7.5 7.0 6.5 6.4 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Table 3-20 
Water Demand and Supply – Projected 2.3 Percent Annual Increase  

Multiple Dry Year Conditions – 2024-2028 
Without Old Town SP      
  2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 0 0 0 0 0 
HDWD 4,094 4,152 4,210 4,268 4,325 
Total Demand (w/o Old Town SP) 4,094 4,152 4,210 4,268 4,325 
Supply      
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 1,072 1,090 1,109 1,127 1,146 
Total Supply (w/o Old Town SP) 2,485 2,503 2,522 2,540 4,443 
Supply - Demand (w/o Old Town SP) -1,609 -1,649 -1,688 -1,727 118 
Groundwater Storage -1,609 -1,649 -1,688 -1,727 118 
Groundwater Reserve 33,284 31,635 29,947 28,220 28,337 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 8.1 7.6 7.1 6.6 6.6 

      
With Old Town SP      
  2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 
Demand      
Old Town SP 125 132 140 147 154 
HDWD 4,094 4,152 4,210 4,268 4,325 
Total Demand (w/ Old Town SP) 4,219 4,284 4,350 4,415 4,480 
Supply           
SWP 1,413 1,413 1,413 1,413 3,297 
Adjudicated Rights 1 1,112 1,133 1,154 1,174 1,195 
Total Supply (w/ Old Town SP) 2,525 2,546 2,567 2,587 4,492 
Supply - Demand (w/ Old Town SP) -1,694 -1,739 -1,783 -1,827 13 
Groundwater Storage -1,694 -1,739 -1,783 -1,827 13 
Groundwater Reserve 32,519 30,781 28,998 27,170 27,183 
Years of Demand Supplied by 
Reserve 2 7.7 7.2 6.7 6.2 6.1 

1 Over time, the District is shown to exercise a greater amount of its rights under the 1977 Judgment to serve 
District demands in Warren Valley (see Section 3.7). 

2 Years of Demand Supplied by Reserves is the groundwater reserve in a given year divided by the demand in 
that year. 
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Section 4 
Conclusions 

In accordance with the foregoing, it is the conclusion of this WSA that the District’s total 
projected water supplies available during normal, single dry and multiple dry water years during 
the next 20-year projection will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed 
Old Town SP Project, in addition to the District’s existing and planned future uses, including 
agricultural and manufacturing uses.  (Wat Code § 10910(c)(3).)  This conclusion applies to both 
alternative water demand scenarios presented in Sections 3.6.  Thus, the District’s total projected 
water supplies available during normal, single dry and multiple dry years are sufficient to meet 
the projected water demand associated with the proposed Project in addition to the District’s 
existing and planned future uses over the next 20-year period.  Moreover, under the more 
conservative analysis, the District’s total projected water supplies available during normal, single 
dry and multiple dry years are sufficient to meet the projected water demand associated with the 
proposed Project in addition to the District’s existing demands and the demands associated with 
a projected 2.3 percent annual population increase over the next 20 years.  However, beyond the 
20-year analysis period (2028), the District’s contracted SWP supplies are not sufficient to meet 
the build-out demand of the proposed Project.  Consequently, the District will need to acquire 
additional imported water supplies from MWA pursuant to MWA’s Ordinance No. 9 over and 
above its contracted amount to meet the entire build-out needs of the Old Town SP Project.  It 
should be noted as indicated in the WSA for Mountain Vista Development, the analyses and 
conclusions of water supply sufficiency set forth in this WSA are subject to the payment by 
Century Vintage Homes of all then-applicable costs, fees, charges and/or expenses associated 
with the District’s securing of sufficient water supplies available to the District to serve the 
Mountain Vista Project in addition to the District’s existing and planned future uses during 
normal, single dry and multiple dry years over the ensuing 20-year period excluding the Old 
Town SP Project.   
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