
Appendix A 

Public Outreach Materials 

 Meeting 1 Materials 
 Meeting 2 Materials 
 Meeting 3 Materials 
 Meeting 4 Materials 
 Meeting 5 Materials 
 Meeting 6 Materials 
 Meeting 7 Materials 
 Meeting 8 Materials 
 Notification of Urban Water Management Plan Update to Water Use Agencies and Land 

Use Agencies 
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Meeting Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

April 20, 2010 
2 pm to 3:30 pm 

Subject: Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan Kickoff Meeting 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. Introductions 

2. Requirements of an Urban Water Management Plan 

a. Major Contents 

b. Required Coordination and Notification 

c. Process and Timelines 

i. Pending Legislation Affecting Due Dates (AB 2776 and SB 1478) 

d. Penalties 

3. New Requirements of Urban Water Management Plans (different for wholesalers and retailers) 

a. Reporting on Demand Management Measures per UWMP Act and AB 1465 (Hill) 

b. 20% by Year 2020 (SBX7 7) 

i. Selection of calculation option(s) 

ii. ACWA proposal for “Option 4” 

c. AB 1420 (not a requirement, but beneficial to include) 

d.  Notification requirements 

e. Projections of water use for lower income households 

4. Data Needed  

a. Participating 

i. 2010 UWMP Data Form 

ii. 2010 DMM Data Form 

1. Table 1 

2. Table 2 plus DWR Sheet 2 

b. Non-Participating 

5. Schedule  

a. Dealing with Uncertainty of Upcoming Guidelines 

b. Upcoming Meetings and Meeting Topics 

6. Other 
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Meeting Memorandum No. 1      

Meeting Time: 2PM to 3:30PM Page: 1 of 3 
Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 21 April 2010 

Meeting Date: 20 April 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Lynn Takaichi  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Meredith Clement  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
Leila Khatib  T. Jarb Thaipejr    City of Loma Linda 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Don Hough    Riverside Highlands Water 

Company 
  Thomas Crowley    West Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
    Claud Seal  San Bernardino Valley Water 

Conservation District 
    Jeff Davis  San Gorgonio Pass Water 

Agency 
    Linda Jadeski  Engineering Resources (w/West 

Valley) 

Subject: 
Kickoff Meeting – UWMP Requirements and Data Request 

 
1) Introductions 
2) Realizing that the deadline to submit 2010 UWMPs has been extended for retail water agencies 

(and likely for wholesale agencies pending legislation) to July 2011 and that the 2010 guidelines 
have not yet been released, the question was asked whether we would be wise to wait and start 
our plan after we receive the guidelines.  Kennedy/Jenks explained that the new legislation does 
not take anything away from the prior legislation but, instead, adds some notification requirements 
and the 20% by 2020 requirement.  Thus, the plan is to proceed with the known requirements of 
the prior legislation while we await the requirements of the more recent legislation.      

3) Kennedy/Jenks reviewed requirements of an UWMP, including requirements mandated by 
legislation such as AB1465, SBx7-7, and AB1420.  Presentation materials are available through 
the project Extranet site.   

4) Particular time was given to a discussion on how to comply with SBx7-7’s 20x2020 plan.  The 
group reviewed the options for calculating base gross water use as well as the options for 
calculating water use reduction targets.  There are four methodologies for calculating reduction 
targets, one of which (“Method 4”) is under development by the Department of Water Resources. 
The group also received an overview of the proposed Method 4 put forward by the Association of 
California Water Agencies. 

Clarification from the meeting. There was a specific question related to what should be 
included in the base gross water use calculation.  The specific question related to a well that 
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was not being operated because the water from the well was too high in fluoride to use for 
potable water.  The intent is to eventually use water from this well for an agricultural use.  
Does this well’s water need to be included in the base gross water use calculation?  Does 
non-potable water need to be included in the calculation?  Does agricultural water need to be 
included in the calculation?   
 
 
From Senate Bill 7 “Gross Water Use” means the total volume of water, whether treated or 
untreated entering the distribution system of an urban retail water supplier excluding: 

 Recycled water that is delivered within the service area of an urban retail water 
supplier or its urban wholesale water supplier. 

 The net volume of water that the urban retail water supplier places into long-term 
storage; 

 The volume of water the urban retail water supplier conveys for use by another urban 
water supplier; and 

 At the retailers discretion, water delivered for agricultural use 
It’s at the discretion of the retailer whether or not to include water delivered for agricultural in 
their base gross water use calculation.  Obviously it seems like an advantage to include ag 
water use because it will raise the base gross water use figure, potentially making it easier to 
meet the demand reduction targets.  But there is a down side - if a retailer decides to 
include ag water use in the base gross water use calculation that retailer must use Method 2 
to calculate their demand reduction targets.  Under Method 2 targets are set as follows: 55 
gpcpd for indoor residential use, landscape irrigation set at 0.7 to 0.8 ETo, a 10 percent 
reduction in base CII use, and an ag water use standard of 100 percent reference 
evapotranspiration multipled by the crop coefficient for irrigated acres.   
The specific language is found in Senate Bill 7, Chapter 4, Section 10608.24 subsection (f): 

“An urban retail water supplier that includes agricultural water use in an urban 
water management plan pursuant to Part 2.6 (commencing with Section 10610) 
may include the agricultural water use in determining gross water use.  An urban 
retail water supplier that includes agricultural water use in determining gross 
water use and develops its urban water use target pursuant to paragraph (2) of 
subdivision (b) of Section 10608.20 shall use a water efficient standard for 
agricultural irrigation of 100 percent of reference evapotranspiration multiplied by 
the crop coefficient for irrigated acres.”   

 
In short, including ag water in your base gross water use greatly complicates the calculation of 
water reduction targets and may result in unreasonably low targets. 

 
5) Kennedy/Jenks and the group went over the data collection sheets (all data collection sheets are 

available on the Extranet site).  Data collection sheets need to be completed by all retailers 
(except Riverside Highlands Water Company, City of Redlands, and Yucaipa Valley Water 
District) by June 1, 2010.  Retailers should provide information as it becomes available, rather 
than waiting until June 1. 

6) A template was provided to those retailers (Riverside Highlands Water Company, City of 
Redlands, and Yucaipa Valley Water District) preparing their own chapters of the RUWMP.  This 
template is available on the Extranet site.  
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7) The next meeting is scheduled on June 9 from 2pm to 3:30pm at the Valley District offices. 
 
 
 
 
 
The table below includes action items from the meeting: 
 

Action Item/Task Due Date  Responsible Party 
Complete Data Collection Sheets.  Load data and 
references to Extranet site. 

June 1, 2010 City of Loma Linda 
City of Colton 
East Valley Water District 
San Bernardino Municipal Water Dept. 
West Valley Water District 

Complete Regional Water Supply Outlook June 1, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
Complete DMM Data Collection Sheet, Table 2.  
Complete DWR Sheet 2 pages 13-14. 

June 1, 2010 Valley District 

Complete Individual Agency Chapters October 1, 2010 Riverside Highland Water Company 
City of Redlands 
Yucaipa Valley Water District  

 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
   
 



2010 Urban Water Management Plan

Regional Urban Water Management PlanRegional Urban Water Management Plan 
San Bernardino Valley

April  2010

Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents
UWMP Act applies to all CA water suppliers with 3,000 
or more service connections or selling at least 3,000 
f ( t il h l l )

2

afy (retail or wholesale)
Main focus: to identify gaps between supply and 
demand through time (20‐year analysis required)
UWMP must describe how demand will be met 
through time, in all hydrologic year types (normal, 
multiple dry, critical dry)

Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents (cont’d.)
Requires detailed description of all supply sources 
(surface, recycled, groundwater)

3

Water quality problems

Demand Management Measures (water conservation 
programs)

Water shortage contingency planning

Must update every five years, in years ending in 5 and 
0 (such as 2010).

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

“Each urban water supplier shall coordinate the 

4

preparation of its plan with other appropriate 
agencies in the area, including other water suppliers 
that share a common source, water management 
agencies, and relevant public agencies, to the extent 
practical”

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

Other:
Must hold public hearing prior to adoption of UWMP
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Must hold public hearing prior to adoption of UWMP

Must give cities and counties in service area 60 days 
notice prior to public hearing

Must provide cities and counties in service area with 
copies of UWMP within 30 days of adoption

Requirements of an UWMP

Timelines

SBx7‐7 extended UWMP deadline to July 1, 2011 for retailers.  
SBx7‐7 silent on extension for wholesalers
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SBx7‐7 silent on extension for wholesalers.  

Under current UWMP Act, wholesalers should complete UWMP 
by December 31, 2010.  But “cleanup legislation” (AB 2776 and 
SB 1478) anticipated that will extend deadline to July 1, 2011 
for wholesalers.  
Due to recent legislative amendments, DWR has not prepared 
2010 guidebook – guidebook not anticipated until late 2010!
DWR direction is to use 2005 guidebook in the interim



Requirements of an UWMP

Penalties

Ineligible for State Grant and Loan Funding (at least 
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until plan completed to DWR satisfaction)

Interested persons could pursue litigation for failure to 
comply with UWMP Act

New UWMP Requirements

New Law: SBX7‐7 (“20% x 2020”), reporting starts 
with 2010 UWMPs
Base gross water use in gpcd: must be calculated 
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g gp
using one of three methodologies

Target reduction from base by 2020: must be 
calculated using one of four methodologies

Agencies must hold public hearing to explain how 
targets will be met (can be held as part of UWMP 
hearing)

Requirements of an UWMP

Q&A/Discussion

9

New UWMP Requirements

Base gross water use in gpcd: calculation

Total volume of water (treated or not) entering 
the retail distribution system divided by the total
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the retail distribution system, divided by the total 
population of the service area

(Excludes: recycled water, net volume into long‐
term storage, water conveyed to another retailer, 
agricultural water)

New UWMP Requirements

Base gross water use in gpcd: methodologies
10‐year average 
• ending no earlier than 2004 – no later than 2010
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g

15‐year average if 10% of 2008 demand met by 
recycled water 
• get to add 5 years to calculation

5‐year average if agency is already close to target 
• 100 gpcd; at least 5% reduction
• ending no earlier than 2007 – no later than 2010

New UWMP Requirements

Base gross water use in gpcd
Averages are determined on a rolling basis
Should review demands over various periods to 
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p
determine hydrologic and demand year types
Should choose a high demand period so that 
reduction target is easier to achieve
Recent economic impacts and drought response may 
have reduced demand!



New UWMP Requirements

Base gross water use in gpcd: iterative approach

Example:
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Yr. 1 (1996) Yr. 2 (1997) …Yr. X Yr. 10 (2006) AVG

DEMAND 
(GPCD) 150 195 200 195 X GPCD

Yr. 1 (1997) Yr. 2 (1998) …Yr. X Yr. 10 (2007) AVG

DEMAND 
(GPCD) 200 250 195 225 X GPCD

New UWMP Requirements

Target reduction methodology options
1. 20% reduction from base  (i.e., 80% of average gross 

water use in gpcd)
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2. Combination of state standards: 
55 gpcd indoor residential + landscape use at 70% ‐80% 
ETo + 10% reduction in commercial/industrial/institutional 
use

3. DWR 20x2020 hydrologic region target (So. Coast 
region = 149 gpcd)

4. Option to be developed by October 2010

New UWMP Requirements 

Reduction Target Option 4
Subject to DWR public process during 2010
Will identify targets to achieve cumulative statewide 
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y g
20% reduction
Must allow flexibility for water supplier service area 
characteristics
Will derive methodologies for calculations: 
population, base water use, gross water use, sector 
water use, others

New UWMP Requirements

Reduction Target Option 4 Issues
If DWR derives new methodology standards, agencies 
may be required to use them

16

Won’t be final until October 2010 (ps. December)
If work has already been done, it may need to be 
repeated
If agency has already adopted UWMP, it may need to 
be amended

= Reason for UWMP deadline extension to July 1, 2011

New UWMP Requirements

ACWA Proposal for Option 4
Relies on comparison to a Reference Area (an area 
that has met/nearly met hydrologic region target).  
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For Reference Area DWR to:
• determine population‐weighted gpcpd uses for CII, 
residential indoor, and residential outdoor

• calculate population weighted evapotranspiration
• Calculate per capita residential landscape area

New UWMP Requirements

ACWA Proposal for Option 4

Retailer ‐ Estimate baseline urban CII use, residential 
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indoor use, and residential outdoor use. 
Retailer – Estimates water use targets adjusting for
• Ratio of its ETo vs Reference Area
• Ratio of per capita landscape area vs Reference Area
• 95% baseline residential indoor water use
• 90 % baseline CII use



New UWMP Requirements

Other

SB 1087 (Florez) ‐ requires an UWMP to include 
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projected water use for single‐family and multi‐family 
residential housing for lower income households as 
identified in the housing element of any city, county, 
or city and county in the service area of the supplier.  

New UWMP Requirements

Questions/Discussion
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Data Needed to Complete RUWMP

Participating agencies
Complete individual agency chapter using template or

Complete:
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Complete:
• 2010 UWMP Data Form

• 2010 DMM Data Form 
– Table 1 or

– Table 2 plus DWR Sheet 2

Data Needed to Complete RUWMP

Non‐Participating agencies
Complete 2010 UWMP Data Form

22

Data Needed to Complete RUWMP

Questions/Discussion

23

Schedule

Kickoff Meeting – April 20

Purveyors Provide Data – June 1, 2010

K/J Develops Regional Supply Outlook – June 1, 2010

/ l ff b
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K/J Evaluates Water Efficiency Programs – October  2010

Anticipated 20x2020 guidance, UWMP Guidebook – November 
2010

K/J prepares Admin Draft RUWMP – February 2011

K/J prepared Draft RUWMP – March 2011

Adoption of RUWMP by agencies – May 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – June 2011



Meetings

Kickoff Meeting – April 20

Regional Water Resources Outlook – June 2010

Review of Retailer Projections – August 2010

f d d l h b
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Review of 3 Individual Agency Chapters – September 2010

Review of 2 Individual Agency Chapters – October 2010

Review of DWR 20x2020 Guidance and UWMP Guidelines –
November 2010

Review of Admin Draft RUWMP – December 2010

Meetings

Pick Future Meeting  Day and Time

26

Extranet/Website

Contents
Announcements

Contacts

27

Shared Documents
• Meetings

• Data from Retailers

• Regional Data

• Documents for Review

• Completed Documents

• Other
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Meeting Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

June 9, 2010 
2 pm to 3:30 pm 

Subject: Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan Meeting #2 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. Introductions 

2. Update on Development of UWMP Guidelines 

3. Regional Water Supply Outlook 

a. Imported 

b. Groundwater 

c. Recycled 

4. Water Demand Estimates and Assumptions of Retailers 

5. Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and Schedule  

a. Missing Data 

6. Schedule Next Meeting 
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Meeting Memorandum No. 2      

Meeting Time: 2PM to 3:30PM Page: 1 of 4 
Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 11 June 2010 

Meeting Date: 9 June 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Mary Lou Cotton  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Meredith Clement  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
  Chris Diggs    City of Redlands 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Peter Fox    City of Rialto 
  Greg Gage    City of San Bernardino 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Linda Jadeski     West Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
       
       

Subject: 
Update on UWMP Guidelines, Regional Water Supply Outlook, Individual Agency Data and Projections 

 
1) Introductions 
2) The Department of Water Resources has convened various committees and groups to address 

various aspects of SBx7-7.  To date, DWR and the various groups have raised the issue of how 
to calculate: 
a) base gross water use, 
b) service area population,  
c) base daily per capita use, 
d) compliance daily per capita use, 
e) landscape area water use, 
f) baseline CII use, 
g) compliance year adjustment criteria,  
h) indoor residential use, and 
i) Reduction Target Option 4 
At the time of the Kickoff Meeting, it was anticipated that the methodologies for calculating current 
water use (in gallons per capita per day) and targeted water use would not be well developed until 
October 2010.  DWR is now stating that some of these methodologies won’t be finalized until 
December 2010.  In addition, DWR has indicated that they may proscribe the manner for 
calculating service area population.  This raised concerns among the group because the 
calculation of service area population will affect the water demand projections as well as the 
reduction target. The group asked Kennedy/Jenks to redo the schedule so that work related to 
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population estimates, demand projections, and reduction targets will occur after more concrete 
guidance is provided by DWR.  In the near future, work should focus on demand management 
measures, recycled water and supply projections. 

3) Kennedy/Jenks had taken a rough look at the regional water supply outlook based on data 
provided by the retailers, the 2009 DWR Supply Reliability Study, and the 2007 IRWMP.  The 
data emphasized the need to implement conservation.  However, it was determined that some of 
the data used was old.  Valley District will provide K/J with the most up to date (Nov 2008) water 
budget.  

4) The group went over the data provided by the retailers, specifically: 
a) Population projections 
b) Water demand estimates 
c) Water supply reliability 
The intent of the discussion was to review the various data sources and methodologies and to 
decide if the group wanted all agencies to use similar data sources and methods.  With regard to 
population projections some agencies had used 2004 SCAG projections, some used 2008 SCAG 
projections, some agencies used number of connections and an estimate of persons per 
connection, some applied a long-term growth rate.  The group agreed that using number of 
connections and assumed estimates of persons per connection was probably the best method for 
calculating past service area population because connection data is readily available and works 
even for those agencies whose service area includes multiple jurisdictions. To estimate future 
population, a long-term growth rate could be applied to the assumed year 2010 population.  The 
long-term growth rate could come from the Department of Finance.  The Department of Finance 
provides growth projections for cities as well as the unincorporated county.  However, because 
there is uncertainty about whether or not DWR will proscribe a method for calculating population, 
the group decided to postpone population estimates until DWR has made a decision.  Because 
assumptions about population will also affect water demand estimates, this topic will also be 
postponed.   
In order for the UWMP to be of the most use to the retail agencies, entities should include the 
demands of potential developments in their water demand projections.  These potential 
developments and their associated water use should be detailed to the extent possible.  In this 
manner the UWMP will simplify future Water Supply Assessments.   
Many agencies have assumed water quality will not affect water supply reliability.  However, 
water quality is expected to necessitate treatment.  In order to demonstrate that water quality will 
not affect the reliability of the water supply it will be necessary for the UWMP to discuss the 
potential contaminants and to detail the proposed treatment method, schedule for treatment, and 
associated costs.   
Within the materials submitted by the retailers, commonly missing data includes: 
a) Year 2035 population, year 2035 demand projections, and year 2035 water supply 
b) Water demands of low income households 
c) Legal, economic, and other justification for not implementing DMMs. 
 
The group has decided to hold off on additional work related to 2035 population and demand 
projections until additional guidance is provided by DWR.  Kennedy/Jenks will work with Valley 
District to develop the year 2035 water supply.   

 
Senate Bill 1087 created the requirement for agencies to evaluate the current and future amount of 
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water needed by low income communities.  The definition of low income communities is supposed 
to come from the applicable general plan.  However, Kennedy/Jenks is finding that general plans 
typically do not define low income communities nor provide information on the location of these 
communities.  Kennedy/Jenks is proposing language similar to the following to comply with SB 
1087: 

“Senate Bill 1087 requires that water use projections of a UWMP include the projected water use for 
single-family and multi-family residential housing for lower income households as identified in the 
housing element of any city, county, or city and county in the service area of the supplier.  The name 
of entity last updated its housing element in year.  The name of entity’s housing element does not 
identify the number or specific location of low income households in the service area of name of 
entity.  Nor does the housing element project the number or location of low-income households in the 
future.  For this reason, it is not possible to project water use for lower income households separate 
from overall residential demand.  However, the name of entity will not deny or condition approval of 
water services, or reduce the amount of services applied for by a proposed development that includes 
housing units affordable to lower income households unless one of the following occurs: 

− the name of entity specifically finds that it does not have sufficient water supply 

− the name of entity is subject to a compliance order issued by the State Department of Health 
Services that prohibits new water connections 

− the applicant has failed to agree to reasonable terms and conditions relating to the provision of 
services” 

The group will discuss the appropriate justifications and calculations needed for any DMMs not 
implemented during the upcoming DMM workshop. 

5) A question arose at the meeting about what specific information is needed to address 
“Catastrophic Supply Interruption” within the RUWMP.  Many agencies have large unwieldy 
documents and want to avoid having to upload such large files.  Within an UWMP the water code 
requires an agency to describe the actions to be undertaken by the urban water supplier to 
prepare for, and implement, during a catastrophic interruption of water supplies including but not 
limited to a regional power outage, an earthquake or other disaster.  Catastrophic events are non-
drought related.  For our RUWMP we will need to be able to describe the vulnerabilities of each 
water supply source (e.g., water treatment plant vulnerable during heavy flooding) and a 
summary of the plans in place to minimize the impacts of supply interruption on your service area 
(e.g., have intertie to, and have contracted with, adjacent agency to use water from their WTP).  
We need enough information to demonstrate that your agency has a plan in place, we do not 
need to detail the specific types of equipment, details on intertie pipelines, etc. 

6) The next meeting will be a workshop focused on DMMs.  This meeting has been scheduled on 
July 19, 2010 from 10 am to 2 pm in the Board Room of Valley District.   

7) The table below includes action items from the meeting: 
 

Action Item/Task Due Date  Responsible Party 
Add link to DWR/UWMP Guidelines Materials to 
the RUWMP Extranet 

June 10, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Revised RUWMP Schedule June 17, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
Outline specific information needed to address 
catastrophic supply interruption within the UWMP 
(see Item 5 above) 

June 17, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Review data provided by Loma Linda (2010 
UWMP form) 

June 20, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Complete Regional Water Supply Outlook (Water Sept 8, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
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Budget) 
Complete Individual Agency Chapters January 10, 

2011 
Riverside Highland Water Company 
City of Redlands 
Yucaipa Valley Water District  

“ 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
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San Bernardino ValleySan Bernardino Valley

June 9, 2010June 9, 2010

OutlineOutline

IntroductionsIntroductions
Update on Development of UWMP GuidelinesUpdate on Development of UWMP Guidelines
Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook
Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions Water Demand Estimates and Assumptions 
Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and 
ScheduleSchedule

Next meetingNext meeting

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

DWR has convened the Urban Stakeholder DWR has convened the Urban Stakeholder 
Committee (“USC”)Committee (“USC”)

CoCo‐‐chaired by DWR and CUWCCchaired by DWR and CUWCC

Has formed an Agency Team DWR SWRCBHas formed an Agency Team DWR SWRCB

SBx7‐7

Has formed an Agency Team: DWR, SWRCB, Has formed an Agency Team: DWR, SWRCB, 
CPUC, CDPH, CBDA, USBRCPUC, CDPH, CBDA, USBR

Has hired a consultant team (mainly Has hired a consultant team (mainly 
economists and statisticians)economists and statisticians)

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines
USC had two meetings to dateUSC had two meetings to date

Members have agreed to a Charter regarding Members have agreed to a Charter regarding 
their charge (per statute), facilitated their charge (per statute), facilitated 
consensusconsensus based process and input tobased process and input to

SBx7‐7

consensusconsensus‐‐based process and input to based process and input to 
methodologiesmethodologies

Note: “Note: “DWR may accept or modify, DWR may accept or modify, or may not or may not 
followfollow, the recommendations of the USC…as it , the recommendations of the USC…as it 
prepares final documents or final products.”prepares final documents or final products.”

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

DWR has defined several technical DWR has defined several technical 
methodologies efforts, based on statutemethodologies efforts, based on statute

DWR Legal has reviewed statute and provided DWR Legal has reviewed statute and provided 
guidance to DWR staff and consultant teamguidance to DWR staff and consultant team

SBx7‐7

guidance to DWR staff and consultant teamguidance to DWR staff and consultant team

Developed a set of Issue Papers for each Developed a set of Issue Papers for each 
methodology in statutemethodology in statute

Has created groupings according to task:Has created groupings according to task:

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

U3:U3:
Gross water useGross water use
Service area population*Service area population*
Base daily per capita use*Base daily per capita use*
Compliance daily per capita useCompliance daily per capita use

SBx7‐7

Compliance daily per capita useCompliance daily per capita use
Landscape area water useLandscape area water use
Baseline CII useBaseline CII use
Compliance year adjustment criteria*Compliance year adjustment criteria*
Indoor residential useIndoor residential use

*significant issue*significant issue



Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

U4:Target Reduction Option 4U4:Target Reduction Option 4
Proposal from ACWAProposal from ACWA
Pending proposal from CUWCCPending proposal from CUWCC
DWR/Consulting Team proposalDWR/Consulting Team proposal

SBx7‐7

/ g p p/ g p p

U4 Workgroup (voluntary) set up, will focus U4 Workgroup (voluntary) set up, will focus 
on how to formulate methodologyon how to formulate methodology

Note: Note: comments at last USC meeting showed comments at last USC meeting showed 
difference between DWR and stakeholder difference between DWR and stakeholder 
approaches to Option 4approaches to Option 4

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

U5:Process WaterU5:Process Water

U6 U6 TBP:TBP:
G id f i l UW d C iG id f i l UW d C i

SBx7‐7

Guidance for Regional UWMPs and Conservation Guidance for Regional UWMPs and Conservation 
Target ReductionsTarget Reductions

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

Tentative Schedule:Tentative Schedule:
June 22 USC and U4 Meetings at IEUAJune 22 USC and U4 Meetings at IEUA
July: USC and U4 Meetings TBDJuly: USC and U4 Meetings TBD
August: August: U3 Public Workshops (midU3 Public Workshops (mid‐‐late Aug)late Aug) and USC and USC 
MeetingMeeting

SBx7‐7

MeetingMeeting
September USC MeetingSeptember USC Meeting
October 1 finalize U3 methodologies, October 1 finalize U3 methodologies, U4 Public U4 Public 
Meetings/Comment PeriodMeetings/Comment Period
November USC MeetingNovember USC Meeting
December 31 U4 method finalizedDecember 31 U4 method finalized

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

ALL MEETINGS ARE OPEN TO PUBLICALL MEETINGS ARE OPEN TO PUBLIC

Website contains all materials:Website contains all materials:
http://www.dwr.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/sb7/http://www.dwr.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/sb7/

Update on GuidelinesUpdate on Guidelines

Questions? Questions? 

OutlineOutline

IntroductionsIntroductions
Update on Development of UWMP GuidelinesUpdate on Development of UWMP Guidelines
Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook
Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions Water Demand Estimates and Assumptions 
Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and 
ScheduleSchedule

Next meetingNext meeting



Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

Imported Water

Imported Supplies  Table A 
Amount 

Average 
Reliability 

Multi‐Year 
Drought 

Single‐Year 
Drought 

Valley District Supplies 
Shown in 2007 IRWMP

102,400 
77% 
79 000 AF

39% 
40 000 AF

21% 
21 500 AFShown in 2007 IRWMP  79,000 AF  40,000 AF  21,500 AF

Valley District Supplies, 
Based on 2009 DWR 
Supply Reliability 
Report* 

102,400 
60% 
61,400 AF 

32% 
32,800 AF 

7% 
7,200 AF 

 

* Single-Dry Year based on repeat of 1977 hydrologic conditions, Multiple-Dry Year 
based on repeat of 1987 to 1992 hydrologic conditions

Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

Groundwater

Groundwater Basin  Management  Issues Affecting Reliability 
San Bernardino Basin Area  Western Judgment, 

recharge by Valley District, 
Conservation District, and 

Contaminant plumes 
requiring wellhead 
treatment 

others 
Rialto‐Colton  Western Judgment, 

replenishment as needed 
by Valley District 

Perchlorate plume 
requiring treatment 

Yucaipa   Recharge by YVWD with 
recycled water and 
purchased water 

High nitrate levels 

Riverside‐North  Western Judgment, 
replenishment as needed 
by Valley District 

Perchlorate plumes 
requiring treatment 

 

Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

Groundwater – Normal Year
2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

SBBA Groundwater 193,100 193,100 193,100 193,100 193,100 193,100
SBBA Return Flow from 
Extractions above safe 

1yield1 8,400 9,500 15,485 19,260 21,845 22,950
SBBA return flow from SWP 

deliveries1 1,000 5,000 5,130 5,220 4,930 4,930
Rialto‐Colton Groundwater 17,300 17,300 17,300 17,300 17,300 17,300
Riverside North Groundwate 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
Yucaipa Groundwater 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Other Groundwater 8,700 8,800 8,300 8,700 9,000 9,300

Groundwater Total 247,500 252,700 258,315 262,580 265,175 266,580
1 Data from 2007 IRWMP but assumes conservation of 5% in year 2015, 10% in year 2020, 15 % in year 
2025 and onward.

Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

In SingleIn Single‐‐Dry Year, SWP supplies could be as low as 7,200 AF.  Dry Year, SWP supplies could be as low as 7,200 AF.  
Need to maintain groundwater credits and infrastructure to Need to maintain groundwater credits and infrastructure to 
pump, treat, and deliver groundwater in the event of a severe pump, treat, and deliver groundwater in the event of a severe 
SingleSingle‐‐Dry Year.Dry Year.

In MultipleIn Multiple‐‐Dry Year SWP supplies anticipated to be 32 800Dry Year SWP supplies anticipated to be 32 800

Groundwater – Dry Years

In MultipleIn Multiple Dry Year, SWP supplies anticipated to be 32,800 Dry Year, SWP supplies anticipated to be 32,800 
AF for up to 5 years.  Groundwater credits sufficient through AF for up to 5 years.  Groundwater credits sufficient through 
year 2020, after year 2020 conservation of up to an additional year 2020, after year 2020 conservation of up to an additional 
20% needed.20% needed.

Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

No new recycled water projections provided, should 2007 No new recycled water projections provided, should 2007 
IRWMP projections be used?IRWMP projections be used?

Recycled Water

Agency 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
San Bernardino MWD 0 800 800 800 800 800 ?
Yucaipa Valley WD 1,300 2,500 3,800 5,000 5,500 6,000 ?
West Valley WD 900 3,700 3,700 3,700 3,700 3,700 ?

Total 2,200 7,000 8,300 9,500 10,000 10,500 ?
From 2007 IRWMP

Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook

Conservation is needed in order to ensure longConservation is needed in order to ensure long‐‐term water term water 
demands do not exceed anticipated suppliesdemands do not exceed anticipated supplies

Law requires reduction of 10% in gpcpd by 2015 and 20% in gpcpd by Law requires reduction of 10% in gpcpd by 2015 and 20% in gpcpd by 
year 2020year 2020

Aggressive conservation or new supplies needed in the event Aggressive conservation or new supplies needed in the event 

Summary

gg ppgg pp
of a multiof a multi‐‐year drought year 2020 and lateryear drought year 2020 and later

Need to maintain groundwater creditsNeed to maintain groundwater credits

Need to maintain groundwater infrastructureNeed to maintain groundwater infrastructure
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Next meetingNext meeting

Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions

See HandoutSee Handout
Source of population estimates variedSource of population estimates varied

•• used SCAG 2004, 2008 projectionsused SCAG 2004, 2008 projections
•• used number of connectionsused number of connections
•• used longused long‐‐term average growth rateterm average growth rate

Water demand estimate methodology variedWater demand estimate methodology varied
•• most common method most common method ‐‐ take population assumption take population assumption 
and apply a demand factor of between 200 to 250 and apply a demand factor of between 200 to 250 
gallons per capita per daygallons per capita per day

•• West Valley and San Bernardino MWD considered West Valley and San Bernardino MWD considered 
future land uses and known developmentsfuture land uses and known developments

Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions

Assumed water supply reliability variedAssumed water supply reliability varied
•• some agencies assumed no shortage some agencies assumed no shortage 
•• range of 45range of 45‐‐100% reliable supply in single100% reliable supply in single‐‐dry or dry or 
multiplemultiple‐‐dry yeardry year

•• no agency identified water quality as cause of waterno agency identified water quality as cause of water•• no agency identified water quality as cause of water no agency identified water quality as cause of water 
shortageshortage

Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions

Commonly missing dataCommonly missing data
Year 2035 population, water supply, and demand Year 2035 population, water supply, and demand 
projectionsprojections
Water demands of disadvantaged communitiesWater demands of disadvantaged communities
Legal, economic, and other justification for not Legal, economic, and other justification for not 
implementing DMMsimplementing DMMs

OutlineOutline

IntroductionsIntroductions
Update on Development of UWMP GuidelinesUpdate on Development of UWMP Guidelines
Regional Water Supply OutlookRegional Water Supply Outlook
Water Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and AssumptionsWater Demand Estimates and Assumptions
Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and Review of RUWMP Upcoming Tasks and 
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Next meetingNext meeting

RUWMP Upcoming TasksRUWMP Upcoming Tasks

Kennedy/Jenks developing water supply and Kennedy/Jenks developing water supply and 
demand estimatesdemand estimates
Kennedy/Jenks evaluating agency DMMs for Kennedy/Jenks evaluating agency DMMs for 
UWMP and AB 1420 complianceUWMP and AB 1420 compliancepp
Next meeting proposed to be workshop to Next meeting proposed to be workshop to 
review DMMs review DMMs 





Public Meeting No. 3 





Workshop Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

July 19, 2010 
10 am to 2 pm 

Subject: Preparing the Demand Management 
Measures Section of the 2010 Urban 
Water Management Plan 
 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. New legislation and the UWMP requirements 

2. UWMP background 

3. DMMs: requirements, compliance, implementation options and exemptions  

4. Getting it done: assessing activity levels, options for compliance and developing implementation 
plans 

5. Breakout sessions: status updates, FAQs, discussion of case-specific questions, problems and 
issues 

G:\PROJECTS\2010\1089014.00_SBVMWD_UWMP\07-Meetings\7.04-Other\Agenda RUWMP DMM Workshop 7-19-10.doc 
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Meeting Memorandum No. 3      

Meeting Time: 10 AM to 2 PM Page: 1 of 5 
Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 21 July 2010 

Meeting Date: 19 July 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Mary Lou Cotton  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Meredith Clement  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
Dana Haasz  T. Jarb Thaipejr    City of Loma Linda 
Leila Khatib  Chris Diggs    City of Redlands 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Greg Gage    City of San Bernardino 
  Ted Brunson    City of San Bernardino 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Bob Tincher    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  Linda Jadeski     West Valley Water District 
  Thomas Crowley    West Valley Water District 
  Amanda Kasten    West Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
  Jack Nelson    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
    Max Rasouli  City of Riverside 

Subject: 
Workshop on Demand Management Measures Section of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 

 
Introductions and Announcements 
1) On August 5, 2010 the Department of Water Resources will be holding a public workshop on 

implementation of SBX7-7.  This workshop is anticipated to cover methodologies for calculating 
baseline population and baseline water gallons per capita.  Everyone is encouraged to attend.  
The meeting will be held at the Metropolitan Water District, starting at 10 am running until as late 
as 3 pm (past workshops have been less than 2 hours).  Metropolitan is located immediately 
adjacent to Union Station, so it is convenient to take Amtrak or Metrolink to the meeting. 

 
New Legislation and the UWMP Requirements 
1) New legislation since the 2005 UWMPs includes SBx7-7 and AB 1420.  Most legislation since the 

2005 UWMP is directed at water conservation.  The Demand Management Measures (DMMs) 
section is not a new requirement for UWMPs, but the new legislation requires reporting, 
accountability, and targets related to DMMs.  More detailed information is now required related to 
implementation levels, cost-effectiveness calculations, and plans for implementing water 
conservation activities.   

2) If a water supplier fails to comply with the new requirements of the UWMP Act and the associated 
DMM section requirements, that water supplier will be ineligible for state grant and loan funding. 
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Further, if a water supplier fails to meet its SBX7-7 water use reduction targets by the end of 
2020, it is possible that the water supplier could be the target of a waste and unreasonable use 
filing with the SWRCB, or could be subject to litigation. 

 
DMMs and BMPs 
1) The terms “Demand Management Measures” and “Best Management Practices (BMPs)” are used 

interchangeably.  They are programs or activities through which a water supplier can 
communicate with their customers and encourage or incentivize water conservation.  During the 
2005 UWMP cycle water suppliers had to describe their compliance with 14 DMMs.  The DMMs 
have been revised and now are grouped as follows: 
a) Foundational BMPs.  These are mandatory.  There are no exemptions from the Foundational 

BMPs. 
b) Programmatic BMPs.  These may or may not be implemented, depending on which 

compliance option a water supplier chooses: BMP implementation, Flex Track, or Gallons Per 
Capita Per Day (GPCD).  If the water supplier chooses to comply using the BMP option, then 
they must implement the BMPs that are cost-effective. 

 
Compliance Options 
1) There are three DMM compliance options.  In addition to implementing the Foundational BMPs, a 

water supplier may: 
a) Implement Programmatic BMPs as defined by the California Urban Water Conservation 

Council (CUWCC).  If the water supplier can document an exemption to a particular BMP, the 
water supplier will not have to implement that particular BMP. There are three exemption 
categories: cost-effectiveness, legal authority and budgetary limitation. However, the 
budgetary exemption cannot be used if another less cost-effective water supply program is 
implemented instead of the BMP. 

b) Develop a Flex Track program.  Under this option a water supplier develops and implements a 
program that will achieve water savings greater than or equal to using the BMP option (the 
total savings volume of all the BMPs). 

c) Develop a Plan to reduce GPCD.  Under this option a water supplier develops a means to 
reduce GPCD by 18% by year 2018.  To also be consistent with SBx7-7, the water supplier 
must develop a plan to reduce GPCD 20% by year 2020.  Therefore agencies may want to 
consider this option. 

 
Foundational BMPs 
1) 1.1 Operations Practices (formerly BMPs 10, 12, and 13).  Requires: 

a) creation of a conservation coordinator (can be a part-time position or consultant) 
b) enactment and enforcement of ordinances that prohibit water waste, require efficient indoor 

and outdoor design principles, describe actions to be taken in a water shortage 
c) wholesale agency assistance programs (apply only to wholesalers).  Programs must be 

mutually agreed upon between a retailer and the wholesaler.  
2) 1.2 Water Loss Control (formerly BMP 3) 

a) This requires quantifying real and apparent water losses using the AWWA Water Audit M36 
manual (manual here: www.awwa.org/Resources/WaterLossControl.cfm?ItemNumber=47957, software here: 
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www.awwa.org/Resources/WaterLossControl.cfm?ItemNumber=48511&navItemNumber=48158&showLogin=N ).  During 
the meeting there was some discussion about exactly what DWR would require a water 
supplier to report related to this BMP.  Based on information from the CUWCC, a water 
supplier should be prepared to provide the following information to demonstrate compliance 
with this BMP: 

b) the completed AWWA Standard Water Audit and Water Balance worksheets  
c) a discussion on apparent (meter under-read, fire flows) and real losses (leaks) and their 

causes by quantity and type 
i) the economic value of real loss recovery 
ii) document how the agency has, and will, reduce real losses when cost-effective. 
iii) document how the agency has, and will, reduce advise customers when it appears that a 

leak exists on the customer’s side of the meter 
3) 1.3 Metering with Commodity Rates (formerly BMP 4).  This requires meters for all new service 

connections and establishment of a program to retrofit unmetered connections.  A water supplier 
must document that they have a meter maintenance and replacement plan. Finally, a water 
supplier must bill customers based on volume of use based on actual meter reads (see also BMP 
1.4) 

4) 1.4 Retail Conservation Pricing (formerly BMP 11).  A water supplier must implement a volumetric 
rate structure, which can be uniform, tiered, allocation-based, or seasonal rates as long as the 
volumetric portion is at least 70% of the rate.  

5) 2.1 Public Information Programs (formerly BMP 7). Quarterly, a water supplier must contact 
customers with a water conservation message.  Methods include events, paid and public service 
advertising, mailers, billings, social marketing websites, and a maintained agency website. 

6) 2.2 School Education Programs (formerly BMP 8).  A water supplier must implement a school 
education program and provide support and educational materials to local school districts.  

 
Programmatic BMPs 
1) Residential Assistance (BMPs 1 and 2) require that a water supplier implement all three of the 

following: 
a) Leak detection assistance to 1.5 % of single family and multi-family units, each year, during 

the first 10 years 
b) Thereafter, maintain a program whereby leak detection assistance is given to customers 

complaining about high bills or 0.75% of single family and multi-family units. 
c) Distribute low-flow showerheads until 75% market saturation is achieved.   
Regarding market saturation, these estimates should take into account the fact that houses built 
post-1992 will have low flow showerheads (as required by the building code that went into effect 
in 1992) and the fact that showerheads typically only last about 8 years.   

2) Landscape Water Surveys (BMP 1) requires a water supplier to provide landscape water surveys 
to 1.5% of single family accounts each year during the first 10 years and therafter maintain a 
program whereby landscape water surveys are provided to customers complaining of high water 
bills or at least 0.75% of single family accounts per year. A single survey that looks at indoor and 
outdoor water use will count towards BMP 1 and BMP 2.  

3) High-Efficiency clothes washers (BMP 6) requires that a water supplier provide inventives for the 
purchase of high efficiency clothes wasters, targeting 1% of single family accounts or 1.4% per of 
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the market penetration during the first 10 years. 
4) WaterSense Specification toilets (BMP 14) requires that until market saturation of 75% is 

achieved or until the universal retrofit statute goes into effect in 2014, an agency provide 
incentives for toilets meeting the WaterSense Specification and replace at least as many toilets 
using 3.5 or more gallons per flush as would occur with a retrofit on resale ordinance.  A water 
agency can offer rebates or offer reduced connection fees for new housing that includes 
WaterSense specification toilets.  

5) Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional BMPs (BMP 9).  This requires a water agency to reduce 
CII use by 10% over a 10-year period using measures on the CUWCC’s CII list or implementing 
unique conservation measures with quantifiable water savings. This particular BMP may be 
influenced by requirements in SBX7-7 for a 10% reduction in the CII sector statewide by 2020; 
guidance will not be available until 2012. 

6) Landscape BMP (BMP 5).  Requires a water agency to provide incentives to non-residential large 
landscape customers.  A water supplier must: 
a) Develop water use budgets for 90% of landscape accounts with dedicated meters within a 10 

year period.  Water budgets should be consistent with the Model Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance.  

b) Provide audits or irrigation checks for all landscape accounts that are 20% over their water 
budget within six years. 

c) Provide surveys to 15% of un-metered and mixed use meter accounts in 10 years (CII 
surveys that include both indoor and outdoor can be credited to both the landscape and CII 
BMPs).   
i) Provide incentives for irrigation equipment retrofits 
ii) Provide notices each billing cycle with water use budgets.  

 
Exemptions from Programmatic BMPs 
1) Exemptions are allowed from the Programmatic BMPs.  A supplier can be exempted from a BMP 

if: 
a) The BMP is not cost-effective (cost-effectiveness should be demonstrated using the CUWCC 

cost-effectiveness model, which has been loaded to the RUWMP Extranet site). 
b) Lack of funding.  The argument to not implement a particular BMP cannot be used if a less 

cost-effective BMP is being implemented. 
c) Legal impediments. 
Regardless of whether or not a BMP is cost-effective, a water supplier may need to implement it 
in order to meet the requirements of SBx7-7 (reduction in GPCD by 20% by year 2020) 

 

Steps to Preparing DMM section of the UWMP 
1) As shown below, there are several steps in preparing the DMM section of the UWMP, we are 

currently at the first step, “Assess Compliance.” 
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2) In order to assess compliance, Kennedy/Jenks needs complete data forms.  Commonly agencies 

have provided the data they used for the 2005 UWMP, but data for years 2005 to 2010 is missing.  
Kennedy/Jenks will contact each agency with a list describing the missing data.  The goal is to 
provide the missing data by August 6. 

 
Upcoming Meetings and Action Items 
1) The next meeting is anticipated mid- to late- September and will focus on Regional Water Supply.    
2) The table below includes action items from the meeting: 
 

Action Item/Task Due Date  Responsible Party 
Provide link to CA Green Building Code on 
Extranet (done) 

July 21, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Provide link to AWWA Water Audit Manual M36 
on Extranet (done) 

July 21, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Load DMM Cost-Effectiveness Worksheets to 
Extranet 

July 23, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Provide list of missing DMM data to agencies July 23, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
Provide missing DMM data August 6, 2010 All agencies 
Complete Regional Water Supply Outlook  Sept 8, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
Complete Individual Agency Chapters January 10, 

2011 
Riverside Highland Water Company 
City of Redlands 
Yucaipa Valley Water District  

 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
   
                   



On July 19th SBVMWD will be hosting a Demand Management Measures (DMM) Workshop for 
our retailers, which will focus on the DMM section of the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP). The Workshop will be led by the Kennedy/Jenks Consultants team that is developing 
our plan. 
 
What will be covered: 
 
As you all probably know, the demand management requirements of the 2010 UWMP mark a 
dramatic shift from previous years. Included in the 2010 UWMP are the new legislative 
requirements of SBX7‐7 (“20%X2020”) and AB 1420, which set water use reduction targets and 
link compliance with DMMs to eligibility for grant and loan funding. This workshop will explain 
the 2010 UWMP and related legislative requirements, define all the DMMs and their compliance 
standards, reporting and scheduling requirements, briefly outline various methods of 
compliance, define exemptions, and discuss data needs. Finally, we will provide guidance on 
how to start and make your way through the DMM reporting process.  
 
Preparing for the workshop: 
 
This workshop is for you, so please come prepared to participate and ask questions! Our break‐
out sessions will be an opportunity for us to help you address issues specific to your service 
area, customers and data limitations.  
 
To enable Kennedy/Jenks to help you, please bring the following information for your service 
area: 
 

• 2010 DMM data forms (from Kennedy/Jenks), completed to the extent possible 
• Brief written descriptions of your current conservation programs, including all activities 

from 2005 through 2010 
• Information on any regional or cooperative programs 
• DMM section of your 2005 UWMP 
• Consumption and population data for 1994‐2008 (this is needed for SBX7‐7) 

 
Also, please review the DMM section of the UWMP as well as the language of SBX7‐7 (attached) 
 
Who should attend: 
 
This is a technical workshop designed for conservation coordinators and/or retailer staff 
responsible for preparing the DMM section of the 2010 UWMP. It will also be informative for 
managers. 
 
If you have any thoughts or suggestions, please let us know. We look forward to seeing you. 



Regional Urban Water Management Plan Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
San Bernardino ValleySan Bernardino Valley

Demand Management Measures (DMMs)Demand Management Measures (DMMs)
Workshop Workshop 

July 19,  2010July 19,  2010

AgendaAgenda
1.1. UWMP backgroundUWMP background

2.2. New legislation and UWMP requirementsNew legislation and UWMP requirements

3.3. DMMs:  requirements, compliance, DMMs:  requirements, compliance, 
implementation options and exemptions implementation options and exemptions 

G tti it d i ti it l lG tti it d i ti it l l4.4. Getting it done:  assessing activity levels, Getting it done:  assessing activity levels, 
options for compliance and developing options for compliance and developing 
implementation plansimplementation plans

5.5. Breakout sessions:  status updates, FAQs, Breakout sessions:  status updates, FAQs, 
discussion of casediscussion of case‐‐specific questions, problems specific questions, problems 
and issuesand issues

UWMPs: The BasicsUWMPs: The Basics
When Every 5 years. Extension to June 31, 2011

Guidebook not expected until January 2011

Who Urban agencies with 3,000+ connections or AFY 
deliveries

Why Identify gaps between supply and demand

How Detailed Description of:
• Supply sources:  surface, recycled, groundwater
• Hydrologic year types:  normal, multiple dry, critical dry
• Water quality problems
• Demand Management Measures
• Water shortage contingency planning

2010 UWMPs: What’s New2010 UWMPs: What’s New
Most new legislated requirements target water Most new legislated requirements target water 
conservationconservation

DMM section is not newDMM section is not new

What is new:  reporting, accountability, targets,What is new:  reporting, accountability, targets,
measurements and oversightmeasurements and oversight

Detailed information on implementation levels, Detailed information on implementation levels, 
costcost‐‐effectiveness evaluations, schedules and effectiveness evaluations, schedules and 
budgetsbudgets

Requires more effort!Requires more effort!

New Legislative RequirementsNew Legislative Requirements

SBX7SBX7‐‐7 (“20% x 2020”): 7 (“20% x 2020”): 
•• 20% demand reduction statewide by 202020% demand reduction statewide by 2020

•• Sets mandatory demand reduction goal for each Sets mandatory demand reduction goal for each 
retail agencyretail agency

AB 1420 and SBX7AB 1420 and SBX7‐‐7:  tie compliance with 7:  tie compliance with 
DMMs to eligibility for all water management DMMs to eligibility for all water management 
grants and loansgrants and loans
•• Funding can be available to bring an agency into Funding can be available to bring an agency into 
compliance compliance 

SBX7‐7 : Determining Your Target

Target reduction methodology options:
1. 20% reduction from base  (80% of average gross 

water use in gpcd)
2. Combination of state standards: 

• 55 gpcd indoor residential + landscape use at 70% ‐

6

55 gpcd doo es de t a a dscape use at 0%
80% ETo + 10% reduction in 
commercial/industrial/institutional use

3. DWR 20x2020 hydrologic region target (South 
Lahontan region = 149 gpcd)

4. Option to be developed by October 2010

All retailers must reduce by a minimum of 5%!



New 2010 Plan RequirementsNew 2010 Plan Requirements

Identification of 2015 and 2020 goals ANDIdentification of 2015 and 2020 goals AND

Compliance with DMMs, Compliance with DMMs, OROR

A plan to get into compliance that includes:A plan to get into compliance that includes:
I l i S h d lI l i S h d l•• Implementation ScheduleImplementation Schedule

•• Financing planFinancing plan
•• BudgetBudget , , OROR
Documentation that the DMM is not costDocumentation that the DMM is not cost‐‐
effectiveeffective

What Happens If You Don’t Do It? What Happens If You Don’t Do It? 

Measure at 2016 Measure at 2016 –– DWR to evaluate statewide DWR to evaluate statewide 
and individual agency progress toward 20%and individual agency progress toward 20%

Grants and loans eligibilityGrants and loans eligibility

d ’ k h b hi ld ’ k h b hi lWe don’t know what, but something else We don’t know what, but something else 
likely coming based on Legislature interest in likely coming based on Legislature interest in 
subjectsubject

January 1, 2021:  potential waste and January 1, 2021:  potential waste and 
unreasonable use filing with SWRCB, or unreasonable use filing with SWRCB, or 
litigationlitigation

DMMs, BMPs and the CUWCCDMMs, BMPs and the CUWCC

DWR DMM = CUWCC BMP (What is the CUWCC?)DWR DMM = CUWCC BMP (What is the CUWCC?)
Created during the drought of 1987Created during the drought of 1987‐‐92, in 199192, in 1991

Partnership between water suppliers, public interest Partnership between water suppliers, public interest 
groups and private sector groups and private sector 

C d t h d l BMPC d t h d l BMPConducts research, manages programs, develops BMPs Conducts research, manages programs, develops BMPs 
and provides forum for collaborationand provides forum for collaboration

Goal:  integrate urban water conservation into Goal:  integrate urban water conservation into 
planning and management of water resourcesplanning and management of water resources

Revised BMPs and compliance options in 2008 to Revised BMPs and compliance options in 2008 to 
increase agency flexibilityincrease agency flexibility

What are DMMs? What are DMMs? 

Programs that allow suppliers to access their Programs that allow suppliers to access their 
customers and either customers and either encourage or incentivizeencourage or incentivize
them to reduce water demand them to reduce water demand 

Active and passive savingsActive and passive savingsActive and passive savingsActive and passive savings

Savings are quantifiable (“hardwareSavings are quantifiable (“hardware‐‐based”) based”) 
or nonor non‐‐quantifiable (“support” programs)quantifiable (“support” programs)

BMPs: The “Original” 14BMPs: The “Original” 14
1.1. Residential water surveysResidential water surveys

2.2. Residential plumbing retrofitsResidential plumbing retrofits

3.3. System audits, leak detection and System audits, leak detection and 
repairrepair

44 Metering with commodity ratesMetering with commodity rates

8. School education

9. Conservation programs for CII 
accounts

10. Wholesale agency assistance 
programs 

4.4. Metering with commodity rates Metering with commodity rates 
for new connections and retrofit for new connections and retrofit 
of existing onesof existing ones

5.5. Large landscape Large landscape 
programs/incentivesprograms/incentives

6.6. HighHigh‐‐efficiency clothes washersefficiency clothes washers

7.7. Public informationPublic information

11. Conservation pricing

12. Conservation coordinator

13. Water waste prohibition

14. Residential toilet replacement

(Non‐quantifiable)

The  Revised BMPsThe  Revised BMPs

BMPs are now grouped into:BMPs are now grouped into:
Foundational: Foundational: 
•• Public education, metering, pricing, system water loss Public education, metering, pricing, system water loss 

controlcontrol
MandatoryMandatory

NonNon‐‐quantifiablequantifiable

Programmatic: Programmatic: 
•• Three categories: Residential, Landscape, CIIThree categories: Residential, Landscape, CII

Requirement contingent on costRequirement contingent on cost‐‐effectivenesseffectiveness

QuantifiableQuantifiable



Compliance OptionsCompliance Options

Three Options:Three Options:

1.1. BMP implementation BMP implementation (original method) (original method) ––
implement BMPs as defined. Prescriptive approach.implement BMPs as defined. Prescriptive approach.

2.2. Flex track Flex track –– Implement tailored program that will Implement tailored program that will 
achieve water savings greater than or equal to using achieve water savings greater than or equal to using 
the BMPs. Can use CUWCC program list or your the BMPs. Can use CUWCC program list or your 
own. Proper documentation required.own. Proper documentation required.

3.3. GPCDGPCD ‐‐ 18% reduction by 20118% reduction by 2018 (Baseline = the (Baseline = the 
average annual potable GPCD between 1997 average annual potable GPCD between 1997 
through 2006).through 2006).

Foundational BMPs: Utility OperationsFoundational BMPs: Utility Operations

1.11.1 Operations PracticesOperations Practices

a.a. Conservation Coordinator (formerly BMP 12) Conservation Coordinator (formerly BMP 12) 
Establish a conservation coordinator position.Establish a conservation coordinator position.

W W P i (BMP 13)W W P i (BMP 13)b.b. Water Waste Prevention (BMP 13)Water Waste Prevention (BMP 13)
Enact and enforce ordinances that either prohibit Enact and enforce ordinances that either prohibit 
waste, require efficient indoor or outdoor design waste, require efficient indoor or outdoor design 
principles, establish shortage measures, etc.principles, establish shortage measures, etc.

Foundational BMPs:  Utility OperationsFoundational BMPs:  Utility Operations

c.c. Wholesale Agency Assistance Programs (BMP 10)Wholesale Agency Assistance Programs (BMP 10)

•• CostCost‐‐effectiveness assessmentseffectiveness assessments

•• Technical support, incentives, staff or consultant supportTechnical support, incentives, staff or consultant support

•• Program management and BMP reporting assistanceProgram management and BMP reporting assistance

•• Water shortage allocations plans that encourage longWater shortage allocations plans that encourage long‐‐
term conservationterm conservation

•• Reporting on nonReporting on non‐‐signatory BMP implementationsignatory BMP implementation

•• Encouraging CUWCC membershipEncouraging CUWCC membership

Foundational BMPs:  Utility OperationsFoundational BMPs:  Utility Operations

1.21.2 Water Loss Control (formerly BMP 3)Water Loss Control (formerly BMP 3)

Implementation consists of at least the following:Implementation consists of at least the following:
Quantifying real and apparent losses using AWWA Water Quantifying real and apparent losses using AWWA Water 
Audit per the M36 manualAudit per the M36 manual

Data validationData validation

Determining the economic value of loss recovery (avoided Determining the economic value of loss recovery (avoided 
cost)cost)

Component analysis of apparent and real lossesComponent analysis of apparent and real losses

Loss reduction to cost effective levelsLoss reduction to cost effective levels

Advising customers of leaksAdvising customers of leaks

Foundational BMPs:  Utility OperationsFoundational BMPs:  Utility Operations

1.3 1.3  Metering with commodity rates for all new Metering with commodity rates for all new 
connections and retrofit of existing connections and retrofit of existing 
connections (BMP 4)connections (BMP 4)

Implementation consists of at least the following:Implementation consists of at least the following:Implementation consists of at least the following:Implementation consists of at least the following:
Requiring meters for all new service connectionsRequiring meters for all new service connections

Establishing a program to retrofit unmetered connectionsEstablishing a program to retrofit unmetered connections

Reading meters and billing customers by volume of useReading meters and billing customers by volume of use

Preparing a meter maintenance and replacement planPreparing a meter maintenance and replacement plan

Exploring mixedExploring mixed‐‐use metering and dedicated landscape metersuse metering and dedicated landscape meters

Foundational BMPs:  Utility OperationsFoundational BMPs:  Utility Operations

1.41.4 Retail Conservation Pricing (BMP 11)Retail Conservation Pricing (BMP 11)

Volumetric rate structure, which can be uniform, Volumetric rate structure, which can be uniform, 
tiered, allocationtiered, allocation‐‐based or seasonal rates as long as based or seasonal rates as long as 
the volumetric portion is at least 70% of ratethe volumetric portion is at least 70% of ratethe volumetric portion is at least 70% of ratethe volumetric portion is at least 70% of rate. . 



Foundational BMPs:  EducationFoundational BMPs:  Education

2.1 2.1  Public Information Programs (BMP 7)Public Information Programs (BMP 7)

Quarterly customer contact through events, paid and Quarterly customer contact through events, paid and 
public service advertising, mailers, billings and social public service advertising, mailers, billings and social 
marketing and an actively maintained website. marketing and an actively maintained website. g yg y

Foundational BMPs:  EducationFoundational BMPs:  Education

2.22.2 School Education Programs (BMP 8)School Education Programs (BMP 8)

Implementing of a school education program and Implementing of a school education program and 
providing support and educational materials to local providing support and educational materials to local 
school districtschool districtschool district. school district. 

Residential BMPsResidential BMPs

1. Residential Assistance Program (BMPs 1 & 2)

•• Leak detection assistance to 1.5% of SF and MF units Leak detection assistance to 1.5% of SF and MF units 
during the first 10 years.  during the first 10 years.  

•• Maintaining a program at least at the level of highMaintaining a program at least at the level of high•• Maintaining a program at least at the level of highMaintaining a program at least at the level of high‐‐
bill complaints or 0.75%/year of SF and MF units.bill complaints or 0.75%/year of SF and MF units.

•• Distributing showerheads until 75% market Distributing showerheads until 75% market 
saturation is achieved.saturation is achieved.

Residential BMPsResidential BMPs

2. Landscape Water Surveys (BMP 1)

•• Landscape water surveys to 1.5%/yr of SF Landscape water surveys to 1.5%/yr of SF 
accounts during the first 10 years.accounts during the first 10 years.

•• Maintaining the program at the level of highMaintaining the program at the level of high billbill•• Maintaining the program at the level of highMaintaining the program at the level of high‐‐bill bill 
complaints or at least 0.75%/yr.complaints or at least 0.75%/yr.

Residential BMPsResidential BMPs

3. High‐efficiency clothes washers (BMP 6)

•• Financial incentives for the purchase of HECWs.  Financial incentives for the purchase of HECWs.  

•• Annual target is 1.0% of SF accounts or 1.4% per Annual target is 1.0% of SF accounts or 1.4% per 
year of the market penetration during the firstyear of the market penetration during the firstyear of the market penetration during the first year of the market penetration during the first 
10 years.10 years.

Residential BMPsResidential BMPs

4. WaterSense Specification toilets (BMP 14)

•• Incentive for toilets meeting WSS standard.Incentive for toilets meeting WSS standard.

•• Replacement of a number of toilets of 3.5 gpf+, at Replacement of a number of toilets of 3.5 gpf+, at 
least as effective as a retrofit on resale ordinanceleast as effective as a retrofit on resale ordinanceleast as effective as a retrofit on resale ordinance least as effective as a retrofit on resale ordinance 
until 2014, ORuntil 2014, OR

•• Market saturation of 75%.Market saturation of 75%.



Residential BMPsResidential BMPs

5. WSS for new residential development

•• Incentives such as rebates, recognition programs, Incentives such as rebates, recognition programs, 
reduced connection fees, or ordinances requiring reduced connection fees, or ordinances requiring 
residential construction meeting WSS for SF andresidential construction meeting WSS for SF andresidential construction meeting WSS for SF and residential construction meeting WSS for SF and 
MF housing.MF housing.

•• Continue until a local, state or federal regulation Continue until a local, state or federal regulation 
is passed requiring water efficient fixtures.  is passed requiring water efficient fixtures.  

Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional BMPs Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional BMPs 
(BMP 9)(BMP 9)

Reduce CII use by 10% over a 10Reduce CII use by 10% over a 10‐‐year period by:year period by:
i.i. Implementing measures on the CUWCC’s CII list Implementing measures on the CUWCC’s CII list 

with wellwith well‐‐documented savings  (e.g. toilets, documented savings  (e.g. toilets, 
urinals clothes washers etc) AND/ORurinals clothes washers etc) AND/ORurinals, clothes washers, etc), AND/ORurinals, clothes washers, etc), AND/OR

ii.ii. Implementing unique conservation measures Implementing unique conservation measures 
whose water savings are calculated on a casewhose water savings are calculated on a case‐‐byby‐‐
case basis (e.g. industrial process water use case basis (e.g. industrial process water use 
reduction, industrial laundry retrofits, car wash reduction, industrial laundry retrofits, car wash 
recycling systems, etc.).  Documentation is key.recycling systems, etc.).  Documentation is key.

Landscape BMP (BMP 5)Landscape BMP (BMP 5)

Support and incentives for nonSupport and incentives for non‐‐residential customers.  residential customers.  

Develop water use budgets at 70% Develop water use budgets at 70% EToETo (100% for recreational (100% for recreational 
areas) for 90% of accounts with dedicated irrigation meters in areas) for 90% of accounts with dedicated irrigation meters in 
10 years.10 years.

Assist all accounts that are 20% over budget within 6 years.Assist all accounts that are 20% over budget within 6 years.

Surveys on 15% of unSurveys on 15% of un‐‐metered and mixed use meter accounts metered and mixed use meter accounts 
in 10in 10 years (CII surveys that include both indoor and outdoor years (CII surveys that include both indoor and outdoor 
can be credited for both the Landscape and CII BMPs).can be credited for both the Landscape and CII BMPs).

Incentive program for irrigation equipment retrofits.Incentive program for irrigation equipment retrofits.

Provide notices each billing cycle with water use budgets.Provide notices each billing cycle with water use budgets.

Landscape BMP (cont’d)Landscape BMP (cont’d)

For accounts without Meters or with MixedFor accounts without Meters or with Mixed‐‐Use Use 
Meters:Meters:

Develop and implement a strategy for marketing Develop and implement a strategy for marketing 
surveyssurveyssurveys.surveys.

Offer financial incentives.Offer financial incentives.

Exemptions Exemptions 
According to MOU, supplier can exempt from a According to MOU, supplier can exempt from a 
BMP if: BMP if: 

1.1. BMP is not costBMP is not cost‐‐effective (ceffective (c‐‐e). The CUWCC provides e). The CUWCC provides 
the analysis tool. Supplier needs to provide the analysis tool. Supplier needs to provide 
documentation, avoided cost values and good faithdocumentation, avoided cost values and good faithdocumentation, avoided cost values and good faith documentation, avoided cost values and good faith 
effort.effort.

2.2. Lack of funding.  Cannot be used if a less cLack of funding.  Cannot be used if a less c‐‐e water e water 
management option is implemented.management option is implemented.

3.3. Legal impediments exist.  Supplier must make a good Legal impediments exist.  Supplier must make a good 
faith effort to remove barriers.faith effort to remove barriers.

BUT…BUT…

Exemptions (cont’d)Exemptions (cont’d)

Exemptions are not what they used to be Exemptions are not what they used to be 
because:because:

1.1. Flex Track:  an agency can design their own program to Flex Track:  an agency can design their own program to 
bbbe more cbe more c‐‐e.e.

2.2. SBX7SBX7‐‐7:  exemption from a DMM does not obviate “20 7:  exemption from a DMM does not obviate “20 
x 2020” requirement.  Still need to meet demand x 2020” requirement.  Still need to meet demand 
reduction goals!reduction goals!



Demand Management FlowchartDemand Management Flowchart

Assess
Compliance
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Determine Base Use
Determine Target
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Compliance

Yes File
Documentation

Yes
Choose

Implementation 
Plan

Quantify DMMs
Develop Plan

Develop Plan 
for each DMM

Compliance Plan
with Schedule

and Budget

Flex Track

The Steps The Steps ‐‐ ComplianceCompliance

1.1. Data Collection Data Collection –– DMM forms, conservation DMM forms, conservation 
activities, SBX7activities, SBX7‐‐7 data7 data

2.2. Determine DMM complianceDetermine DMM compliance
3.3. Ensure compliance with foundational BMPsEnsure compliance with foundational BMPspp

Depending on results:Depending on results:

4.4. File supporting documentation, ORFile supporting documentation, OR
5.5. Perform cPerform c‐‐e evaluations, ANDe evaluations, AND
6.6. Prepare exemption materials, ORPrepare exemption materials, OR
7.7. Prepare implementation plansPrepare implementation plans

The Steps The Steps ‐‐ ImplementationImplementation

Decide on implementation method:Decide on implementation method:
If BMP If BMP –– develop plan for each BMP develop plan for each BMP 
•• Provides a prescriptive, formulaic, preProvides a prescriptive, formulaic, pre‐‐designed approach designed approach 

•• Requires less analysisRequires less analysis

•• Regional programs easier is everyone's doing same thingRegional programs easier is everyone's doing same thingRegional programs easier is everyone s doing same thingRegional programs easier is everyone s doing same thing

•• Not tailored to specific needsNot tailored to specific needs

If Flex Track If Flex Track –– quantify BMPs and develop planquantify BMPs and develop plan
•• More tailored, customerMore tailored, customer‐‐specific approach. Less likely to specific approach. Less likely to 

implement programs that won’t give you savingsimplement programs that won’t give you savings

•• CUWCC CII list fairly extensiveCUWCC CII list fairly extensive

•• Requires additional analysis, customer information and, Requires additional analysis, customer information and, 
potentially, supporting documentationpotentially, supporting documentation

The Steps The Steps –– Implementation (cont’d)Implementation (cont’d)

If If gpcdgpcd –– determine base use, develop plan determine base use, develop plan 
•• Full flexibility for program designFull flexibility for program design

•• Focus on one goal: SBX7Focus on one goal: SBX7‐‐7 is 7 is gpcdgpcd‐‐based as well based as well 
and consistent with DMM compliance goalsand consistent with DMM compliance goalsand consistent with DMM compliance goalsand consistent with DMM compliance goals

•• Regional applicability of approachRegional applicability of approach

•• Requires additional analysis, customer Requires additional analysis, customer 
information and, potentially, supporting information and, potentially, supporting 
documentationdocumentation

Kennedy/Jenks’ SupportKennedy/Jenks’ Support

Kennedy/Jenks needs:Kennedy/Jenks needs:

Population and consumption dataPopulation and consumption data

DMM forms (filled out as much as possible)DMM forms (filled out as much as possible)

All available information on conservation activitiesAll available information on conservation activitiesa a ab e o at o o co se at o act t esa a ab e o at o o co se at o act t es

Kennedy/Jenks will:Kennedy/Jenks will:

Calculate SBX7Calculate SBX7‐‐7 goals options7 goals options

Help determine DMM compliance levelsHelp determine DMM compliance levels

Provide general recommendations for achieving Provide general recommendations for achieving 
compliancecompliance

Breakout SessionsBreakout Sessions
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Meeting Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

October 28, 2010 
1 to 3:30 pm 

Subject: Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan Meeting #4 
 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. Update on SBx7-7 compliance 

a. DWR Guidelines/Methodologies (30 min) 

b. Strategy for DMM compliance (20 min) 

c. Strategy for 20% reduction by 2020 compliance (30 minutes) 

d. Estimating Population (30 minutes) 

2. Finalize approach to Regional Urban Water Management Plan (20 min) 



Meeting Memorandum No. 4      Meeting Memorandum No. 4      

Meeting Time: 
1:30 
PM to 4 PM Page: 1 of 4 

Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 5 November 2010 

Meeting Date: 28 October 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Mary Lou Cotton  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Meredith Clement  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
Dana Haasz  T. Jarb Thaipejr    City of Loma Linda 
  Chris Diggs    City of Redlands 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Greg Gage    City of San Bernardino 
  Ted Brunson    City of San Bernardino 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Don Hough    Riverside Highland Water 

Company 
  Bob Tincher    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  Doug Headrick    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  San Fuller    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  Linda Jadeski     West Valley Water District 
  Thomas Crowley    West Valley Water District 
  Amanda Kasten    West Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
  Jack Nelson    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
    Susan Lien Longville  Water Resources Institute 

Subject: 
DMM Compliance, SBx7-7 Compliance, Approach to Regional Urban Water Management Plan 

 
Introductions and Announcements 
1) The Department of Water Resources was originally going to hold a webinar on the Urban Water 

Management Plan Guidelines on November 18, 2010.  The webinar has been moved to 
November 30 from 9 am to 3 pm.  Here is the link: 
http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=15102  

2) SB 1478 was approved, this means wholesale agencies, like Valley District, have the same 
deadline for the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan as retailers, July 1, 2011. 

 
Demand Management Measures (DMMs) 
1) Demand Management Measures are required to be discussed in the UWMP and are an important 

tool for achieving the 20% reduction by 2020 required by SBx7-7) 
 
z:\2010\1089014.00_sbvmwd_uwmp\07-meetings\7.01-client\meeting #4 minutes -10-28-2010.doc © 2005 Kennedy/Jenks Consultants(F-9) 10-28-2010.doc © 2005 Kennedy/Jenks Consultants(F-9) 
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2) An agency must implement Foundational DMMs.  In addition, an agency must: 
a)  demonstrate compliance with DMMs OR 
b) develop a DMM implementation plan that includes a schedule and budget showing how the 

agency will come into compliance with DMMs, OR 
c) Prepare documentation supporting an exemption 
Examples of a compliance plan and documentation supporting an exemption are provided on the 
Extranet site in the “Other” Category.  The Water Use Efficiency Plan prepared by Western 
Municipal Water District has also been posted to the website as an example of a compliance plan. 

3) An agency cannot exempt from a Foundational DMM.  An agency can exempt from a 
Programmatic DMM, but will still need to comply with “20x2020”. 

4) K/J has assessed DMM compliance for the participating agencies.  Agencies now need to 
prepare their cost effectiveness analyses, prepare the paperwork to document DMM exemptions, 
and prepare an applicable DMM implementation plans.  Kennedy/Jenks will prepare draft cost-
effectiveness evaluations for Colton, Loma Linda, San Bernardino Municipal Water Department, 
East Valley, West Valley, and Valley District.  Agencies will be responsible for reviewing and 
finalizing these evaluations and then developing their DMM implementation plans. 

5) Agencies should complete their cost-effectiveness evaluations, exemption documentation, and 
compliance plan by December 3, 2010. 

6) The group determined to hold a meeting to discuss whether implementing some conservation 
programs as a regional group (sharing costs and sharing expertise) would be beneficial.  This 
meeting will be held December 8, 2010, 3 pm, at the offices of Valley District. 

 
SBx7-7 Compliance - Base Water Use Calculation 
1) The two primary calculations required by SBx7-7 are: 

a) Base Water Use Calculation (gallons per capita per day used in past years) 
b) Compliance Water Use (target gallons per capita per day in 2015 and 2020) 

2) The Base Water Use calculation can be based on: 
a)  a 10-year average ending no earlier than 2004 and no later than 2010 or 
b) a 15-year average if 10% of 2008 demand met by recycled water 

3) In addition, an agency must report their 5-year base water use calculation.  This 5-year period 
can end no earlier than 2007 and no later than 2010. 

4) The group determined that no agency qualifies to use the 15-year average in their Base 
Water Use calculation. 

5) Base Water Use must account for all water sent to retail customers, excluding: 
o Recycled water 
o Water sent to another water agency 
o Water that went into storage 
o Water sent to ag customers 
o Optional - an agency may exclude process water if its industrial water use comprises a 

substantial percentage of its total water use.  
6) Population estimates used in the Base Water Use calculation must relate to data from the 

California Department of Finance or the US Census, but can be refined using local data sources 
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such as SCAG. 
7) In June the group decided to calculate population using the number of connections: 
        (# connections) x (persons per connection) 
8) Kennedy/Jenks will recommend a persons per connection number based on Department of 

Finance or US Census data.  Agencies, if they haven’t done so already, need to provide 
information on number of connections by Single-Family and Multi-Family for years 1994 to 
present. 

9) A handout on the Base Water Use calculation is attached to these meeting minutes. 
 
SBx7-7 Compliance (20% reduction by 2020) - Compliance Water Use Calculation 
1) There are four methods for calculating Compliance Water Use: 

o Method 1: 20% reduction from Base Water Use 
o Method 2: Meet separate targets for indoor water use (55 ppcd), outdoor water use 

(consistent with water use allowed under Model Landscape Ordinance), and CII customers 
o Method 3: Meet DWR South Coast region target of 149 gpcd 
o Method 4: Still in process 
The group determined that Method 2 required data not readily available and eliminated it 
from further consideration.  The group also determined that Method 3 would not be 
reasonable for the San Bernardino area.  All indications are that Method 4 will incorporate 
some of the approach of Method 2 which renders it highly unlikely.  Thus, Method 1 is the 
most likely method for the San Bernardino area. 
 

Formal Regional Compliance with SBx7-7? 
1) Compliance with SBx7-7 can be done individually or as a region. 
2) DWR has developed a formal process whereby agencies can form a “Regional Alliance”.  

Compliance with SBx7-7 targets would then be evaluated for the Regional Alliance as a whole.  
This could help agencies struggling with compliance, but would mean that some agencies would 
have to achieve more than a 20% water savings in order to bring the Regional Alliance group into 
compliance.   

3) After discussion on the pros and cons of forming a Regional Alliance, the group decided 
against it for the 2010 submittal.  However, this concept may be considered prior to 
preparation of a 2015 RUWMP. 
 

One Document or Multiple Documents 
1) One of the agencies heard about litigation filed against the Castaic Lake Water Agency joint 

urban water management plan.  All of the agencies in the joint plan were brought into the lawsuit.  
The question was whether these other agencies were brought into the litigation solely based on 
the fact that they were in the joint document.  A separate handout was distributed with the pros 
and cons (see attached). 

2) After discussion of the pros and cons of preparing a single joint UWMP versus multiple 
individual UWMPs, the group confirmed their approach to prepare a single UWMP for the 
entire region. 
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Upcoming Meetings and Action Items 
1) The next RUWMP meeting is scheduled December 8, 2010 from 1:30 to 3 pm at the Valley 

District office. 
2) A meeting to discuss regional coordination on conservation measures is scheduled December 8, 

2010 from 3 to 4 pm at the Valley District office (this meeting will immediately follow the RUWMP 
meeting). 

3) The table below includes action items from the meeting: 
 

Action Item/Task Due Date  Responsible Party 
Kennedy/Jenks to review data provided by 
agencies, identify any missing data needed to 
complete SBx7-7 calculations 

Nov 11, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Provide missing data needed to complete SBx7-7 
calculations 

Nov 18, 2010 City of Colton 
City of Loma Linda 
City of San Bernardino 
East Valley Water District 
West Valley Water District 

Provide draft cost-effectiveness evaluations to 
Colton, Loma Linda, San Bernardino Municipal 
Water Department, East Valley Water District, and 
West Valley Water District 

Nov 19, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Complete DMM cost-effectiveness evaluations, 
exemption documentation, and compliance plans 

Dec 3, 2010 City of Colton 
City of Loma Linda 
City of San Bernardino 
East Valley Water District 
West Valley Water District 

Answer the following questions: 
  
1) how to account for service area base gross water 
use if customers within the service area drill private 
wells to reduce or remove reliance on the water 
retailer. 
2) status of stormwater offsets: not specifically 
called out in statute, but could be part of a 
residential landscape water conservation program 
 

Nov 30, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Perform SBx7-7 Base Water Use Calculation for 
each agency 

Nov 30, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Perform SBx7-7 Compliance Water Use Calculation 
for each agency 

Nov 30, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 

Review regional DMM options to determine those 
most cost-effective (Extranet) prior to December 8 
meeting. 

Dec 3, 2010 All agencies 

Complete calculations and  Chapter Feb 18, 2011 Riverside Highland Water Company 
City of Redlands 
Yucaipa Valley Water District  

 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
   
                   



SBx7-7 Calculations 

Baseline Gross Water Use 

Primary Calculations: 
oo  Calculation  of  Baseline  Gross  Water  Use  Calculation of Baseline Gross Water Use
o Calculation of Compliance Gross Water Use (Targets) 

Calculation of Baseline Gross Water Use 
1.1 Calculate Gross Water Use 
1.2  Calculate Population 
1.3  Calculate Average Gallons per Capita per Day Water Use 
1.4  Determine Appropriate Timeframe for Reporting Average Gallons per Capita per 

day base 
 

1.1 Calculate Gross Water Use 
Goal here is to account for all water sent for delivery to retail customers.  Remember, 
you will need to do this calculation for each possible year from December 31, 1994 
through December 31, 2010 (this will make it possible to select what timeframe is most 
advantageous). 
 
1.1.1 Define the distribution system that serves water to retail customers.  Measurement 

locations for distribution include the: 
o Exit points for water treatment plants 
o Exit points for treated water reservoirs 
o Wells feeding directly into the distribution system 
o Imported water entering directly into the distribution system 

 
1.1.2  Tabulate all water sent for delivery to retail customers from the sources defined in 

1.1.1.   
1.1.3  Subtract from 1.1.2, any water sent through the distribution system to another 

water utility or jurisdiction 
1.1.4 Subtract from 1.1.3, any water that entered the distribution system but went into 

storage 
1.1.5 Add to 1.1.4, any water that was sent from storage to retail delivery 
1.1.6 Subtract from 1.1.5, any recycled water that directly entered the distribution 

system 
1.1.7 Subtract from 1.1.6, any recycled water indirectly entering the distribution system 

(this would be recycled water that augments surface supply reservoirs, recycled 
water used for groundwater recharge). 

Optional  Subtract from 1.1.7, water delivered to agricultural users* 
Optional Subtract from 1.1.7, water delivered for process water use** 
 



* if a retailer decides to include ag water use in the base gross water use calculation that 
retailer must use Method 2 to calculate their Target Gross Water Use.  Under Method 2 
targets are set as follows: 55 gpcd for indoor residential use, landscape irrigation set at 
0.7 to 0.8 ETo, a 10 percent reduction in base CII use, and an ag water use standard of 
100 percent reference evapotranspiration multiplied by the crop coefficient for irrigated 
acres. In short, including ag water in your base gross water use greatly complicates the 
calculation of water reduction targets and may result in unreasonably low targets. 
 
** "Process water" means water used for producing a product or product content or 
water used for research and development, including, but not limited to, continuous 
manufacturing processes, water used for testing and maintaining equipment used in 
producing a product or product content, and water used in combined heat and power 
facilities used in producing a product or product content. Process water does not mean 
incidental water uses not related to the production of a product or product content, 
including, but not limited to, water used for restrooms, landscaping, air conditioning, 
heating, kitchens, and laundry. 
 

1.2 Calculate Population 
Remember, you will need to do this calculation for each possible year from 1995 through 
2010.  This part must use the same retail service area as used in 1.1.1.   
 
DWR strongly recommends using data published by the California Department of 
Finance (DOF) or US Census Bureau, but this data can be refined using local data 
sources (county assessor records, Southern California Association of Governments, San 
Bernardino Association of Governments).   
 
Potential Options 
 

1.2.1A For those agencies whose service area substantially overlaps with 
city boundaries, use corresponding DOF data 

1.2.1B For those agencies whose service area does not overlap with city 
boundaries: 
 Get service area population from SCAG or SBAG (if their 

estimates use DOF or Census as basis) 
 Other GIS calculation of population 

1.2.3C  Use DOF, Census, SCAG, or SBAG to define persons per single-
family, then calculate yearly population based on number of 
single-family and multi-family connections each year 

1.2.2 Calculate Population for each year of the each year 1995 to 2010 
1.2.3 Subtract from 1.2.2 any residents of large water users that depend on private 

supply (example would be prisons, colleges) 
 



1.3 Calculate Average Gallons per Capita per Day Water Use 
Remember, you will need to do this calculation for each possible year from 1995 to 2010.   
 
1.3.1  Calculate daily per capita water use for each year by dividing gross water use in that year 

(from part 1.1) by the estimated population in that year (from part 1.2) 
 
1.3.2 Calculate Base Daily Per Capita Water Use. Calculate rolling 5-year and 10-year or 15-

year average per capita water use by summing the values calculated in Step 1.3.1 and 
dividing by the number of years in the base period. The result is Base Daily Per Capita 
Water Use for the selected base period. 

 

1.4 Determine Appropriate Timeframe for Reporting 
SBx7-7 requires that Baseline Gross Water Use be calculated using either a 10-year 
period or a 15-year period and an agency must also report data for 5-year period.  
14.1 An agency should use the average of a 10-year period ending no earlier than 

December 31, 2004 and ending no later than December 31, 2010,  
OR 
An agency can use the average of a 15-year period, ending no earlier than 
December 31, 1999 and no later than December 31, 2010 if 10% of 2008 demand 
met by recycled water, AND 

1.4.2 The average of a 5-year period, ending no earlier than December 31, 2007 and not 
later than December 31, 2010.  
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Overview

Demand Management Measures (DMMs)

SBx7‐7 Compliance
Legislative update

Next Steps
• Calculate Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

– Selection of base period

– Calculating population

• Calculating Compliance “Target”
– Overview of methods

– Choosing a method

• Compliance regionally vs. individually

SBx7‐7 Compliance

New Law: SBX7‐7 (“20% x 2020”) for 2010 
UWMPs
Four methods are available for determining 

l

3

compliance:
Method 1: 20% reduction from base (gpcd)
Method 2: Meet separate targets for indoor (55 
gpcd), landscaped area and CII
Method 3: Meet DWR target (South Coast region = 
149 gpcd)
Method 4: In process (December 2010)

SBx7‐7 Compliance

Legislative Update
SB 1478 – APPROVED: Provides the same deadline 
extension (July 2011) to wholesale water agencies. 
U d t M th d 4

4

Update on Method 4
Other

Required in UWMPs

Required by AB 1420

Demand Management Requirements 
(DMMs)

5

Used to achieve 20% reduction by 2020

Compliance requires one of the following:

Implementation of Foundation DMMs

Compliance with DMMs OR

NEW DMM Requirements

6

Compliance with DMMs, OR

A plan to get into compliance that includes:
• Implementation Schedule
• Financing plan
• Budget, OR
Documentation supporting exemption

…



Exemptions are not what they used to be

Things are different in 2010:

Can’t exempt from a Foundational DMM

Can exempt from a Programmatic DMM but not from 

7

p g
“20 x 2020” 

UWMP must identify 2015 and 2020 water use targets 
and develop a plan for getting there

Every retail water supplier must comply with 20x2020 –
NO EXEMPTIONS

DMM Compliance Process

Cost
EffectivenessNo

No File Exemption Determine Base Use
Determine Target

Develop Plan

8

Assess
Compliance

Yes File
Documentation

Effectiveness
Analysis

No

Yes
Choose

Implementation 
Plan

Develop Plan

Quantify DMMs
Develop Plan

Develop Plan 
for each DMM

Compliance Plan
with Schedule

and Budget

Flex Track

Where we are

Where we need to be SOON

Strategy for DMM Compliance

1. Data Collection  √
2. Determine DMM compliance √
3. Ensure compliance with foundational BMPs Some √

9

Depending on results:

4. File supporting documentation, Some √ OR 
5. Perform c‐e evaluations, AND
6. Prepare exemption materials, OR
7. Prepare implementation plans

DMM Compliance – Next Steps

Each agency knows their current implementation status 

NOW each agency must:

1. Implement the Foundationals (or develop plan)

1
0

p ( p p )

2. Determine implementation resources

3. Analyze non‐compliant Programmatic DMMs for cost‐
effectiveness

4. Choose an implementation option (option should track 
with “20x2020” implementation plan)

5. Calculate “20x2020” targets

Regional DMM Programs?

Is there interest in implementing some or all programs 
regionally with Valley District providing funding?  Sharing in 
the cost of a Water Conservation Coordinator?

1
1

the cost of a Water Conservation Coordinator?

If Yes:
a) Which DMM option(s) is/are best?

b) How will it be managed?

c) What are the programs and desired participation level by 
Valley District?

SBx7‐7 Compliance

All methods require calculation of Base Use 
(current use)
Choose most favorable Method for Target

12

Base Use
Target



SBx7‐7 Compliance – Base Use

Base Use (required for all Methods)

13

Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)
PopulationPopulation

= = gpcgpc

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

14

10‐year average

ending no earlier than 2004 – no later than 2010

15‐year average if 10% of 2008 demand met by recycled water

get to add 5 years to calculation

5‐year average

at least 5% reduction

ending no earlier than 2007 – no later than 2010

Action Point: K/J will look at all possible periods so that 
an agency can choose the reduction target that is most 
realistic to achieve

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Base Water Use Calculation
All water sent to retail customers
Exclude
• Recycled water

15

y
• Water sent to another water utility
• Water that went into storage
• Water sent to Ag customers (if known)
• Water used as process water (if known)

Action Point: Each agency must provide this data to K/J.

Population

Population
Must use data from California Department of Finance or US 
Census (can be refined using local data sources (county assessor 
records SCAG SBAG)

16

records, SCAG, SBAG)

Can revise based on 2010 Census data

Exclude any residents of large water users that depend on 
private water supply

Population (cont.)

Options for Calculating Population 
At our June 9, 2010 meeting, we decided to calculate 
population using:

17

(# connections) x (people/connection) = POPULATION(# connections) x (people/connection) = POPULATION

Required data

• # Connections:  do all agencies have this data (back to ‘94)?

• People/connection

– Varies by agency and area (apartments, etc.)

– To be calculated by K/J

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Agency Action ItemsAgency Action Items
Provide connection data to K/J by ____________
Provide connection data to K/J by __________

K/J Action ItemsK/J Action Items

18

K/J Action ItemsK/J Action Items
K/J will calculate the Base Daily Per Capita Water Use by 
_____________
K/J will calculate the Target amount for all of the Methods that 
apply to determine the one most favorable to each agency



Finalize Approach:  One Document vs. 
Multiple Documents

QUESTION: WE HAVE HEARD ABOUT THE LITIGATION AGAINST 
THE CASTAIC LAKE WATER AGENCY JOINT URBAN WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THAT THE RETAIL AGENCIES WERE

19

MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THAT THE RETAIL AGENCIES WERE 
BROUGHT INTO THE LITIGATION.  WERE THE RETAIL WATER 
AGENCIES BROUGHT INTO THIS LITIGATION SIMPLY BECAUSE THEY 
WERE PART OF THE REGIONAL DOCUMENT?

Action Point: One document or multiple documents?

Regional Compliance?

Regional compliance through a “Regional Alliance”
• Through wholesale supplier
• Regional water management group
• IRWMP area

20

• IRWMP area
• Hydrologic region
• Other? 

Regional Compliance?

Options
1. Tregional(R) = Σ T*P

2 Sum individual base water use and population then apply

21

RPRP
2. Sum individual base water use and population then apply 

one of the Methods.
3. Calculate base water use and population for the region 

then apply one of the Methods

Regional Compliance?

Pros
• Helps agencies that may have difficulty complying
• Looks good on grant applications

Cons

22

Cons
• Could result in some agencies not taking responsibility for 

achieving compliance
• Could cause tension if one, or more, agencies are keeping 

the region from compliance.

Action point:  Do we want regional compliance or 
individual compliance?

Schedule

DWR UWMP Guidebook Webinar ‐ November 18th 

K/J Starts 20x2020 Calculations/Works with Agencies to Develop Missing Data ‐
December 2010

23

Meeting 5 – December 2010

K/J completes individual agency chapters ‐ February 2011

Chapters from Redlands, Yucaipa, and Riverside‐Highland Due – February 2011

K/J holds meetings with individual agencies – March 2011

K/J prepared Draft RUWMP – April 2011

Adoption of RUWMP by agencies – May 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – June 2011

Action Items

Agency Action Items
DMMs
• Implement the Foundationals (or develop plan)
• Determine implementation resources

24

• Analyze non‐compliant Programmatic DMMs for cost‐effectiveness
• Choose an implementation option (option should track with “20x2020 

implementation plan)
• Provide connection data to K/J by______

K/J Action Items
Calculate the Base Daily Per Capita Water Use by _____
Calculate the Target amount for all of the Methods that apply to 
determine the one most favorable to each agency
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Workshop Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

TBD 
TBD 

Subject: Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan Meeting #5 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. Update on Guidelines/Methodologies  

2. Population Estimates 

3. Regional Water Supply 

4. Climate Change  



Meeting Memorandum No. 5      

Meeting Time: 1:30 PM to 3 PM Page: 1 of 5 
Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 17 December 2010 

Meeting Date: 8 December 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Meredith Clement  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Dana Haasz  Adrianne Rogers    City of Colton 
  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
  T. Jarb Thaipejr    City of Loma Linda 
  Chris Diggs    City of Redlands 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Greg Gage    City of San Bernardino 
  Ted Brunson    City of San Bernardino 
  Matt Litchfield    City of San Bernardino 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Don Hough    Riverside Highland Water 

Company 
  Bob Tincher    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  Linda Jadeski     West Valley Water District 
  Amanda Kasten    West Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
       

Subject: 
Update on Guidebook, SBx7-7 Calculations, DMM Cost-Effectiveness Analysis, Growth and Water Demand 
Projections 
 
Introductions and Announcements 
1) The Department of Water Resources will host a webinar on January 5, 2011 from 9:30 am to 

12:30 pm to go over SBx7-7 Base Gross Per Capita Water Use and Compliance Water Use 
calculations. 

 
SBx7-7 Compliance Option 4 
1) As part of RUWMP Meeting 4, the group determined that SBx7-7 Compliance Option 4 would not 

be a favorable method for the RUWMP because it would require data that was not collected by 
any of the agencies.  However, since that time, significant revisions to Option 4 have been 
proposed.  Under the proposed revisions, Option 4 may simply require an agency to fully 
implement their Demand Management Measures.  If that is the case, this Option will be worth 
consideration.  Kennedy/Jenks will continue to follow developments related to Option 4 and will 
report back to the group.   
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Update on Guidebook 
1) Draft Guidebook anticipated mid-December 2010 
2) Final Guidebook anticipated late January or early February 2011 
3) UWMPs can be (but are not required to be) submitted electronically 
4) 2010 UWMPs will have much the same content as 2005 plans but with the addition of SBx7-7 and 

DMM requirements 
5) Its unclear how much detail needs to be provided about how an agency will achieve 20% water 

savings by year 2020.  Kennedy/Jenks will continue to seek guidance on this from DWR. 
 
SBx7-7 Calculations 
1) Draft SBx7-7 Base Gross Water Use calculations were prepared for the City of Loma Linda, the 

City of San Bernardino, East Valley Water District, and West Valley Water District. 
2) The Base Gross Water Use calculations include a calculation of the base gross water use for a 

10-year average as well as a 5-year average.  The 10-year average base gross water use is what 
is used for determining the compliance/target water use.  The 5-year average base gross water 
use is used to determine whether a supplier’s 2015 and 2020 per capita water use targets meet 
the minimum water use reduction of the SBx7-7 legislation.  Within the 2010 UWMP it will be 
necessary to report the maximum allowable GPCD - which is 95% of the 5-year average Daily 
Per Capita Water Use.  The following example is taken from the Methodologies for Calculating 
Baseline and Compliance Urban Per Capita Water Use: 

Suppose a water supplier has a 10-yr baseline per capita water use of 170 GPCD and a 5-
year baseline per capita water use of 168 GPCD.   

The maximum allowable GPCD target in 2020 is 0.95*168 GPCD = 160 GPCD. 
The 2020 target based on the 10-year average (using Option 1) is 0.8*170 GPCD = 
136 GPCD. 

Because the target under Option 1 is less than 160 GPCD, no adjustment to the 2020 target is 
needed.   

3) Rough estimates of the water savings the City of Loma Linda, San Bernardino Water Department, 
East Valley Water District, and West Valley Water District would need to achieve compliance with 
SBx7-7 in year 2015 and 2020 was provided in the powerpoint presentation.  Please use 
CAUTION, these are estimates and are based on assumptions of future growth. These estimates 
are just intended to provide agencies with an idea of the scale of their needed conservation. 
Agencies are encouraged to annually examine their GPCD to see if they are on track to be in 
compliance with SBx7-7.  

4) There was a question about what constituted “compliance” with SBx7-7, both in year 2015 and 
2020. Since the meeting Kennedy/Jenks researched this specific question.  

 
SBx7-7 section 10608.24 states, ” (a)Each urban retail water supplier shall meet its interim urban water 
use target by December 31, 2015. (b) Each urban retail water supplier shall meet its urban water use 
target by December 31, 2020.”  Section 10608.56 states “(a) On and after July 1, 2016, an urban retail 
water supplier is not eligible for a water grant or loan awarded or administered by the state unless the 
supplier complies with this part…(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), the department shall determine that 
an urban retail water supplier is eligible for a water grant or loan even though the supplier has not met the 
per capita reductions required pursuant to Section 10608.24, if the urban retail water supplier has 
submitted to the department for approval a schedule, financing plan, and budget, to be included in the 
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grant or loan agreement, for achieving the per capita reductions.” 
 
So it appears “compliance” with SBx7-7 in year 2015 is more than simply reporting per capita water use; 
an agency will need to achieve their interim target or provide a plan for coming into compliance in order to 
be eligible for state grants and loans.  DWR has not given any indication how daily per capita water use 
will be measured in the compliance years (will it be a single year?, a 5-year average?, a trend line over a 
5-year period?). 
 
For year 2020 the same provisions apply, but in addition, section 10608.8(a)(2) comes into play, 
“Because an urban agency is not required to meet its urban water use target until 2020 pursuant to 
subdivision (b) of Section 10608.24, and urban retail water suppliers’ failure to meet those targets shall 
not establish a violation of law for purposes of any state administrative or judicial proceeding prior to 
January 1, 2021.” Meaning an agency that does not meet the water use targets by December 2020 could 
be subject to lawsuits for unreasonable use and water waste.   

 
DMM Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 
1) Draft DMM cost-effectiveness calculations were prepared for the City of Colton, City of Loma 

Linda, the City of San Bernardino, and East Valley Water District. The cost-effectiveness 
calculations used the California Urban Water Conservation Council protocols and standard 
assumptions. Results of the analysis varied by agency, depending on avoided cost of water. 
Basic results are as follows: 
a) Residential Audit Programs (indoor and outdoor surveys) are not cost-effective for any 

agency. 
b) High Efficiency Clothes Washers and certain CII programs are cost-effective for all agencies 
c) High Efficiency Toilet incentives and Large Landscape programs could be cost effective if 

implemented as a regional program. 
Please see the DMM cost-effectiveness handout (attached to these minutes) for more details. 
 

2) If a DMM is not cost-effective, an agency can exempt from the requirement to perform that DMM 
BUT, an agency must implement the Foundational DMMs and will still have to implement a 
combination of conservation programs and recycled water as needed to reduce per capita daily 
water use consistent with SBx7-7. 

3) DMM next steps: 
a) Implement the Foundational DMMs 
b) Evaluate the cost-effectiveness memos 
c) Use the cost-effectiveness results to identify best programs, quantify costs and savings 
d) Work with Valley District, identify regional opportunities, and develop commitments 
e) Develop implementation plan for SBx7-7 and DMM compliance  

 
4) During the meeting there was a question about some of the assumptions used to calculate cost 

per AF of water saved for various DMMs.  Attached to these meeting minutes is a table of 
Kennedy/Jenks assumptions 

 
Water Demand Growth Projections 
1) Kennedy/Jenks proposes to use Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan growth forecasts for 2008, 2020, and 2035 as a proxy 
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for growth in water demand.  SCAG provides a growth rate for each city and unincorporated San 
Bernardino County.  The proposal is to assume an agency’s water growth rate as follows: 

 
(% of agency in City A * annual growth rate City A) + (% of agency in City B* annual growth rate City B) 
+ (% of agency in unincorporated County * annual growth rate unincorporated County).  

 
In addition to these growth projections, Kennedy/Jenks proposes to also include any water 
demands from known upcoming development projects in each agency’s service area. 
 

2) The group agreed to using the method proposed by Kennedy/Jenks to estimate future 
water demands. However, in addition, for East Valley Water District, the UWMP will also 
present information on growth projections from their Water Masterplan. 

 
Upcoming Meetings and Action Items 
1) The next RUWMP meeting is scheduled January 26, 2011 from 1:30 to 3 pm at the Valley District 

office. 
2) A meeting to discuss regional coordination on conservation measures is scheduled January 26, 

2011 from 3 to 4 pm at the Valley District office (this meeting will immediately follow the RUWMP 
meeting). 

3) The table below includes action items from the meeting: 
 

Action Item/Task Due Date  Responsible Party 
Kennedy/Jenks to prepare “missing data” sheet Dec 17, 2010 Kennedy/Jenks 
Provide missing data needed to complete SBx7-7 
calculations 

Dec 31, 2010 City of Colton 
 

Provide data needed to complete cost-effectiveness 
evaluations. 

Dec 31, 2010 Loma Linda, West Valley Water 
District 

Review and provide any comments on Draft SBx7-7 
calculations, DMM cost-effectiveness analysis 

Jan 7, 2011 City of Colton 
City of Loma Linda 
City of San Bernardino 
East Valley Water District 
West Valley Water District 

Provide information on upcoming developments in 
your service area that you want included in water 
demand projections.  Data needs to include: 

o Name and location of development (e.g., 
Cypress Oaks Estates, northwest corner of 
Main and C Street in the City of Colton) 

o Description of development (e.g., 400 single 
family homes, one school, 10,000 square 
feet commercial) 

o Whether the development will be dual 
plumbed 

o A description of the current land use (e.g., 
irrigated ag) and whether or not your 
agency serves the current land use 

o Any assumptions about water demands for 
the project 

o A schedule for the development (e.g., 100 

Jan 14, 2011 City of Colton 
City of Loma Linda 
City of San Bernardino 
East Valley Water District 
West Valley Water District 
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homes a year starting in 2015) 
Prepare water demand growth projections for City of 
Colton, City of Loma Linda, City of San Bernardino, 
East Valley Water District, and West Valley Water 
District 

Jan 21 2011 Kennedy/Jenks 

Complete individual chapters Feb 18, 2011 Riverside Highland Water Company 
City of Redlands 
Yucaipa Valley Water District  

 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
   
                   



Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
San Bernardino Valley

Meeting 5

December 8,  2010

Agenda

Update on Guidebook

SBx7‐7 Calculations

DMM Cost‐Effectiveness Analysis

Next Steps for Conservation Programs

Growth and Water Demand Projections

Schedule

Action Items

Update on SBx7‐7 Methodologies

20x2020 Compliance Method 4 may be significantly 
revised 
• Originally group had decided to eliminate consideration of 
Method 4

3

Method 4 

• If revised, Method 4 may be favorable means to calculate 
20x2020 target

Method 4 to be released in January 2011

Update on Guidebook

Draft Guidebook anticipated mid‐December 2010

Final Guidebook anticipated late January early 
February 2011

4

UWMPs can be (but are not required to be) submitted 
electronically 

Update on Guidebook

2010 UWMPs will have much the same content as 
2005 plans, with the addition of SBx7‐7 and DMM 
requirements, but has been significantly reordered 

U l h h d il d b id d b

5

Unclear how much detail needs to be provided about 
how an agency will achieve 20x2020 

Some confusion about by when a Regional Alliance 
must be formed
• Regional Alliance not required for regional implementation

SBx7‐7 Compliance – Base Use

Base Use (required for all Methods)

6

Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)Base water use (base period)
PopulationPopulation

= = gpcgpc



Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

7

10‐year average

ending no earlier than 2004 – no later than 2010

15‐year average if 10% of 2008 demand met by recycled water

get to add 5 years to calculation

5‐year average (this is a tool for DWR to estimate maximum allowable 
GPCD)

at least 5% reduction

ending no earlier than 2007 – no later than 2010

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Base Water Use Calculation
All water sent to retail customers
Exclude
• Recycled water

8

y
• Water sent to another water utility
• Water that went into storage
• Water sent to Ag customers (optional)
• Water used as process water (optional)

Population (cont.)

At our June 9, 2010 meeting, we decided to calculate 
population using:

(# connections) x (people/connection) = POPULATION

9

( ) (p p / )

1. Used GIS data to determine what census blocks fell in each 
agencies service area

2. Determined number of occupied SF and MF units 
3. Determined Population by structure type (SF or MF)
4. Used data from 2 and 3 to come up with persons per SF and 

MF household

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Outstanding Data
Colton

Data on water sent to retail customers and number of 
i f 2003 2006

10

connections for years 2003 to 2006.  

If possible, data on water sent to retail customers and number 
of connections for years 1995 to 1999. 

San Bernardino Municipal Water Department

If possible, data on SF and MF connections 1995 to 1999

Please provide missing data by end of December.

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Initial Results
East Valley Water District
3.00 persons per SF household, 2.42 persons per MF
Gross Base Water Use 310‐332 GPCD

11

Highest Base Water Use 2000‐2009, 333 GPCD
Compliance Target (0.80*333) = 266 GPCD

West Valley Water District
3.64 persons per SF household, 2.80 persons per MF
Gross Base Water Use 294‐316 GPCD 
Highest Base Water Use 2000‐2009, 316 GPCD
Compliance Target (0.80*339) = 253 GPCD

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use

Initial Results
Loma Linda
2.54 persons per SF household, 2.06 persons per MF
Gross Base Water Use 443 to 456 GPCD

12

Gross Base Water Use 443 to 456 GPCD
Highest Base Water Use 1995‐2005, 456 GPCD
Compliance Target (0.80*456) = 365 GPCD

City of San Bernardino
3.10 persons per SF household, 2.46 persons per MF
Highest Base Water Use 2000‐2009, 374 GPCD
Compliance Target (0.80*374) = 299 GPCD



Water Savings Needed to be in Compliance*

13

Agency
Est. Growth 
2010 to 2015

Est. Growth 
2010 to 2020

Year 2015 
Savings 

Target (AF)

Year 2020 
Savings 

Target (AF)

*Rough estimates!

City of Loma Linda 1% 2% 100 600

City of San Bernardino 1% 2% 1,600 7,100

East Valley 1% 2% 3,100 6,000

West Valley 1% 2% 400 2,900

Questions on SBx7‐7 Calculations

?

14

?

DMM C‐E Analysis

K/J Analyzed cost‐effectiveness of implementing each DMM

Used CUWCC protocol and standard assumptions

15

Results vary by agency, depending on avoided cost

All agencies have relatively low avoided cost 

Focus on regional collaboration?

Results of C‐E Analysis

Not Cost Effective for any agency: (> $300/AF)

Residential Audit Programs  ‐ indoor and landscape

Cost Effective for all agencies: (<$200/AF)
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Cost Effective for all agencies: (<$200/AF)

High Efficiency Clothes Washers

CII Program – depending on design

Potentially Cost Effective as Regional Program: ($200‐$300/AF)

High Efficiency Toilet Incentives

Large Landscape Programs

Results of C‐E Analysis
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Program $/AF Program $/AF

BMP9:  CII HE Washer Rebates $       71.30  BMP5:  CII Precision Nozzles Distr. $     441.60

BMP5:  CII WBICs Rebates $     115.74  Residential WBICs Rebate Program $    550.00 

BMP6: Residential HE Washer Rebates $ 167 43 BMP5: CII Cash for Grass (Turf rebates) $ 611 11BMP6:  Residential HE Washer Rebates $     167.43  BMP5:  CII Cash for Grass (Turf rebates) $    611.11 

BMP5:  Dedicated Irrigation Surveys $     203.03 
BMP1:  Residential Cash for Grass (Turf 
Rebates) $    622.46 

BMP14:  Residential HET Rebates (MFR) $     205.13  BMP1:  Residential Assistance (Surveys) $    622.46 

BMP9:  CII HET Rebates $     205.22  BMP5:  CII Outdoor Surveys $    800.24 

BMP2:  Residential Plumbing retrofit kits $     221.05  BMP9:  CII Indoor Surveys $ 5,143.94 

BMP14:  Residential HET Rebates (SFR) $     258.60  BMP9:  CII Indoor Surveys $    819.61 

BMP9:  CII ULV Urinal Rebates $     299.93 

BMP5:  CII WBICs Direct Install $     385.80  Average $    661.28 

C‐E Analysis – things to think about

Traditional fixture rebate programs for both residential 
and CII are c‐e.

Opportunities exist due to lack of historic programs

18

There is considerable savings potential in landscape –
need to evaluate what type of approach would fit best.

Regional programs are generally more efficient  ($) and 
effective (reach)



C‐E: next steps

IF a DMM is not c‐e, can file a c‐e exemption

BUT

Still have to implement Foundationals

19

p

Still have to reduce by 20%

IF a DMM is  c‐e, need to address implementation

DMM Compliance Process

Cost
EffectivenessNo

No File Exemption Determine Base Use
Determine Target

Develop Plan

20

Assess
Compliance

Yes File
Documentation

Effectiveness
Analysis

No

Yes
Choose

Implementation 
Plan

Develop Plan

Quantify DMMs
Develop Plan

Develop Plan 
for each DMM

Compliance Plan
with Schedule

and Budget

Flex Track

Where we 
were

Where we need to be SOON

Where we are

DMM Compliance – Next Steps for Retail Agencies

1. Implement the Foundationals (or develop plan) 

2. Evaluate c‐e memos 

3. Use c‐e results to identify best programs, quantify costs and 
savings

21

savings 

4. Work with Valley District, identify regional opportunities, and 
develop commitments 

5. Develop implementation plan for SBX7 and DMM compliance

Questions on C‐E Evaluations

?
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?

Water Demand Growth Projections

In 2005 UWMPs, most agencies relied on SCAG data
IRWMP relied on 2005 UWMPs
For 2010 UWMPs recommend:

23

1. SCAG RTIP 2012 growth forecasts for 2008, 2020, and 2035 
Assumed Agency Water Demand Growth Rate
= (% in City A x annual rate City A) + (% in City B x annual rate City B)

AND

2. Demands from any large development projects in your 
service area

Schedule

K/J Works with Agencies to Develop Missing Data ‐ December 2010

Meeting 6 – January 2010 (growth projections/regional water supply)

K/J completes individual agency chapters ‐ February 2011

24

p g y p y

Chapters from Redlands, Yucaipa, and Riverside‐Highland Due – February 2011

K/J holds meetings with individual agencies – March 2011

K/J prepared Draft RUWMP – April 2011

Adoption of RUWMP by agencies – May 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – June 2011



Action Items

Retail Agency Action Items
DMMs
• Implement the Foundationals (or develop plan)
• Determine implementation resources
• Choose an implementation option (option should track with “20x2020 implementation 

plan)

25

p )
Provide any missing data
Provide contact information for developments in service area

Valley District 
Work with K/J to complete regional water supply outlook

K/J Action Items
Prepare water demand growth scenarios for each agency
Work with Valley District to complete regional water supply outlook





Public Meeting No. 6 
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Meeting Agenda 

Project: RUWMP for the San Bernardino 
Valley 

 Date: 
Time: 

January 26, 2011 
1:30 to 3:30 

Subject: Regional Urban Water Management 
Plan Meeting #6 

 Location: Valley District Board Room 

 
1. Update on Guidelines/Methodologies  

2. Regional Water Supply Outlook 

a. Water Quality Impacts on Supply Reliability 

3. Water Demand Calculations 

4. Public Outreach/Required Notices and Hearings 

5. Schedule 

6. Action Items 

7. Next Meeting 
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Meeting Memorandum No. 6      

Meeting Time: 1:30 PM to 3 PM Page: 1 of 5 
Meeting Location: Valley District Office Date: 17 December 2010 

Meeting Date: 8 December 2010 
K/J Job 

No.: 1089014.00 
Project: RUWMP San Bernardino Valley   

Persons Attending: 
Kennedy/Jenks  Client/Contractor  Other  Organization 

Meredith Clement  Mike Medina    City of Colton 
Ric Corona  Russ Handy    City of Loma Linda 
Dana Haasz (phone)  T. Jarb Thaipejr    City of Loma Linda 
  Chris Diggs    City of Redlands 
  Woody Hynes    City of Redlands 
  Greg Gage    City of San Bernardino 
  Ted Brunson    City of San Bernardino 
  Ron Buchwald    East Valley Water District 
  Don Hough    Riverside Highland Water 

Company 
  Bob Tincher    San Bernardino Valley MWD 
  Linda Jadeski     West Valley Water District 
  Amanda Kasten    West Valley Water District 
  Jack Nelson    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
  Jennifer Ares    Yucaipa Valley Water District 
       
       

Subject: 
Update on Guidebook, Regional Water Supply Outlook, Water Quality Impacts on Supply Reliability, Water 
Demand Calculations, Public Outreach, Notices and Hearings, Schedule 
 
Overview of Process 
1) So far the group has completed calculation of water use targets (using Target Methodology 1), 

prepared estimates of future demands, and prepared an estimate of future supplies. 
2) Major upcoming tasks: 

a) Agencies to determine how to meet water use targets 
b) Kennedy/Jenks to prepare individual agency chapters 
c) Agencies review individual agency chapters 
d) Public and agency outreach 

 
Update on Guidebook 
1) The Draft Guidebook was released December 21, 2010, a copy of this guidebook can be found 

here: www.water.ca.gov/urbanwatermanagement/docs/UWMP_ReviewDraft.pdf 
A copy has also been loaded to the RUWMP extranet site (under the “Other” category). 
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2) DWR will be sending out errata/addenda to the Draft Guidelines, specifically related to AB 1420 
and the relationship to DMMs, and the SBx7-7 implementation plan. 

3) The comment deadline for the Draft Guidebook will be extended until sometime after errata 
provided. 

4) One item described in the Draft Guidebook and during DWR webinars on the Draft Guidebook, is 
the need to include a map that displays both the service area boundary for an agency as well as 
the area actually served within that boundary.  Kennedy/Jenks has received from Valley District 
GIS data on the service area boundaries. The group had a discussion about what data might 
serve to show area actually served.  Potential resources include maps showing the actual 
distribution system.  Kennedy/Jenks would like to be provided GIS maps or maps of high enough 
quality to be digitized. 

 
Target Method 4 
1) Target Method 4 has undergone several iterations.  The early versions of Method 4 required data 

that the group did not collect.  So, this method was initially eliminated from further consideration.  
However, since that time, Method 4 has been drastically revised and preliminary calculations by 
K/J indicate that it may be a good option for City of San Bernardino, East Valley Water District, 
and West Valley Water District.   

2) DWR released a public draft of Method 4 on January 24, 2011 and held webinars on Method 4 on 
January 27 and January 28.  A recording of the January 28th webinar can be found here: 
www.water.ca.gov/calendar/materials/webinar_recording_01-28-11_10812.pdf   

3) Statewide workshops on Method 4 will be held in February 2011. 
4) A copy of DWR’s description of Method 4 can be found here: 

www.water.ca.gov/calendar/materials/provisional_method_4_1-24-11_10821.pdf 
A copy of this methodology has also has been loaded to the RUWMP extranet site (under the 
“Other” category). 

5) The Urban Water Use Target Under Method 4 is Baseline Daily GPCD less: 
a) Indoor Residential Water Savings (default is 15 GPCD) 
b) 20% savings on all unmetered uses 
c) 10% savings on Baseline CII (CII must be converted to GPCD) 
d) 21.6% savings on current landscape and water loss uses (must be expressed as GPCD) 
The following formula for calculating landscape and water loss uses is provided by DWR.   
Landscape and Water Loss Use = Base Daily Per Capita Water Use - Default Indoor Water Use (70 GPCD) 
- Baseline CII 

Regional Water Supply Outlook 
1) The Water Supply Outlook illustrates all the potential water supplies available in a given water 

year type (e.g., normal, single-dry, multi-dry).  Kennedy/Jenks prepared the Regional Water 
Supply Outlook based on water budget prepared for the IRWMP as revised by Valley District in 
2008.  A table displaying the draft Regional Water Supply Outlook is attached to these minutes.  
Demands by retailers were updated (using data prepared for the RUWMP) to calculate return 
flows.  Potential State Water Project supply was updated based on the 2009 State Water Project 
Reliability Report which assumes: 
a) Long-term SWP supplies 60% of Table A allocation 
b) Dry-Year Supplies assumed to be 7 - 11% of Table A allocation 
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c) Multiple-Dry Year assumed to be 32 - 34% of Table A allocation 
2) The Regional Water Supply Outlook does not currently contain any benefits associated with the 

water management strategy of storing water in wet years for later use during droughts (IRWMP).  
Storage would take place locally and could take place in other groundwater “banks”.    The 
modeling conducted for the IRWMP includes this management strategy.  Kennedy/Jenks will 
coordinate with Valley District and Geoscience (modeler) to add this benefit to the Regional Water 
Supply Outlook. 

3) Recycled water has been left out of the Regional Water Supply Outlook because it has to be 
accounted for as a local supply under SBx7-7. 

4) A comparison of the draft Regional Water Supplies vs draft Regional Demands has indicated that 
supplies are greater than demands for years 2010 to 2035 in a Normal Year, even without 
accounting for reductions that will occur under SBx7-7.  In a Single-Dry Year, a shortage of 10% 
could be experienced, but this could be “made-up” with conservation, recycled water, and stored 
water.  In a Multiple-Dry Year, shortage of up to 3% could be experienced, but not until year 2020; 
this could be “made-up” with conservation, recycled water, and stored water. 

 
Water Quality Impacts on Supply 
1) The UWMP Act requires that an UWMP discuss impacts of water quality on supply reliability.  

Water quality was the issue in the 2005 Castaic Lake Urban Water Management Plan litigation.  
The plaintiff’s argued that the Castaic plan failed to address the time needed to implement the 
treatment of contaminated water and failed to describe the reliability of the groundwater supply 
while the treatment project was being constructed.   

2) Identified water quality issues include: 
a) The Muscoy and Newmark plume.  In this plume contaminant practices are in place, 

extraction and treatment are underway.  The group agreed that, given the current data on 
this plume, no water supply impacts are anticipated related to this plume.   

b) The Norton Air Force Base plume.  Extraction and treatment of this plume has occurred and 
the treatment facility now operates in standby mode.  The group agreed, given the current 
data on this plume, that it is not expected to have water supply impacts.   

c) The Santa Fe plume.  The group had no particular information on this plume.  Valley District 
may have some data on this plume and will provide whatever data they have. 

d) The Redlands-Crafton plume.  Contaminant practices are in place, extraction and treatment is 
underway.  The group agreed, given the current data on this plume, that it is not 
expected to have water supply impacts. 

e) TDS in State Water.  Based on groundwater modeling in dry years the TDS in State Water 
could exceed levels that are typically acceptable to the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
for groundwater spreading during some times of the year in specific groundwater basins.  
Valley District to provide Kennedy/Jenks with the Cooperative Agreement with the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board regarding the use of SWP water for groundwater spreading. 

f) The group discussed the need to not discount the potential impacts of water quality.  Based 
on current conditions water quality is not anticipated to affect supply, BUT water quality issues 
are constantly evolving.  Water agencies will take action to protect supply and treat supply 
when needed, but it is well recognized that water quality treatment can have significant costs. 

 
Water Demand Growth Projections 
1) Draft water demand calculations 2010 to 2035 have been sent to agencies.  The water demand 
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calculations assumed growth in water demand consistent with population growth described in the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Improvement 
Plan.  SCAG provides a growth rate for each city and unincorporated San Bernardino County.  
Water demand estimates need to be enhanced with any specific information on upcoming 
developments (this data has been provided by East Valley Water District and West Valley Water 
District).   

 
Public Outreach/Public Notices 
1) Required to coordinate preparation of UWMP with other appropriate agencies in the area.   
2) Should encourage the active involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of 

the service area population. 
3) Required to notify any city or county where the supplier provides water that plan is being 

prepared/reviewed.  Must notify at least 60 days prior to public hearing. The group agreed that 
the preferred method to comply with this notification requirement would be to send letters 
to each land use entity letting them know that a plan is under preparation and to offer to 
meet with them to go over the UWMP.  Notification of any hearings on the UWMP will also be 
sent to the various cities and counties.  Kennedy/Jenks will prepare a draft letter to the land use 
entities that each entity can tailor for their use.  Copies of letters sent to land use entities should 
also be provided to Kennedy/Jenks.  If land use entities express a desire to be given more 
information on the RUWMP, the group will schedule a meeting to brief the interested agencies.  

4) Each agency is required to make plan available for public inspection and hold a hearing prior to 
adoption.  Each agency must provide notice of the hearing consistent with Section 6066 of 
Government Code (must publish notice of hearing once a week for two consecutive weeks in a 
newspaper of general circulation.  First notice must be 2 weeks before hearing).  Each agency 
should also follow their internal policies for public notice.  Kennedy/Jenks will prepare a draft 
public notice that each agency can tailor for their use.  Copies of public notices/newspaper proof 
sheets should be provided to Kennedy/Jenks.  

5) Finally, an agency is required to hold a hearing to get community input on the compliance water 
use target, their plan for complying with SBx7-7, and the economic impacts of plan for complying 
with SBx7-7.  This hearing can be combined with the hearing on the UWMP. 

6) A question was raised about the implications of not meeting the 20x2020 plan - specifically if an 
agency does not meet their demand reduction goals will they be ineligible for water related grants 
and loans or all state grants and loans?  Since the meeting Kennedy/Jenks researched this 
specific question. 

SBx7-7 section 10608.56 states “(a) On and after July 1, 2016, an urban retail water supplier is not 
eligible for a water grant or loan awarded or administered by the state unless the supplier complies with 
this part…(c) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), the department shall determine that an urban retail water 
supplier is eligible for a water grant or loan even though the supplier has not met the per capita 
reductions required pursuant to Section 10608.24, if the urban retail water supplier has submitted to the 
department for approval a schedule, financing plan, and budget, to be included in the grant or loan 
agreement, for achieving the per capita reductions.”  In addition, SBx7-7 section 1 states, “The bill, with 
certain exceptions, would provide that urban retail water suppliers, on and after July 1, 2016, and 
agricultural water suppliers, on and after July 1, 2013, are not eligible for state water grants or loans 
unless they comply with the water conservation requirements established by the bill.”  Therefore it 
appears that SBx7-7’s provisions affect only water-related grants and loans.   

In addition to the above language.  There has also been some discussion about the possibility of charging an 
agency that does not achieve a 20% reduction by 2020 with a “waste and unreasonable use” of water. 
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Schedule 
In order to submit the document by the required deadline, the following milestones must be met: 
1) K/J completes draft individual agency chapters – early March 2011 
2) Chapters from Redlands, Yucaipa, and Riverside-Highland Due – early March 2011 
3) K/J holds meetings with individual agencies – March 2011 
4) K/J prepared Draft RUWMP – April 2011 
5) Notification to cities/counties of UWMP update – April 2011 
6) Hearings/Adoption of RUWMP by agencies – June 2011 
7) Submit RUWMP to DWR – July 2011 
 
Action Items 
1) See the attached Action Items List. 
 
 
 
 
Distribution: Team  By:                Meredith Clement 
   Extranet  
   
                   



Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
San Bernardino Valley

Meeting 6
January 26, 2011

Agenda

Update on Guidelines/Methodologies 

Regional Water Supply Outlook

Water Quality Impacts on Supply Reliability

Water Demand Calculations

Public Outreach/Required Notices and Hearings

Schedule

Action Items

Next Meeting

Overview

Calculation of Water Use Targets 

Estimation of Future Demands

Estimation of Future Suppliespp

Agencies determine how to meet water use targets

Prepare individual agency chapters

Agencies review individual agency chapters

Public and agency outreach

Update on Guidebook

DWR will be sending out errata/addenda to the Draft 
Guidelines.
• AB 1420 and the relationship to DMMs, SBx7‐7 

implementation plan

4

implementation plan

Comment deadline for the Draft Guidebook will be 
extended until sometime after errata provided.

For SBx7‐7, maps of the service area need to show 
the service area boundary and the area actually 
served within that boundary

Update on Guidebook

Method 4
• DWR released a draft of Method 4 on January 24, 2011

• Target Method 4 Webinar January 25, 2011

W k h li i M h d 4 b h ld
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• Workshops to solicit comment on Method 4 to be held 
January 27 (10 am to noon at Met) and January 28 
(Sacramento)

Statewide workshops on the UWMP will start mid‐
February

Method 4

Method 4 may be a good option 

Urban Water Use Target under Method 4 is Baseline 
Daily GPCD less:
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– Indoor Residential Water Savings (default is 15 GPCD)

– 20 % savings on all unmetered uses (GPCD)

– 10 % savings on Baseline CII (GPCD)

– 21.6 % savings on current Landscape and Water Loss Uses (GPCD)

• But how do we calculate Landscape and Water Loss Uses?
– DWR provides this formula: Landscape and Water Loss =

Base Daily Per Capita Water Use – Default Indoor Water Use (70 gpcd) – Baseline CII



Regional Water Supply Outlook

Updated water budget prepared for IRWMP and 
revised by Valley District in 2008
• Updated to be UWMP format 

– In UWMP show total amount of supply potentially available in given

7

In UWMP show total amount of supply potentially available in given 
water year, not amount of supply used

• Updated demands by retailers to calculate return flows
• Updated SWP availability based on 2009 Reliability Report

– Long‐term SWP supplies assumed to be 60% of Table A allocation
– Dry Year Supplies assumed to be 7‐11% of Table A allocation
– Multiple‐Dry Year assumed to be 32‐34% of Table A allocation

Regional Water Supply Outlook

Supplies greater than demands 2010‐2035 in a Normal 
Year (even without accounting for 20x2020)

In Single‐Dry Year, shortage of up to 10% experienced
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• Could be “made‐up” with conservation, recycled water, 
SBBA credits

In Multiple‐Dry Year, shortage of up to 3% 
experienced, but not until year 2020
• Could be “made‐up” with conservation, recycled water, 
SBBA credits

Water Quality Impacts on Supply
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UWMP Act requires that UWMP discuss impacts of 
water quality on supply reliability

Water Quality was the issue in the CLWA UWMPWater Quality was the issue in the CLWA UWMP 
litigation.  Plaintiff’s argued CLWA Plan:

• failed to address the time needed to implement the 
available method for treating the contaminated water 

• failed to describe the reliability of the groundwater supply 

while the treatment project was being constructed

Water Quality Impacts on Supply
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Identified Water Quality Issues:

• Muscoy and Newmark Plume

l• Norton AFB Plume

• Santa Fe Plume

• Redlands‐Crafton Plume

• SWP TDS

Water Demand Calculations
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Draft water demand calculations 2010‐2035 sent to 
agencies

Based on SCAG Integrated Growth Forecastased on SCAG Integrated Growth Forecast

Water demand estimates do not include conservation

Need to enhance water demand estimates with any 
information on specific developments

Water Demand Calculations
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Water Agency
Annual 2008-2020      
SCAG Growth Rate

Annual 2021-2029              
SCAG Growth Rate

City of Colton 1 43% 1 13%City of Colton 1.43% 1.13%

City of Loma Linda 1.16% 1.21%

City of San Bernardino 0.90% 0.80%

East Valley Water District 0.97% 1.08%

West Valley Water District 0.80% 1%



Water Demand Calculations

13

Questions/Comments on Water Demand Calculations

??

Public Outreach/Public Notices

14

Required to coordinate preparation of plan with other 
appropriate agencies in the area.

Should encourage the active involvement of diverse Should encourage the active involvement of diverse 
social, cultural, and economic elements of the service 
area population.

Required to notify any city or county where the 
supplier provides water that plan is being 
prepared/reviewed.  Must notify at least 60 days prior 
to public hearing.

Public Outreach/Public Notices
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Required to make plan available for public inspection 
and hold a hearing prior to adoption. Must provide 
notice of the hearing consistent with Section 6066 of 
G C dGovernment Code.

• Must publish notice of hearing once a week for two 
consecutive weeks in a newspaper of general circulation.  
First notice must be 2 weeks before hearing.

Public Outreach/Public Notices
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Required to hold a hearing to get community input on:

• compliance water use target

• plan for complying with SBx7‐7plan for complying with SBx7 7

• economic impacts of plan for complying with SBx7‐7

• This hearing can be combined with the hearing on the 
UWMP

Schedule

Meeting 6 – January 2010 (growth projections/regional water supply)
K/J completes draft individual agency chapters – early March 2011
Chapters from Redlands, Yucaipa, and Riverside‐Highland Due – early March 
2011
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2011
K/J holds meetings with individual agencies – March 2011
K/J prepared Draft RUWMP – April 2011
Notification to cities/counties of UWMP update – April 2011
Hearings/Adoption of RUWMP by agencies – June 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – July 2011

Action Items

Agency Action Items
DMMs
• Implement the Foundationals (or develop plan)
• Determine implementation resources

Ch i l i i ( i h ld k i h “20 2020
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• Choose an implementation option (option should track with “20x2020 
implementation plan)

Provide any missing data
Service area maps
Provide contact information for developments in service area

K/J Action Items
Prepare draft chapters for agency review
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and County of San Bernardino Department of Public Works
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Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents

UWMP Act applies to all CA water suppliers with 3,000 or more 
service connections or selling at least 3,000 AFY (retail or 

2

wholesale)

Main focus: to identify gaps between supply and demand 
through time (20‐year analysis required)

UWMP must describe how demand will be met through time, in 
all hydrologic year types (normal, multiple dry, critical dry)

Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents (cont’d.)

Requires detailed description of all supply sources (imported, 
recycled, groundwater)

3

Water quality problems

Demand Management Measures (water conservation 
programs)

Water shortage contingency planning

Must update every five years, in years ending in 5 and 0 (such 
as 2010).

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

“Each urban water supplier shall coordinate the 

4

preparation of its plan with other appropriate 
agencies in the area, including other water suppliers 
that share a common source, water management 
agencies, and relevant public agencies, to the extent 
practical”

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

Other:

5

Must hold public hearing prior to adoption of UWMP

Must provide cities and counties in service area with 
copies of UWMP within 30 days of adoption

Requirements of an UWMP

Q&A/Discussion

6



New UWMP Requirements

New Law: SBX7‐7 (“20% x 2020”), reporting starts 
with 2010 UWMPs

l l “b li ” d d i
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Must calculate “baseline” water demand in GPCD

Must set GPCD targets for years 2015 and 2020

New UWMP Requirements

Other

SB 1087 (Florez) ‐ requires an UWMP to include 

8

projected water use for single‐family and multi‐family 
residential housing for lower income households as 
identified in the housing element of any city, county, 
or city and county in the service area of the supplier.  

New UWMP Requirements

Questions/Discussion

9

Estimate of Available Supplies

Available supplies include:

SBBA groundwater.  Available supply based on provisions of the Western 
Judgment and groundwater modeling.

10

Imported water.  Based on the Department of Water Resources 2009 State 
Water Project Reliability Report

Estimates of existing available supply:
• Normal Year – 63,000 AF (current), 74,700 AF (2035)
• Single Dry Year – 63,000 AF (current), 74,700 AF (2035)
• Multiple Dry Year – 63,000 AF (current), 74,700 AF (2035)

Future Supplies

Clean Water Factory:

Will treat water from the San Bernardino Water Reclamation 
Plant to standards acceptable for groundwater recharge

11

Will artificially recharge the SBBA.  

Up to 9,900 AF available in near‐term, up to 34,200 AF in 
future.

Projected Demands

Future demands based on existing demands, growing at a rate consistent 
with growth projected in SCAG 2012 Integrated Growth Forecast for the City 
of San Bernardino (~1% a year until 2020, ~0.8% after 2020)

In addition, water demands for known, near term developments were 
i l d d i dditi t “b k d” th
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included in addition to “background” growth.

Projected Demands w/o additional conservation – 52,200 AF (current), 
61,100 AF (2035)

Projected Demands w/ additional conservation – 47,000 AF (current), 
48,900 AF (2035)



Projected Demands – Low Income

Based on Draft Housing Element

Assumes ~61 percent all households qualify as very‐low (50% 
or less median state income) or low‐income (51‐80% of median 

13

state income)

Assumes 61% of all future Single‐Family and Multi‐Family 
demand from low income households.

Required Conservation

The 20x2020 law is nuanced:
Requires agencies to reduce gross water use in terms of GPCD
BUT allows a water agency to exclude any recycled water from the 
calculation
Recycled water use ‐ good way to comply.

14

Other required conservation includes:
• Conservation Coordinator
• Water Waste Prevention Ordinance
• Water Loss Control (audits)
• Metering with commodity rates
• Public Information Programs
• School Information Programs
• Consistency with WSS for New Development/2010 Green Building Standards

SBMWD’s Planned Conservation Actions

Development of Recycled Water System
Rebates/Discounts
• High Efficiency Toilets ‐ $85
• High Efficiency Clothes Washer ‐ $200
• High Efficiency Dishwasher ‐ $85

15

• High Efficiency Dishwasher ‐ $85
• Low Flow Showerhead ‐ $15
• Irrigation Controller – up to $85
• 10% discount on drought tolerant trees and shrubs 
• 20% discount on High Efficiency Sprinkler Nozzles

Residential and Commercial Indoor and Outdoor Water Audits
Water Smart Landscaping Classes and Qualified Water Efficient Landscaper 
Program
Public Outreach
Evaporative Cooler Repair Kits

Draft Results

Depending on rate at which recycled water is developed in the service area, 
SBMWD will need to show conservation of up to 20% by the year 2020 to be 
in compliance with the 20x2020 law

16

During the Planning Period (2010 to 2035) projected supplies are sufficient 
to meet anticipated demands, even during a single‐dry or multiple dry year.

Schedule

Draft RUWMP – May 2011

Review and Adoption of RUWMP – June 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – July 2011

d f l d l
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Provide copies of RUWMP to land use agencies – July 2011
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Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents

UWMP Act applies to all CA water suppliers with 3,000 or more 
service connections or selling at least 3,000 AFY (retail or 

2

wholesale)

Main focus: to identify gaps between supply and demand 
through time (20‐year analysis required)

UWMP must describe how demand will be met through time, in 
all hydrologic year types (normal, multiple dry, critical dry)

Requirements of an UWMP

Major Contents (cont’d.)

Requires detailed description of all supply sources (imported, 
recycled, groundwater)

3

Water quality problems

Demand Management Measures (water conservation 
programs)

Water shortage contingency planning

Must update every five years, in years ending in 5 and 0 (such 
as 2010).

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

“Each urban water supplier shall coordinate the 

4

preparation of its plan with other appropriate 
agencies in the area, including other water suppliers 
that share a common source, water management 
agencies, and relevant public agencies, to the extent 
practical”

Requirements of an UWMP

Required Coordination and Notification

Other:

5

Must hold public hearing prior to adoption of UWMP

Must provide cities and counties in service area with 
copies of UWMP within 30 days of adoption

New UWMP Requirements

New Law: SBX7‐7 (“20% x 2020”), reporting starts 
with 2010 UWMPs

l l “b li ” d d i
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Must calculate “baseline” water demand in GPCD

Must set GPCD targets for years 2015 and 2020



New UWMP Requirements

Other

SB 1087 (Florez) ‐ requires an UWMP to include 

7

projected water use for single‐family and multi‐family 
residential housing for lower income households as 
identified in the housing element of any city, county, 
or city and county in the service area of the supplier.  

Estimate of Available Supplies

Available supplies include:

SBBA groundwater.  Available supply based on provisions of the Western Judgment 
and groundwater modeling.

Imported water.  Based on the Department of Water Resources 2009 State Water 

8

p p
Project Reliability Report.

Santa Ana River.  Based on past hydrologic records.

Estimates of existing available supply:
• Normal Year – 37,400 AF (current), 62,400 AF (2035)
• Single Dry Year – 29,100 AF (current), 54,100 AF (2035)
• Multiple Dry Year – 34,100 AF (current), 59,100 AF (2035)

Future supplies of ~2,800 AFY through additional stock ownership in North Fork 
Mutual Water Company

Projected Demands

Future demands based on existing demands, growing at a rate consistent 
with growth projected in SCAG 2012 Integrated Growth Forecast for the City 
of Highland, City of San Bernardino, and unincorporated County (~1% a year 
until 2020, ~1.1% after 2020)

I dditi t d d f k t d l t f S i
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In addition, water demands for known, near term development of Sunrise 
Ranch was added to “background” growth.

Projected Demands w/o additional conservation – 25,500 AF (current), 
48,100 AF (2035)

Projected Demands w/ additional conservation – 23,000 AF (current), 
38,500 AF (2035)

Projected Demands – Low Income

Based on Draft Housing Element

Assumes ~45% all households qualify as very‐low (50% or less 
median state income) or low‐income (51‐80% of median state 

10

income) (40% HH of Highland, 61% HH of San Bernardino, 42% 
HH in unincorporated County)

Assumes 45% of all future Single‐Family and Multi‐Family water 
demand from low income households.

Required Conservation

The 20x2020 law:
Requires agencies to reduce gross water use in terms of GPCD
EVWD will need to reduce water use by approximately 20% by year 2020.

O h i d i i l d
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Other required conservation includes:
• Conservation Coordinator
• Water Waste Prevention Ordinance
• Water Loss Control (audits)
• Metering with commodity rates
• Public Information Programs
• School Information Programs
• Consistency with WSS for New Development/2010 Green Building Standards

Draft Results

During the Planning Period (2010 to 2035) projected supplies 
are sufficient to meet anticipated demands, even during a 
single‐dry or multiple dry year.  But without conservation, 

12

g y p y y ,
during a single‐dry year, there could be very little excess water.



Schedule

Draft RUWMP – May 2011

Review and Adoption of RUWMP – June 2011

Submit RUWMP to DWR – July 2011

d f l d l
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Provide copies of RUWMP to land use agencies – July 2011
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APPENDIX B 

FACTORS AFFECTING STATE WATER PROJECT SUPPLY 
 

Since the last round of Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) were prepared in 2005, the 
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has twice updated its State Water Project 
(SWP) Delivery Reliability Report.  In each of its updates, DWR has projected further reductions 
in average SWP water deliveries than were projected in 2005.  The 2009 Report is the most 
recent update, and identifies several emerging factors that have the potential to affect the 
availability and reliability of SWP supplies.  Although the 2009 Report presents an extremely 
conservative projection of SWP delivery reliability, particularly in light of events occurring since 
its release, it remains the best available information concerning the SWP.  Following is 
information and a brief summary of several factors identified in the 2009 Report having the 
potential to affect the availability and reliability of SWP supplies. 

 

New U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion for Delta Smelt and Related 
Litigation Matters 
SWP operations have been challenged in connection with potential impacts to the delta smelt, a 
small fish that resides only in the Delta and is protected under CESA and the ESA.  In February 
2005, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) issued a “no jeopardy” determination 
and biological opinion (B.O.) analyzing potential impacts to the delta smelt in connection with 
the long-term coordinated operations of the California State Water Project (SWP) and the federal 
Central Valley Project (CVP) through the year 2030.  The project/action evaluated in the B.O., 
formally known as the “Operations Criteria and Plan” (or OCAP), includes existing pumping 
operations, proposals to increase SWP pumping over the next 30-year period, and other proposed 
long-term operational changes.  In February 2005, several environmental groups filed suit in 
federal court against FWS and the Secretary of the Interior challenging the validity of the B.O. 
(Natural Resources Defense Council v. Kempthorne, USDC Case No. 05-CV-1207-OWW.) 

In May 2007, the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of California determined that the 
B.O. violated the requirements of the ESA.  In order that the SWP and CVP could continue to 
operate, the court established interim operating requirements for the Projects that would remain 
in place until a new B.O. was completed (the Interim Remedies)(December 14, 2007).  The 
Interim Remedies were based on various factors occurring in the Delta, such as prevailing 
hydrologic and flow conditions, and the distribution and spawning status of delta smelt.  For the 
2007-2008 water year, the Interim Remedies were reported to have reduced SWP supplies by 
approximately 500,000 acre-feet. 

On December 15, 2008, FWS issued its new B.O.  The B.O. concludes that the proposed long-
term coordinated CVP and SWP operations will “jeopardize” the delta smelt and “adversely 
modify” its critical habitat according to ESA standards.  Pursuant to the ESA, because the B.O. is 
a “jeopardy” opinion, FWS was required to formulate and adopt as part of the B.O. a 
“Reasonable and Prudent Alternative” (RPA) to the proposed action that FWS believes will not 
cause jeopardy to the delta smelt or adversely modify or destroy its critical habitat, and which 
can be implemented by Reclamation and DWR.  (16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(3)(A).)  The RPA adopted 
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as part of the B.O. imposed various new operating restrictions upon the CVP and SWP and has 
the potential to result in substantial water supply reductions from the Projects. 

Soon after the B.O. was issued, DWR published information estimating that in comparison to the 
level of SWP exports from the Delta previously authorized under State Water Resources Control 
Board (State Board) Decision 1641 (D-1641),1 the FWS B.O. could reduce those deliveries by 18 
to 29 percent during average and dry conditions, respectively.  As with the Interim Remedies, 
potential water supply restrictions under the new B.O. are dependent on highly variable factors 
such as hydrologic conditions affecting Delta water supplies, flow conditions in the Delta, 
migratory and reproductive patterns of delta smelt, and numerous other non-Project factors that 
impact the health and abundance of delta smelt and its critical habitat. 

Due to a number of alleged scientific and other deficiencies in the new FWS B.O., in early 2009 
the State Water Contractors, the San Luis and Delta-Mendota Water Authority and several 
individual State and Federal contractor water agencies filed legal challenges against the B.O., 
which were consolidated in the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of California.  (The 
Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases, Lead Case No. 1:09-CV-00407-OWW-GSA.)  Early on in the 
proceedings, several of the plaintiff water agencies and the federal defendants filed cross-
motions for summary judgment to determine whether a violation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) occurred in connection with federal defendants’ adoption and 
implementation of the NMFS B.O. and its RPA.  In a Memorandum Decision issued in 
November 2009, the court ruled that the moving plaintiffs were entitled to summary judgment on 
their claim that the federal defendants violated NEPA by failing to perform any NEPA analysis 
prior to adopting and implementing the new FWS B.O. and its RPA.  (The Consolidated Delta 
Smelt Cases, Doc. No. 399 at 46-47.) 

Separately, several of the plaintiffs filed a motion for preliminary injunction against the 
implementation of Component 2 (Action 3) of the RPA that proposed to restrict Delta exports 
during a particular timeframe in spring and summer months, depending on certain biological and 
environmental parameters.  In May 2010, the court issued its Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law Regarding Plaintiffs’ Request for Preliminary Injunction Against Implementation of RPA 
Component 2 (a/k/a Action 3).  In that decision, the court reconfirmed its earlier ruling that the 
federal defendants failed to examine the potential environmental and human consequences of the 
RPA actions adopted under the B.O. in violation of NEPA.  (Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases, 
Doc. No. 704 at 120-122.)  The court also ruled that the plaintiffs were likely to prevail on their 
claims that FWS violated the ESA and the federal Administrative Procedure Act (APA) in 
formulating and adopting RPA Component 2 without support of the best available science and 
without adequate explanation regarding its biological benefit to delta smelt.  (Id. at 123-125.) 

In the meantime, the parties also filed cross motions for summary judgment to obtain a final 
ruling in the cases.  Those motions were argued in early July 2010.  In December 2010, the court 
issued a memorandum decision that invalidated the B.O. and RPA in several respects and 
remanded the matter to FWS.  Further proceedings are expected to address interim operations of 
the SWP and CVP.  

                                                 
1 See additional discussion below regarding SWP exports as authorized under D-1641. 



Appendix B 
 

2010 San Bernardino Valley Regional Urban Water Management Plan Page B-3 

Because delta smelt are also protected under the California ESA, the SWP and CVP are required 
to obtain take authorization from the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG).  In July 
2009, DFG issued a “consistency determination” pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 
2080.1.  That determination provides that operations of the SWP and CVP are in compliance 
with CESA so long as those operations occur in accordance with the FWS delta smelt B.O. and 
RPA.  Because the consistency determination posed a risk that the SWP could remain bound to 
the terms of the RPA even if the FWS B.O. was eventually overturned by a federal court, DFG’s 
decision was challenged in state court by the State Water Contractors and the Kern County 
Water Agency.  (State Water Contractors v. California Department of Fish and Game, et al., 
Kern County Superior Court Case No. S-1500-CV-2680742; Kern County Water Agency v. 
Department of Fish and Game, et al., Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 34-2010-
80000450.)  The challenges assert, among other things, that DFG’s consistency determination is 
invalid because it relies upon and seeks to enforce restrictions established under the new FWS 
B.O. that are alleged under The Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases to be invalid and unenforceable.  
The case is currently stayed by stipulation of the parties, pending the outcome of The 
Consolidated Delta Smelt Cases.   

These litigation matters challenging the validity of the FWS B.O. and the DFG consistency 
determination give rise to the possibility that the restrictions on SWP exports could be relaxed 
and that SWP exports may return to the levels allowed by the Interim Remedies (above) or State 
Board Decision D-16413 pending issuance of a new B.O. and/or the implementation of the Bay-
Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP).  As an additional factor, by letter dated May 3, 2010, the 
federal Secretaries of the Department of Interior and the Department of Commerce have 
announced a joint initiative to develop a single integrated B.O. for the Delta and related water 
operations of the CVP and SWP.4  The timing, nature and extent of the regulatory measures to be 
contained in any such B.O., and whether those measures would be legally challenged or upheld, 
cannot be predicted with any degree of certainty at this time. 

New National Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion Salmon/Anadromous 
Species and Related Litigation Matters 
SWP operations have also been challenged in connection with potential impacts to anadromous 
species in the San Francisco Bay-Delta estuary.  In October 2004, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) issued a “no jeopardy” determination and B.O. analyzing potential impacts to 
federally listed winter-run and spring-run salmon and steelhead trout related to the long-term 
coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP through the year 2030.  As with the 2005 FWS B.O. 
and Kempthorne case discussed above, OCAP was the project/action evaluated in the 2004 

                                                 
2 In June 2010, the case was transferred to Sacramento, California, where it is now referenced as State Water 
Contractors v. California Department of Fish and Game, et al., Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 34-
2010-80000552. 
3 D-1641 implements the objectives of the 1995 Bay-Delta Plan and imposes flow and water quality objectives to 
assure protection of beneficial uses in the Delta.  The requirements of D-1641 address, among other things, 
standards for fish and wildlife protection, municipal and industrial water quality, agricultural water quality, and 
salinity.  D-1641 imposed a new operating regime for the Delta, including measures such as X2, an export/inflow 
ratio, and the Vernalis Adaptive Management Program (VAMP).  The standards under D-1641 are accomplished 
through requirements and conditions imposed on the water right permits for the SWP, the CVP and others.  (See, 
California Water Plan Update 2009, Regional Reports Volume 3, Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta at DB-6.) 
4 http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/upload/Roy.pdf 
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NMFS B.O., which included the Projects’ existing Delta pumping operations, proposals to 
increase SWP pumping by 20 percent over the long term, and other operational changes.  In 
August 2005, several environmental groups filed suit in federal court against NMFS and the 
Secretary of Commerce challenging the validity of the B.O.  (Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen’s Associations, et al. v. Gutierrez, et al., Case No. 1:06-CV-00245-OWW-GSA.) 

In April 2008, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California issued its 
decision invalidating the NMFS B.O. for failing to comply with the requirements of the federal 
ESA.  As with the Kempthorne case (above), the court did not vacate the B.O., meaning that 
SWP and CVP operations were authorized to continue pending the preparation of a new B.O. 
and any interim remedies imposed by the court.  Remedy proceedings were held similar to those 
conduced in the Kempthorne case discussed above and, in separate Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law issued in July and October 2008, Judge Wanger determined that additional 
water supply restrictions beyond those required in Kempthorne (i.e., the Interim Remedies for 
delta smelt) were not required at that time for the anadromous species. 

On June 4, 2009, NMFS issued a new B.O. regarding the effects of SWP and CVP operations on 
listed winter and spring-run salmon, steelhead trout, green sturgeon, and southern resident killer 
whales.  Like the new FWS B.O. discussed above, the NMFS B.O. concludes that the proposed 
long-term coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP will jeopardize the species and adversely 
modify the critical habitats of most of those species.  Pursuant to the ESA, because the B.O. is a 
“jeopardy” opinion, NMFS was required to formulate and adopt a Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative (RPA) to the proposed action that NMFS believed would not cause jeopardy to the 
species or adversely modify or destroy their critical habitats, and which can be implemented by 
Reclamation and DWR.  (16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(3)(A).)  The RPA adopted by NMFS imposed 
various new operating restrictions upon the CVP and SWP which have the potential to result in 
substantial reductions in water supply from the Projects. 

NMFS calculated that its new B.O. has the potential to reduce SWP deliveries from the Delta by 
7 percent in addition to the potential reductions under the new FWS B.O. for delta smelt (above).  
DWR has estimated that average annual reductions to SWP deliveries could be closer to 10 
percent beyond the restrictions imposed under the FWS B.O. (thus, a total of 28 to 39 percent 
during average and dry conditions, respectively, in comparison to SWP exports authorized under 
D-1641).  As with the FWS B.O., potential water supply restrictions under the NMFS B.O. are 
dependent on several variable factors, such as hydrologic conditions in the Delta region, 
migratory and reproductive patterns of protected salmonid species, and other non-Project factors 
that impact the health and abundance of the species and their habitats. 

In June 2009, numerous legal challenges were filed against the new NMFS B.O. and 
consolidated in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California alleging, 
among other things, that the operating restrictions set forth in the B.O. are in violation of the 
federal ESA, the federal APA, and other laws.  (The Consolidated Salmonid Cases, Lead Case 
No. 1:09-CV-1053-OWW-DLB.)  Early in the proceedings, several of the plaintiff water 
agencies and the federal defendants filed cross-motions for summary judgment to determine 
whether a NEPA violation occurred in connection with federal defendants’ adoption and 
implementation of the NMFS B.O. and its RPA.  The court heard oral argument on the motions 
in February 2010, and took the matter under submission. 
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Separately, in January 2010, several of the plaintiff water agencies filed applications for a 
temporary restraining order and motions for preliminary injunction regarding the implementation 
of RPA Actions IV.2.1 and IV.2.3, which are designed to restrict Delta exports during a 
particular timeframe in spring and summer months, depending on certain biological and 
environmental parameters.  In February 2010, the court issued its Memorandum Decision and 
Order Re Plaintiffs’ Motion for Temporary Restraining Order.  The decision found that federal 
defendants violated NEPA by failing to consider the potential human and environmental impacts 
caused by implementation of the RPA Actions, and that a temporary injunction against RPA 
Action IV.2.3 would not cause jeopardy to the species, whereas a failure to enjoin the Action 
would cause irreparable water supply impacts to the plaintiffs.  (The Consolidated Salmonid 
Cases, Doc. No. 202 at 20-22.)  In subsequent rulings issued in March 2010, the court ordered 
that plaintiffs were entitled to summary judgment on their claims that federal defendants violated 
NEPA by failing to prepare any NEPA documentation in the adoption and implementation of the 
NMFS B.O. and its RPA.  (The Consolidated Salmonid Cases, Doc. Nos. 266 and 288 at 3.) 

Plaintiffs’ motions for a preliminary injunction were heard in April and May 2010, and in May 
2010 the court issued Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Re Plaintiffs’ Request for 
Preliminary Injunction.  In that decision, the court reconfirmed its previous ruling that federal 
defendants violated NEPA by failing to undertake an analysis of whether the RPA Actions 
adopted by NMFS under its new B.O. would adversely impact humans and the human 
environment.  (The Consolidated Salmonid Cases, Doc. No. 347 at 129-130, 138.)  Further, the 
court ruled that the plaintiff water agencies had a substantial likelihood of being able to show 
that the federal defendants violated the ESA and the APA by failing to adequately justify, 
through generally recognized scientific principles, the precise flow prescriptions imposed by 
RPA Actions IV.2.1 and IV.2.3.  (Id. at 130, 133-134.)5 

Following its May 18th ruling, the court conducted further proceedings and accepted additional 
evidence to address the proposed injunction and whether the relief requested by the plaintiffs 
would adversely affect the species (namely, Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon and 
Central Valley steelhead).  Based on those proceedings, in June 2010, the court issued 
Supplemental Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Re Plaintiffs’ Request for Preliminary 
Injunction.  (The Consolidated Salmonid Cases, Doc. No. 380.)  The Supplemental Findings 
noted that if RPA Actions IV.2.1 and IV.2.3 were enjoined through June 15, 2010, the FWS B.O. 
for delta smelt (above) would control Project operations between May 26th and June 15th, unless 
those restrictions were also enjoined, in which case Project operations would be controlled by D-
1641.6  (Doc. No. 380 at 12.)  Accordingly, the court granted an injunction against RPA Actions 

                                                 
5 RPA Action IV.2.1 limits combined water exports by the CVP and SWP based on San Joaquin River flows as 
measured at Vernalis.  (NMFS B.O. at 642.)  When flows at Vernalis range from 0 to 6,000 cfs, Action IV.2.1 limits 
combined CVP and SWP exports to 1,500 cfs.  (NMFS B.O. at 642.)  When flows at Vernalis range from 6,000 to 
21,750 cfs, Action IV.2.1 imposes an inflow to combined CVP and SWP exports ratio of 4:1.  (NMFS B.O. at 642.)  
The pumping restrictions associated with Action IV.2.1 terminate May 31st.  (NMFS B.O. at 641-642.)  RPA Action 
IV.2.3 limits Old and Middle River (OMR) flows to no more negative than -2,500 cfs between January 1 and June 
15, or until the average daily water temperature at Mossdale is greater than 72 degrees Fahrenheit for seven 
consecutive days, whichever occurs first.  (NMFS B.O. at 648-650.) 
6 Among other things, D-1641 limits Project exports to a combined total of not more than 35 percent of total Delta 
inflow and further limits Project operations to ensure that certain water quality standards are met as measured by the 
location of the isohaline condition referred to as spring X2.  (See The Consolidated Salmonid Cases, Doc. No. 380 at 
12-14.) 
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IV.2.1 and IV.2.3 and authorized Project operations in accordance with D-1641, provided that 
export pumping could be reduced on shortened notice upon a showing of jeopardy to the species 
or adverse modification of its critical habitat.  (Id. at 17-18.) 

In August and November 2010, the parties also filed motions for summary judgment to obtain a 
final ruling in the cases.  Those motions were argued on December 16 and 17, 2010, and the 
court is expected to issue a memorandum decision on the motions.   

Because the salmon species covered by the new NMFS B.O. are also protected under CESA, the 
SWP and CVP are required to obtain take authorization from DFG.  In September 2009, DFG 
issued a “consistency determination” pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2080.1.  That 
determination provides that operations of the SWP and CVP are in compliance with CESA so 
long as those operations occur in accordance with the RPA set forth in the NMFS B.O.  Because 
the consistency determination posed a risk that the SWP could remain bound to the terms of the 
RPA even if the NMFS B.O. was eventually overturned by a federal court, DFG’s decision was 
challenged in state court by the State Water Contractors and the Kern County Water Agency.  
(State Water Contractors v. California Department of Fish and Game, et al., Kern County 
Superior Court Case No. S-1500-CV-268497.)7  The challenge asserts, among other things, that 
DFG’s consistency determination is invalid because it relies upon and seeks to enforce 
restrictions established under the NMFS B.O. that are alleged under The Consolidated Salmon 
Cases to be invalid and unenforceable.  As described above, the Federal District Court for the 
Eastern District of California has ruled that plaintiffs have a strong likelihood of being able to 
show that portions of the NMFS B.O. fail to comply with the ESA and the APA, and has 
enjoined implementation of several RPA Actions.  Because the court’s ruling effectively 
modified aspects of the NMFS B.O. for 2010, DWR requested that DFG make a determination 
that the NMFS B.O., as modified by the court, remained consistent with the provisions of CESA.  
In May 2010, DFG issued a new consistency determination, finding the court-modified NMFS 
B.O. consistent with CESA.  In June 2010, an amended complaint was filed against the May 24th 
consistency determination.  By stipulation of the parties, the case is currently stayed pending the 
outcome of The Consolidated Salmonid Cases.  

The current legal challenges regarding the validity of the new NMFS B.O. and the DFG 
consistency determination give rise to the possibility that the restrictions on SWP exports could 
be relaxed and that SWP exports may return to the higher levels allowed by the Interim 
Remedies decision in Kempthorne (above) or D-1641 pending the issuance of a new B.O. and/or 
implementation of the BDCP.  Furthermore, as noted above, in May 2010 the Department of 
Interior and the Department of Commerce announced a joint initiative to develop a single, 
integrated B.O. for the coordinated operations of the CVP and SWP in the Delta.8  The timing, 
nature, and extent of the regulatory measures to be contained that B.O., and whether those 
measures would be legally challenged or upheld, cannot be predicted with any degree of 
certainty at this time. 

                                                 
7 In June 2010, the case was transferred to Sacramento, California, where it is now referenced as State Water 
Contractors v. California Department of Fish and Game, et al., Sacramento County Superior Court Case No. 34-
2010-80000560. 
8 http://www.doi.gov/news/pressreleases/upload/Roy.pdf 
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Watershed Enforcers v. California Department of Water Resources 
Another litigation matter concerning SWP operations is Watershed Enforcers v. Cal. Dept. of 
Water Resources (2010) 185 Cal. App. 4th 969 (Alameda County Superior Court Case No. 
RG06292124).  In that case, a plaintiffs group filed suit against DWR alleging the SWP was 
being operated without “take authorization” under CESA.  The case was heard by the Alameda 
County Superior Court in November 2006 and, in April 2007, the court ordered DWR to cease 
and desist further operations of the Harvey O. Banks pumping plant facilities of the SWP unless 
DWR obtained proper authorization from DFG for the take of delta smelt and salmon species 
listed under CESA.  The trial court decision was appealed by DWR and several water agency 
parties and the court’s order was stayed pending the appeal, meaning that DWR was not required 
to cease its operations of the Banks facilities. 

 
As discussed above, the new FWS and NMFS B.O.s were issued while the Watershed Enforcers 
case was pending on appeal.  Based on those new B.O.s, DFG issued consistency determinations 
and take authorization for the SWP under CESA with respect to delta smelt and the listed 
anadromous species.  (Also discussed above, those consistency determinations have been 
challenged in state court.)  Thereafter, in September 2009, DWR and one of the water agency 
parties dismissed their appeals in the Watershed Enforcers case.  The case remained active in 
2009-2010, however, for purposes of resolving the discrete legal issue raised by the remaining 
water agency parties as to whether DWR is the type of entity that is subject to the take 
prohibitions under CESA.  In a June 2010 decision, the First District Court of Appeal affirmed 
the trial court decision in all respects, including the determination that DWR qualifies as a 
“person” within the meaning of CESA, which means that DWR is subject to CESA’s permitting 
requirements.  (Watershed Enforcers v. Department of Water Resources (2010) 185 Cal. App. 
4th 969, 973.) 

 

California Department of Fish and Game Incidental Take Permit for Longfin Smelt 
and Related Litigation Matters 
Regulatory actions related to longfin smelt also have the potential to affect the availability and 
reliability of SWP supplies.  In February 2008, the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission) approved a petition to list the longfin smelt as a “candidate” species under CESA.  
Under CESA, once a species is granted candidate status, it is entitled to protections until the 
Commission determines whether to list the species as threatened or endangered.  To afford such 
interim protection, in February 2008, the Commission adopted the first in a series of emergency 
take regulations that authorized the CVP and SWP to take longfin smelt, yet established certain 
operating restrictions on Project exports from the Delta in an effort to protect the species.  The 
emergency regulations were proposed to remain in effect until February 2009, at which time the 
Commission was required to decide whether to list the longfin as a threatened or endangered 
species.  Initially, the Commission’s take regulation imposed the same Delta export restrictions 
that were established in the Kempthorne case (i.e., the Interim Remedies discussed above).  In 
November 2008, however, the Commission revised its emergency regulations in a manner that 
threatened to impose export restrictions beyond those established for delta smelt.  According to 
information published by DWR, the Commission’s 2008-2009 revised emergency take 
regulations had the potential to reduce SWP supplies in the January to February 2009 period by 
up to approximately 300,000 acre-feet under a worst-case scenario.  Under other scenarios, 
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however, the SWP delivery reductions were expected to be no greater than those imposed under 
the new FWS B.O. for delta smelt.  In December 2008, several water agency interests filed suit 
against the Commission’s revised take regulation, alleging it violated CESA. 

 
In March 2009, the Commission determined that the listing of longfin smelt as a “threatened” 
species was warranted under CESA.  CESA sets forth a general prohibition against the take of a 
threatened species except as otherwise authorized by statute.  One such authorization is provided 
by California Fish and Game Code section 2081, wherein DFG may authorize the incidental 
taking of a threatened species in connection with an otherwise lawful activity through the 
issuance of a permit.  In February 2009, in advance of an official listing of the species as 
threatened, DFG issued Incidental Take Permit No. 2081-2009-001-03 (Permit) to DWR which 
imposes terms and conditions on the ongoing and long-term operation of SWP facilities in the 
Delta for the protection of longfin smelt.  The operating restrictions under the Permit are based in 
large part on the restrictions imposed on the SWP by the new FWS B.O. for delta smelt (see 
above). 

 
In June 2009, the Commission officially listed longfin smelt as a threatened species under CESA.  
As with the FWS B.O., potential water supply restrictions under the Permit are dependent on 
several variable factors, such as hydrologic conditions in the Delta region, migratory and 
reproductive patterns of longfin smelt, and other non-Project factors affecting longfin smelt 
abundance in the Delta.  DWR has not indicated whether any particular reductions in SWP 
exports are likely to result from the Permit.  As noted above, however, DWR has estimated that 
the restrictions imposed by the FWS B.O. and RPA for delta smelt could reduce SWP deliveries 
between 18 and 29 percent in comparison to Project deliveries authorized under D-1641.  In 
March 2009, due to a number of alleged scientific and other deficiencies in the Permit, the State 
Water Contractors challenged the Permit in Sacramento County Superior Court.  (State Water 
Contractors v. California Dept. of Fish and Game, et al., Sac. Sup. Ct. Case No. 34-2009-
80000203.)  That case puts DFG’s ability to enforce the Permit into question.  
 

California Drought Conditions 
On June 4, 2008, the Governor of California proclaimed a statewide drought due to record-low 
rainfall in Spring 2008 and court-ordered restrictions on Delta exports as discussed above.  
(Executive Order S-06-08.)  Soon thereafter, the Governor proclaimed a state of drought 
emergency to exist within the Counties of Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, 
Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern.  (Proclamation dated June 12, 2008.)  On February 27, 2009, the 
Governor declared a statewide water supply emergency to combat California’s third consecutive 
year of drought conditions, evidenced by low reservoir storage and estimated snowpack water 
content at that time.  (Proclamation dated February 27, 2009.) 

 
Since then, statewide hydrologic conditions have improved, although the State’s water supply 
emergency declaration has not been lifted.  In March 2010, DWR announced that both manual 
and electronic readings indicate that the water content in California’s mountain snowpack was 
107 percent of normal and stated that the “readings boost our hope that we will be able to 
increase the State Water Project allocation by this spring to deliver more water to our cities and 
farms.”  Among these readings, DWR reported that electronic sensor readings showed northern 
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Sierra snow water equivalents at 126 percent of normal for that date, central Sierra at 93 percent, 
and southern Sierra at 109 percent.9  As of January 2011, DWR reported snow water equivalents 
for the northern Sierra at 164 percent of normal, 186 percent of normal for the central Sierra, and 
260 percent for the southern Sierra.10  According to DWR’s California Data Exchange Center, 
hydrologic conditions in California as of December 1, 2010 were as follows:  statewide 
precipitation was 155 percent of average; statewide runoff was 115 percent of average; and key 
historical average statewide reservoir storage was at 105 percent, with two of the state’s largest 
reservoirs, Lake Shasta (CVP) and Lake Oroville (SWP), respectively storing 116 percent and 75 
percent of their historical averages.11 
 

Development of Delta Plan and Delta Flow Criteria Pursuant to New State Laws 
In November 2009, the California Legislature enacted SBX7-1 as one of several bills passed as 
part of a comprehensive water package related to water supply reliability, ecosystem health, and 
the Delta.  SBX7-1 became effective on February 3, 2010 and adds Division 35 to the California 
Water Code (commencing with Section 85300), referred to as the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta 
Reform Act of 2009 (Act).  Among other things, the Act creates the Delta Stewardship Council 
(Council) as an independent agency of the state.  (Wat. Code § 85200.)  SBX7-1 also amends the 
California Public Resources Code to specify changes to the Delta Protection Commission and to 
create the Delta Conservancy.  (Pub. Res. Code §§ 29702-29780.)  The Act directs the Council to 
develop a comprehensive management plan for the Delta by January 1, 2012 (Delta Plan) and to 
first develop an Interim Plan that includes recommendations for early actions, projects, and 
programs for the Delta.  (See generally, Second Draft Interim Plan, Prepared for Consideration 
by the Delta Stewardship Council at 1.) 

 
In addition to these and other requirements, SBX7-1 requires the State Board to use the best 
available scientific information to develop flow criteria for the Delta ecosystem necessary to 
protect public trust resources, including fish, wildlife, recreation and scenic enjoyment.  
Similarly, DFG is required to identify quantifiable biological objectives and flow criteria for 
species of concern in the Delta.  In August 2010, the State Board adopted Resolution No. 2010-
0039 approving its report entitled “Development of Flow Criteria for the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta Ecosystem” (Flow Criteria).  The State Board report concludes that substantially 
higher flows are needed through the Delta than in have occurred in previous decades in order to 
benefit zooplankton and various fish species.  (Flow Criteria at 5-8.)  Separately, in September 
2010, DFG issued a draft report entitled “Quantifiable Biological Objectives and Flow Criteria 
for Aquatic and Terrestrial Species of Concern Dependent on the Delta” (DFG Report).  The 
DFG Report is based on similar biological objectives and recommends Delta flows similar to 
those set forth in the State Board’s Flow Criteria.  (DFG Report at 13.)  Notably, both the State 
Board and DFG recognize that their recommended flow criteria for the Delta do not balance the 
public interest or the need to provide an adequate and reliable water supply.  (Flow Criteria at 4; 
DFG Report at 16.)  Also of importance, both the State Board and DFG acknowledge that their 
recommended flow criteria do not have any regulatory or adjudicatory effect; however, they may 
be used to inform the Council as it prepares the Delta Plan, and may be considered as the Bay 

                                                 
9 http://www.water.ca.gov/news/newsreleases/2010/030310snow.pdf 
10 http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/snow/DLYSWEQ 
11 http://cdec.water.ca.gov/cgi-progs/reports/EXECSUM 
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Delta Conservation Plan (BDCP) process moves forward.  (Flow Criteria at 3, 10; DFG Report at 
ES-4.) 

 

DWR’s Final 2009 SWP Delivery Reliability Report 
DWR continues to evaluate the issues affecting SWP exports from the Delta and how those 
issues may affect the long-term availability and reliability of SWP deliveries to the SWP 
Contractors.  In September 2010, DWR released its Final 2009 SWP Delivery Reliability Report 
(DWR Report), which forecasts additional reductions to SWP supplies in comparison to the 2007 
Report.  According to DWR, the long-term average delivery of contractual SWP Table A supply 
is projected to be 60 percent under current and future conditions over the 20-year projection.  
(DWR Report at 43, 48, Tables 6.3 and 6.12.)  Within that long-term average, SWP Table A 
deliveries can range from 7 percent (single dry year) to 68 percent (single wet year) of 
contractual amounts under current conditions, and from 11 percent (single dry year) to 97 
percent (single wet year) under future conditions.  (Id. at 43-44, 49, Tables 6.4, 6.5, 6.13 and 
6.14.)  Contractual amounts are projected to range from 32 to 38 percent during multiple-dry 
year periods, and from 79 to 93 percent during multiple wet periods.  (Id. at 49, Tables 6.13 and 
6.14.) 

 
To ensure a conservative analysis, the DWR Report expressly assumes and accounts for the 
institutional, environmental, regulatory, and legal factors affecting SWP supplies, including but 
not limited to:  water quality constraints, fishery protections, other D-1641 requirements, and the 
operational limitations imposed by the FWS and NMFS B.O.s that are discussed above.  The 
DWR Report also considers the potential effects of Delta levee failures and other seismic or 
flood events.  (See, e.g., DWR Report at 19-24, 25-28, 29-35, Appendices A, A-1, A-2, B.)  
Notably, the DWR Report assumes that all of these restrictions and limitations will remain in 
place over the next 20-year period and that no actions to improve the Delta will occur, even 
though numerous legal challenges, various Delta restoration processes, and new legal 
requirements for Delta improvements are currently underway (i.e., BDCP, Delta Vision, Delta 
Plan, etc.).  Finally, DWR’s long-term SWP delivery reliability analyses incorporate assumptions 
that are intended to account for potential supply shortfalls related to global climate change.  (See, 
e.g., DWR Report at 19, 29-30, Appendices A-B.)  Based on these and other factors, the DWR 
Report presents an extremely conservative projection of SWP delivery reliability. 

 

Conclusion 
DWR’s most recently published SWP Delivery Reliability Report (September 2010) 
demonstrates that the projected long-term average delivery amounts of contractual SWP Table A 
supplies have decreased in comparison to previous estimates.  However, as noted, the projections 
developed by DWR are predicated on extremely conservative assumptions, which make the 
projections useful from a long-range urban water supply planning perspective.12  Indeed, recent 
rulings in various legal actions and other factors described above, among others, support higher 
estimates of average annual SWP deliveries than projected in DWR’s 2009 Report.  While this 

                                                 
12 See, e.g., Sonoma County Water Coalition v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2010) 189 Cal.App.4th 33; 
Watsonville Pilots Association v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059; Vineyard Area Citizens for 
Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412. 
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may lead DWR to increase its projections in its next scheduled Report, the 2009 Report remains 
the best available information concerning the long-term delivery reliability of SWP supplies. 
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