BORREGO VALLEY GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY

ANNUAL
GROUNDWATER EXTRACATION STATEMENT
Contact: Telephone:
Well Operator: Email:
Address: Usage/Acreage:
City, State, Zip: Please check box if your well{s} is/are used for domestic purposes

(human or ammal consumphon) and delineate which well(s) by
highlighting, circling, or "*" - noting which well (if more than 1)

Please carefully fill out the fields {1 - 10}in this farm. You have well(s) within the Borrega Springs Subbasin. The Borego Valley GSA requires
that this form be completed, signed and submitted by each well owner andfor operator within 45 days of the due date. If this completed form
and required payment is not received by the due date, Ordinance requires that the Bomego Valley GSA charge you interest at X% per month,
as well as a late penalty assessed at X% per month.

State Well Number Flow Meter Readings

_ N W Current - Previous = Difference xMult = Extraction (Units)

Galions

Acre-feet

** PLEASE GALCULATE ACRE-FEET (AF) TO THE 3rd DECIMAL PLACE **
If you get 50.0012 AF, comrect entry = 50,002 AF

Annual Pumping Allocation Extraction Charge

Baseline Pumping Allocation AF —  AF x$X.00/AF =3

Pumping Allocation ______ % Reduction Interest 1.5% x Months: + 3

Available Pumping Allocation AF Late Penalty: +$
Actual Groundwater Extraction —AF Overpumping Surcharge: +$%

(see rate breakdown below)
TOTAL AMOUNT ENCL.OSED = §

Overpumping Surcharge Rates
AF@$X=$%

Payment must be received within 45 days of the date the Annual Statement is Issued by Borrego Valley
GSA to avoid late penalties and interest.

| DECLARE under penailties of perjury that this groundwater extraction statement has been examined by
me, and to the best of my knowledge and belief 1s a true, correct and complete statement.

Print Name: Date:

Signature:

THIS STATEMENT IS NOT COMPLETE UNLESS ALL QUESTIONS ARE ANSWERED AND SIGNATURE PROVIDED.
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APPENDIX F
Baseline Pumping Allocation Methodology

The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) includes a baseline pumping allocation for each
identified non-de minimis groundwater user in the Borrego Springs Subbasin (Subbasin). The
“baseline pumping allocation” is defined as the amount of groundwater each pumper in the
Subbasin is allocated prior to SGMA-mandated reductions. It is further defined as the verified
maximum annual production, in acre-feet per year (AFY), for each well owner over the baseline
pumping period. The baseline pumping period is the 5-year period from January 1, 2010 through
December 31, 2014. This was to consider water use that was being used prior to SGMA taking
effect on January 1, 2015 (California Water Code 10720.5(a)).

The County of San Diego (County) sent letters via U.S. Mail to each non-de minimis pumper in
January 2018, July 2018, and January 2019 with a request to provide the Groundwater Sustainability
Agency (GSA) any historical groundwater production data or other information to help the GSA
develop the baseline pumping allocation. Any data provided by pumpers was agreed to be kept
confidential by the GSA to the maximum extent allowed by law including but not limited to
Govermnment Code 6254. Identified non-de minimis pumpers included one municipal pumper
(Borrego Water District), 30 agricultural pumpers, 6 golf courses, and 4 other pumpers (Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park, Borrego Air Ranch Water Company, Borrego Springs Elementary School, and La
Casa Del Zoro Resort and Spa [Figure F-1]. In cases where the GSA could validate submitted
historical groundwater data, the GSA used the data to develop the baseline pumping allocation.

After the GSA reviewed data submitted from pumpers, baseline pumping allocations utilizing
validated historical production data were determined for Borrego Water District, Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park (Palm Canyon), and one agricultural pumper., The GSA further determined for the
Borrego Air Ranch Water Company (provides water to individual residences) that the baseline
pumping allocation would be estimated based on a demand of 0.5 acre-feet per year for each
residential unit. For all other pumpers, the GSA developed a water-use estimate approach
(Evapotranspiration Method} discussed below. The County sent letters via U.S. Mail to each non-
de minimis pumper in March 2019 to provide individual baseline pumping ailocations. The baseline
pumping allocations are summarized by beneficial use categories in GSP Chapter 2, Table 2.1-7.

EVAPOTRANSPIRATION METHOD

This approach includes the use of available aerial imagery to determine irrigated areas on each
parcel, which is multiplied by a water use factor for each crop type. The following outlines the
methodology for measuring total irrigated area and calculating the water use factor.

Area Irrigated: The area of irrigation was determined using ArcGIS (GIS), a computer based
mapping and data analysis software. A 1:2,000 scale was used to create polygons of irrigated area
over available aerial imagery from the National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP). Available
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APPENDIX F (Continued)

years of aerial imagery included 2010, 2012, and 2014. The total area of each polygon was
calculated using coordinate system NAD 1983, State Plane California VI, feet. One exception to
this approach was for Rams Hill Golf Course. It was not in full production during the baseline
period of 2010 through 2014 due to closure of the golf course that occurred in 2010. It was in full
production prior to 2010 and again after 2014. Aerial imagery from 2017 was selected to capture
full golf course irrigation.

Water Use Factor: The water use factor estimates the total applied groundwater lost through the
evaporation from soil and transpiration from plants (evapotranspiration). These factors are specific
to each vegetation type. Turf, ponds, palms, citrus, nursery, and potatoes were identified and
considered for all sectors. Table F-1 provides the water use factors for each irrigation use type.

Table F-1
Water Use Factors

Citrus

Date Palms?
Landscape (Decorative)
Landscape (Native)
Nursery

Palms (Ornamental)
Pondst

Potatoesc

Turf

Source: Water Use Classification Landscape Species IV (WUCOLS 1v), DWR 2018, Borrego Water Distnet and County of San Diego 2013

Notes:

% |ncludes additbional water required for a 30% cover crop {turf) that 1s imigated in the understory of the date palms.

b Applied to golf courses only. Surface water evaporation based on pan evaporation data from the Imperial Valley {Salton Sea Salinity Control
Research Project U.S. Departmen! of Interior 2004},

«  Approximately 2.5 acre-feet per acre are applied o potato fields per information obtained from the potato farmer in the Subbasin.

The water use factor is calculated using local station specific evapotranspiration (ETo),
documented plant factors, and irrigation efficiency by irrigation type (Equation A). The water use
factor for citrus and date palms also includes a factor for leaching (Equation B).

The equations below present the calculations used to determine the water use factor.

Equation A

ETa = PF =1 Acre
IE

Annual Water Use Factor =
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APPENDIX F (Continued)

Equation B

ETo * PF 1 Acre ETo = PF =1 Acre
*CLF)+ ( )

Annual Water Use Factor = ( 15 T

Where:

ETo = Reference Evapotranspiration (feet/year)
PF = Plant Factor

IE = Irrigation Efficiency

CLF = Citrus and Date Palms Leaching Factor

The following section describes the factors, which contribute to calculating the water use factors.

Reference Evapotranspiration: Reference evapotranspiration (ETo) is based on potential
evapotranspiration (ET) from turf grass/alfalfa crop, which assumes a continuous source of
moisture and does not consider summer plant dormancy. Therefore, ETo is an overestimation of
actual ET, which varies with the vegetation type since some plants consume significantly more
water than others. The ETo was determined from the California Irrigation Management
Information System (CIMIS) station #207 located in Borrego Springs (DWR 2018). ETo was
selected as 6.45 feet from 2010, which was the highest year during the 2010-2014 baseline period.

Table F-2
2010-2014 Reference Evapotranspiration (ETo) for Borrego Springs

“Annual | Arnual

‘ Total Total
Year | Jan | Feb | Mar | Apr | May | Jun | Jul | Aug | Sep | Oct | Nov | Dec | (inches) | (Feet)
2010 | 241 | 321|881 )984| 858922951911 |744| 436 | 283 | 1.98 77.35 6.45
2011 | 268 | 335|555 | 712|877 (823 (7981847 | 643 | 492 | 272 | 211 68.33 5.69
2012 | 285 | 356 (533|677 | 7.66 (947 (877804 |709 | 504 | 3.2 2.23 70.01 5.83
2013 | 254 | 357 (575|756 6864|902 ([801] 757|646 | 505 3 227 69 44 5.79
2094 | 267 | 366 | 594 | 723866 | 913|883 | 8 | 697 | 455 | 314 | 158 70.36 5.88

Source: Borego Springs CIMIS Station #207 (DWR 2018).

Plant Factor: The plant factor is the percentage of evapotranspiration needed to maintain
acceptable health, appearance, and growth of a specific plant type. Plant factors were obtained
from the Water Use Classification of Landscape Species (WUCOLS) database. Additionally, the
County has relied on documented plant factors used for assigning water credits, which are outlined
in the Memorandum of Agreement between the Borrego Water District and the County of San Diego
Regarding Water Credits (MOA). The plant factor used in this report either was based on an average
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APPENDIX F (Continued)

of recent WUCOLS data or documented County plant factors, whichever was higher. For Date
Palms, the highest plant factor range was selected.

Table F-3
Plant Factors

[ Citrus " T o 04-06

Date Palms N/A 0.4-058 0.6
Landscape (Decorative) N/A 0.30-0.6 0.45
Landscape (Native) N/A >0.1-06 0.3
Nursery 0.6 0.4-06 0.6
Palms {Omamental) 0.5 04-08 0.5
Polaloes /A N/AD N/A
Tuif 0.63¢ 06-08 0.7

Source: BWD and County 2013, WUCOLS 2014, UCCE CDWR 2000

N/A = not available

8 Source: UC Cooperative Extension and Depariment of Waler Resources, A Guide to Estmating Imgation Water Needs of Landscape
Plantings in Catifornta, 2000

b There is no plant factor for polatoes in WUCOLS V1. Approximately 2.9 acre-fest per acre are applied {o potato fields per information
obtaned from the potate fammer in the Subbasin.

¢ Anaverage of warm and cool season

Irrigation Efficiency: Irrigation efficiency is the amount of water supplied to a plant type
compared to the amount consumed. Two common irrigation methods in the Subbasin are rotor and
drip. The irrigation efficiency was determined from the Turf and Landscape Irrigation Best
Management Practices prepared by the Water Management Committee of the Irrigation
Association (Water Management Committee of the Irrigation Association 2004). Table 4 presents
the irrigation efficiencies used by irrigation method.

Table F-4
Irrigation Efficiency

Drip® 0.8

Source: BWD and County 2013, Water Management Committes of the Imigation Association 2004,
8 Rolorused for turf and decorative landscaping
b Dnp used for cirus, nursery, palms, and natve landscaping

Salt Leaching: Leaching for salts is the overwatering of an area to flush excessive salts below the
root zone. Leaching typically occurs in arid environments with high evapotranspiration rates.
Because leaching is necessary for the health of citrus and date palms in the Subbasin, a leaching
requirement of 20% of the water use factor is assumed based on optimal crop yield and source
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APPENDIX F (Continued)

water with total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration of less than 1,000 mg/L.! The leaching
requirement is provided in Equation C (Rhoades 1974; and Rhoades and Merrill 1976):

Equation C

LR = ECw/ 5(ECe) — ECw

where:

LR = the minimum leaching requirement needed to control salts within the tolerance (ECe)
of the crop with ordinary surface methods of irrigation

ECw = salinity of the applied irrigation water in deciSiemens per meter? (dS/m)

ECe = average soil salinity tolerated by the crop as measured on a soil saturation extract.

A 20% leaching requirement for citrus and date palms is assumed taking into account typical Subbasin water
quality (e, <1,000 mg/L. TDS and average soil salinity tolerated by grapefruit of 1.8 dS/m for optimal yield
(Ayers and Westcot 1985)

Soil and water salinity is often measured by electrical conductivity (EC). A commonly used EC unit is
deciSiemens per metre (dS/m). The ratio of total dissolved solids (TDS) to EC of various salt solutions ranges
from 550 to 700 ppm per d5/m, depending on the compositions of the solutes in the water. Simple relationships
are used to convert EC to TDS, or vice Versa:

TDS (mg/L or ppm) = EC (dS/m) x 640 (EC from 0.1 to 5 dS/m)

TDS (mg/L or ppm) = EC (d5/m) x 800 (EC > 5 d5/m)

Source University of California Salinity management: http://ucanr.edu/sites/Salinity/Salinity Management/
Salinity Basics/Salinity_measurement_and_unit_conversions/
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APPENDIX G

GSP Comments and Responses

Comments received by BWD regarding the
Stipulated Judgment and BWD’s responses
have been added at the end of this Appendix.
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APPENDIX G
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), the County of San Diego (County)
and Borrego Water District (BWD), as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) for the
Borrego Springs Groundwater Subbasin (Subbasin), has solicited and responded to comments
from the public and from other agencies concerned with the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan
(GSP). The Draft GSP was made available by the GSA for public review on March 22, 2019. The
public comment period for the Draft GSP ended on May 21, 2019. Agencies, organizations, and
individuals submitting comments on the plan are listed below, organized by category.

Letter Number | Organization/Commenter
Ci Borrege Springs Community Sponsor Group
I Janet Johnson
2 Bili Carpenter
13 Lee Grismer
14 John Geyer
15 Eric Nessa
16 Larry Grismer
17 Linda Goodrich
1] Pat Hall
9 Mike Himmerich
Mo Jeff Grismer
i Bill Bancroft
112 Steve and Debbie Riehla
113 Terry and Pam Rhodes
114 Rebecca Falk
5 Rebecca Falk
16 Rebecea Falk
7 Rebecca Falk
"8 Diane Johnson
119 Bill Berkley
120 Jack and Linda Laughlin
121 Richard and Artemisa Walker
122 Eric Nessa
123 Marsha Boring
124 John Peterson
125 Robert Kleist
126 Garold Edwards
127 Mark Jorgensan
128 Don Rideout
129 Judy Davis
130 Cary Lowe
131 Bill Haneling
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

' Letter Number | Organization/Commenter
132 Hugh Dietz
133 Cristin McVey
134 Henry Liu
135 Susan Boutwell
136 Thomas Hall
i37 Rudy Monica
138 Lance Lundberg
139 Bamy Bemdes
140 David Leibert
4 Elena and John Thompson
42 Joseph Tatusko
143 Paul Ocheliree
144 Ray Shindler
145 Ray Shindler
146 Saul Miller
147 Gary Haldeman
148 Gary Haldeman
149 Diane Martin
150 | Donald
151 Herbert Stone
152 Karen and Fred Wise
153 Jack Sims
154 Joanne Sims
155 James Roller
156 Joff Meagher
157 Heather Davidson
158 Linda Roller
159 John and Mary Delaney
160 Ellen Fitzpatrick
161 Michael Wells
162 Harold and Joanne Cohen
163 Jennifer Edwards
164 Wayne Boring
165 Barbara Coates
166 Timothy Kight
167 Mary Leahy
168 Betsy Knaak
169 Ginger Dunlap-Dietz
170 Charlene Aron
I Sandy Jorgenson-Funk
I72 Sally Thenault
173 Beb Theriault

draft Fing
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter Number | Organization/Commentar

174 Merrij Smith

175 Linda Mocere

176 D.E. and R.A. Qwen

177 Gary Funk

(78 Linda McBnde

i79 Jeanne Gemmell

t80 Cyril Weaver

181 Marjone and Paul Schuessler

182 Alfred DeVico

183 Liesel Paris

184 Sal Mocen

185 Heidi Noyes

186 Rabin Montgomery

187 William Bonnell

188 James Rickard

189 Grace Rickard

190 Jim Wilson

o1 Agricultural Alliance for Watsr and Resource Education (AAWARE), Michelle Staples, Jackson Tidus, A Law
Comporation

02 AAWARE, Michelle Staples, Esg. and Boyd Hill, Esg., Jackson Tidus, A Law Corporation

03 T2 Borrego {Owner of Rams Hill Galf Course), Russell McGlothlin, O'Melveny

04 Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy, J David Garmon, President

05 The Nature Conservancy, Sandi Matsumoto, Associate Director, California Water Program

06 San Diego Audubon Society, James A. Peugh, Conservation Chair

07 Anza Borrego Foundation, Bri Fordem, Executive Director

08 Clean Water Action, Jennifer Clary, Water Program Manager

09 Borrego Village Association, J. David Garmen, Acting Prestdent

010 Borrego Springs Unified Schoo! District, James L. Markman

o1 Borrego Springs Unified Schaot District, Martha Deichler, School Community Liaison

012 Borrego Stewardship Council, Drane Johnson

013 Borrego Stewardship Council, Diane Johnson

014 Borrego Water District, Kathy Dice, President, Board of Direclors

015 Borrego Valley Endowment Fund, Bob Kelly, President

S1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Leslie MacNair, Regional Manager, Inland Desert Region

82 Califormia State Parks, Gina Moran, District Supenntendent

Notes: L = local agency; C= communily, O = arganization; 1 = ndiwdual; S = state agency.

All comments received on the Draft GSP have been coded to facilitate identification and tracking,.
Each of the written comment letters and public hearing comments received during the public
comment period were assigned an identification letter and number, provided in the list above.
These letters and public hearing comments were reviewed and divided into individual comments,
with each comment containing a single theme, issue, or concern. Individual comments and the
responses to them were assigned corresponding numbers. Each letter is the submittal of a single
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

individual, agency, or organization. The comment letters’ identification consists of two parts. The
first part is the letter and number of the document and the second is the number of the comment.
As an example, Comment S2-1 refers to the first comment made and addressed in Comment Letter
S2. Copies of the bracketed comment letters may be requested by contacting the Plan Manager, or
visiting the GSA’s website at https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SGMA/borrego-
valley/GSP.html.

To finalize the GSP, the GSA has prepared the following responses to comments that were received
during the public review period.

water Subbasin
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RTC.1 MASTER RESPONSES
Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program

Issue Summary: Numerous comments have been received from the community stating that the
GSP places a unreasonable burden on municipal uses, small water systems (e.g., Air Ranch), and
the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP), in reducing water demands through the GSP
implementation period, without acknowledging the significant water conservation that has already
been achieved to date by municipal, domestic and recreational water users. Several commenters
questioned how the period between 2010 and 2015 was selected as the period in which to determine
the baseline pumping allocation (BPA) as this was a period in which conservation efforts were
already underway. Commenters argue that this leaves little room for further conservation efforts,
and are concerned that the Pumping Reduction Program (Project and Management Action {PMA]
No. 3) will require cutbacks that cannot be achieved without jeopardizing health and safety, would
unreasonably raise water rates, and could result in depreciation of property values. The primary
request from commenters is that the municipal sector and small water systems, such as Air Ranch
and ABDSP, not be subject to the same percentage reduction as is being applied to the recreation
and agricultural sectors. The overarching sentiment is that it is unfair to require an “across the
board” reductions of 75% for all sectors, when agricultural pumping has been the primary
contributor to groundwater overdraft in the Subbasin.

Response: The Pumping Reduction Program (PMA No. 3) will determine how, where and by
whom physical reductions in pumping are to be achieved. Although the Draft GSP establishes
baseline pumping allocations for each sector, and sets a Subbasin-wide pumping reduction target
of 75% by 2040, it neither mandates that the level of pumping reduction be equal across all
sectors nor prescribes or predicts how actual pumping reductions will be distributed across
sectors at the end of the implementation period. The Pumping Reduction Program is designed to
work in conjunction with other PMAs, including the Water Trading Program (PMA No. 1), the
Water Conservation Program (PMA No. 2), and the Voluntary Fallowing of Agricultural Land
(PMA No.4) to optimize beneficial uses of groundwater while recognizing the need to bring the
Subbasin into balance. The Draft GSP states that the Water Trading Program would allow
groundwater users (including the BWD) to purchase needed baseline pumping allocation from
others to maintain economic activities in the Subbasin. As implementation of the GSP proceeds,
it is anticipated that annual pumping allowances published by the GSA will be adjusted to reflect
transfer of baseline pumping allocation between pumpers.

In response to establishing 2010 through 2014 as the baseline pumping period, the GSA sought
public input prior to determining the time period for the baseline pumping allocation. Please see
meeting minutes from September 28, 2017, November 17, 2017, and January 25, 2018. They can
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

be found on the County’s SGMA website at: https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/
SGMA/borrego-valley.html.

Commenters are reminded that the Draft GSP does not set specific groundwater use reductions
through its sustainable management criteria (i.e., GSP Chapter 3). As indicated in the GSP, the
GSA will prepare the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation (after GSP
adoption) in advance of considering formal adoption and implementation of groundwater use
reductions and a specific ramp down schedule. The Draft GSP also indicates an agreement among
the pumpers is a possible scenario where groundwater use reductions and a specific ramp down
schedule may be developed and agreed to by pumpers in the basin. On July 9, 2019, the BWD held
a public meeting at which proposed stipulated agreement terms were made public.

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems

Summary: Comments from public agencies and organizations—namely the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), Anza Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP), the Nature
Conservancy (TNC), the San Diego Audubon Society, and Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy—
have raised concern that the Draft GSP has not adequately identified, evaluated and/or considered
undesirable effects associated with interconnected surface water (and groundwater dependent
ecosystems in particular), and has not included environmental uses of water as a beneficial use of
groundwater within the Plan Area. In essence, commenters disagree with the GSA’s Draft GSP’s
determination that undesirable results on interconnected surface water occurred from declining
groundwater levels caused by groundwater pumping decades ago, and that there is no longer a
significant nexus between the Subbasin’s groundwater aquifer and the potential groundwater
dependent ecosystems identified by TNC. Commenters believe that the GSA’s conclusion is not
adequately supported by the data presented in the GSP, and that at least, a data gap should be
identified and further study is warranted.

Response: The Draft GSP, based on the best available data, describes a situation where there
very likely are no undesirable effects associated with interconnected surface water and groundwater
dependent ecosystems. Appendix D4 has been amended to provide additional resources newly made
available by TNC after the public draft of the GSP was published that further demonstrates the
disconnection of potential GDEs from the groundwater table underlying the Plan Area. This includes
a rooting depth database, and a collection of Landsat data from NASA over a 30 year period that was
processed to provide metrics for vegetation greenness and moisture for all of the Natural Communities
Commonly Associated with Groundwater (NCCAG) areas mapped by TNC. In addition, Appendix
D4 was amended to provide a comparison of aerial photography to further evaluate trends in vegetation
communities in the Subbasin. The additional data provided in Appendix D4 indicates the following;:
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e Comparison of aerial photography shows potential GDEs mapped around the western
margins of the Subbasin (i.e., GDE Units 1 and 2, Henderson Canyon, Hellhole Canyon,
Culp Canyon, Tubb Canyon, and other minor or unnamed stream segments entering the
Subbasin) have remained in place since the early 1950s, despite a long term and persistent
trend of declining groundwater levels in the Subbasin. This suggests that these
communities are being supported by surface water entering the Subbasin from perennial
and ephemeral waters originating outside its boundaries, rather than the regional water
table within the Subbasin.

e Evaluation of plant health indices derived from Landsat data have shown that there have been
minimal changes in vegetation moisture and/or greenness since 1985 within any of the
potential GDEs mapped within the Subbasin. Changes observed by year between 1985 and
2015 have been minor, and have tracked consistently with changes in annual precipitation
occurring over the same time frame, rather than the steady decline in groundwater levels. If
potential GDEs were relying primarily on the regional groundwater table, one would expect
to see a steady decline in community health over the 20-year period.

e Evaluation of the plant root database released by TNC indicate that worldwide, Honey
Mesquite have been observed to have maximum plant roots of at least 65 feet deep. This
maximum depth was reported from a study in Israel. The database included one study
completed closer to Plan Area, at base of the Fish Creek Mountains, about 9.3 miles west of
the southern tip of the Salton Sea (Harper’s Well site). In this location, the Honey Mesquite
community was found to have roots extending to a maximum of 19.6 feet. The groundwater
depth recorded at Well MW-5 in the Borrego Sink is 56 feet below the ground surface.
There are inherent limitations to the root depth database in terms of both sample size
(small) and study design (maximum depths reported may actually just correspond to
maximum depth investigated).

The petsistence of potential GDEs around the margins of the Subbasin, despite the occurrence of long
term groundwater overdraft and declining groundwater levels in the Subbasin, provides inferential
evidence that these plant communities are supported primarily by surface water, or groundwater
originating from the fractured rock (i.e., springs) likely outside the Subbasin. There is also reasonable
evidence that the roots of the potential GDEs may not extend hundreds of feet along the margins of the
Subbasin to the regional groundwater table.

The groundwater table has most likely dropped below the likely rooting depth of the Honey Mesquite
community identified in GDE Unit 3. Satellite-derived plant indices do not show any changes in aerial
extent of the Honey Mesquite community from 1985 through 2018, a period with a documented steady
decline in groundwater level. In GDE Unit 3, Honey Mesquite have a dimorphic root system that
allows them to utilize soil moisture originating from surface water or the groundwater table, and thus
adapt to the sources of water available. Thus, the GSA maintains its position that the Honey Mesquite
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community as it exists today is likely no longer being supported by the groundwater. This is also the
reason no BPA for beneficial use of groundwater for environmental uses (which would result in GDEs
becoming another beneficial user of groundwater) is identified in the Draft GSP.

The GSA would like to remind commenters that a groundwater dependent ecosystem is defined by
the Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) implementing regulations as “ecological communities
or species that depend on groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near the
ground surface” (Title 23 CCR Section 351[m]). Although “near the ground surface” is not defined, a
groundwater table that is in excess of 50 feet bgs, for example, cannot be reasonably considered as
being near the ground surface. Interconnected surface water refers to surface water that is hydraulically
connected at any point by a continuous saturated zone to the underlying aquifer and the overlying
surface water is not completely depleted (Title 23 CCR Section 351[o]). The Subbasin as a whole isa
system whose surface waters are disconnected from the underlying groundwater system (i.e., losing
streams). The occurrence of a hydraulic connection to the fractured rock system outside the Subbasin
boundaries that sustain flow within portions of Coyote Creek, Palm Canyon Creek, and other creeks
around the margins of the Subbasin is not necessarily evidence that conditions within the Subbasin has
caused undesirable results with respect to interconnected surface waters.

Initial Estimate of Sustainable Yield

Summary: Numerous comments were received that raised concerns over how the sustainable yield
estimate was determined, specifically regarding the accuracy and/or absence of specific water
budget components, a perception that climate change was not adequately considered, and/or
general sentiments, that the budget it too restrictive.

Response: The GSA has reviewed comments related to the sustainable yield for the Subbasin and
determined that the initial estimate proposed in the Draft GSP remains appropriate and based on the
best available data and well-regarded modeling science!. However, GSP Section 2.2.3, and Section
2.2.3.6 in particular, has been revised to clarify how the sustainable yield estimate was developed.

The initial sustainable yield estimate used in the Draft GSP of 5,700 acre-feet per year (AFY) was
based on the USGS’ pre-development scenario that estimated natural inflows to the boundaries of the
Borrego Valley Hydrologic Model (BVHM) for the period 1945 through 2010. The USGS referenced
approximately 1,400 AFY that enters the basin as underflow from adjacent basins, but the USGS
Model Update Report in the Draft GSP did not clarify the outflow components used in the pre-
development scenario. Since calculations of sustainable yield must include both inflow and outflow

1 “Best available science” refers to the use of sufficient and credible information and data, specific to the decision
being made and the time frame available for making that decision, that is consistent with scientific and engineering
professional standards of practice (Title 23 CCR Section 351[h]).
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components, the GSP has been updated to include the water budget from the modeling update to
confirm the validity and appropriateness of using 5,700 AFY as the initial sustainable yield.

Use of 5,700 AFY as the initial estimate of sustainable yield for the Borrego Springs GSP is a
reasonable approach recognizing the iterative and adaptive nature of SGMA to identify data
gaps, acquire new data and update the estimate of sustainable yield at each 5-year check-in
during GSP implementation.
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Comment Letter S1

Momia — GAVIN NEWSOM, Govemor ﬁ?\ T
C‘L}fﬂ"}"‘ DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILOLIFE CHARLTON H BONHAM, Director (ASTRR
¥EeEl] tntand Dessrts Reglon i ‘5 E-
gl 3602 Intand Emplre Boulevard, Swile C-220 '{
Ontario, GA 91764 u
yoww wikfido co.gov
May 20, 2019

Via Electronlc Mall and Online Submission

James Bennett

Plan Manager

Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustainabifity Agency
5510 Overdand Avanue

San Diego, CA 92123

[im bennati@sdcounty.ca gov
PDS.LUEGGmundWaten@sdeounty,ca, gov

Subject: Comments on the Draft Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater
Sustalnabliity Plan

Dear Mr. Bennett:

The Calforna Department of Fish and Wildiife (Depariment) is providing comments on
the Draft Bomego Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater Sustainablity Plan (GSP). As
trustea agency for the State's fish and wildlife resources, the Depariment has
jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, wildiife, native
plants, and the habitat nacessary for biologleally sustalnabla populations of such
specles [Fish & Game Code §§ 711.7 and 1802). The Depariment has an Interest In the
sustanable management of groundwaler, as many sensillve ecosystems and public
trust resources dapend on groundwater and interconnected surface waters, Including
ecosystems on Department lands that fall within an afluvial groundwater basin adjacent
1o tha Bomego Springs Groundwater Subbasin (7-024 02)

S11
COMMENT OVERVIEW

The Department Is writing to support ecosystem preservation and enhancemsnt under
Sustalnable Groundwater Management Act {SGMA) Implementation In the context of
the following SGMA statutory mandates and with the benefit of Deparimant expertise,

SGMA affords ecosystems specific statulory and regulatory consideration

- Groundwater Sustalnability Plans (GSPs) must consider Impacts to
groundwater dependent ecosystems [Water Code §10727.4(i)).

- GSPs must Kentify polential effects on all beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, Including fish and wildife preservalion and enhancement [Title 23

Conserving California’s Witdlife Since 1870
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Borrago Valley Groundwater Sustalnability Agency
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Page 2

Californla Code of Regulations §666], that may occur from undesirable results A
[Title 23 Calfomlz Code of Regulations (CCR) §354 26(b}3).

= GSPs must account for groundwater extraction for all Water Use Sectors
including managed wetlands, managed recharge, and native vegetation [Tille 23
CCR §351(al), §356 2(bX4)}.

In consideration of these and other SGMA statute and GSP regulations, the Borrego 51-1
Valley Groundwater Basin GSP does not, adequately describe the basin setting, rely on Comnt.
the best available sclence 4o develop the water budget, adequately estimate sustainable
yleld, address data gaps associated with potentlal groundwaler fiux af the Coyole Creek
fault, Includa undesirable results to groundwater dependent ecosystemns (GDEs) in
adjacent groundwater basins, and address data gaps in the proposed monitering
network. The Dapartment recommands addressing these concems bafore submitting
the GSF to the Department of Waler Resources for evaluation and assessment.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department commaents are as follows:

1. Soction 2.2 {Basin Setting). The Basin Setting Is not adequately described, In
secllon22,1.2, it s slated that the hydraulic connectivity across the Coyota
Creck fault between the Borrego Springs Subbasin and the adjacent Ocotilio-
Clark Vallay basin Is not pracisely known and the range of flux across this fault is
estimated to be anywhere batween 32 acre-fest per year (AFY) and 3,200 AFY.
This Is noted as a data gap In section 2 2,2.1 {Groundwater Elevation Data}, §1-2
“Data Gaps”® subseclion as well,

a. Issue. The basin cannot be accurately characterized with such a wide
ranga of potentlal Inflx. This influx range s inadequate to define and
assass reasonable sustalnable management crileria as required by Title
23 CCR section 354 12, This Issue has bsen ldentified as a data gap on
p. 2-54,

b. Recommendation: Address exlsting data gap through monioring efforts
(see Comment #8) prior to development of a walar budget.

2. Section 2.2,2.1 (Groundwater Elevation Data), Data Gaps Subsection.
Graundwater mavement alang {parallel to) the San Felipe fault should ba
Included as a data gap. Itis noted that on Figure 2.2-8 {Geologle Map) that the
San Felipe faull may potentially be directing subsurface flow along the faul 51-3
{owards a low spot [n groundwater elevation assoclated with the Borrego Sink
(see Figures 2,2-13A) The Depaniment recommends that moniloring wells be \
installed along the San Felipe fault to evaluate subsurface Inflow and outflow

Conserving Cafifornia’s Wildlife Since 1870
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along the San Fellpe fault in ordar to *...develop 2 montionng network capable of
colleching sufficient data 1o demonsirate short-term, seasanal, and long-term
trends In groundwater and related surface conditions, and yield representative
information about groundwater conditions as necessary to evaluate Plan
Implementation® as raquired by Title 23 CCR section 354 34(a),

a. Issue Unknown groundwater mavement along the San Felipe fault
potentlally affects subsurfaca flow to San Felipe Creek GDE. Groundwater
declines at San Felipe Creak GDE are currently impacting the state- and
federally-endangerad desert pupfish (Cyprinodan macularfys) habitat and
Designated Critical Habitat (DCH) through dewatenng spring-fed surace
waters.

b. Recommendation’ Plan and install monforing wells along the San Felipe
Fault.

3. Section 2.2.3 (Water Budget). Assumptlons are used for the Borrego Valtey
Hydrologic Model (BVHM) that don't represent the best avallable sclence. The
BVHM Is usod to devalop the water budgat and is appropriate lo mode!
groundwater in an agricultural setting with an arid/semk-arid environment,
However, the output of the BVHM Is dapendent on the validity of the data set
used by the model, If the dala input is blased, it can yield a biased result, In
saction 2 23 3 It Is noted that the Subbasin Jost 7,300 AFY fram storage during
the 1845-2016 time-period, but the average loss for the last 10 years was 13,700
AFY. This information Indicates that more recent years are characterized by
higher extraclion rates potentially associated with climatic shifts, Within Section
2.6.8 of Updata to United Stales Geological Survey Bomago Valtsy Hydrologle
Model for Borrego Valley Sustainabity Agency (included as Appendix D1 of the
Plan}, the average annual natural recharge of water reaching the saturated zone
was calculated to be 6,700 AFY based on a simulation period of 1929 10 2010.
Inclusion of okder data to develaop the model output can introduce a blas into
model output, The Plan does not adequately quantify the current Inflows and
outfiows for the basin using the mos! recent hydrology, water supply, and water
demand information as required by Tltle 23 CCR seclion 354 18{c){1) or provide
a quantifative assessment of the histeric water budget as required In Title 23
CCR section 354.18(c)2)B).

a, Issue: Using a long historical recond of groundwater use can bias BVHM
outputs and water budget calculations lowards inflowfoutflow numbers that
ara not reflective of cument chmate and groundwater use pattarns.

b. Recommendation: The GSP should use datasets from the most recent 50-
year period for precipliation, evapotranspliration, and streamflow
Infarmation; and the GSP should use only the most recent 10-yaar period
of a quantitative assessment of the historical water budget to estimate and
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projec! future waler budgel information and future aguifer response 1o
proposed groundwater managemeant praclices,

4. Seclion 2.2.3.6 (Sustainable Yisld Estimate). In section 2.2,3.6 on p. 2-80, the
average annual natural recharge of water reaching the saturated zone is
estimated to be 5,700 AFY. Howaver, this includes an average annual
agricultural return flow of 1,473 AFY. As tha pumping reduction and fallowing
Project and Management Actions ara implemented, the agricultural retum flow
can reasonably be expecied to be reduced. This would result in an
undereslimate of the natural recharge in the water budge! and would not provide
an accurate estimate of the “Infiow o the groundwater water...” specified by Title
23 CCR section 354,18{b)2).

&. Issue* The water budge! does not account for reduction In apriculturat
retum flow assoclated with GSP Implementation.

b. Recommendation: Redesign water budget calculations lo account for
reduction In agricultural retumn flow,

5. Sectlon 3.3 (Minimum Thresholds). Sactlon 3.3 identifies on p. 3-16 that Title
23 CCR secllon 354.28(e) statas, "the description of minimum thrasholds shall
Include the following: ...How minimum thresholds have been selocted 1o avold
undeslrabla results in adjacent basins or affecting the basins ability to achieve
sustalnability goals®. Because of the unknown flux across the Coyota Creek fault

. and tha known overdrafi of the Bomrego Valley Subbasin, groundwater extraction
in the Borrego Valley Subbasin may be impacting recharga in the edjacent
Qcolifio-Clark Valloy Groundwater Basin, San Felipe Creek Is a GDE within tha
Ocolilio-Clark Valley Basin that has been experiencing groundwater declines that
is causing severs lmpacts to State- and federally-endangered desen pupfish
(Cyprinodon macularfus) and DCH for this spacles.

a. Issue: Minimum thresholds do not Include consideration of undesirable
results in adjacent basins

b. Recommendation. Inchuda a consideration of GDEs in adjacent Ocotillo-
Clark Valley groundwater basin within section 3.3.8 (Daplelions of
Interconnected Surface Waters-Minimum Threshokds) and sectlon 3.4.6
(Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water-Measurable Outcomes).

6. Section 3.3.1.3 (MInimum Thrashold Impacts to Adjacent Basins). Section
3.3 1.3 slates thal "...adjacent Ocobillo-Clark Valley Groundwater Basin and
Qcabille Wells Subbasin are both *very low” priority basins not required to prepars
GSPs. As such, they am not expecled to develop descriptive undesirable results
or quantitative minimum thresholds and measurable abjectives,” Title 23 CCR
setlion 354,28(e) states, “the description of minimum thresholds shall include the

Conserving California’s WhldTife Since 1870
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following Hew minimum thresholds have baen selecied to avold undesirable
rasults In adjacent basins or affecting the basins abiity {o achieva sustainability
goals”. Desert pupfish are protected under the Calfornia Endangered Specles
Act (CESA) and the federal Endangered Specles Act {ESA). Potentlal impatcis {0
desert pupflsh and deser pupfish DCH at San Felipa Creek should be
considered an undesirable result,

a, Issue: Minimum thresholds do not include consideralion of undesirable
results in adjacent basins

b. Recommendation: Include a consideration of GDESs In adjacent Ocatilio-
Clark Valley Groundwater Basin within section 3,3.8 (Depletions of
Interconnectod Surface Waters-Minlmum Thresholds) and section 3 4 6
(Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water-Measurable Outcomes),

7. Sectlon 3.5.4.2 (Identification of Data Gaps) Groundwater Elevation
subsection. Section 3 5.4.2 states on p. 3-45 that "Multicompletion wells or welt
clusters screened at discrete intervals In the upper, middle and lower aquifers
would be required to determine potentiomstric surface by agulfer unit, Howaver,
the average potentiomatric surface measured al wells that are screened over one
or more aquifer units appears Yo sufficlently represent groundwater condiions. ., .”
The Depariment does not agree that wells screened at more than one aquifer
sufficlantly reprasent groundwater condilions. The Department agraas with the
racommendation included within section 6 on p.18 of the Update lo Borego
Vallay Hydrologle Mods! where it Is recommended to “Conduct aquifer tests at
wells scraenad only in the upper aquifer and only in the middle aquifer to obtain
site-spacific astimates of hydraulic conductivty and speclfic yleld far each aquifer
unit. This information may be used to enhance the calibration of the modal to
these hydraulic propertles and our undarstanding of storage In the BVGB ™ This
information s also kdentifled In the "Borrego Valley Hydrologic Model™ subsection
of seclion 3 5.4.2 as a means to addrass the aforementioned data gap. Tha use
of walls screened only for the upper and middle aguifers wall *...develop a

. monitoring network capable of callecting sufficient data to demonstrate shori-
term, seasonal, and long-term {rends In groundwater and related surface
conditions, and vield representative Information about grmundwater conditions as
necessary {o evaluate Plan implementation*® as required by Title 23 CCR sechion
354.34(a).

a. Issue; Proposed use of wells screened at more than ane aquifer could be
Inadequate to monltar groundwater conditions wathin each aguifer,

b. Recommendation: Plan and install multicompletion walls or well clusters
screened only in the upper aquifer and only in the middle agwler to
specifically monitor aquifer conditlons within these aquifers,
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8, Section 3.5.4.2 (Identification of Data Gaps) Groundwater Elevatlon
subseclion. The "Borrago Vallay Hydrologlc Model” subsection of section
3.5.4.2 aiso Identiliss the previously mentioned dala gap assoclated with
polential flux across the Coyote Creek fault. The Depariment recommends that
monitenng walls be Installed on both sides of the Coyote Creek fault to evaluate
subsurface Inflow and outflow along and acruss the Coyote Creek faull in order
to "...develop a monitering network capable of collecting sufficient data to
demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and fong-term trends in groundwater and S1-9
rafated surface conditions, and yield representative information about
groundwater conditions as necassary to evaluate Plan implementation™ as
required by Title CCR sectlon 354.34(a).

a. lssue: Thera Is an unknown amount of groundwater flux across andfor
atong the Coyote Creek Fault.

b, Recommendation: Plan and install monitonng wells on both sides of the
Coyote Creak Fault,

B. Section 3.5.4.2 {Identification of Data Gaps) Groundwater Elevation
subsectlon. The “Borregoe Valley Hydralogic Model® subsection of section
3.5.4.2 does not mention a data gap assoclated with the San Felipe Fault,
However, it Is noted that on Figure 2.2-8 (Geologic Map) that the San Felipa fault
potentially may be directing subsurface flow along the faull towards a low spot in
groundwaer elavation associated with the Borego Sink (see Figures 2,2-13A).
The Depariment recommends that monitoring wells be Installed along the San
Felipe faull to evaluate subsurface inflow and outflow along the San Fellpe fault
in order {o *...develop a menitoring network capable of collecting sufficient data S1-10
to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends In groundwater and -
related surfaca condiliong, and yleld representative information about
groundwater conditions as necessary to evaluate Plan implamentation® as
required by Tille 23 CCR sectlon 354.34{a)

a. Issue: There s an unknown amount of groundwater movement akong the *
San Felipe Fault

b. Recommendation: Plan and install monitoring wells along the San Felipe
Fault.

10.Sectlon 3.5.4.2 (ldentification of Data Gaps). The "Berrago Valley Hydrologic
Model® subsection of saction 3.5 4 2 does not mention a dala gap assoclated
with spring systems However, Figure 2,2-17 identfies muitiple spring systams
that may be assoclated with the Bomrego Springs Groundwater Basin, Springs S1-11
constdute a GDE The Department recommends identifying what springs, If any,
should be considared GDEs potentlally Impactad by the Plan through a phased
approach. Springs that would potentially be impacted by groundwater decllne in A
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the Bomego Spnngs Groundwater Basin would most kkely ba assoclated with a L
regional fault system that provides a hydrologic conneclion batween tha springs
and the alluvlal basin Springs associated with regional faults would likely exhibit
elevated temperatures In comparison to springs that ara not assodiated with tha
fault systam A simple procedure of measuring temperatures of the neighboring
springs can [dentfy those associated with the basin. A second method, such as
measurement of dissotved Helium isotope ratio of those springs with elavated
temperaturas can positively identfy those systems associated with fautt system.
Waters with contact with regional fault systems tend to exhiblt an atyplcal Hellum
isotope ratlo (In comparison to surface waters) that is indicatlve of axposure to

mantle darivad Heflum. !if springs are assoclated with regional faull systems thay S$1-11
should be considered potential GDEs and included within the Plan in order to
“...develop a monlioring network capable of collacting sufficlent data to Cont.

demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-lerm trends In groundwatar and
related surface condltions, and yield representative Information aboul
groundwater conditions as nacessary to evaluate Pian implementation” as
required by Title 23 CCR section 354,34(a).

a. Issua It Is unknown if spnngs have hydrologic connection to basin,

b Recommendation; Measure water lemperatures among springs to Identify
those with potantial hydrologic connection to reglonal fault systems and
basin. Perform second {est for Helium Isotope ratio to venfy potential
GDEs. .

1

ury

-Appendix D1 (Update to Borrego Valley Hydrologic Model). Tha Department
recommends that recharge from streamflow be monitored and the estimated
annual average recharge during the term of the Flan be revised as climatic
changes occur. In addiion, recharge estimalas from agricultural ratum flow wall
ba altered by Implemeantation of the Plan itself, This will alter the estimated
recharge used by the BVHM, Accounting for changes in recharge components
over time will provide a description of current groundwater conditions as required
by Title 23 CCR section 354 16 and will quantify the inflow 1o the groundwater S1-12
system required by Titla 23 CCR section 354 18 {b)2).

a. Issue; Recharge assoclated with changing cimate and changes in
agricultural retum flow are likely to be substantially alterad during the term
of the Pian,

b Recommendation: Revise the BYHM to ba adaptive and incorporate
systematic adjustments to input {e g agncultural retum flow) used to
calculata recharge.
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12.Appendix D1 {Updale to Borrago Valley Hydrologic Model), Section 6. As
described in section 6 of the Update lo Bormego Valley Hydrotogle Model,
considerable uncerainty exists about agricultural pumpling and stream fiow
leakage. The Department supports the recommendations contained In saction 6

to Install stream gauges and well pumping meters to address these uncertainlles.

Implementing these recommendations prowde information about flow directions,
lateral and vertical gradients, and reglonal pumping pattems as required by Title
23 CCR section 354.16(a) and quanbfy tha inflow to tha groundwater system
required by Titla 23 CCR saction 354.18 (b}{2),

a. Issue: Conslderable uncerlainty exists regarding agricultural pumping and
stream Now leakage,

b. Recommendation: Install stream gauges and well pumping meters as
recommended in section 8 of Appendix D1.

13.Appendix D1 (Update to Borrego Valloy Hydrologle Model), Figures 11 and
12. Both resldual plots (Update to the Borego Valtey Hydmlogic Model —
Figure 11) and the linear model plots {Figure 12) suggest patentla! changas and
Incraased bias in the model between the first and second runs {1845-2010 and
2011-2016) Parforming a statlstical comparisan would provida information about
flow directions, Ialeral and vertical gradients, and regional pumping pattems as
required by Title 23 CCR sectlon 354.16(a).

a. Issue: There are potential changas and increased bias In the model
between the first and second runs {1845-2010 and 2011-2016).

b. Recommandation: Use an appropriate statistical comparison (e.g.
ANCOVA) o determine changes in the relationship between predicted and
eslimated head.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Borego Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater Sustalnability Pian
does not comply with all aspects of SGMA stalute and regulations, and the Department
deems the plan insufficlent to consider impacts fish and wildlife beneficlal usars of
groundwater. The Department recommends that the Bommego Valley Groundwatar
Sustainability Agency address the above comments to avold a potential incomplete,’ or
‘Inadequate’ plan determination, as assassad by the Department of Water Resources,
for the following reasons derived from regulatory criteria for plan evaluation:

1. The assumptions, criteria, findings, and objeclives, Including the sustainability

goal, undesirable results, minimum threshaolds, measurable cbjactives, and
interim milestones are not reasonable and/or not supportad by the best avallabla
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information and best avallable scienca, [CCR 355.4(b)}{1)] (See Comments #1 A
and 3}

2. The Pian does not identify reasonable measures and schedules to elminate data
gaps. [CCR §355.4(b)2)] (See Comments #2, 7, 8, 9, and 10)

3. The sustainable management criteria and projacts and management actions are
not commensurate with the lavel of understanding of the basin satting, based on
the level of uncertainty, as reflected in the Plan, [CCR §355 4(b}(3)] (See
Comments #2, 4, 11, 12, and 13).

4. The projgcts and management actions are not feasible and/or not likely to
pravent undesirable results and ensure that the basin is operated wilhin ils $1-15
sustalnable yield. [CCR §355.4(b){5)] (See Comments #4, 11, 12, and 13} Cont.

5. The Ptan doas nol inclirde a reasonable essessment of overdraft conditions or
Include reasonable means to miligate ovardrafi, If present. JCCR §355.4(bX6)]
{See Comments #4, 11, 12, and 13)

6. The Plan wil adversely affect the ability of an adjacent basin to implement its
Plan or impede achievemenl of its sustalnablity goal, [CCR §355 4(b}7)) {Sea
Comments #5, 6, and 8)

The Depaiment appreciates the opportunily to provide comments, Please contact Nick
Buckmaster at Nick Buckmaste fe v or Charley Land at
Chartes [ and@wildlife ca gov with any questions

Sincerely,

(Koot W ea Heer

Leslie MacNair
Regional Manager,
Inland Desert Reglon
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ec: Calfornta Department of Fish and Wilglife

Ed Perl, Reglonal Manager
South Coast Region
Ed P Witdlife. v

Erinn Wilson, Environmental Program Manager
South Coast Region
Erinn. Wi Witdife ea gov

Robert Holmes, Environmental Program Manager
Statewide Waler Program
Holmas@wildld, v

Brlana Saapy, Statewlde SGMA Coordinator
Groundwatar Program
Brana.Sea; Idlifa ca go

Mary Ngo, Senior Envionmental Sclentist, Speciallst RS
Water Rights/SGMA/FERC Coordinator
Mary.Ngo@Wildlife ca gov

Califomla Depariment of Water Resources

Staven Springhomn, Supervising Enginaering Geologlst
Sustalnable Groundwater Management Program
Staven § hom r.CH.qov

Stata Water Respu Conirol Board

Samuel Boland-Brien, Program Manager
Groundwater Managemeni Program

Samue! Boland-Brien®@waterboards ca gov
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RTC.2 STATE AGENCIES
Letter S1

Commenter: Leslie MacNair, Regional Director, Inland Desert Region, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
Date: May 20, 2015

S1-1 This comment provides introductory information about CDFW’s role as a trustee
agency and summarizes the comments in the letter. Specific responses to issues
raised are provided below (Responses S1-2 through S2-14). The Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) adequately considers impacts to groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs) (GSP Section 2.2.2.7, Section 3.2.6, and Appendix D4), effects
of beneficial uses and users of groundwater (GSP Section 2.1.4 and Chapter 3), and
accounts for groundwater extraction for all sectors, including native vegetation
(GSP Section 2.2.3). The Draft GSP, Appendix D4 in particular, has been revised
to provide clarification and additional supporting information. However, the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) maintains there are likely no
interconnected surface waters within the Plan Area, and that the potential GDEs
mapped within the Subbasin are dependent on surface water, percolating or perched
water within the unsaturated zone, and/or groundwater originating from springs
outside the Subbasin. Because potential GDEs are disconnected from the
Subbasin’s groundwater aquifer, there are no undesirable effects occurring with
respect to depletions of interconnected surface waters. Naturally, this conclusion
extends to fish and wildlife species that may depend on habitats located within the
Plan Area.

$1-2 The basin setting provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft GSP provides an adequate
description of the Borrego Springs Subbasin. The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has
a reasonable basis for considering the Coyote Creek Fault in its report as a no-flow
barrier, including differences in groundwater levels across the fault and the orientation
of groundwater contours. The description of the Subbasin in the Draft GSP is
exhaustive and thorough, and includes the description of additional work done by
graduate students under Dr. David Huntley that suggests the fault acts as a partial
barrier to groundwater flow rather than a no-flow barrier (with an estimated inflow
between 32 and 3,200 acre-feet per year [AFY]). This additional information satisfies
the requirements under SGMA to identify data gaps and levels of uncertainty.

Although the potential inflow at the Coyote Creek fault could have additional
inflow not accounted for in the Subbasin’s water budget in GSP Section 2.2.3, it
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does not mean that the Subbasin has been inaccurately characterized. The Borrego
Valley Hydrologic Model (BVHM) is a calibrated model based on observed
groundwater levels, which means that if inflow across Coyote Creek Fault were
added to the model, inflows and outflows for other model components would need
to be redistributed to explain the same observed groundwater levels (finite
difference model), such as an increase in the subsurface outflow to the Ocotillo
Wells Subbasin, a decrease in stream recharge, or a decrease in subsurface inflow
already estimated in the BVHM.

As stated in GSP Section 2.2.2.1,

the GSA does not consider this a critical data gap because historical
groundwater levels and trends suggest the flux would be into the
Subbasin rather than out of the Subbasin (i.e., a potential missing input
to the water budget), and because the Coyote Creek Fault is distant
from the active pumping centers within the Subbasin. This data gap
does not affect the GSP’s establishment of sustainable management
criteria in Chapter 3, or the effectiveness of projects and management
actions described in Chapter 4. —

In other words, if the flow across the Coyote Creek Fault into the Subbasin is
substantial, it would have a positive rather than a negative effect on meeting the GSA’s
sustainability criteria. Data gaps and uncertainties do not make a water budget
“inadequate™ especially when they are clearly identified; instead, uncertainty is an
expected part of the development of a water budget. As described in the GSP Section
3.5.4, the GSA will continue to assess and improve the monitoring network, and will
re-evaluate the BVHM to improve the accuracy of key water budget components and
model forecasts.

S1-3 The rationale for the southern and southeastern boundary of the Subbasin, marked
by San Felipe Creek, is provided in Draft GSP Section 2.2.1.2, including a
description of how the geologic structure associated with the San Felipe Fault (San
Felipe Anticline) affects the geometry of the Subbasin. It is unclear why the
commenter asserts that the San Felipe Fault may be directing subsurface flow to
the Borrego Sink, as this is not indicated in the geologic map (GSP Figure 2.2-8),
the groundwater level contours (GSP Figure 2.2-13A), or the HCM for the Subbasin
(GSP Section 2.2.1). In addition, there are no potential GDEs along San Felipe
Creek within the Subbasin, as described in GSP Section 2.2.2.7 and Appendix D4.
Furthermore, the location of the Desert pupfish habitat is in the lower-most Imperial
County reach of San Felipe Creek, near the Salton Sea, downstream of the
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confluence of Fish Creek with San Felipe Creek. This habitat is not within the Plan
Area, but is more than 18 miles southeast of the closest part of the Borrego Springs
Subbasin boundary.? The Desert pupfish habitat is located in the southern part of
the Ocotillo-Clark Valley Groundwater Basin. There is no native Desert pupfish
habitat located within the Plan Area. Several captive populations of Desert pupfish
occur within the plan area, namely at Anza-Borrego State Park, Borrego Springs
High School, and the UCR Palm Desert campus.® These artificial habitats are
unaffected by groundwater conditions in the Plan Area.

Neither the existing conditions of the Plan Area, the sustainability criteria, nor the
projects and management actions contemplated in this GSP would have the ability
to impact (either positively or negatively) the desert pup fish habitat referenced by
CDFW as “San Felipe Creek GDE.” As there are no GDEs within the Plan Area
along San Felipe Creek, and the designated critical habitat for the Desert pupfish is
more than 18 miles away and not affected by the GSP, no data gap is identified for
the San Felipe Fault.

S1-4 It is unclear why CDFW claims that inclusion of a longer period of record into
datasets used in the BVHM results in biased outputs. The BVHM prepared by the
USGS and updated by the GSA is based on basin conditions (like pumping) that
change over time, so mode! outputs averaged over any particular period, such as
the last 10 years, will naturally differ from the outputs from prior periods. The
increased pumping in the recent past is incorporated into the BVHM and water
budget (GSP Section 2.2.3), as is climate change considerations (GSP Section
3.3.1.1). Historical data on precipitation and evapotranspiration is used to the extent
it is available. The U.S. Geological Survey uses the Basin Characterization Model
(BCM), as described in GSP Section 2.2.3.1.

The projected water budget is based on the baseline pumping allocation and the
planned pumping reduction program described in GSP Section 4.4, and the effects
of the project pumping reductions on applicable sustainability indicators is
described in GSP Chapter 3 (see Section 3.3.1.1). The level of pumping will be
controlled by incrementally decreasing allocations to the target rate, not by climate
change. In addition, the G8P recognizes that the long-term average for natural
recharge may not be reproduced in the future, especially over shorter time intervals,
as evaluated through a Monte Carlo Simulation (MCS) uncertainty analysis,
described in GSP Section 3.3.1.1. This analysis found that the uncertainty

2 hitps://databasin.org/datasets/1aaf058b573a412bb0a43b47ecb107bd
3 https:/fwww.wildlife.ca.gov/Regions/6/Desert-Fishes/Desert-Pupfish
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associated with precipitation and recharge variability is much greater than that
associated with climate change.

As a point of clarification, both the original USGS model and the model update start in
the year 1929, However, the period from 1929 through 1944 is considered to be a “spin-
up” period for the model, and the data for these years is considered less reliable. In all
calculations made by the USGS in their original report and by the GSA in the model
update, data from 1929 through 1944 is excluded.

S1-5 The sustainable yield of 5,700 AFY presented in the Draft GSP is based the USGS’
pre-development scenario that estimated natural inflows to the boundaries of the
Borrego Valley Hydrologic Model (BVHM) for the period 1945 through 2010
(USGS 2015), recognizing the adaptive management approach of SGMA and
iterative process of updating the sustainable yield estimate at each 5-year check-in
period during GSP implementation. Additionally, the USGS referenced
approximately 1,400 AFY that enters the basin as underflow from adjacent basins
but did not clarify the outflow components used in the pre-development scenario.
Since calculations of sustainable yield must include both inflow and outflow
components, a water budget from the GSP modeling update is presented to confirm
the validity of using 5,700 AFY as the initial sustainable yield.

The USGS water budget using the BVHM for the developed condition for the years
1945 through 2010 and updated by Dudek for the years 2011 through 2016 indicate
that average total inflows that includes groundwater subsurface inflow (specified
flows), stream leakage, unsaturated zone recharge (UZF recharge) is 6,900 AFY for
the period 1945 to 2010 and 6,800 AFY for the period 1945 to 2016. The 20-year
and 10-year averages for the most recent periods are 5,800 AF and 4,700 AFY,
respectively. These recent periods were comprised mostly of a drier climatic period
compared to the longer scenarios beginning in 1945 that included both wet and dry
periods. Historical inflows from 1945 to 2016 were compared to recent (past 10
years) groundwater outflows from the BHVM model update to estimate the initial
sustainable yield of the basin. Average inflows from the entire run of the model
update provide a reasonable estimate of potential basin inflows because they capture
a variety of climatic conditions. Qutflows from the most recent 10 years were
considered to be more representative of potential basin outflows than the entire
historical model period because the loss of native phreatophytes has decreased
outflow from evapotranspiration in the basin. Using these assumptions, the surplus
of inflows over outflows in the basin is estimated to be approximately 5,750 AFY.
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51-6 See response to Comment S1-3 regarding the commenter’s reference to the
potential GDEs along San Felipe Creek and the federally endangered desert
pupfish. Regardless of the presence and/or magnitude of (1) the flux into the
Borrego Springs Subbasin from the Ocotillo-Clark Valley Groundwater Basin
across the Coyote Creek Fault or (2) the flux out of the Subbasin across its southern
boundary (formed by San Felipe Creek), there would be no appreciable effects on
DWR’s priority status for adjacent basins due to conditions occurring in the
Borrego Valley Subbasin. Furthermore, the minimum thresholds—as well as
projects and management actions to avoid those thresholds—to be implemented
under the GSP means that indirect effects on the adjacent basins, if any, would be
positive in nature when compared to continuation of the status quo. In GSP Section
3.3, the GSA addresses impacts to adjacent basins as a subsection under the
description of the minimum thresholds for each sustainability indicator.

$1-7 The response to this comment has been addressed under responses to Comment S1-
3 and Comment S1-6.

S§1-8 The sentence cited by the commenter (GSP Section 3.5.4.2, p. 3-45) accurately
states that the average potentiometric surface (i.e., the theoretical groundwater level
for each aquifer, if it was screened in isolation) across all three aquifers sufficiently
represents groundwater conditions. The definition of aquifers in the BVHM is
based on a textural model, which evaluates differences in grain size composition
from a complete dataset of well completion reports (i.e., boring logs) within the
Subbasin. The recommendation provided in the Draft GSP (e.g., GSP Section
3.5.4.2 and Appendix D1) to develop specific aquifer parameters for each of the
three layers would help improve the academic understanding of the aquifer, but is
not required to develop “representative information about groundwater conditions”
(Title 23 CCR Section 354.34[a]).

There are no regionally significant confining layers (i.e., aquitards) present within
the Subbasin. The lack of any confining layers means the potentiometric across the
three aquifers are not sufficiently different to meaningfully affect the groundwater
levels observed regardless of the screened interval of a well. Monitoring Well MW-
5A/B is a multicompletion well near the Borrego Sink which has two well casings,
one screened in the upper aquifer and one screened in the lower aquifer. The
difference in the groundwater levels between the two was 0.03 feet as of Fall 2018
(GSP Figure 2.2-13B). Although it is the only dval-completion monitoring well in
the Subbasin, groundwater monitoring data elsewhere validates this because
monitoring wells, even where within short distances of each other, report similar
groundwater levels despites having different screened intervals.
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This comment has been addressed in response to Comment S1-2.
This comment has been addressed in response to Comment S1-3.

The only springs identified within the Subbasin, as shown in GSP Figure 2.2-17, are
Borrego Spring and Pup Fish Pond Spring. Borrego Spring dried up sometime before
1963, as stated on Draft GSP p. 2-86, and the artificial Pup Fish Pond (in addition to
the pupfish pond near the Palm Canyon Trailhead in Borrego Palm Canyon
Campground) is sustained by ABDSP’s public water system, and not a spring. As
discussed in Draft GSP Section 2.2.2.6, the water source for springs outside the
Subbasin as well as perennial waters that may flow for a short length into the margins
of the basin is runoff from the watershed, and/or springs or seeps originating from
the fractured rock aquifer that make up the mountain front. These surface water
sources are topographically higher than the groundwater elevation of the underlying
basin, in many cases hundreds of feet higher. For reference, the GSP’s elevation
contours and labels have been added to the GSP’s groundwater contour maps to
further illustrate this. Neither the hydrogeological conceptual model (HCM)
developed for the basin (GSP Section 2.2.1) nor the HCM developed to evaluate
GDEs (GSP Appendix D4) support the idea that there would be a hydrologic
connection between springs originating from bedrock outside the Subbasin, and the
Quaternary age sediments that make up the Borrego Springs Subbasin.

As described in GSP Section 2.2.3.1 and Appendix D1 (BVHM Update), flows
from streams into the model domain are estimated using the modeled streamflow
from the U.S. Geological Survey Basin Characterization Model (BCM), which is
calibrated using the USGS streamgages for the periods when data are available from
the streamgages within the Subbasin or its contributing watersheds. There are two
historical streamgages along Coyote Creek, and one active streamgage on Borrego
Palm Creek. Therefore, all available data from streamgages are incorporated into
the BVHM. The GSA will continue to use the BCM in future model updates, and
incorporate new streamflow records that may become available within the
watershed, in accordance with adaptive management needs and as necessary to
meet the GSP’s sustainability goal.

Agricultural return flow is not an input to the BVHM and cannot be adjusted
directly, but rather is calculated based on the estimated consumptive use in the
model that is calculated using land use/crop type, farm efficiency factors, and
climate data. Land use in the model future projections was left the same as land use
in 2016 as determined during the BVHM update. The justification for this is
presented in Draft GSP Section 2.1.3, which explains why the GSA expects little
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S1-13

S1-14

S1-15
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to no growth to occur in the Plan Area. Farm efficiency factors were estimated by
the USGS based on the best available information, and will be adjusted in the future
if and when data becomes available to support changes. Climate data was adjusted
for future projections based on the DWR guidance. It should be noted that since
applied water and return flows are calculated by the model using these consumptive
use calculations, irrigation return flows decrease through time in the future model
scenarios as applied water decreases.

The level of study presented in the Draft GSP is appropriately at the Subbasin-wide
scale, and thus with regard to stream gages, use of the BCM, as described in
response to Comment S1-12, is appropriate and represents the best available data.
With regard to agricultural pumping, the commenter is referred to Draft GSP
Section 4.4, which describes the pumping reduction program. To implement this
program, the GSA will require metering of production wells to allow direct
measurements of pumping volumes by agricultural users. The quantification of
agricuitural pumping will be significantly improved upon implementation of the
Metering Plan, included as Appendix E3 of the Draft GSP. With regard to past and
current agricultural pumping, the indirect method of estimating irrigation needs
used by the U.S Geological Survey and the GSA (i.e., the Farm Process Package)
is the most appropriate method available. The GSA will incorporate the
recommendations in Appendix D1 during the GSP’s planning and implementation
horizon, in accordance with adaptive management needs and as necessary to meet
the GSP’s sustainability goal.

The commenter is referred to Sections 4 and 5 of Draft GSP Appendix D1 for a
comparison of the USGS’s BVHM from 1945 to 2010 and the GSA’s BVHM
Update to include the period from January 2011 to September 2016.

The commenter provides conclusory remarks, and summarizes the comments
provided in the letter. These issues have been responded to above under responses
to Comment S1-2 through Comment S1-14.
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Comment Letter S2

State of Caf¥omia « Natueal Resourted Agency Gavin Hewsom, Sovernor

7, DEPARTIENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Lisa Ann L. Bangat, Diwchr
COLORADD DESERT CISTRICT
200 PALM CAXYON DRIVE
BORREGD SPRINGS, CA B2004
T80-T6T-403T

May 21, 2618

County of San Diego Planning & Development Services
C/O* Jim Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 82123

RE Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin

E-mait PDS LUEGG roundWaterf®sdcounty ca qov

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan
for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin ("GSP”) Anza-Borrego Desert State Park®
{"ABDSP") 1s approximately 1,000 square miles and surrounds the approximate 98
square mile Borrego Springs Subbasin (*Subbasinm Since March 2017, a
representative from the California Department of Parks and Recreabon ("State Parks™)
has voluntanly been a member of the Borrego Springs Subbasin Advisory Commuttee §2.1
State Parks takes the opportunity to parbcipate in the committee senously becausa
ABDSP surrounds the community of Borrego Springs (GSP Figure 2 1-3) and supplies
the majority of the natural groundwater recharge to the Subbasin (GSP Figure 2 2-1)
Addhionally, ABDSP i1s a Borrego Water Distnct ratepayer, and ABDSP operates a
public water system permitted since 2004 by the State Water Resources Control Board,
Dwvision of Dnnking Water,

State Parks believes that the reduction requirernents shoukd be adjusted under the T
Pumping Reduction Program (GSP 4.4 1) using considerations other than a 74%
reduction for each non-de minuz¥s pumper * This approach does not take advantage of
the flexibility the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act ("SGMA") provides the
local agencies (Water Code § 10725 (b)) The draft GSF gives a great history and
description of the Plan Area (GSP, Chapter 2}, but does not apply that history toits
Pumping Reduction Program 52-2

Ths letter recommends the Groundwater Sustainabilty Agency fGSA7) adjust the
current shares of the estimated sustainable yield by considering proportion of tand
ownership, histore beneficial use, and feasibilty of further reduction of water use State
Parks 15 not suggesting that the GSA use any one of these considerations as the sole A

1The term “de minamss” 15 usad In this letter in reference to the GSF's usa ofthe term, (See,
og,GSP421and 44 1)
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considerabon, but that it apply a more nuancad approach using these considerations 82-2
collectvely In this way, the GSA should be able to take advantage of the flexibality
SGMA intended to provide the local agency Cont.

Proportion of Land Ownership

The draft GSP does not take into account the proportton of land each non-de minims
pumper setvices in the Subbasin Instead, ¢t focuses only on pnor use over a five year
period {(GSP 33 2 1) According to the draft GSP, ABDSP covers 27% of the land
subject to the GSP  (GSP Table 2 1-2.) The draft GSP also Wenbfies that Anza-
Bomego Foundation owns an additional % that will be transferred to ABDSP (GSP
Table 2 1-2)) In other words, State Pariks has, or will have, the responsibilty of
stewardship over 32% of the land that 1s subject to this GSP, but its water use conststs
of less than ,07% of the total baseline pumping allocation ? Yet under the draft GSP, it £33
18 5till responsible for reducing its water use by 74%

Whereas State Parks 15 responsible for a large portion of the land and minimal watar
use, the agnoulture sector's responsibility and use is the opposite  According to the
draft GSP, the agriculture sector comprises 4.2% of the Subbasin's suface area of
62,776 acres and uses 70% of the pumped water. (GSP Table 2 1-1; GSP 2.1.1, and
GSP 3.1 4) Because recent usage data i1s the only method the GSA used to determine
shares of the estimated sustainable yield, the agnculture sector 15 also being allocated
around 71.7% of the tota! baseline pumping allocation. {GSP Tablke 2 1-7, and GSP
Table 3-6 ) L

The draft GSP states that two pumping-related depressions have been found to existin
the Subbasin, one in agncultural areas, and one north of Ram's Hill Country Club

(GSP 2.2 2 1) The daft GSP also states that since the late 1970°s when citrus
cultrvation gained presence in the valley, the groundwater levels have been dropping "at
a relatively constant rate ™ (GSP 222 1 ) By considenng only past recent use for
determining allocations and reduction responsibilties, the Pumping Reduction Plan §2-4
does not address the existing spatial patterns of groundwater extraction (See Green
Nylen, Nell, Michzel Kiparsky, Kelly Archer, Kurt Schnier, and Holly Dorerres 2017
Trading Suslainably' Critical Considerations for local Groundwater Markets Under the
Sustamable Groundivater Management Act (“Trading Sustainably”), p 28, Centerfor
Law, Energy & the Environment, UC Berkelay School of Law, Berkeley, C. 90 pp

law berkeley eduftrading-sustainably )

housing employess to provide safety and resource access, and providing water to the

State Parks' responsibiity of keeping ABDSF open to the publie inextncably includes 152 5
public for day use and overnight use so that the public can continue to enpy this

2 Calcutated by the GSA's determination of State Parks' baseline pumping alieeation of 15 acre fee! per
year, out of the total 21,938 acre fect. (See GSP Table 3.6, But see GSP 3.1 4 ("o total pumping
alowance of 21,936 acre-feet per year .. .*, and GSP Teble 2,1-7 (*Baselne Pumping Altocation™ column
does not add up to 21,938 or 21,936) )
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tremendous msource  The amount of water State Parks pumps from the groundwater A
basin 15 already incredibly mintmal, especially given the amount of land that small
amount of water supplies By failing to give any consideration to the amount of land
sustained by each pumper's use, the GSP assigns a significant burden to ABDSP that
may be impossible without shutting down the park of portions thereof, with diminishing
retums for the Subbasin's primary goal of sustainablity The 74% reduction s an
ineffechve method of obtaining sustainabilty, particularly where the current use is
known to be concentrated in agricultural areas and the agnculture sector will be 52-5
maintaining its 70% of the water use Cont,

SGMA does not prohibit the GSA from taking proportion of land ownership into account.
Ownership is a concrete metne that State Parks believes could be used in conjunction
with other considerations such as past use and purpose of use  {Green Nylen, et al
Trading Suslamably, p 14} State Parks ecommends making some adjustment to the
current shares of the estmated sustainable yield according to proportionate land
ownership

Hwstone Beneficial Use
1 Public Waler Syslem and Human Right to Waler

The GSP also does not consider the type of use in establishing the current shares of the
estimated sustainable yield Cafifornia law establishes the use of water for domestic
purposes as the highest use of waler (Water Code § 106 ) “Domestic purpose”
includes uses such as “auto camps or resorts * {Prather v Hoberg (1944) 24 Cal 2d
549)

There are multiple histonc and current purposes for State Parks’ water use at ABDSP,
inclucing domestic use  The Anza Borrego State Park Palm Canyon public water
systern conveys water to the Borrego Palm Canyon area of ABDSP Cumently, the S2-5
system supplies water for 10 employee residences, 6 employee traller pads, the
Bomego Palm Canyon Campground, and the ABDSP maintenance shep Of the 117
campsttes, there are 52 RV sites with both potable water and santary sewer hookups
and 65 tent sites without hookups There are also 8 group campsites Both the tent and
group stes have dispersed potable water, flush toilets, and showers

1n 2012, the State of California added section 106 3 to the Calfornia Water Code that 1s
known as the human night to water; It 1s hereby declared to be the established policy of
the state that every human being has the nght to safe, clean, affordable, and accessible
water adequate for human consumption, cooking, and sanitary purposes "

Because it supplies water to residents and visitors, the ABDSP Palm Canyon public
water system ts subject to the human nght to water, which 1s not accounted for in the
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draft GSP  Applying the GSA's draft Policy for Human Right to Water ("Draft Policy”),? A
State Parks should be allocated more than double the water it 1s currently being
allocated (hitps /Awww sandiegocounty govicontent/dam/sde/pds/SCMAHuMman-Right-
To-Water-Presentabon pdf ) Dunng the March 29, 2018 Advisory Committee meeting, a
formula was provided to cakulate the Human Right to Water for Borrego Water Distnet
by using the annual average sewags flows to the Ram's Hill Wastewater Treatment
Facilty To show the difference batween what the draft GSP allocated and what State
Parks could be allocated f the GSA had applied the human nght to water policy to
domestic users that are not within the Borrego Water District, here 15 2an example
caleulation*

LInder the Draft Policy, the annual sawage generation 15 126 gallons per
day per equivalent dwelling unit {EDU™) Using ABDSP's 52 RV stes, 10
employee residences, and 6 employee traller pads, we have 68 EDU's in
Borego Palm Canyon Campground that are eligible for the human nght to S2-6
water Multplying 68 existing EDU by the annual sewage generation per c
EDU (126 gallons per day) results in a Borrega Palm Canyon nght to ont.
water of 9 6 acre feet per year

{Sea https /Aww sandiegocounty govicantent/dam/sde/pds/SGMAHuUMan-Right-
To-Water-Presentation-Notes pdf )

Per the GSP, the baseline pumping allocation for the Palm Canyon system 15 15 acre
faet peryear This allocation was determined from metered data. Page 4-21 of the GSP
requires a 74% reduction in each non-de mmtms pumper's baseling allocaton aver 20
years This reduction results in an allocation of 4 acre feet for ABDSP Palm Canyon
public water system Howewver, using the human nght to water caleulation for employee
residences and RV sites, State Pariks could require up to 9 6 acre feet per year for the
RV's and employee residences alone State Parks recommends adjusting the cument
shares of the esbmated sustamable yield to provide for the statutory human nght to
water

2 Ofther Critical Benaficlal Uses at Anza-Borrego Desert State Park

Bomego Palm Canyon is a crihcal area that annually averages approximately 30,000 527

visitors for daily hikes and approximately 120,000 wisitors for ovemight camping. As

2 The dreft GSP does not discuss whether the Draft Policy will be implamented. In the minutes for the
Aupust 20, 2018 Subbasin's Advisory Commites Public Meeting, the Core Team was il considering the
Hurnan Right to Water aflocation to Borrepo Water District.

h n n n AC- MINUTE S-Aurg-18-vFinal pdf )
However, It s undlear whether any further decision was documented reganging the Draft Policy, es the
hyperlink for the January 31, 2019 mecting minutes directs webste visitors to the August 30, 2018
meeting minutes (hitps Meww. sandiegocounty govicontent/sdeipds/SEMAbomego-valley hitml (Last
visited May 20, 2018))
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noted on page 2-6 of the GSP, the estmated revenue to the region generated by
visitation to ABDSP is approximately $40 million annually

ABDSP also provides cntical environmental habitat for endangered species In addition
to supplying water subject to the human nght to water statute, ABDSP's public water
systern supplies water to a ined pond that is a refuge forthe federally and state
endangered Desert Pupfish and Is also a water source for the federally and state
endangered Peninsular Bighorn Sheep The pond I1s a refuge listed under the
September 1993 Desert Pupfish Recovery Plan The Peninsular Bighon Sheep have
increasingly used the pond, which 1s adjacent to the Borego Palm Canyon traihead
pariang lot, as a waler source {Colby, Jansne, and Randy Botta, Califomia Department
of Fish and Witdlife Peninsular Bighorn Sheep Annual Report 2017-18, p 22 ) State
Parks i1s cbligated to prowide this habitat For both species.

State Parks recommends adjusting the currant shares of the estimated sustatnable yiekd
aceording to raspactive baneficial uses

rath r v

State Parks, in fulfiling its obligations as a state entity, already contributes to the
reduction of water use in the Subbasin, As stated in State Parks' previous comment
letter sent to the GSA on August 15, 2018, water use at ABDSP has already been
subject to Executive Order (B-18-12) requinng a 20% reduction of water usage in state
facilives by 2020 Therefore, State Parks has already implemented water conservation
methods, the benefits of which are reflected in the metered data used for the ABDSP
baseline pumping

Throughout the last decade, ABDSP has equipped its campground wath low flow pay
showers thereby reducing the amount of waler used by each ABDSP visitor ABDSP
has also removed maost landscaping, antquated imgaton systems, replaced comoded
galvanized water distnbution lines with PVC pipe, and replaced non-operating shut off
valves As funding allows, low flow bathroom fixtures have been installed

The GSP indicates that the Borego Water District, some golf courses, and agncultural
users have implemented conservation methods (GSP 31 4) In establishing its
baseline pumping allocations, the GSP states that it includes "allocations for water
credits 1ssued in conjunction with the Countyf{Borrego Water Distnot] program for stes
fallowed pnor to adoption of the GSP, municipal water use previously reduced through
end use efficiency and conservation efforts, and recreation use curtalled prior to GSP

827
Cont,

S2-8
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adoption.” (GSP 3 3.1 4)* The GSP does not stata that & included allocations for State A
Parks' state-mandated conservation efforts *

State Parks intends to make avery effort to continue to implement any water
consenvation measures as appropriations allow However, State Parks recommends 52-8
making some adjustment to the cument shares of the estimated sustainable yield Cont.
according to conservation methods Implemented due to state mandate, since those
conservation methods were not cansidered in detarmining State Parks’ baseline
pumping allocaton Because # already has considered other conservation measures, it
should also consder State Parks' conservation measures

Consequences of 74% Reduction at ABDSP

ABDSP stnves to balance the wisitor expenence whike conserving our precicus natural
resources and being stewards of the land A patental reduction to 4 acre feet par year
at Borrego Falm Canyon in conjunction with the water conservatron measures already
in place would require ABDSP to close campground operations and weuld not meet the
statutory human nght to water for the Palm Canyon public water system

State Parks would be required to limit the occupation of employee residences and thus 529
himit the operation of the ABDSP Visitor Center, kmit an important educational
experience for the schoot children of Borrego Spnngs, and kmit the number of State
Parks employees staffed to protect the park resources and visitors  ABDSP would not
be able to provide the high quality recreaticnal expenence that i has provided over the
last several decades Therefors, State Parks recommends that the GSA apply a more
nuanced approach than this 74% reduction plan by applying other considerations, such
as those mentioned in thrs letter,

Genemal GSP Comments

State Parks supports the immediate implementation upon GSP approval of the IS2—1 0
mandatory metenng program as detailed in Appendo E of the GSP.

There are data gaps tn the water quality monitonng particulady n the North

Management Area. Wells now in the process of being secured for water quality 5211
montonng will not yield usable mital data for years The GSP shouki explicitly specty

mandatory water qually monitonng of any major wells in the Subbasin As water quality

* The GSP akso stales that water credits "ara cumrenitty nat includad In the Baselne Pumping Allccation
but mey be converted to Baseline Pumping Allocatix dunng GSP inyplementation * {GSP3314,FNE8)

20 #ts January 18, 2019 letter tothe ABDSP, the County of San Diege descnbed how § cakulated
baseline pumping allocations and gave State Parks until February 8, 2019 to comment bafore the GSA
Enalized tha basaline pumping allocations cn March 1, 2019 State Parks' allccation |5 based sclety on
metered use However, tha letter did not indicate that in establishing the users' respective baseline
pumping alocations I was consldering previous municipal conservation efforts  Therefore, State Parks fs
commenting on this in respense {0 the drat GSP, rather than in responsa tothe January 18, 2019 lelfter
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Jim Bennett
May 21, 2018
Page7of 7

degrades and addstional treatment is required, the cost for ratepayers, including
ABDSP, will increase. The GSP should idenify Ratepayers as stakeholders in the
developmant of a Water Trading Program because pumped water in Bomrego Spnngs s
a matter of public concern about a public resource

Whila the Water Trading Program is referred to as an economic incentive that will lead
to mare water conservation (GSP 4.1), the Water Trading Program is not necessarlly
the key fo water reduction,

Any consideration of the fallowing of agricultural land must include the removal of
Invasive wesd species. Thera are two highly invasive weed species that threaten native
habltats, wildflowers, and native spacies in ABDSP; Egyptian knapweed {Volutana
tubuliffora} and Sehara mustard (Brassica foumneforti) Cumently, there are faliowsd
egricuttural fislds that host thasa species Stats Parks devotes staff ume and resources
to remaove and control these species in the Coyote Canyon area of ABDSP which
borders the North Management Area.

State Parks racognizes the complexity of the GSA’s task and appreciates the extensive
work that the GSA has completed thus far. However, without further consideration of
the historic and bensficial uses, proportion of land ownership, and pumpers’ feasibility of
reducing usa (l.e. conservation methods accounted for In the histoncal data), the GSA is
not taking advantage of the maximum degres of flaxibility SGMA has provided it in order
to achieve SGMA's goal of preserving water rights to the greatest sxient possible while
achieving sustainabliity. State Parks looks forward to continuing to work with you on
this challenging and significant plan.

Smcerely,

G’VV%WWV

Gina Moran
District Supenintendent
Caolorado Desert District

82-1

52-12

52-13

52-14
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Letter S2

Commenter: Gina Moran, District Superintendent, Colorado Desert District,
California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks)
Date: May 21, 2019

S2-1 This comment provides introductory information about Anza-Borrego Desert State
Park (ABDSP), its role in the Borrego Springs Subbasin Advisory Committee, as
the major steward of watershed lands contributing to Subbasin, and its interest in
protecting its permitted public water system.

S2-2 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) has carefully developed the
baseline pumping allocation (BPA) in coordination with members of the Advisory
Committee and in concert with numerous public workshop and outreach efforts.
Please see Advisory Committee meeting minutes from September 28, 2017,
November 17, 2017, and January 25, 2018. They can be found on the County’s
SGMA website at:
https//www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SGMA/borrego-valley.html

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s request for flexibility in determining
reductions other than proportional reductions. While the Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP) does not set specific groundwater use reductions, the GSP includes
Project and Management Action (PMA) No. 3 — Pumping Reduction Program. As
indicated in the Draft GSP, the GSA will prepare the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) documentation (after GSP adoption) in advance of considering
formal adoption and implementation of any groundwater use reductions and a
specific ramp down schedule. The Draft GSP also indicates an agreement among the
pumpers is a possible scenario where groundwater use reductions may be developed.
On July 9, 2019, the Borrego Water District (BWD) held a public meeting in which
proposed stipulated agreement terms were made public.

For additional information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master
response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.

S2-3 See response to Comment S2-2 as well as the master response on the BPA.

S2-4 The commenter’s assessment is accurate, but the goal of the Pumping Reduction
Program is to meet the sustainable management criteria established in Chapter 3 of
the Draft GSP. The GSP seeks to correct groundwater conditions on a Subbasin-
wide scale, and does not establish a sustainability goal specific to the two pumping
depressions cited in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.2.1). However, the PMAs discussed in

draf] g wate anageme a e Borre dwate g
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Chapter 4, including the Pumping Reduction Program, the Voluntary Fallowing of
Agricultural Land, and Intrabasin Water Transfers, are all actions that will be
beneficial with regard to existing pumping depressions.

S2-5 See response to Comment S2-2 as well as the master response on the BPA.

82-6 The BPA is based on metered data for ABDSP and this is an accurate accounting
of the water use, and it spans the periods of high use and occupancy for the Borrego
Palm Canyon Campground. Flexibility is built into the BPA because it uses the
highest water recorded over a 5-year period. ABDSP’s yearly water use has
fluctuated between 4 and 15 AFY between 2010 and 2015. The commenter is also
referred to the master response on the BPA.

S2-7 The GSA understands the importance of maintaining water for the lined pond,
which acts as an artificial habitat for the Desert Pupfish, and as a drinking water
source for the Peninsular Bighorn Sheep. A rough estimate for the amount of water
needed to keep these ponds filled can be made by multiplying the ponds’ combined
areas by the average evapotranspiration rate as measured at the Subbasin’s CIMIS
station (No. 207). According to measurements from satellite imagery, the combined
size of the two pupfish ponds is 800 square feet (approximately 400 square feet
each), and pond evaporation is estimated to about 5.75 feet per year based on pan
evaporation data from Imperial Valley (U.S. Department of Interior 2004).
Therefore, the water needed to keep the ponds full can be expected to be about
4,600 cubic feet/year, or 0.11 AFY. This constitutes less than 1% of ABDSP’s
current BPA, and does not account for precipitation. The commenter is referred to
the master response on the BPA.

S2-8 The commenter is referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping
Allocation. Water credits under the existing Demand Offset Mitigation Water
Credits Policy, described in Draft GSP Section 2.1.2, were historically issued for
physical removal of water using crops, namely agriculture, and in one case replacement
of turf with native landscape. Water credits were only issued for entities who applied
for and were issued credits under the program, and only for water reductions that were
verifiable and permanent. It would not be appropriate for the GSA to assign water
credits for temporary water curtailments (e.g., Executive Order [B-18-12] and
unverifiable or temporary conservation efforts). The sentence quoted by the
commenter in the Draft GSP has been modified accordingly.

82-9 The commenter is referred to the master response on the BPA, The Water Trading
Program can provide the ABDSP with flexibility to continue serving the demands of

(1 -i [1d [ OOWdle dNdggc - d e B C gl a
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its employees, visitor uses, and operations. Furthermore, because the BPA is based on
the highest metered use between 2010 and 2015, there is some flexibility built into the
initial BPA. The metered use at ABDSP has gone as low as 4 AFY in the last 5 years.

S2-10 Comment noted.
S2-11 The Draft GSP states,

Degraded water quality is significant and unreasonable if the
magnitude of degradation at pre-existing groundwater wells
precludes the use of groundwater for existing beneficial use(s),
including through migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies, where alternative means of treating or otherwise
obtaining sufficient alternative groundwater resources are not
technically or financially feasible. At a minimum, for municipal
and domestic wells, water quality must meet potable drinking
water standards specified in Title 22 of the CCR. For irrigation
wells, water quality should generally be suitable for agriculture
use. The Basin Plan has not established numerical objectives for
groundwater quality in the Plan Area but recognizes that in most
cases irrigation return flows return to the aquifer with an increase
in mineral concentrations such as TDS and nitrate (Colorado River
RWQCB 2017), as well as potentially toxic chemicals. The Basin
Plan objective is to minimize quantities of contaminants reaching
the aquifer by establishing stormwater and irrigation/fertilizer use
best management practices. (Draft GSP Section 3.2.5; page 3-13)

The Draft GSP indicates that the GSA continues to work with private landowners
to expand the monitoring network. The GSA will continue to use the existing water
quality monitoring network to assess Subbasin conditions, and further develop the
groundwater quality network over the GSP’s planning and implementation horizon,
in accordance with adaptive management needs and as necessary to meet the GSP’s

sustainability goal.
$2-12 Comment noted.
S2-13 The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding the environmental concerns over

fallowing of agricultural land. The Draft GSP includes Project and Management
Action No. 4 — Voluntary Fallowing of Agricuitural Land. As indicated in the Draft
GSP, the GSA will prepare policy development and CEQA documentation after

draft Fing ndyate gnagerne 3 & + ate a
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GSP adoption in advance of considering formal adoption and implementation of a
voluntary fallowing program.

§52-14 Comment noted.
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RTC.3 ORGANIZATIONS

?" Jackson Tidus

A LAW CORPORATION

Apnl 26, 2019

V1A EMAITL

Jum Bennett, CHOG

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services
25510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Dicgo, CA 92123
jim.bennett@sdeounty.ca gov

Commen! Letter O1

Duect Dra! 040 BS1 7409

Emint mstaplesBjackeanked s aw
Reply & Irvine Offics:

File Ha 7588.122438

Geoll Poole

General Manager

Borrego Water District

806 Palm Canyon Drive
Borrego Springs, CA 92004
geoff@borregowd org

RE: AAWARE REQUEST FOR GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY AGENCY
APPROVAL OF METER SYSTEM

Dear Messrs. Bennett and Poole:

We represent the Agricoltural Alliance for Water and Resource Education (“MAAWARE").
AAWARE's members coniprise the najority of the agncultural property owners in Borrego
Valley. By thus Ietter, we ash that the Borrege Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
approve acceptable propeller meter systems so that the AAWARE members can make plans w0
install groundwater production melers, and not have 10 wail until Groundwater Sustainability
Plan approval 10 do 50,

Enclosed is information oo the SWEHM well meter system that Mike Sclcy of AAWARE has
discussed with Geoff Poole Benefits of the SWIIM meter system include significant cost
savings by: 011

« Eliminating the need for manual, monthly readings of groundwater production (the meter
aystem provides real time data by cellular transmussion, or 1if’ celtular 15 interrupted, by
radio transmission), and

«  Eliminating the need for semi-anminl cahibration venfication and annual meter accuracy
checks. Einder the service agreement, each flow meter is regularly cheched for accuracy.
The maintenance schedule also includes technician visits (o each site t least every four to
51X wecks, In addition to maintaining the ielemetry and solar charging systems during
these visits, technicians perform visual inspections of flow meters to ensure there are no
ermatic ort ble flow teadings, blank LCDs, or damaged regisiers. Y

Inane Offca

2030 Man Street, 12th Floor
Irvine, Calforrue 92614

04D 782 B35 (940 752 0507

Wieatioke Vilags Oftics

2B1% Towmagate Road, Sute 200
Westiake Villaps, Calfoms 01381
B80S 230 0023 fBO3.230 00BT

www jackaontxua ew

er Subbasin
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Barego Valley G5A

c/o Mr Jim Bennett & Mr Geoff Poole
Apnl 26, 2019

Page2

We are addikonally swahing information on the similar MeCrometer meter system and service
mgreement. Endosed 1 information from the MeCrometer web site aboot their meters and

reporting technology

Fleaze let us know 22 coon a8 possible whether the SWIM or McCrometer meters, along with
thewr data collection and repocting systems, and their calibraton systems, are spproved as
acceptable metering systems., Please also let us know whether there are any other meter systems
acceptable to the GSA_

Sincerely,
T bbb Bty

Michele A Staples

Enclosures, SWIIM and McCrometer systems information

cc: hmSeley, AAWARE*
Mike Seley, AAWARE*
Jack McGrory, AAWARE*
Boyd L. Hull, Esq , for AAWARE"
*by email only

011
Cont.

Appendix G-42











imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut






















imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut



















imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut

imagingp
StrikeOut





RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

8
i
g ,
|
|
a
3
‘ 3

draft Final Groundwate 8 : i b3
January 2020 Appendix G-80






RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Chat Livel

Connactsd Sokniary | McCrometer UBA - Overvn | MeCronter

b %

ElowConnest  McCrometsr CONNECT  SmartOutput
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McCrometer CONNECT

Series:

» Gatery

More Systems » More Sensors » More Solutions
Wireless Technology for Teday's Growers

MeCromater CONNECT | McCrameter USA - Overview

MCCROMETER-CONNECT
Request a Quote

| confiren that [ have revlewtd and agree wth MeCrometer's privecy
wllcy,

1 al32 undersiand nty privacy cholces as they pertain to ey persanal
dats as provided In the MeCromater privacy policy under ™Your
Privagy Cholkas™

McCrometer CONNECT™ offers the most comprehenshve choice in wireless remote manitoring for
[rrigetion and crop management from the convenlence of your computer, smart phone or tablet,

Complete turnkey solutions for growers and irrigatars
Highest quality local service and support
Selection and Flewbility

With McCrometer CONNELT, you have the real-time, Endustrizl-strength crop data and tools you need Chat Live?
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4r268/2018 Smart Output | McCrometer USA - Overview

Smart Output mag meters from McCrometer are designed with a highly intelligent madule In their
trnsmitters that is similar to a communication protocol. This capability allows McCrometer mag
meters to transmit data on a schedule or on demand, as well as receive diagnostic gueries to ensure or
update meter operation. There's no need for technlcians to gather flow data manually or check meter
status with McCrometer's Smart Output mag maters,

With advanced plug-and-play, real-time Smart Output communlcations, McCrometer’s FPI Mag Flow
Meter, 5P Mag Flow Meter and Ultra Mag Flow Meter provide highty effective solutions for automatic
meter reading (AMR) and advanced meter infrastructure [AMI) in support of utility smart grids that help
conserve valuable water resources, reduce expensive non-revenue water costs, and simplify daity
operations and routine maintenance.

McCrometer's Smart Output technology is backed by the company’s 60-plus years of solving flow
measurement problems,
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Letter O1

Commenter: Michele Staples, Jackson Tidus — A Law Corporation, on behalf of
the Agricultural Alliance for Water and Resource Education (AAWARE)

01-1

Jani

i Final Groun
uary 2020

Date: April 26, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the Agricultural
Alliance for Water and Resource Education (“AAWARE") request to consider use
of the SWIIM meter system to monitor groundwater production in the Subbasin, or
McCrometer meters. SWIIM includes a comprehensive
administration/management tool that verifies water use and related conservation
against a specified baseline, along with the resulting newly projected crop
production output. SWIIM is “hardware agnostic” and compatible with many
commercially available equipment, including flow meters, gate meters, tail water
sensors, climatic sensors, groundwater instrumentation and supporting
infrastructure such as weirs, flumes, stilling wells, and similar technologies. This
equipment is connected near real-time via telemetry to SWIIM to provide near-real-
time water usage and consumption reports, along with “alarms” if a specific field
is going outside the projected/approved water usage, alongside other pre-
determined irregularities” (SWIIM 2019). SWIIM is a comprehensive metering and
on-farm water accounting platform that requires detailed evaluation to verify
compatibility with planned groundwater production reporting requirements.

The GSA will consider use of metering and monitoring systems/platforms in
coordination with the non-de minimis pumpers in the Subbasin. The cost,
technology, hardware integration, management platforms, and opportunities and
constraints of multiple systems should be considered including but not limited to
SWIIM meter system. Of particular interest is the reporting and data management
capabilities of each system to document groundwater production for purposes of
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) implementation. As the SWIIM meter
system appears compatible with existing well meters, pressure transducers and
weather stations in the Subbasin, the GSA could consider after the GSP is adopted
a trial project potentially be conducted to confirm suitability of use, cellular access
and document actual costs for system installation, ongoing use and compatibility
with proposed GSA groundwater production metering requirements.
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Comment Letter O2

?" Jackson Tidus

A LAW CORPORATION

Letter to Borrego Valley Groundwater
Sustainability Agency

Re: AAWARE Comments on March 2019 Draft
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Borrego
Valley Groundwater Basin and Baseline Pumping

Alocations

May 20, 2019

Delivered via E-Malil and Overnight Delivery to:
County of San Diego Planning & Development Services
Attention: Mr, Jim Benneit

Submitted by:
Michele A, Staples, Esq.
Boyd L. Hill, Esq.
Invne Orice Westtara Viltzge Office:
2030 Man Sued, 12th A 2615 Townsgate Road, Sutg 200
inane, Cailarea G008 Wemaew:ag;c:?’m;tgml Wi [a0 o OUS aw

t 49 52,8345 1949 752 0597 t 805.230.0023 1805.230 G087

Appendix G-69



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1L

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Pape
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY Lo e |
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SUSTAINABILITY PLAN : e
A, THEGSP FAILS TORELY UPON THE BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE
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SUSTAINABLE YIELD FOR THE BASIN AT 5,700 AFY ... R
I The GSP Mischaracterores and Wrongly Adopts the USGS Natural
Surfece Recharge Estimate 3 the Basin's Sustainable Yield ... ... 3
2, The GSP’s Incorrect Adoptsen of Natural Surface Recharge as the
“Sustamable Ywld” Violates SGMA’s Intent to Preserve Common
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*“Sustainable Yield” Violates SGMA's R:qurreumu to Consuler
All Beneficial Uses and Users, .. ... 6
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1. The GSA Did Not Imvobve Beneficial Users mn the De.vehpmem of
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C.  THEBASIN SETTING CONTAINS IMPROPER ANALYSES .
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1. The Analysts of How Groundwater Sustamabilty Will Affect
Gereral Plans 1s Flawed and limproperly Favars Expmdmg
Municipal Use Oser Existing Agricultural Use ... A k]
2 The Basin’s Groundw ster Quality Does Not Vielate Sustam:b:luy
Indicators, and the G5P's Extenswve Groundw ater Quality
Momtormg Daes Not Appear to be Warranted ceve oo v e e i 1d
3. The Budek Made] Update and Water Budget Caleulations Are Not
Based on Best Available Science and Ignore Information That
Contradicts the Pre-Determmed Result Ca PPN |
D. THESUSTAINABILITY MEASURES ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY

DATA FROM THE BASIN SETTING AND DO NOT CONSIDER
BENEFICIAL USES [N
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1. The Minimum Thresholds are Not Jusafied by Supportg
Information in the Basin Selting and are Wuthout [nput snd
Consideration of Beneficial Interests and Property Owners . 16

The GSP Reversed the SGMA Process of Determiming Undesirable
Results Based Upon Exceedances of Mnimmum Thresholds and

Instead Pre-Determuned the Undesrable Results to Back Into

Mimimum Thresholds Through Modclmg af the Incorrect

“Sustaimable Yield™”. TR ¥ )

3. The GSP Mischaracterizes a1 Confuses the Suslmnabihty Gozlby
Treating the Geal as Sustainable Yield. The GSP Mscharactenizes
and Trears Natural Recharge of Surface Water as the “Sustaimble
Yweld”. | . A -3

4 The GSP Measurable Ohjccnvcs Violate SGMA by Usu:lg
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Thresholds and by Fallmg to Provide a Reasomable Margu:l of
Operational Flexibility, - T e 13

E. THE G5P's PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS EXCEED
SGMA AUTHORITY TO ACHIEVE THE SUSTAINABILITY GOAL
FOR THE BASIN . e AN 4

B, THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND PROGRAM COSTS FAR EXCEED
WHAT 18 CONTEMPLATED BY SGMA FOR A SMALL BASIN
WITH FEW PUMPERS AND INCLUDE COSTS THAT THE

(8]

DISTRICT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR.. w22
IH.  AAWARE COMMENTS ON BASELINE PUMPING ALLOCAT]O!NS e e ow M
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?" Jackson Tidus

A LAW CORPORATION

May 20, 2019 Diect Dal D49 8517409

Emal Mmstaples@facksonlidus law
Regly lo Irvine Olice
FleNo 7568-122439

¥ AlL (PDS.LUEGG round Water @sdeouniy.copov) & O i re

County of San Diego Plannung & Developmeant Services
c/o im Bennett

5510 Overland Avenoe, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

RE: AAWARE COMMENTS ON MARCH 2019 DRAFT GROUNDWATER
SUSTAINABILITY PLAN FOR THE BORREGO VALLEY GROUND-
WATER BASIN AND BASELINE PUMPING ALLOCATIONS

Dear Mr. Bennett:

L INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY.

The Agricultural Allance for Water and Resource Education ("AAWARE") prowvides this
coimment letter lo the Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustainabiny Ageocy (“GSA™} lo address
AAWARE's concerns regarding the March 2019 draff Groundwater Sustaimtility Plan (*GSP™)
for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin (“Basin”), AAWARE's members comprise the
majority of the agricultural property ownpers and groundwater unsers overlying the Basin
AAWARE’s members are dependent on the Basin for agrienltural and domestic water uses on
their properites

For maty years, AAWARE's members have been working toward a solubon to bring the Basin
[nto balance, both individually and, more recently, as members of the Borrego Water Coalitton
(“Coalition™) and the Advisory Committee to the GSA (“Advisory Commiites”), AAWARE
members have voluntarily reduced water consumption, willingly shared thelr production data
with the Core Team in confidence, researched and proposed metering systerrs for approval by
the GSA, and devoled countless hours 10 engage fn various forums at which groundwater
management aliermtives have been discussed.

AAWARE geeks constructive chalog with the GSA in the hopes of reaching a workable solution
to the GSP and ils intended implementlng programs that wll facilitate beneficial use of the
Basio, 1oclnding agricnltural use, together with sound mamagement under the Sustainable
Groundwater Mampemsnt Act ("SGMA”, Wat Cods, § 10720 et seq ). Unfortunately, the 60
day poblte review penod for the GSP was not further extended as necessary to allow the ongaing
chalog to reach a satisfactory conclusion. Compoundng the problem, the G54 withbeld from
public disclosure wmtcal 1nformation open which the GSP is based, mndering AAWARE's
atility 1o provide relevant information dunog the Advisory Commuttes procesdings and dunng
the public comment penod on tbe GSP.  For example, Dudek’s “Update to the USGS Bomego
Valley Hydrolome Model” and summary report dated December 2018 (GSP Appendix D
("Dudek Model Update™) were withheld from pubhie disclosure woul the draft GSP was
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published m March 2019 (See, Exhibit [,' November 2, 2018 joint T2 Bomrego/AAWARE
letter, p. 1) The GSA 1 still withholding the Planning, Permutmg and Ordmance Review
Technscal Report (referenced at GSP p. 4-38) and Working Draft Financing Plan (referenced at
GSP pp. 5-9, 5-10).

Therefore, AAWARE and its mdividual members (who jom m these comments) must now
preserve therr nghts regarding the substantive and procedural deficiencies of the draft GSP and
the process of n3 development that improperly marginalwe, subordinate and prevent
consideration of the AAWARE wembers’ interests in the Basin, and violate their
Constitunonally-protected substantive and procedural due process rights, water rights, and

private property righes.

As a result of the Core Team's fature to adhere to SGMA's statutory and regulatory
requeements and gurdance provided by the Department of Water Resources (“DWR™) (such as
the nse of best available seience and compliance with fundamentsl principles of substantial
evidence and due process), the draft GSP proposes excessive regulatory obligations and crushmg
fmancisl burdens that would plainly elminate private agricultural water use from the Basm. In
eoacting SGMA, the Legislature was clear that it did not seek to create a subordinate class of
beneficizl users regulated out of existence by SGMA, I[nstead, the Legistature mandated that
benefictzl users are to be full partiegpants 0 the planning process, with the express intent to
preserve beneficial uses through “sustamable™, rather than dracontan, manzgement.

As dscussed m greater depth below, the draft GSP:

1. s being developed by a process that withbolds relevant information relied upon my the
GSP and prevents active involvement by affected agricultural water users, thereby
preventing the GSA’s consideratwn of the agriculturel users’ interests as required by
SGMA. {Wat, Code, §5 10723 2(a}(1), 10727.8(a).}

2. Fauls o rely upon the best available science provided mn the USGS report prepared m
cooperatian  with the District entitled, “Hydrogeology, Hydrologie Effects of
Development, and Sumulation of Groundwater Fiow in the Borrego Valley” (“2015
USGS Model Report™- hitpsiipubs usgs gov/sh /51 50/47 excerpts
cited to berem are attached hereto ag Exhibu 2.)

. Establishes arbitrary management zones withowt model testmg the zones.

. Adopts sustamabiliry measures that are not supparted by the evidence.

. Calls for excessive and costly implemenrmg programs that are economically infeasible
and needlessly barm beneficial agricultural uses in the Basin

6. Includes admmustrative snd program development costs that far exceed what is
contemplated by SGMA for 2 smail basn with few pumpers, rendering GSP
implementation economucally mfeasible.

(LI RV

! The Exhrituts referenced in this letter have been uploaded to a share ste and may be accessed ot the following Lk
tips fsha sontycds lywfuwifHde .
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In order to correct the draft GSP's procedura] and substantive deficiencies, AAWARE asks the
GSA 1o

¢ Establsh a collaborative technica] process o be convened before GSP adoption to allaw
a meanmgful opportumty for public review and dialog on matters that were not
adequately developed through the Advisory Commuttee process;

*» Convenr technical meetings before GSP adoptson among the water producers who will be
subject to the GSP and their respective techmeal consultants m order to finalize their
Baselne Pumping Alkecatrons;

* Provide informanon explaming why the GSA decided to effectively reject the USGS's
Scenarwo 6 sustamable pumpmg target of 7,824 AFY (Exhibit 2. 2015 USGS Model
Repat, p. 122 (Tebk 20)), uxledmg any data indicating a potenttal undesrable result at
that pumping target;

¢ Produce at least one model run evaluatng a pumpmg target of 7,100 AFY, which s the
total average natural safe yield amount substantiated in both the 2015 USGS Model
Report and Dudek Model Update;

# Provide for s permancot Technical Advisory Commattee as part of the GSP governance
process o be comprised of Californea leensed engineers, hydrogeolopista and other
beensed technical representatives from all stakeholders deswmg to participate (see
Exhibit 1, November 2, 2018, joint letter on behalf of T2 Bomego amdl AAWARE
regardimg Borrego Sprmgs Groundwater Model and Proposal for Collaborative Techmucat
Approach), and

+  Amend and recirculzte an updated draft GSP, and extend the comment period to allow for
further review and comment by affected benehicial users.

1L AAWARE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY

PLAN.
A.  THE GSP FAILS TO RELY UPON THE BEST AVAILABLE SCIENCE
N N D GSA's n RMINED
N, N J00 A
L. The GSP Mischaracterzes and Wrongly Adopts the USGS Natural
ace Recharge Estimate ns the Basin's Sustainable Yield,

The 2015 USGS Model Report indicates that the available yield of the Basin in the pre-
development conchtion s 7,074 afy. The 2015 USGS Mode! Report’s “Scenarso 6 evaluates a
target pumping rate of 7,824 AFY (for 30 years commencing m 2030) and conchides that at
2060, recharge approximates discharge. (See, Extubyt 2, 2015 USGS Model Report pp. 4, 118
(Table 19}, 122 (Table 20), Exhibit 3, May 15, 2019, Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report, p. 2.)

Rather than adopt the sustalnable yield of 7.824 AFY as set forth in the 2015 USGS Report
enagio 6 ve vaiksh] velopme LU sol forth ] USGS
odel Rej the GSP mischaracterizes the USGS Madel Report and incorrectly adopts

3-
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the USGS Model Report’s ratural surfoce rocharge of 5780 AFY o9 the Basin’s A -

Ssuctainable vield”:

At present, the total baseline pumpmg allocaton (BPA} of 21,963
are-fect per year (AFY) greatly excesds the Subbasin's
cstimalcd lonp-torm siesiainable vield of 5700 AFY determined

the US G ical Sui d s GS
(GSP, p, ES-3 [emphasts added] )

As set forth above, S ot det n esthmate the long.term sustainable vield
at 5,700 AFY Rather, the USGS estmated the long-term sustamable pumping rate at 7,824
AFY and only estimared the natural recharge to the Basm from myrface water at 5,700 AFY.
(Exhubit 2, 2015 USGS Mode! Report, pp 2, 122 (Table 20, 129.) USGS estimated the total
average matural recharge to the Basin to be approxumately 7,100 AFY, comprised of 5,700 AFY
surface recharge and §,400 AFY underflow into the Basin, (See, Exhibgt 2, 2015 USGS Model
Report pp. 2, 129, See also, Dudek Model Update, p 10; Exhibit 3, Wagner & Bonsignore Letter
Report, p. 2, Exhibit §, Thomas Harder Letter Report p 7.)

The GSP's mischaracterzatwon and adopton of USGS estimated natural surface recharge of

5,700 AFY as the “sustawnable yiekl” viofates the statudory definition of sustainable vield as
the maximum quantily of water that can be sustamably used. (Wat. Code, § 10721(w).)

021
The evidence contaned m the 2015 USGS Model Report shows that 5,700 AFY is nol_the Cont
maximum quantity of water that can be sustamably used. The USGS model nuns for SGMA
sustamabyliy that take into oatural subsurface recharge, imigation return flows and other
components of the Basin's developed state estimate the bng-term sustainable yield at 7,824
AFY.
The evidence contained i the GSP also shows that 5,700 AFY is not the maximum quantity of
water that can be sustainably operated withm the Basin. The GSP Basin seiting discusswon for
safe yaeld estimate concedes that the water budger numbers set forth 1 the 2015 USGS Model
Report are the correct numbers for what the GSP calls the “combined natural recharge™ to the
Basin®
The aversge anmual natural recharge of water reaching the
saturated zome, which includes stream kakage and mfiltrating
water through the unsaturated zone, was 5,700 AFY for the full
model simulation period from 1929 to 2010 (USGS 2015). In
additson to natural recharge from stream leskage and infiltrating
water {mostly from irragation return flows), the Subbasio received
underflow ongmatmg Fom the adjacent watersheds at an average
anmual rate of 1.400 AFY. Therefore the combined average
annual pate harpe to the BY ate an
AFY (GSP, pp. 2-80 — 2-81 [emphasis added] ) Y
oda
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The GSP Basm setting discusswon for water budget purposes provides a shightly lower mumber of
6,770 AFY for combmed total inflow based on the Dudek Medel Update that admittedly enber
overestimates pumpmg or underestumates recharge. (GSP, pp. 2-72, 2-73 (Table 2.2-94), 2-79.}
However, even at that lower water budget inflow mumber of 6,770 AFY, the GSP concedes that
the “gustainable of 5,760 ob { axfmu [ water thal can be
s@urstainably_operated within the Basin, By arburanly picking the average snmual natural
surface recharge number as the sustainable yield, the GSP vislates the SGMA_regulations

uliring the GSA te use water budpel projections and safe vield estimales as ihe
foundation for determinatien of sustainable yield (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.18(b)(7),
(eX3))

The County’s GSP contract with Dudek specifically tasked Dudek to “consider both surface and
groundwater data and run predictive simulations to determme effects of recharge and extraction
on levels and qualey slong with anplementabon measures to be detaded m the GSP.” (See,
BExlubg 4. excerpis of County Contract No. 555655, Agreement with Dudek, pp 21-22) The
County/Dudek contract explains that the purpose of thes rask, among other thmgs, i “to
determune sustamable yield for the basin in its entrety that s accepiable to DWR™.

Instead, Dudek ran only model scemarios evaluating the 5,700 AFY natural surface water
recharge as the Basin-wide sustainable yiekd. {See, GSP, pp. 3-20, 3-21 [“All of the smulations
are based on the target pumping rate of 5,700 AFY bemg achieved m year 20 of GSP
implementation.”}, Exhibit 6. 2019 Thomas Harder Letter Report, p. 7, Ezhibit 5, Aprd 26,
2019, Traoscript, p. 54-1-11 [Dudek ran one model scenario stepping dewn current pumpmg to
5,700 afy over 20 years].) The GSA model pun for the “sustemable neld” of 5,700 AFY shows
that operation of the Basin in that amount 1s well below the maximum quaniity ef water that
can be operated without undesicable result  (GSP, p. 3-20, Figure 3-3-2.) Establishing the
GSP “sustamable yreld” at 5,700 AFY would add between 35,000 and 70,000 acre-feet over &
35-year perod {about 1,000 to 2,000 AFY) to storage instead of being sustainably used without
undesirable result {(GSP, Figure 3-3-2; See, Ezhibit 6, 2019 Thomas Harder Letter Report, p. 4
[quant:ifying the amount of storage gam]; Exbubit 3, 2019 Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report,
P2}

A ARE questions S 4. Ing = desred = able yiefd pestilt
a cn catlopalizing that conchuslon ufter-the-fact  However, that s what happened m thes
case. The Dudek Model Update selectively sccepts only the mformation supporting the GSA's
decision to limit pumpmg to the 5,700 AFY natural surface water recharge, and rejects or ignores
the data, laws and guidance contradicting that decision. No mention 13 made of the USGS
Scenario 6 target production level of 7,824 AFY or any undesirable resuli that would occur at
that level. The predictable result 13 that the County Board of Supervisars and District Board of
Duectors (as the GSA decision maker 0 this case) and DWR (as the oversight agency) will
receive a one-sided analysis of the Bagin's sustainable yield. The GSP's sell-servinp apalvsks ol
talha lekd ks nehitrary apnd copriclons, particularly where the GSA has at Its disposa
the 2015 USGS Borrego Valey Hydrolepic Model that was deselgped jn cooperalion with
the District over a 6.year perlad at <ignificant expense for the express pu e of testin

plternotive management scenapdos. (See, Extubit 2, 2015 USGS Model Repert, p. 1.)
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Contrary to the requirements of SGMA and the scope of work outlined in the County/Dudek
GSP contract, the GSA failed t nduct el runs &t any number between 5700 AFY

atu rrfece water recharpe and the 2815 USGS Model Report’s susialnable yleld
Scenarie 6 model recult of 7,824 AFY that the GSP lnores and efectively rejects, (See,
2015 LISGS Mode] Report, p. 122 (Teble 20, Scenznio 6).) The GSA sbould provide at least 2
model run evaliating production at the combmed average annual natural recharge amount of
1,100 AFY, (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 354.26(c) ilpetment to conside tltiple_minimu
thresholds to determine point at which undesirable result scenrs], Exlnbit 2, 2015 USGS
Model Report, p. 129; Extubyt 3, Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report, p. 2; Extubit 6, Thomas
Harder Letter Report, p. 7)

2 The GSP's Incorrect_Adoptlon of Natural Surface Recharpe a2 the
»Susiainable Yield” Viehites SGMA’s Intent top Preserve Common
Law Water Rights.

The GSA's adoption of the Basin's namral surface recharge of 5,700 AFY as the “sustaipable
yield” ylolates common bw waler rights as protecied by the California Consttution (Art X,

Sec. 2) to maxlmum reasonzble and heneficlal use of the Bacin sustainahle or <afe vield, and
thus vwolates both the Calfornia Constimtion and SGMA  (Wabk Code, §§ 10720.1{b),

10720.5(a), {b); Cal. Const, Art, X, Sec. 2, Califormnia American Warer v. City of Seaside (2010)
183 Cal App 4th 471, 480-481 [“The solohon must not, of course, unressonably or adversely
affect the existing legal rights snd respective priorgies of the parties”].) Most of the
groundwater nghts adudications i Calformia (if not all} use a defimution of the basm yield that
weludes 3 components:

1. Natural yield, which is the amount of the total recharge including underfiow that wonld
exust under pre-development conditions  Inthe Basin, this amount is about 7,100 AFY,

2 Developed yield, which & the amount of water that is developed from pumping the
groundwater basin and mcludes changes m storage and reductsons m basin cutflow and
evapotranspuration; and

3. Retum flow from punpmg.

(See, Exhibit 3, Wapner & Bensignore Latter Repont, p. 2) The GSA's arbiteary rejection of
USGS Scepano 6 effectively takes usable watee out of production by regulation, adversely
affectmg the AAWARE members’ water rights and land use. By requring water users to
L) te 5o significantly onder the Basin’s total average natural recha ‘which Is les< than
sistainablk oy <ife yield under the Basin's deseloped condlition), the GSP construtes a majox
chan overh a > wl 5, m violation of SGMA. (Wat. Code, §§ 10720 1(b),
10720.5(a), (b}); Peabady v. Cuty of Vallgye (1935) 2 Cal2d 351, 376 [requrmg water to be
umsed and flow to the bay in order to make insubstanttal contribution to underground supply of
land held to be a great waste for smazll benefi].)

3. The GSP's Incerrect Adoption of Natneal Snrfzee Recharpe s the

“Sustzinable Yieh}” Vielles SGWMA s Requirement le Consider All
Benelicial Uses and Users,

-6
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SGMA requires that the GSP “consider the interests of all beneficia! uses and users of
groundwater,” including holders of overlying rights. The requirement was amended last year to
expressly requice the GSA to comsxder the interests of farmers holding overlying groundwater
water rights  (Water Code section 10723 Xa)(1), as amended by Assembly But 321, effective
Jamuary 1, 2018) The GSP falk te consider or even mention the interests of private
overlyjng faomers or ether privale proundwater users in &3 explanation of why i sets the
“sustaimable yield™ sigmficantly below the Basm's combined average anmial matural recharge of
spproxmately 7,100 AFY:

Recharge in the basin is bimodal, with the majorury of recharge
occurrmg on decadal basis in a few very wet years, Most years
have significantly less natural recharge than the average. Given
that this bimodal pattern mtroduces a level of uncertainty regarding
the sctual amount of recharge that could occur over the next 20
years, the GSA has detennoed that a target pumnping rate of 5,700
AFY by 2040 woukd be consistent with the GSP sustamatnlity goal
{discussed inn Chapter 3). (GSP,p 2.8i)

The “bumodal recharge” pattern is a function of desert environments. Multiple successne wet
years will provide more than average recharge, and multiple successive dry years will provide
iess than average recharge. With no supplementsl source of water, water users in the Basin
(including overlying agniculture) will necessarily rely upon infrequent large recharge events to
provide a steady source of banked supply during the more frequent dry seasons Over a long
period of time, wet and dry cycles will produce an average recharge The USGS's full model
sunulation considered a &0-year period, 1929 to 2010. (See, Exhibit 2, 2015 USGS Model
Report, p. 79.) The averzge annual natural recharge estimates from Appendix A of the Dudek
Model Update are based on an &0-year period of record (7,040 AFY) and 65-year period of
record (6,381 AFY), which are more than sufficient to account for hydrokegie cycle varnabdity.
{See, Exhibu 6, 2019 Thomas Hacder Letter Report, p. 4)

The GSP's statement about bimodal recharge fails to explain the undesirable result, if any, that
would result from a pumping target based upon the 7,100 AFY combined averazge annual natural
recharge or the 7,824 AFY USGS Scenario 6 pumping target. By emliiting 2 very sianificant

amouni sf patural underflow Inte thi Basin (1,400 which ks 205 ol i asin’e teta
2,100 _AFY gversge matural recharge), the GSP falk te rely on the best available
Information and science about the Basia's natira ha both the USGS maodde] an

the Dudel Model Update (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 354.18(e)) The USGS’s evaluation of
sustaimable yield (Scenari 6, which evaluates total productson of 7,824 AFY), appropnately
relies on the best available science, tahing into account not orly the natural surface recharge and

underflow, but 2ko retun flows from &rigaton. GSA i | s
h] w hstantial evi lagal t
aipahl nlin; wal Ta
7-
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B. THE GSA FAILED TO ALLOW FULL PARTICIPATION BY PRIVATE

WATER USFRS INCLUDING AGRICULTURAL USERS AND FAILED
J0 CONSIDER THEIR INTERESTS IN PREPARING THE GSP,

L The GSA THA Nol Invelve Beneflcial Users [n the Development of the

GSP’s SustalnabHity Measures,

SGMA requrres that the GSA provide a written staterment that commits to the manner in which
mieresied partics may participate m the development end implementation of the GSP  (Wat.
Code, § 10727.8(a).) The GSA must follow the commutment set farth in that statement for
unolvement of beneficial users, (23 Cal Code Regs, § 354.10) Given the mandate that the
(GSA consider the interests of aff beneficial users and uses of groundwater {including farmers)
(Wet. Code, § 10723 2(a}{1)) end the legmshtive intent 1o preserve water rights in the
development and implementatwn of the GSP (Wat, Code, §§ 10720.1(b), 10720.5(s), (b}, this
commitment is crucial.

Beneficial user mput 1oto the development of GSP sustainability measures 1< cratical to the GSP
process and to the protechion of overlying water nights. (Wat. Code, §§ 10720.5, 10723 2,
10727.3(a); 23 Cal Code Regs,, 5§ 354.10, 354.26(b)(3), 354 28(b)(4)) Contrary to the
requircinents of SGMA and the Advsory Commuttee Bylaws (GSP, Appendix BA, p. 1),
development of the GSP was reduced to a top-down pracess where GSP proposals were
developed by the Core Team and selectively reported to the Advisory Commitiee members and
affected private water users  In some cases, relevant mformation was withheld from the
Advisory Commuttes and the affected water users (metudmg AAWARE members), depriving
them of a meanmgful apportunity to evahuate potential impacts to ther interests and provide
input mto the GSA®s decswons such as the GSP mamagement proposals {23 Cal. Code Regs,
§354.10) Specificatly, the GSA failed to comply with the process required to develop the GSP

by:

*  Witholding the Dudek Model Update until ajter publication of the draft GSP and failing
to timely provide refated mformation required for the Advisory Committee, the affected
water users and their technical consultants” meaningiul comment on the technical
foundation of the GSP,

s Witholding key docurnents cited in GSP even after publicatron of the GSP under the
“dehberative process privilege™ exemption, inchiding the Plinnmg, Permuung and
Ordinance Review Techmeal Report {referenced ar GSP p. 4-38) and Workmg Draft
Financing Plzn (referenced at GSP pp. 5.9, 5-10);

* Relying on 2018 ENSI Report that miscalculates the Basin's combmed anmeal natural
recharge, and mustepresenimg to the Advisory Commuttee and affected water users that
the total yield is 5,700 AFY,

* Fadmg to post agenda materials, nciudmg but not hmited to mformation sbout the
propased contents of the GSP, in sdvance of Advisory Conmmittee mestings;

+ Failing to respond to comment lketters submutted by private water uscrs durmg the
Adwnisory Commztee process;

-8.
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¢ Proposing management programs that target agricultural land and water use without input
by the affected agnculiural water users, and

* Proposmg fnancmg mechamsms that are not feasible end will have the effect of
elumnating beneficial agricultural use,

In the monihs precedin blication_ef ihe draft GSP, the (echalcal consultants advisin
the GSA repealedly misinformed the Advisery Committee members, the public and the
vate water users’ (echnical censultants ( verage annual gatura)
Basin totals 5700 AEY. The District’s consultant, Envronmental Navigation Services, Inc.
("ENS1"}, incomrectly represented the total 65-year average natural recharge to tbe Basin to be
5,700 AFY per the 2015 USGS Report, comprised of 1,400 AFY groundwater mflow and 4,300
AFY surface water recharge. (See, Exhibnt 17, Septemnber 2018 report enitled “Methodolegy to
Examine Furure Groundwater Overdraft in Terms of the Overall Hydrologic Water Balance
Considermg Recharge Varability and Parameter Uncertainty” (2018 ENSI Repant™), p 7.) To
the contrary, the 2015 USGS Modet Repont estimated the total average natural recharge to the
Basi at approximately 7,100 AFY, comprised of 1,400 AFY underflow info the Basmn plus
5,700 AFY surface recharge (See, Extubnt 2, 2015 USGS Report p 2; GSP pp. 2-80 — 2-81; See
also, Exhibg 3, Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report, p. 2; Exhibit 6, Thomas Harder Letter
Report p. 7.} EN: sta b the 1,40 tpder{low he 5,768
surfac nsteal addmng (he twi ether. {Exhibit 17, 2018 ENSI Report, p. 7.)
LE] it, the ENS1 Report misrepresents (he Rasin’s tatal average namral recharge to be
20% lower than the 2015 1SGS Maodel Report.

The misleading mformation on the Basin's average natural recharge was particularly mpactful
given that the purpose of ENSI's examination was 1o address concerns about potential impacts
on the Distyict’s ability to produce drmking water and related increase in water production costs
should the targel pumpmg rate fail to achieve the SGMA-mandated sustamabality goaks. (Exhibyt
17, 2018, ENSI Report, p- 1.} The 2018 ENSI Report further explains that “subsequent analyses
are in process that will budd from this Report to exaimne the effect of overdraft on BWD supply
well production rates and water qualny”, (Exinbit 17, Cover letter to the District’s General
Manager } The GSP reles on the mcorrect 2018 ENSI Report for the Plan Area and Basin
Setting and Sustamatabity Management Criteria (see GSP pp. 2-87, 3-43), and includes a
subsequent BNSI study dated December 7, 2018, enttled “Water Qualty Revew and
Assessment BWD Water Supply Wells™ that may have been one of the “subsequent analyses™
that buikt upon the wcorrect 2018 ENSI Report (see, GSP Appendix D2). The Advisery
Commitiee members and the public were incorrecily informed that the pumplng level In
i I} del’s Scenario 6 would so cee sin’s patu that
would not_meet SGMA's axtalnahi] [ ents.  (See for cxumple, Exhilt |1
15t 2018 Ady kory Committee Minutes, p. 3; Exhibit 17, X018, ENSI Repol 18.

The GSA relied m part on the mcorrect ENSI analysis in pickng the 5,700 AFY target pumping
rate as the Basin's sustamable yieX and effectively rejecting the USGS Scenanw 6. (See, GSP
pp. 2-87, 3-48, 3-49.) At the August 31, 2018, technica]l meetmg among the technical
consultants advising the GSA, AAWARE and T2 Bormego, the GSA mcorrectly said that the
Dudek Model Update was usmg the 2015 USGS model and assumptions and was ooly updatmg

9.

Subbasin

024
Cont

Appendix -80



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

draft Ng
Jancary 2020

County of San Dicgo Planning & Development Services
oo Jim Bennett
May 20, 2019

the model to the period beyond 2010 However, the draft GSP publshed months later disclossd
that, in setting the sustamable yield at 5,700 AFY, the Dudek Model Update excluded the 1,400
AFY average natvral underflow recharge that had been mcluded m the 2015 USGS Mode!
inputs {See, Exhibut 2, 2015 USGS Model Report p. 118; GSP pp. 2-80 - 2-81; see also, Exhibit
3, Wagner & Bonsignere Letter Report, p. 2, Exhibit 6, Thomas Harder Letter Report p 7.) The
erroneous Information was unable (o be discovered by the alected water users and unable
to_he corrected during the Advisery Commiitee process becntme the GSA purposcly
withheld the Dudek Model Update from public review unill the draft GSP was published.

The August 2018 techmeal meeting wes beld at the request of AAWARE and T2 Borrego so that
the GSA's engineering consultants could provide them with mformation needed for AAWARE
and T2 Borrego to provide meamngful mformation for the Dudek Model Update, i3 inputs and
the sustainabilty criteria At a subsequent Advisory Commuttee meeting, the GSA announced
that what it provided at the technical meeting was merely mformatwon that could be found on the
GSA website, and not the technical information that had been requested  (See, Extubut 11,
Qctober 4, 2018, Advisory Committee Mmutes, p. 2.)

The GSA also withbeld the Dudek Model Update from public review until the draft GSP was
published for public comment, chimmg the “deliberative process™ exemptwon from the Public
Records Act  Upon publication of the draft GSP, AAWARE and T2 Berrego scheduled two
technical meetings for the technical consultants to discuss the model, data and model runs with
the GSA during the public comument period. (See, Exhibrt 12, March 22, 2019, email exchange
to schedule techmical meetings during GSP public comment period.) The mformation learned
from the subsequent technical meetings and from the GSP s that the GSA had a predetermuned
result to use the USGS natural sucface recharge number of 5,700 AFY as the “sustamable yield,”
and that the GSA only performed model runs at that 5,700 AFY number. No other forward
projection runs were performed at higher pumping rates, {See, GSP pp. 3-20, 3.21 [“All of the
simulations e based on the target pumping rate of 5,700 AFY being achiesed in year 20 of GSP
umplementation.”), 3-61 (Figure 3.3-2); Extubit 3, 2019 Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report, pp.
1-2; Exhibet §, 2019 Thomas Harder Letter Report, p. 7) Because the GSA only studied its pre.
detenmuned result of 2 5,700 AFY “sustiinable yield™, the Adviory Commuttes and the affected
water users cannol evaluate the maximum pumping that can occur in the Basin without
urdesirable results, and neither can the County Board of Supervissars or Dutriet Board of
Drrectors (m their role as the GSA decision maker) or Departiment of Water Resources (m its role
as the oversight agency}, The GSP process was not conducted in @ manner to obtun any
meanngful mput from beneficial users as to sustainable yield components, w violation of SGMA
requrements for beneficial user participation I the development of those sustainable yield
components, {Wat Code, §§ 10723 2, 10727.8; 23 Cal Code Regs. §5 354.10, 354.26(5)(3).
354.2800)(4).)

Dudek told AAWARE's technical consultants that ¢ wes prevented from modehing other target
pumping rates for the Basin due to budget and scoping constramts. (See, Extubst 3, Wagner &
Bomsignere Letter Repert, pp 1-2) However, as discussed above, the County/Dudek GSP
contract tasked Dudek with running predictive simulabions to determine sustainable yield for the
Basio order te comply with SGMA Irements la ise the best avallahle science aml
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atlen (23 Cal. C [ 3 3 5 A
additional model run ot the 7,108 AFY cembined average shnual gamral yickd,

Additionally, the Advisory Committee process was reduced to a top-down process with the Core
Team developing GSP components and reporting only some of them to the Advisory Commuttee.
A review of the agendas for the GSA reveal only tws items that came vp for Advisory
Committee fnput, neither of which were GSA susteinabiliy measures: (1) metermg of
agricultural wells, and (2) allocation of base produchion rights. (See, Extubnt 7, November 27,
2017 Advisory Commutee Agenda Bxcerpts) As shown by the GSA website, the GSP
sustainabllity measures were rolied oul to the Advicory Committee for review only at the
yery end of the Advicory Committee Process in Oclober 2018, after the GSA s censultant
had cempleted thelr model testing and developed the sustainabllity measures. (See, Exhibit
8, website screenshot page 4, Exhibg 9, Advisory Commitice Agenda Reponts for GSP Rollout
Oct. 2018, Nov. 2018 and Jan. 2019.) As discussed above, at that hme, the Advisory Committee
members were misinformed as to the Basin’s natural recharge.

Additionatly, the Advisory Commitiee agendas published in advance of the meetings did mot
contam attachments. The substance of the GSP text was mot provued to the Advisory
Commuttee members pror to the meetings, but instead Advisory Commuttee members were
sumply presented wih a power point presentation on the spot at the meetings, with no
opportunmity to meaningfully review, consider and provile mput mnte the GSF's contents. The
power point presentations were not posted on the GSA's website until severa] days following the 024
meetng, generally only m tone for the subsequert imesting, thereby preventing tmely and Cont.
meaningful mput by the affected water users mto the GSP's development, (See, Exhibit 11,
August 29 and October 3, 2019 ketters to Jun Bennett and Geoff Poole.)

After publication of the Draft GSP, mformation necessary for AAWARE"s technica! consultants
to wnderstand and comment on the Dudek Model Update durmg the 60-day pubbc commeot
period was requested at the April 26, 2019 technical meeting. (See, Exhibit 5, Aprd 26, 2019,
Transcoopt, pp. 13:18-25, 25:23 - 26.3) The GSA committed 10 provide the requested
information at the May 10, 2019 technical meeting. {See, Exhubit 3, Transcript, p. 69:24 ~ 70:5.)
However, the information was not provided at the May 10 meeting. The requested imnformation
was provided at the close of business on May 16, 2019, just iwe business days hefore the close
of the comment period on the drflt GSP. (See, Exhibit 16, May 16, 2019, Calibration Wells
Comespondence and Documents.)

Additonally, the GSA continues to withhold mformation cued in the GSP upon winch the
proposed management programs are based, mchiding the Planning, Permutting and Omdmace
Review Techmical Report (seferenced at draft GSP p. 4-38) ard the Working Draft Financing
Phan {referenced at GSP pp. 5-9, 5-10) (See, Exhibyt [0, March 29, 2019, email denymg
AAWARE's request for these documents) Additionally, the GSP references Le Sar
Development Consultants’ work on maiters including economic fmpacts (GSP p. 2-30), but there v
is no teport included in the GSP.

4
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The GSA did not provide the Advisory Commuttee or beneficial users “palanced objective
nformation” m a tumely manner 25 recessary to assist m ther understandmg the Dudel: Model
“Update™ to the USGS model, water budget or development of sustamabilty measures, did not
wvolve or collaborate wuh the Advisory Commuitee in deterrmnmg wluch susteinability
measures to include in the GSP, and drd not consult with the Advisory Commuttee or agrculkural
users targeted by the sustamability measures. [ fact, the GSA provided {ncorrect
information abowt the Dhrdek Model Update and wilhheld Dudek’s model repert dated
December 2018 fromt puhlic disclsqsre untit the GSP was published months bier.

e requested information should he prosided to the public, and lhe puhHe commenl
shon! allow 2 meaningful riunity to review the Information as

necessary le comment on the Dudels Model Undate.

dditionalty, to aveld future dissemination of misinformation and encure that the affecied

private water users recelve relevant infermation about GSA matiers potentially sffecting

h I In 2 timely manner, AAWARE u the GSA to establich o permanenl
hnlca visory Commitiee ess 88 part of the GSA's governance struchure with
ana and make recommendations en matiers inehuding speci 3
ountai t underflow and fhy inle the Boasin oeros the Covele Creek fonlt, and
Hturala tiona turn flows: evaluating the feacibility o
undwater; ady selopipe: [ any Waler Quality Optimization, Intra-Bos
Water Transfers and General Plan Update proposed In the denft GSP; sustalaable yield;

scope of werk and budget for technical work; rampdown; and any ether matters io be
approved by the GSA.

2 The Manner in Which the GSP VWas Developed Violatles the
AAWARE Memhers® Constiutionatly-Protected Substantive and
Frocedural Due Process Rights,

The GSA's fallure to objectively evahiate sustamable yield scenarios violates the AAWARE
members” Constitutonally-protected  substantive and procedural dus process rights by
withholding from the Advisery Commutee, County Board of Supervisors, District Board of
Diectors and DWR relevant mformation that 13 contrary to the GSA's arhiirary decision that the
sustainable yicld should be equal to the natural surface water recharge,

Further, the GSA’s withbolding relevant information cited o and relied upon 1n the GSP denies
the AAWARE members 2 meanmpful opportumty to evalate the potential impacts to their
mterests from the GSPs ncorrect determination of sustamable yield included in the draft GSP
during the public comment period. These errors and ommsons prechude the GSA from
consulering the agricultural water users” ioterests m wviolation of SGMA  (Wal, Code, §
10723 2))

C. THE BASIN SETTING CONTAINS IMPROPER ANALYSES CONTRARY
TO BEST AVAILARLE BATA AND SCIENCE.
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L malysic of Hew Groundwater Sustainabillity Will t Genera

w 1331) xpandl unkipal Use
Over Exbsting Agriculiura] Use,

SGMA requires that the GSP provide & description of the consideration given to general plans
and an assessment Of how the GSP may affect those plans. (Wat. Code, § 10727 2(g) ) The GSP
describes how the current General Plan allows for s many a3 11,689 total housing uruts, which
would equate 1o 5,8445 AFY for just resilential use {GSP, p. 2-19) Thus, without any
subdivison permutmg, the residental water use alone would exceed the GSP's “sustaimable
vield” of 5,700 AFY. The GSP concludes that the existng General Plan Eand use designations
and policies allow for growth amd promote agricultural conservaton £ a mannoer that may be
incomsustent with the sustainabulity criterts, pumping reduction program and agricultural land
fallowing program described in Chapters 3 and 4 (GSP,p 2-20) Of course, the GSA veeds 1o
consider all beneficial users, and not faver any particular class of beneficial use  (Wat. Code,
10723.2)

One of AAWARE's concerns is the statement m the GSP that “Supporting contmued agricultural
operations i Borrego Valley may be mnconsistent with the goal of reducing groundwater
demand”, (GSP, p 2-22, Table 2.1-6; See also p. 2-23.) The data presented in the GSP indicates
that a significant reduction in agricultural water use is needed, and AAWARE's members are
already undertaking measures to reduce their water producton, However, there 1 no evdentury
support m the GSP for the conclusion that agricultural operations must be eliminated in order to
schieve groundwater sustaimability In fact, the 2015 USGS study conchuded that sustainability
can be gcheved with a $0% reduction m then-current agriculmaral pumpmg {13,162 AFY). {Sez,
Exhibg 2, 2015 USGS Model Report, pp 4, 122, Table 20 (Scenarie 6).) (Using the USGS
methodology. the required reduction would be shghtly hugher under the GSP totals of 15,729
AFY rotal agricultural Besefine Pumping Allocation, and 14,767 AFY total current agricultural
production. (See, GSP p. 2-26, Table 2.1-7).)

Becausa the GSP cites to 2 “Planning, Permutng and Ordinance Review Techmeal Report”
(referenced at draft GSP p. 4-38), AAWARE requested a copy of that document as necessary to
evaluate snd comment on the GSP's analysis of how the General Plan’s agricaltural policies and
land use designations would be affected. However, the GSA demied AAWARE's request for a
copy of the report. (See, Exhibit 10, March 29, 2019 [email demymg AAWARE's request for the
Tepont].) I wllhho!_lllng relevant information reled upen In the GSP abotit how |t would
g{fect_the an’s epricuttomal pelleies and land use des jons, (b 1
deprived AAWARE mcmhem sl a_meankinpful nmﬂrmnlg 1o nrovlde Inpatl on whelne
and _hew the ried _General Plan inconskiencies and potentfal amendments cou
affect thelr interests, Adelitionally, the GSP’s Genera) Plan dikausston evidences the GSA'S
Intentions to disfavor agricultural uses In Implementing the GSP. As g resull, The Coun
Suw aml Dist k] tors {Iln & 05 the GSA) ate unahla
a 4] hligation te conslder the Interests of agricultiral water users in violatlo
of SGM Yat. C. 10723.2.
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2 asin’s Groundwale paHt s Not Violate Sus )

Indicators, amd the GSP's Fxienslve Groundwater Qualty
Monitoring Does Not Apreear to he Warranted.

SGMA authorizes GSAs 1o adopt programs to avord undesrable results, not to “optimize™ water
quality. SGMA only requires water quabty monxonng as a component of a GSP “as applicable
to the basin.” (Wat, Code, § 10727 2{d) } SGMA mdicates that water quality monitormg may
only be necessary where groundwater quality degradation 15 created by extraction of
groundwater or will affect the supply and benefictal uses of groundwater (Wat, Code, §
10727 2(d)(2); 23 Cal Code Regs , § 354 16(d} )

The GSP discusson on groundwater qualuy coachudes: “In gencral, water quality has histortcally
been good within BWLY's wells with TDS at concentrations of less than 500 mg/L™ (GSP, p. 2-
62.) Wells with nitrate issues are located down gradient from Rams Hill and percolaton pends
at the BWD water treatment plant  (GSP, p. 2-63) There are no discermable trends of water
quality degradation of any constituent. (GSP, p. 2-62 to 2-63) The primary concern 15 \hat
decreased groundwater levels could nduce flow of poor quality water (GSP, p. 2-63) That
concern can be addressed more approprately by mmimum thresholds for groundwater levels
already in plice to address chromie Jowenng of groundwater levels. {23 Cal Code Regs, §
35428(d).)

Additiomatly, the GSP inctudes mcorrect information about exceedances of mitrates The GSP
wmncorrectly says that “hstorcal exceedances of nitrate concentration have cccurred m five wells
m the vicmey of Henderson Canyon Road in the northern part of the valley, adjacent to areas of
agrxulneral use”; that one Thstriet well in the northern area shows 2n increasing nitrate trend;
and that four wetls i the northern area bad to be taken out of potable service due to elevated
nitrate. (GSP, pp 2-57, 2-62, 3-12.) In respense to AAWARE's question for additional
information, the GSA responded that only one of the Distnet's wells (1D4-4) 11 located in the
northern management area and was drilled deeper to avod ndrate. (See, Exhibyt 10, March 29,
2019, email end Attachment A} Additwonally, the December 7, 2018 ENSI report entitled
“Water Quality Review and Assessment: BWD Water Supply Wells™ (GSP Appendix D2, p. 66)
says that nitrate occurs in all of the active BWD wells at varymg concentrations well below the

maximurm conteminant level (“MCL™) for nitrate. The GSP should be comected accordmply.

The data smmply does not indicate a potential undesirable resull supporting the expansive “Water
Quality Optmnezation Program™ as part of the GSP The GSA's $124,000 cost 10 develop the
program elements {not mcludmg the umplementation costs) should be reviewed through the
Technical Advisery Commuttee process. Without a publicly-available itemization of the GSA's
cos5ts, program clements such as the new District well and pipelme referenced in the Warer
Qualey Optimization Program (GSP p 4-32) give the appearance of bemg District transmission
$ystem upgrades inappropriately subsidized by private well owners who are not connected to the
District’s system,
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e 's W b Il acl feresls

The GSP's Water Quality Ootimiztion Progru. lis potential impacis on the lnferests of
apriculiunal water neers and s costs should be evaluated through the Advisory Commilice
and Technical Advisory Committee hefore the GSP s approved,

Also, in addition to noting agricultural amendments and septic systems as polential sources of
nitrates in the Basin (GSP pp. 2-56, 2.57, 3-12), the GSP should discuss the [istrict's sewage
spreachng pends. (Wat, Code, § 10727.4) Sewage collected by the Distriet 18 treated at the
Ram's Hill Waste Water Treatment Plant (“WWTP"} and then spread to evaporanon/percolation
ponds Shdge from the WWTP » discharged 1o on-site drymg beds for stalbizaton and
removed every four to five yexrs for off-sne disposal (See, Exhibg 18 [excerpts from the
Dastriet’s website, October 2007 San Diego County Local Agency Fonmatwn Commisson
Borrego Valley Mumcrpal Service Review & Sphere of Influence Update, and August 2017
Colorado River Basin Regional Board Water Quality Control Plan]) The GSP’s <teps te 0l

t GSP should ohjectively evahrate all potential sources of nitcat the
Basin, pot fecus o apriculiura] fertilizer apnlication alope.
3. e Drrdek Model Update and Water Budgpet Coaleulatio re Not
ced_o st Avellable Science opmat

Contradicts the Pre-Determined Result,

The foundation of the basin setting is a description of groundwater conditions in the bass: and a
water budget that 12 based on the best available infarmation and best avaulable science (23 Cal,
Code Regs., § 354.16.) The Dudek Model Update begms with a description of water demand for
the last ten years that cutflows are 20,000 AFY and inflows are 5,000 AFY. That descniption 1s
contradicted by the best available science and wformation set forth in the GSP, as follows-

¢  Groundwater mflow across the Coyote Creek fault wis estimated to be as ugh a5 3,200
AFY based on a scientific electrical resistivity study, but was dismussed beczuse it was
based on “Lmited data” and “inconsistent with the EVHM model sssumpton™ of 2 no
flow boundary. (GSP, p 2-42) The GSP's stated reasoning for dsmissmg the
scientifically demonstrated inflow snd not accounting for any of it is not based in seience:
“The (GSA does not consider this a critical data gap because historical groundwater levels
and trends suggest the flux would be into the Subbasin rather than owt of the Subbasm,”
(GSP, p. 2-42)

¢ Despite actunl testmg of return flows from mrigaton at 22% and golf course at 14%
(GSP, p. 2:46), assumptions are made regarding efficiency and a dry saturated zone
(despite years of contmual watering) to reduce those amounts m the meorrect 2018 ENSI
Report discussed above (GSP, p 2-75, and Exhibit 17 )

* A mere six year penod was used to *vabdate” the Dudek Model Update. (G5P, p. 2-72.)

¢ The Dudek Model Update, using only six years of data, finds only 3,905 AFY of surface
recharge to the Basin (GSF, p 2-73), yet the water budget agrees with the 2015 USGS
Report’s surface recharge amount of 5,700 AFY rather than the Dudek Model Update

amount, {GSP, p. 2-80.) The 2015 USGS Report, based on 70 years of data, 18 the best
available scientific data to use.
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¢ The Dudek Model Update confrms natural underflow recharge to the Basin averages
1,400 AFY 1n addation to the 5,700 AFY surface recharge. (GSP, p. 2-76.) Yet, the GSP
throughout claims that only 5,700 AFY is avaidabk for natural recharge and mcorrectly
calculates ovendraft and loss m storage based sokly on the 5,700 AFY amount. (GSP,
pp ES-3, 2.34, 2.80, Tables 2.2-9A, 2,2-9B; See also, Exlubit 17, p. 7.) The GSP
effectively ignores the underflow as part of the “sustamable yield” despite the science
substantiating this informarion. (GSP, p. 2-61,)

¢ The Dudek Medel Update results “underestimate hydraulic beads,” which “may be the
result of the model smulatmg too much pumpmg compared to actual wsage, or
urderestimating  storage values lke spectfic yeld for the upper aquder, or
underestimating the amount of recharge to the BVGB, or a combmation of all three.”
(GSP,p 2-79.)

To summarize, the GSP fak to take into account demorstrated Coyote Creek inflow,
demonstrated recharge from underflow and demorstrated inagaton return flows, The GSP uses
a much different sustanable yield mumber than from the accepted sciennfic methods of the
USGS Report, with the effect of overesttmatmg overdrafl, underestumatmg sustamable yield and
underestimatmg groundwater m storage.  This violates the SGMA requirements for water
budgets. (23 Cal. Code Regs., §§ 354.18(b) [estimates based on direct measurements or data],
(cH3) [projected bydrology to utilize 50 years of historical mformation for estimatmg future
hydrologyl.)

The Basm Setting also should melude information about the significant amount of groundwater
mstorzge m the Basm The Dustrict previously relied upon that storage 22 a basis for tempering
drought water restrictions and cutbacks. (See, GSP Appendix D2, p 10; see also, District's
report to State Water Resources Control Board at

/ 5.C0.poviwater fogue 3 jon_portalfconse Cpot
inghimi¥smallsupplier under Janvary 5, 2016 State Water Resources Control Bowrd Small
Supplier Report Dataset, Row 131, Columa Q [Basin contains at kast a 50 year supply of
groundwater in the uppermost of three aquifers] )

D. THE SUSTAINABILITY MEASURES ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY DATA
0 N NG AND DO NOT CONSIDER BENEFICIAL
USES.

1, The Minlmum Threshelds are Nol  Jusiified by  Supporting

Informatlon In_the Rasin Setting and are Without Input and
Consideration of Benefictal Interests and Property Owners.

Minimum thresholds must be based on supporting mformation m the basin setting snd data and
models and must consider the effect on beneficial users and property mterests, (23 Cal, Code
Regs., § 354.28(b}(1) & (4)}.)
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For the chronic lowering of groundwater sustamability indscator, the minmum threshold must be
% groundwater [evel based on the hstorical rate of groundwater declme for projpected water use
andl type. (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.28(cX1).)

For the reduction of groundwater in storage sustamability mdicator, the minimum threshold
should be the total volume of water that can be withdrawn from the Bzsin without undesirable
results, a5 supported by the sustainable yield of the Basm, but groundwater kevels may be a
proxy. {23 Cal Code Regs , § 354 28(cX2), (d)

For water quality sustamability indicator, the minupum threshold should be the degradation of
water quahiy, but groundwater levels may be a proxy. (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 354.28(c)(d), (d) )

The GSP selects as the minimum thresholds for all three sustainabality indicators “maintaining
groundwater levels above saturated screen intervals for pre-existing municipal wells during an
anticipated multt-year drought ercumstance™, (GSF, p. 3-17; GSP, p 3-23 [“use of GWEs at the
cross section of wells outlmed m Table 3-4 and Table 3-5, are also spproprate mimmoum
thresholds for the following sustunatality indicators groundwater storage, groundwalter gualiy
degradation, and depletion of mterconnected surfzce waters™] ) There i no explanation of how
those well levels are based on the historical rate of groundwater decline for projected weter use
and type. (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.28{cX1).)

Those groundwater levels appear not to be based upon the pomt at which groundwater decline
would halt, but instead are based upon the Dudek Model Update model run of the pre-detenmined
“sustaimable yield" of 5,700 AFY which, as previously explained, is not the maxtmum quantity
1o which the Basin can be opersted given current mflows and operation of the Basm. (GSP, pp.
3-20, 3-21 [*AL of the sumulations are based on the target pumpiog rate of 5,700 AFY bemng
achiteved in year 20 of GS P moplementation”™].)

At kast one 2dditronal model run should be provided to evahiate target pumpmg at the total
natural recharge of 7,100 AFY to determine whether sustamable yrld can be reached at or above
that level, as mdicated by the data in the 2015 USGS Report and Dudek Model Update. {23 Cal
Code Regs., § 35426(c).) The groundwater kvels chosen according to pre-determined
“sustainable yield” were made wittxout consideration of whether the overlying agriculrural use
can sustain the impact of reducmp production well below the Basin's natural recharge  (Wat.
Code, § 10723.2; 23 CaL Code Regs., § 354.28(b)}(4).)

A The GSP Reversed the SGMA Process of Determining Undesimble

Resulis Based Upor Evyceedonces of Mintmum Thresholds and
Ipstend Pre-Determioed (he Undesirable Results to Back Inle

Minlmeim __Thresholds  Threugh  Modeling ol the JFncorpect
“Sustajnable Yield™,

As munmmum thresholds are developed for particular uses and locatins, the exceedance of those
mmimum thresholds in 4 quantsative manner that causes significant and unreasonable effects in
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the Basin (taking into account potential effects on beneficial users and property owners) 1s what A

shoukd be deterrnmed as the unreasonable result, (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.26(b)(2)-(3) )

The GSP camics out this process m reverse. It warks backwards (o establish what is the 0z2-10
“sustainable yield” and then conducts model runs secordingly. (GSP, pp. 3-10103-12) There 1s Cont.

no discussion 1 the GSP about how the undesirable results were obtained by a quantitative
analysis of “minumm threshold exceedances (1 e , groundwater levels) that czuse significant and
umreasonable effects in the basin™ (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354 26{b}(2) )

3. e GSP Mischaractorizes an nfices (he Susiaingh af by

Treating the Goal as Sustiainable Yieki: The GSP Mischamcterlzes
aml Treats Natural Recharge of Surface Water as the “Spstalnable
Yield, .

The sustamability poal refers 10 the implementation meastires targeted te ensure that the Basin is
operated within #s sustainable yield (Wat Code, § 10721(u),) “SGMA does not Incorporaie
sustainable yleld estimales directly Inle susininable management erterla,  Anslawhile
pumping within_the suctainable ylekd ectimate s neither a meastire of, nor proof of,
sustainability, Sustamnabiity under SGMA 18 only demonstrated by avoiding undeseable results
for the six sustaimability mdicators™ (DWR, Draft Sustainable Management Criteria, p. 32
lemphasis added].) “The key to demonstrating a basin is meeting its sustainability goal is by
avodmg undesirable results,” (DWR, Draft Sustainable Management Cruteria, p. 33 [emphasis

added].} oz2-1

In drect contradiction of the DWR guidance and SGMA definition for sustamability goal, the
GSP adopts 2s one of its sustamability goalks groundwater use within the sustainable yield, (GSP,
p 3-4) As explamed previously, the GSP errs in treating only natural surface water recharge
(5,700 AFY) as the “sustamable yield” without any supporimg evidence and despite conceding
that the combmed natural recharge {includmg underflow) is 7,100 AFY, The GSP incorrceily
pstablishes a sustalnability goal at far less than the <ustainable ylel) based on an

incomplete patural recharpe rate thal neglects to inclide 1,400 AFY of underflaw Inte the
Rastn.

As discussed above, the GSP's sustainabulity goal with respect to groundwater qualty exceeds
the GSA’s authority under SGMA by seeking to maintam or improve groundwater quality for
transition to future mumicipal use (GSP, p 3-4), rather than protect against groundwater qualty
degradation that mmpairs water supplics (Wat, Code, § 10721(x)}(4))

4. The GSP Measurable Ohectives Violate SGM ¢_Using DiTerent
Metrl m Used to raine
Fatfinp te Provide n Reasonab a o[O Hona b
02-12
SGMA requires that meastrable objectives be based on quantitative value usmg the same
metrics anid monltoring skles as are used (o define the minmowm thresholds (23 Cal Ceode
Regs , § 354 30(b}.) The measurable objectives must provide a reasonable margin of operational
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flexability under adverse conditwns which take mto account historical water budgets, seascnal
and long-tenm trends and perwds of drought commensurate with levels of uncertamty. (23 Cal
Code Regs , § 354 30(c) )

The GSP violates SGMA by creating a new measurable objective of produdaion reductions that
was not the metric used to define the minimum thresholds and does not use the montoring sttes
that are used to measurs the minimum thresholds. (GSP, pp. 3-31 to 3-34.) The GSP atternpts to
Justify the different measurable objective by clamming that the linear reduction of production was
the input for the Dudek Model Update, as if that knear mput somehow defines sustamable yield
or somchow displaces the metrie of groundwater kevels. (GSP, pp 3-31to 3-32.)

Far from providmg » reasonzble margin of operanonal fiexibiliry, by ratcheting down production
to a level siguficantly below the Basin's natural recharge, the proposed production reductions of
74% of current production will needlessly unpair he mterests of water users  Production
reductions should be triggered by (ailure to meet groundwater elevation measurable objectives,
and unless the GSA demonstrates undesirablke results would occur, should have the operational
flexibility of the sustainable yield, which the 2015 USGS Report estimated at 7,824 AFY

E. THE GSP's PROJECTS AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS EXCEED

SGMA AUTHORITY TG ACHIEVE THE SUSTAINABILITY GOAL FOR

Project and management actions must achieve the sustamabuny gosls for the Basin, (23 Cal
Code Regs, § 354.48a)) The GSP must quantify the measurable objectives under the
sustamability components that the projects and management actwons are expected to meet (23
Cal Code Regs., § 352.44(b)1).)

The GSP must deseribe the ercumnstances under which the projects and management actions
must be implemented (ie., the croeria that wriggers implementation and termination of the
prajects end management zctions). (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354 44{b}{1)(A).)

If overdraft conduisons exist, the GSP must descrihe management actsons {and quantefy the
demand reduction they will achieve) to nurigate overdraft (23 Cal Code Regs , § 354.44(b)(2).)

Because the sustamability goal statement inappropriately uses “sustamable yield™ as o
susteinabilty goal, it creates sdditional confusion when cvaluating whether projects and
programs will achieve the sustamability messures, The sustomability goal must match the
sustainability meusures, which for all of the sustainabilty mdicators are groundwater levels.
Thus, in order to qualify as GSP projects or management actions, they must achieve quantifizble
sustainability objectives {23 Cal Code Regs , § 354 44(b)(1)} )

i —Wate i The high cost of developing the Water
Trading Program ($122,000 for “planning level development™) is unreasonable in light of the
fact that there are only a few dozen non-de minimis well owners in the Basin. To minlmize
costs, the Technleal Advisory Committee process should be used fo sellcit blds from
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allfied englneeHn, s fo act ns i tx willlge by A
GSP approval,

—W; The GSP’s Water Conservation
Program would consist of separate components for the agncultural, municipal and recreation
sectors. The pronary element of the agricultural conservation program will be water audits to be
performed by the GSA or third party contractors which may have the following components:

¢  Pre-audit aoalysss of hstoncal water use, topogrephy, clmate data and land wse;

*  Analysss of distribution uniformity (amount of water supplied by wrigation system to
each plant), crop density and crop types,

¢ Analysis of arigation efficiency {amount of water used beneficrally by crop compared to
total water applied);

o Amlysss of soi gram size end texture, agropemuc soil suitabality including salmaty,

dramage and water retention properties;

Amlysw of migation system water use efficiency, pressure and mantenance;

Pesticide and fertdzer application and use;

A report containing recommendations for mnproving efficiency and crop yreld; and

Follow up analyss of measures implemented actions/practices and savings obtained.

(GSPpp 4-11-4-12) The estunated agewcultural water savings totals 365 AFY. (GSPp. 4-15)

The estimated cost to develop the program is approxumately $130,000. (GSP p 4-19) The 0213 -
Agricultural Water Conservatlon Program sheuld be evalated through the “Tochnlea| Cont.

Advkory Commitiee process after water meters are Instalied and the level of apteultural
walter savi 1o _date {5 evahsated. The ram as deccribed would be highly intrusive

and must be voluntary.

Management Action No, 3—Pumpine Reduction Program. The Pumping Reduction Program
(GSPpp 4-20 -~ 4.24) would requme cach well owner to marementally reduce Baseline Pumpmg
Allocations to reach the estinated sustainable yeld {curremly, 5,700 AFY) by 2040, The GSA
will consider the adoption of fees and penalties for vislations of pumpmg ellowance and/or
reparting during the GSA irplementation period. Meters would be installed within 90 days of
GSP adoption. The ares of fmigzted land and ¢rop types should alse be docctly tracked to
monitor program effectiveness [t would cost the GSA S82,000 to develop the Pumpmg
Reduction Program. The Pumpmg Reduction Program would be mmplemented once CEQA
review of the GSP 1s completed.

Agam, the program amounts to over-regulation SGMA calls for water users to file n amwal
statement with the GSA setting forth the tatal exwaction in acre- feet of groundwater during the
previous water year (Wat, Code, § 10725.8(c).) Additwnally, AAWARE members who do not
already have meters proposed to nstall their own meters and to have the usage data remotely
reported to the GSA. The agricultural well owners are awaiting the GSA's approval of
alternative meter technologies and would like to install meters as soon as possible, in advance of

GSP approval. (See, Exhubit 15} Y
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Ako, as disctussed above, because the Pumping Reduction Program relies upon an incorrect
“sustaimable yield™ that 15 only the amount of the surface water recharge to the Basm, the
program exceeds the GSA's wuthority under SGMA and wterferes with overlying water rights to
the sustzinable yield, (Wat. Code, §§ 10720.1(b), 10720.5(2)-(b) )

Furthermore, the proposed Pumpmg Reducton Program descrihes mo crmteria that tnigger s
implementation end terminston. (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.44(b)(1)(A).) The program must
be tied to groundwater kevel targets, and pumping levels should be sct without further reductons
once groundwater kevels are stabilized. The Pumping Reduction rar_ should he
developed through the Technica visory Commlitee oxs helore the GSP ks roved.

Finally, while the GSA recogmuzes that the pumpmg redocton program i subjeet to review and
spprovel uader the Califorma Environmental Qualty Act (“CEQA,™ G5P, p. 4-20), the GSA
prematurely commits to part of the program m advance of CEQA review, n violation of CEQA.
{14 Cal Code Regs., §5 15004b)(2)(B), 15352, Save Tara v. City of West Hellywood (2008) 45
Caldth 116, 130-131.)

Mamagement Actron No, 4—Voluntary Fillowing of Agncultural Land. The Voluntary
Fallowmg of Agricultural Land Program woukd facilitate the converswon of high water use
irrigated agriculture to low water use open space, public land or other development on a
voluntary basis. Factors that will be consslered for the fallowmg program mchde the current
extent of agriculiure land and water use, the intended land and water use afier fallowing, and the
potential environmental impacts associated with fallowing (airbome emisswons through wind-
blown dug, introduction or spread of invasive plant species, and changes to the landscape that
could adversely affect visual quality)

It will cost the GSA $103,000 to develop the fallowmg program.  Sue stabilization 1s estimated
at $1,000-5,000 per acre; passive restorehion (o habitat is estimated ac $10,000-25,000 per acre,
sctve restoration to habrat 1 a relatively shott period of time 15 estumated at $25,000-50,000 per
acre. {GSPpp, 4-24-4-29)

The proposed volntary fallowing program docs oot dmwectly achieve groundwater level
reduction, and s description does not quantify any measurable groundwater level objective
umder the sustamnabilgy components, therefore 1t does oot quabify as a GSP proxct or
management action. Ychmtary fallowing m the statute means voluntary and ot cocrced to make
privately owned land sutable for future uses (GSP, p. 4-26 [conternplated couverswon of
fallowed land to stormwater runoff mithzation project]), (Wat. Code, §§ 10726,2(c), 10720 1(b},
10720.5(a)(b).} A voluntary fallowmg program under SGMA would requoe fupding by the GSA
25 consideratron for fallowing the land and covenznting to have ot remam fallow, oot a penaky in
the form of costs to bring the land up to standards for future benefit of others.

Slie_stabilization for_the purposes of avoiding blight acocinted wilh dead agricultural

DRCEIH, Dot B P 11 2 gle jagd § )
slmply consist of destroying the crop on the fallowed portlon (e.g., chipped or bumed) and
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stabitizing the soll (e.e. mu wit Iting tree crop clippings or ash),  The GSA

sheuld not ehlfgaie privaie property ewners e carty eul habilat rectoration withowt just
compensation._Any ferther consideration of the Voluntary Fallowing of Agricultuml Land
sheuld be conducted through the Technical Advicory Committee process.

Management Action No 5--.Water Duality Optimmation Program. As discussed above, the
Water Quality Optimization Pregram s nothing to do with sustamability measures, but instead
seeks to benefit future land uses by “optimizmg™ water quality, for example, by upgradmg the
District’s transmission system with 2 new wetl and pipelmes in the Nerthern Management Area
(GSP, p 4-32) to the detriment of overlying agricultural water user mterests. {Wat. Code, §§
10720.1(b), 10720.5(a}b), 10723 2.) The GSP’s Water Quality Optimization Prepmm spd
Its costs should be vetted through ihe Technical Adyisory Commitiee, and s polentla]

approved,

i B W, The GSP’s [nira-
Subbasin Water Transfers Program would convey sub-potable water pumped 1n one management
area to another for sub-potable wse. For example, groundwater pumped m the North
Mzmgement Area, with poteotially elevated nitrate levels from mrigation return flow, might be
beneficially used to irrigate golf course turf m the Central or South Management Area 1f a
sizeable arez of land were fallowed m the North Management Area, there 1s the potental to use
extstmg wells to supply water to the Ceterat or South Mansgement Area. It will cost the G5A
590,000 to develop thes program. (GSPpp 4-34 - 4-38)

The proposed Intra-Subbasm Water Transfers Program 1s anotber exammple of private water users
subsidizing programs that benefit athers. The cost of any such transfers should instead be bomne
by those benefitting from the transfer. As discussed above, there is no data evidencng elevated
nitrate levels close to MCL: (See, December 7, 2018, ENSI report entsled “Water Quality
Review and Assessment: BWD Water Supply Wells™ [nurate kevels 1 all of the active District
are well he]&_aw the? ]QI‘ [or nitrate ) The GSP's propesed Intra-Subhasin YWater Transfers
P tepesis of apriculiural water users and should be evaluated
throu. nical Adv [[1 ¢ss before GSP approval

F. THE ADMIN N OGRAM COSTS FAR EXCEFD WHAT
IS CONTEMPLATED BY SGMA FOR A SMALL BASIN WITH FEW
PUMPERS AND INCLUDE COSTS TIE ICT IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR.

The GSP estumates 20-year implementatwon costs of $19.2 million, net irclnding- $652,000
estimated costs required to develop {not carry out) the management programs, plus unspecified
amounts to pay the District for “internal management and admmstration™ aod to rexmburse the
Dstrier “for some of its GSA ereation and GSP development related expenses™. (GSP, p. 5-83)
The letter from District Director Brecht indicates that the District wall seek reimbursement of as
much 25 $6 mullon  (See, Exhubit 13, April 4, 2019 letter, p, 1, foomote 1) The GSP
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mplementation and estimated costs far exceed the ability of t] w do: ¥a

well owpers Lo pay,

Of course, it was never the intent of SGMA that the responsibility to pay for public water service
provuder tasks would be reallocated to pnivite pumpers who are not comected to the water
system It = precisely For those reasons that SGMA expressly places the onus on the public
agencies comprising the GSA to meet the costs, and where there arc new GSP costs, to find
those costs through pumpmg assessmemts, (23 Cal Code Regs., § 354.6{c).) Many of the
Distnict’s SGMA-related costs that ¢ seeks to have remmbursed (desanbed in Director Brecht’s
letter, Exlubit 13) are not properly recoverable under SGMA. (Wat Code, 3§ 10730, 10730 2.)
A 2015 memornpdum from the District’s legal counsel atlocates many of those same costs to the
District and the County (See, Bxfubit 14, Borrego Water District Board Package October 20,
2015, pp 5-8)

The GSP management and administratwon costs are sumilarly duplicative of existing District
management costs There is no explanstson as to why the District would need to hoe twe
additional full-time engineers when it already bas engmeermg staff. The scope of work requaed
for addutonal techmeal staff requmed to sdmunister the GSP should be developed tlmough the
Technical Advisory Commitee process to provide mput mto cost-saving measures, For
example, SGMA calls for private well owners to self-report ther production to the GSA, so there
is no need for the GSA to incur the cost of readmg private meters or mspectmg private property
to confirm acreages and crop types planted. GSA montormg of groundwater production can be
done remotely (see, Exhibit 15, April 26, 2019, Letter to Borrego Valley GSA regarding SWIIM
meter systems), and water qualdty testing and reportmg 15 siready undertaken by the District,

SGMA authorizes the GSA to enter into private agreements with private water users to
implement the GSP. The Projects and Management Actions shown m Table 5-4 can be met
through private agreements with water users,

The infeasibility of the GSP costs 18 evident when compared with the decusion by the GSA
members to reject a3 economically infeasible a $3.4 mullon water impertation project that would
brmg substantml amounts of supplemental water to the Basin, compared with the $2(4+ million
cost of GEA mplementation that would be spread among a few dozen well owners,

The infeastbility of the cost is compounded by the GSP's proposed funding structure (GSP p, 5-
10) that would mmpose:

+ Monthly fixed charge based on well meter sze (Le,, specific “meter fee” based on meter
pipe diameter- 0-2 inches, 2.4 inches, 4-6 inches, 6-8 mches, and more than 8 mches),
regardless of water usage, and

*  Variable pumping fees based on the volume of groundwater extracted (expected to be up
10 $350/AF on the mitial Baselue Production Allocation) to cover just administrative costs
during the first 10 years, not mchudmg addiional potential fees required for specific
projects and management actions to implement the GSP  Because of the steep reduction
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in groundwater pumpmg requoed to achieve sustainabiity, the per acre-foot fee will 4
necessartly increase just as sharply to pay the S204+ mllon cost.

There is a serious resk that, unless the GSA’s costs are checked, the GSP's fixed well meter
charges and variable pumping fees will result in the elmnanon of agrieulntral land and water
use due to inability ta pay the needlessly mitated costs.

The method of allocating the GSP costs ako was not veited tlrough the Advisory Commuties
process and is patently unreasonable for such a small number of water users. In an effort to
cvaluate the proposal and its potencesl mmpacts on beneficial users, AAWARE asked the GSA for
a copy of the draft Fmancmg Plan. The GSA rejected AAWARE's request based on the
“deliberative process” exemption of the Public Records Act. (See, Exinbit 10, March 29, 2019
emzil rejecting AAWARE's request.) The GSA's withhokdmg of relevant information prevents
1 meaningful opportunity for affected private well owners to comment on the GSP's finanemg 0214
plan proposal and evidences the GSA’s faihure to mclude AAWARE members and other private il
water users a4 part of the deliberative process 1 violatson of SGMA. Cont

np the GSP, it & ncumbent o the GS dlisclose: <

a
alreardy covered by the Distrjet as the water service provider, and (2) costs hevond ihe
suthority of the Disirict and GSA te have relmbursed under SGMA; to deduct these costs
Irom the total; and to coondinnte with water users to ldentlfy cost.saving messures for the

remaining fmplementing actlons, As the 2018 ENSI Repont explams, the District s prumarily
concemed with its ability to produce drmking water and related merease 1 its water production

costs, {Exhibit 17, 2018 ENSI Report, p. 1.} Therefore, the County’s active and ohjective
oversight of the administration ard program costs 15 required.

AAWARE gsks the GSA te_convene the Technical Advisory Cemmiltee {o provide
information on how the funding program affects thelr Interests amdl recommendations for
cost-saving measures (o redoce the exsrbitant GSP implementation cosis.

L  AAWARE COMMENTS ON BASELINE PUMPING ALEOCATIONS,

Certain mdividual AAWARE members have confidentizlly submutted groundwater production
information pertamung to their individual properties under scparate cover ktters. Further
adustments and corrections to therr respective Baseline Pumping Allocations should be mede m
accordance with the information submaited by individual AAWARE members. Additionally, all
confidential mformation reported by private water producers must be hept confidential and not
disclosed wutbout the well owner's wniten consent. (Gov Code, § 6254; Wat. Code, § 0215
10730.8(b) [personal informanen submsted under SGMA has the same protection from public
disclosure g3 wiility customers, nchiding name, address, telephone number and usage <tatal.)

The GSA's Baselme Pumping Allocations are not based on the best available data. Accordmg to
GSP Appendix F, the GSA calculated agricultural Baselne Pumping Alkcations using an
Anmual Water Use Factor equauon. (Appendix F,p F.3) AAWARE questons the components
of the equation.  For example, the equation ncludes a plant factor determined by the Water Use y
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Chsstfication of Landscape Species [V methodology which, as its pame discloses, B geared A
toward landscape trees rather than commercial agricultural crop-producing trees. (GSP
Appendix F, p. F-2, Table F-1.)

Certam AAWARE members with meters bave submitted ther metersd groundwater production
data to the GSA i confidence, The metered data provides local water duty information for
mexed ctres and for lemon cops. The GSA is vsmg similar maximum anmial metered
groundwater production dita to calculate Baseline Production Allocations for municipal and
recreational producers. Dmect mezsurement of groundwater production with flow meters 18
highly accurate and the preferred method under SGMA. (Wat Code, § 10725.82), DWR Water
Budget BMP, p. 35.) Furthermore, the California Constitution {Article X, § 2}, Cabforma
legnslative water policy (Wat. Code, § 1005), and SGMA (War. Code, §§ 10720.1(b),
107205(s)} all requre that local uses and production practicss, among other factors, be taken
mie scoount m considering the water use by the AAWARE members and other water users.

Certain other AAWARE members withour meters have separately submutted additional
groundwater production informaron for their individual operatons to the GSA in confidence. A
more ecurate measure of madmom annum! water preduct W, embers
be ebtained by vsing water meter readings for AAWARE members whe have meters, and

using bocal erop irrigntion Information d d ded_te the GSA [o
AAWARE members who do not have meters,

In some cases, the maxmum irrigated agricultural acreage estanated by the GSA as part of the 02-15
Baselme Producuon Allocaton does not correspond with the actual Irigated crop acreage Cont,.
reported to the GSA by AAWARE members. The GSA's error may be the result of #s use of
aenal imagery only from the years 2010, 2012 and 2014, excluding two years of the GSA's five-
year baselme pumping period of 2010-2015.

Also, the GSA's Baselme Froduction Allocation cakulations do not account for beneficial uses
of water by AAWARE members besides trrigation use, such as domestie use, frost protection or
supplemental irrigation required due to low soil mowsture retenuon.

niess a lar Rascline Pumpl Hocatlon k apreed to In wrillng, each AAWARE
member reserves the ripht te contest its respective Baseline Pumping Alkcation.
W, as GSA to copvene fechnieal meetings among the wate
ducers whe w suh GSP apd thelr vespective fechnbeal consultants &
finalize the caleulation of the water producers’ Basellne Pumping Allocatlons, This 15 an
important first step loward cooperalive basui mansgement, parucularly where the GSA's
information and proposals differ so significantly from the 2015 USGS model report  (The GSP
calls for a mandatory 74% reduction in groundwater puthping based on an mcorrectly caleulated
sustamable yield of 5,700 AFY, whale the 2015 USGS report concluded that sustamatality can be
achieved with 2 60% reduction mm thep-current agricultural pumping (13,162 AFY), and 56%
reduchon m municipal (1,006 AFY) emd recreatiomal (4,113 AFY) pumping to achieve
sustainability at total production of 7,824 AFY) (See, GSPp 4.20, Section 4 4 1, 2015 USGS
Report pp. 4 and 122, Table 20 (Scenarw 6).) AAWARE ako supports the proposal matle Y
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previously by T2 Bomego LLC, for facltated efforis lo mediate the Baseline Pumplng
Allecation question usmg a quahfied fraltator.

AAWARE urges the GSA to reopen the cornment panod on the GSP as necessary to conunue
constructive diakog to resolve the concerns addressed in this letter and reach a workable selution
1o the GSP.

Sincerely,
Michele A. Staples

MAS/BLH dt
Enckosures (see attached Extubit List)

© Iim Seley, AAWARE®*
Geoff Poole, Borrego Water District®
Matthew Zimmenmn, Depariment of Water Resoaroes*
Boyd L. Hill, Esqg., for AAWARE*

*via email only

yater Subbasin
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15,
16.
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EXHIBITLIST

tips Msharefile jachsontidus [aw/wl/tyl=] 2

11702718 Jomt T2 Borrego/AAWARE Letter to Jim Bennett re Borrego Springs

Groundwater Mode] and Proposat

Hydrogeology, Hydrologic Effects of Development, and Simalztwn of

Groundwater Flow m the Borrego Valiey, San Diego, Califorma

5/16/19 Wagner & Bonsignore Letter Report

Dudek GSP Scope of Work excerpts

426/19 Transcript of Techmical Meeting

5/17419 Thomas Harder & Co. Letter Repart

1172717 Advisory Commutree Agenda Excerpts

GSA website screen shot

Advisory Commatee Agenda Reports for GSP Rollout Oct 2018, Nov 2018 and

Tan 2019

3/29/19 Email providing some requested techmical documents and withholdmg

disclosure of others .

August and October 2018 Advisory Commates Minutes re techmezl meeting
0Cess

?}22.'19 Ermail exchange o schedule techmucal meetings during GSP public

comment period

4/4/19 BWD Director Brecht Letter re GSP Costs

9124115 Downey Brand Memorandum to Borrego Water District Board of

Drectors re Procedure for Imposition of Regulatory Fees Under SGMA

4126/19 Letter to Barrego Valley GSA

511619 Calibratson Wells Correspondence and Documents

9/12/18 ENSI Repart

Excerpts re septic systems and District sewage ponds
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Letter O2

Commenter: Michele Staples, Jackson Tidus — A Law Corporation, on behalf of
the Agricultural Alliance for Water and Resource Education (AAWARE)
Date: May 20, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) recognizes the Agricultural Alliance for Water
and Resource Education (AAWARE) sustained participation towards sound groundwater
management of the Subbasin and looks forward to constructively working with AAWARE’s
members to achieve a path toward long-term sustainability of the Subbasin.

02-1 The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) specifically states that in Scenario 6, which
evaluates target pumping rate of 7,824 acre-feet per year (AFY) cited in the
comment, “agricultural, recreational, and municipal pumping continue at rates
greater than recharge, drawdown and storage losses continue in the areas where this
pumping occurs” and that “in the long run, groundwater levels would continue to
decline” (USGS 2015 at page 124).* This means that the target pumping rate of
7,824 AFY presented in Scenario 6 is greater than the sustainable yield of the basin,
and does not meet the sustainability requirements set forth under the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA).

The initial sustainable yield estimate used in the Draft Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP} of 5,700 AFY was based on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) pre-
development scenario that estimated natural inflows to the boundary of the Borrego
Valley Hydrologic Model (BVHM) for the period 1945 through 2010. The pre-
development scenario was used as the initial sustainable yield estimate recognizing
the adaptive management approach of SGMA and iterative process of updating the
sustainable yield estimate at each 5-year check-in period during GSP
implementation. Additionally, the USGS referenced approximately 1,400 AFY that
enters the basin as underflow from adjacent basins but did not clarify the outflow
components used in the pre-development scenario. Since calculations of sustainable
yield must include both inflow and outflow components, a water budget from the
GSP modeling update is presented to confirm the validity of using 5,700 AFY as
the initial sustainable yield. A discussion of historical water budget and sustainable
yield is provided below.

* 1t is noted that both the USGS and the model update prepared for the GSP repeat the historical climate for
evaluation of future climate scenarios. This assumption presents a “what if” scenario that may not represent actual
future conditions in the Subbasin.
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The USGS’ Groundwater Model is based on an overall long-term water budget
consisting of all inflows and outflows that contribute to developing the sustainable
yield. Overall, the average annual water budget can be expressed in terms of three
inflow values and three outflow values summarized in Table O2-1. It should be
noted that several non-substantive edits were made in the Draft GSP and the USGS
Model Report to ensure consistent terminology and definitions for each water
budget component. A

Table 02-1
Summarized Historical Water Budget

Water Budget
Components Most Recent 20 Most Recent 10
(Units in Acre-Feet | Original USGS Model Model Update Years Years
per Year) {1945-2010) {1945-2016) {1997-2016) {2007-2016)
Inflows
Stream Recharge 4,028 3,905 2,749 1,865
Unsaturated Zone 1,486 1,497 1,635 1,505
Recharge®
Underflow 1,367 1,367 1,367 1,367
(Inflow from Adjacent
Basins)
Total Average 6,881 6,770 5751 4,737
Annual Inflows
Outflows
Pumping 10,128 10,597 16,466 16,856
Evapotranspiration b 3,032 2815 159 498
Underflow 522 522 520 523
(Flow out of Southem
End)
Total Average 13,682 13,934 17,745 17,877
Annual Qutflow
Average Annual Deficit
Change in Storage | 6,801 | 7,164 | 11,994 | -13,140

Source: USGS 2015, GSP Appendix D1

Notes: USGS = L).5. Geological Survey.

@ Consists of flow from the unsaturated zone inte groundwater. Includes direct precipitation recharge (negligible), leakage from some streams
within the model domain, and irrigation return flows {Distributed Recharge).

b Consumptive use of water calculated by the Farm Process Package for all land use type; primarily represents evapotranspiration

The inflow and outflow terms listed in Table O2-1 are defined as follows:

e Stream Recharge is the primary source of groundwater recharge. It comes
from surface water that flows into the valley from adjacent watersheds and
infiltrates within stream channels.
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o Unsaturated Zone Recharge is water that infiltrates through soils within the
valley and is primarily associated with irrigation return flows. Rainfall
within the valley does little to contribute to groundwater recharge.

o Underflow is groundwater that enters or leaves the valley aquifer system as
subsurface flow at the edges of the groundwater model.

o Evapotranspiration refers to water losses from non-irrigated plants.
Evapotranspiration has decreased over time because groundwater levels
declined many decades ago to a level no longer supporting a viable Honey
Mesquite bosque habitat. For instance, evapotranspiration decreased from
an average of 3,032 AFY for the period 1945 to 2010 to 498 AFY for the
most recent 10-year period (Table 02-1). The 498 AFY includes
evapotranspiration from both native and non-native vegetation in the
Subbasin, most of which is currently comprised of non-native tamarisk that
were traditionally used as wind breaks throughout the Subbasin. Based on
GSA mapping, there is estimated to be 211 acres on non-native Tamarisk in
the Subbasin, which is thought to use between 359 and 1,361 AFY.
Appendix D4 of the GSP has been revised to include this information.

The USGS water budget developed using the BVHM for the years 1945 through
2010 and updated by Dudek for the years 2011 through 2016 indicated that the
average total inflow, which includes groundwater subsurface inflow (specified
flows), stream leakage, and unsaturated zone recharge (UZF recharge), is 6,900
AFY (rounded) for the period 1945 to 2010 and 6,800 AFY (rounded) for the period
1945 to 2016 (Table O2-1).

The twenty-year and ten-year averages for the most recent periods are 5,800 AF
(rounded) and 4,700 AFY (rounded), respectively. These recent periods were
comprised mostly of a drier climatic period compared to the longer scenarios
beginning in 1945 that included both wet and dry periods. Future recharge from the
unsaturated zone is likely to be less than historical estimates because of diminishing
: irrigation return flows due to pumping rampdown over the GSP implementation
period and/or the potential effects of climate change on recharge within the basin.

Historical inflows from 1945 to 2016 were compared to recent (past 10 years)
groundwater outflows from the BHVM model update to estimate the initial
sustainable yield of the basin. Average inflows from the entire run of the model
update provide a reasonable estimate of potential basin inflows because they
capture a wide variety of climatic conditions. Outflows from the most recent 10
years were considered to be more representative of potential basin outflows than
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the entire historical model period because the loss of native phreatophytes has
decreased outflow from evapotranspiration in the basin. Using these assumptions,
the surplus of inflows over outflows in the basin is estimated to be approximately
5,750 AF (rounded; Table O2-2).

Table 02-2
Estimated Surplus of Inflows Over Outflows
Water Budget Components
(Units in Acre-feet per Year) Acre-fest/Year
Inflows (Model Update 1945-2016}
Stream Recharge 3,905
Unsaturated Zone Recharge 1,497
Underflow (Inflow from Adjacent Basins) 1,367
Total Inflows 6,770
Outflows Besides Pumping (Most Recent 10 Years, 2007-2016)
Evapotranspiration 488
Underflow {Flow out of Southem End) 523
Total Outflows 1,021
Surplus of Inflows over Qutflows 5,749

Souree: USGS 2015, Dudek 2018, Dudek 2019

The text on page 2-81 of the Draft GSP is incorrect as the total inflow components
of the BVHM is not additive to the total. As such, the GSP has been corrected to
fix this error and clarify the difference between the estimate of natural inflow under
the pre-development scenario and the estimate of inflows under the developed
scenario. It should be emphasized that the historical estimates of recharge do not
take into account diminishing irrigation return flows that will occur as result of
pumping rampdown over the GSP implementation period or potential effects of
climate change.

02-2 The GSA notes your assertion that the proposed adoption of the Subbasin’s
planning level estimate of sustainable yield violates common law water rights. Your
comment calls for a legal conclusion to which the GSA is not required to respond.

02-3 The GSA notes your assertion that the GSP fails to consider or even mention private
overlying farmers or other private groundwater users in evaluating the sustainable
yield of the Subbasin. Your comment calls for a legal conclusion to which the GSA
is not required to respond. For responses to comments regarding sustainable yield,
please refer to response to Comment O2-1.
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024 The GSA notes your dissatisfaction with the GSP preparation process and assertion
that the GSA failed to allow full participation to consider all interests in preparing
the GSP. For responses to comments regarding sustainable yield, please refer to
response to Comment O2-1.

The remainder of the comment apart from the sustainable yield does not address the
adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no further response is required or necessary.

02-5 The GSA notes your assertion that the manner in which GSP was developed
violates your members’ constitutionally protected substantive and procedural due
rights process and that the Basin Setting contains improper analyses contrary to
best available science. Your comment calls for a legal conclusion to which the GSA
is not required to respond.

02-6 The GSA understands your concern that the analysis of how groundwater
sustainability will affect the General Plan is flawed and improperly favors
expanding municipal use over existing agricultural use. The GSP merely points out
that the current General Plan allows for potentially more development at current
water use factors than what may be available given supply constraints under
sustainability. Historical and current market conditions suggest that new

* development is unlikely to achieve the growth rate required to substantially expand .
municipal use in the near-term. Additionally, the GSP points out that the current
agricultural water use in the Subbasin may not be compatible with the goal of
reducing groundwater demand. This statement is not meant to suggest a bias toward
favoring expanding development over current agricultural water use. GSP Table
2.1-6 has been clarified to indicate that “Supporting continued agricultural
operations at current groundwater extraction rates may be inconsistent with the
goal of reducing groundwater demand.” For the comments pertaining to sustainable
yield, please see response to Comment O2-1.

02-7 The GSA notes your assertion that the GSPs extensive water quality monitoring
does not appear to be warranted. The GSP states, “historical exceedances of nitrate
concentration have occurred in five wells in the vicinity of Henderson Canyon Road
in the northern part of the valley, adjacent to areas of agricultural use (USGS
2015).” Table O2-3 lists the five wells and results for which historical nitrate
concentrations are reported to exceed the drinking water standard of 10 mg/L as
nitrogen (as N); (45 mg/L as NO3),
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Table O02-3
Historical Nitrate Exceedances in the Vicinity of Henderson Canyon Road
No Result
Wells State Well ID Sampla Date Latitudes Longitude® Analyte (mg/L}p
1 010S006E15D004S 01/04/2012 33°18'34.88" 116°20'59.25" Dissolved 37.3asN
nitrate
2 010S006E21A001S 08/03/1955 33°18'01.30" 116°21'03.65" Dissolved 155
nitrate
3 0105006E21B001S (04/08/1952 33°18'00" 116°21'10.1™ Dissolved 29
nitrate
010S006E21B001S 01/01/1953 33°18'00™ 116°21'10.1™ Dissolved 80
nitrate
010S006E21B001S 411211955 33°18'00" 116°21'10.1™ Dissolved 66
nitrate
010S006E21B001S 05/26/1963 33°18'00% 116°21'10.1™ Dissolved 87
nitrate
4 10S0006E21B0028 9/29/1954 33°17'52% 116°2116.1"™ Dissolved 10
nitrate
10S0006E21B002S 10/3/1956 33°17'52% 116°21'16.1" Dissolved 44
nitrate
1080006E21B0025 1243111975 33°17'52% 116°21'16.1" Dissolved 240
nitrate
10S0006E21B002S Date redacted 33°17'52% 116°21'16.1™ Dissolved _ 99.2
nitrate
5 010S006E17J001S 04/2811952 33°18'16™ 116°22'00" Dissolved 26¢
nitrate
Notes:

¢ |attude and Longitude NADB3 unless noted otherwise.

b Result reported as mitrate as NO; unless otherwise noted.

b Lattude and Longitude NAD 27

©  This result appears to be reported as nirate as NQg, which would be below the dnnking water standard of 45 mgiL as NO3 {10 mg/L as N).
Additional hustoncal water quality data has not been located for this well to verify the exceedance repotted in the USGS study (USGS 2015).

Source. USGS 2015 (Figure 26 on page 66)

The District wells that show statistically increasing nitrate concentrations are wells
ID4-11 near the boundary of the Central Management Area (CMA) and North
Management Area (NMA), ID4-18 in the NMA, and ID1-8 in the South
Management Area (SMA).3 It is noted that the current concentration in all of these
wells is below one-half the drinking water standard for nitrate; however, these wells
should be monitored regularly to track nitrate concentrations and trend. The wells
that have been taken out of service due to elevated nitrates include Improvement
District (ID) Four (4) wells 1 and 4 (original well ID4-4 later re-drilled and screened
deeper), Borrego Springs Water Company Well No. 1 (located at the BWD office),

5 Includes historical water quality data though Fall 2018 and statistical analysis performed using the Mann-Kendall

test at significance level of 0.05 or confidence level of 95%.
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the Roadrunner Mobile Home Park and Santiago Estates wells. Section 2.2.2.4 of
the Draft GSP has been revised to clarify the location of wells taken out of service
and the current concentration of wells (at less than one-half the MCL) exhibiting
increasing nitrate concentrations.

The GSA notes your concern that the water quality data do not indicate a potential
undesirable result supporting the expansive Water Quality Optimization Program
as part of the GSP. The GSA also notes your concern that it should objectively
evaluate all potential sources of nitrate in the Basin, not just on agricultural fertilizer
application alone. The GSA informs you that the District is currently conducting a
study of the treated effluent from the Rams Hill Waste Water Treatment Facility to
evaluate its impact on groundwater. The goal of the study is to determine the fate
and transport of nitrogen and total dissolved solids originating from the discharge
of the water treatment facility to the evaporation/percolation ponds, as per the
recent amendment of the Waste Discharge Requirements of the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board Colorado River Basin Region Plan (R7-2019-0015).
The new District well, under construction as of June 2019, is funded by the District
and grant funding obtained under Proposition 1. This new well is not being
subsidized by private well owners. The GSA notes your position that the Water
Quality Optimization Program, its potential impacts on the interests of agricultural
water users and its costs should be evaluated through the Advisory Committee and
Technical Advisory Committee before the GSP is approved. The GSA emphasizes
that cost to develop the Water Quality Optimization Program is a planning level
estimate and that program design and development would occur through a
stakeholder process, if required.

02-8 The GSA notes your assertion that “The Dudek model update and water budget
calculations are not based on best available science and ignore information that
contradicts the pre-determined result.” The model update was never intended to be
a reworking and recalibration of the USGS numerical model. As such, it was
infeasible to try to add additional inflows to the model, as any additional inflows
would cause the model to be uncalibrated and a costly and time-consuming
recalibration of the model would have to take place with little to no data available
to calibrate added inflows (i.e., limited duration of additional years of observed
groundwater level data, limited additional production data and no additional
physical data to constrain subsurface inflows/outflows at the model boundary).

The six year period for the model update was based on available data at the time of
the model update. The original USGS model was run through the year 2010, and
the model update was completed in Summer 2017, meaning that the only data
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available to update the model was for years 2011 through 2016. The USGS chose
not to use a validation period during their initial model run, so the six year
validation period was the only period available at the time the update was
completed. It should be noted that the model update includes all of the calibrated
USGS model, it just appends data from the years 2011 through 2016 to the
calibrated USGS model.

The number 3,905 AFY as presented on page 2-73 of the GSP represents only
stream leakage in the model, and is not the equivalent of the 5,700 AFY presented
in the USGS report. Stream leakage in the initial USGS model run was 3,995 AFY,
which is consistent with the average from the model update. As the model update
concludes with the drought period of 2011 through 2016, the average stream
leakage for the period 1945 through 2016 is slightly lower than the original stream
leakage for the period from 1945 through 2010. Again, as noted above, the original
period of the USGS model (1945 through 2010) was included in all calculations of
average flows for the model update (which includes the years 1945 through 2016).

As another point of clarification, both the original USGS model and the model update
start in the year 1929, However, the period from 1929 through 1944 is considered to
be a “spin-up” period for the model, and the data for these years is considered less
reliable. Therefore, in all calculations made by the USGS in their original report and
by Dudek in the model update, data from 1929 through 1944 is excluded.

The 1,400 AFY of underflow from adjacent basins is a number that the USGS
calculated as part of model calibration. There are no physical measurements in the
area of this inflow to confirm or verify this number. The model update did not
attempt to change this number, as this would have changed model conditions such
that the model would have become uncalibrated. The model update was not an
attempt to recalibrate the USGS model, but rather to update the model with data
that had become available since the model was published to extent the period of the
model run.

The Basin Setting Section indicates that, “The aquifer holds a large amount of
groundwater in storage, estimated to be approximately 1.6-million acre-feet of
usable groundwater. However, this amount of remaining storage says nothing about
its cost of extraction or potability or available use for irrigation purposes. Section
22272 Estimate of Groundwater in storage provides additional information
regarding the significant groundwater in storage.
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029 The GSA notes your assertion that the minimum thresholds are not justified by
supporting information in the Basin Settin g and are without input and consideration
of beneficial interests and property owners. The GSA points out that the minimum
thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels shall be supported by
historical trends, water year type, projected water use in the basin, and potential
effects on other sustainability indicators.

The development of the minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater
levels included review of the hydrogeologic conceptual model, climate, current and
historical groundwater conditions including groundwater level trends and
groundwater quality, land subsidence data, groundwater-surface water connections
and the water budget. The chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum
threshold explicitly takes into account historical loss of groundwater in storage and
corresponding decline in groundwater levels,

Development of the minimum threshold includes projected water use in the
Subbasin based on annual rampdown in pumping each year from the current
estimated pumping to achieve the sustainable pumping target by 2040. The BVHM
simulated groundwater levels uses the assumptions that historical climate repeats
and projected water use under annual rampdown were implemented to assist with
the development of the interim milestones, measurable objective and compared to
the chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum threshold to provide for
operational flexibility.

The chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum threshold takes into account
the potential for highly variable future recharge based on the historical record.
Rather than simply apply DWR climate change factors to projected groundwater
levels based on the above scenario, the GSA developed a minimum threshold based
on the potential for a dry climatic period during GSP implementation. As such, the
minimum threshold is developed based on the 20th percentile Monte Carlo
uncertainty analysis performed to evaluate the effect of time-varying recharge.
Under this scenario based on the historical variability in recharge, 80% of the time
conditions will be wetter, and 20% of the time conditions will be drier.
Development of the chronic lowering of groundwater levels minimum threshold
using the Monte Carlo uncertainty analysis provides greater operational flexibility
to the Subbasin. ‘

02-10 The GSA notes your comment that the Draft GSP reversed the SGMA process of
determining undesirable results based upon exceedances of minimum thresholds and
instead pre-determined the undesirable results to back into minimum thresholds
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through modeling of the sustainable yield. The GSA emphasizes that as a critically
overdrafted basin, the sustainability goal for groundwater in storage is to “halt the
overdraft condition in the Subbasin by bringing the groundwater demand in line with
sustainable yield by 2040.” Similarly, the sustainability goal for chronic lowering of
groundwater levels is, “for groundwater levels to stabilize or improve and to ensure
groundwater is maintained at adequate levels for key municipal wells” (Draft GSP
page ES-4). That is, it is significant and unreasonable for continued chronic lowering
of groundwater levels and corresponding reduction of groundwater in storage beyond
2040. Thus, absent undesirable results to the other relevant sustainability indicators,
such as water quality, or direct impacts to beneficial users of groundwater absent
mitigation, the planning level estimate of sustainable yield may be used to guide
development of sustainable management criteria.

02-11 The GSA notes your assertion that the Draft GSP mischaracterizes and confuses
the sustainability goal by treating the goal as sustainable yield; the Draft GSP
mischaracterizes and treats natural recharge of surface water as the “sustainable
yield. SGMA and the DWR, Draft Sustainable Management Criteria indicate that a
GSA may decide what significant and unreasonable conditions are and translate
them into quantitative undesirable results.

The sustainability goal for groundwater in storage is to “halt the overdraft condition
in the Subbasin by bringing the groundwater demand in line with sustainable yield
by 2040.” Similarly, the sustainability goal for chronic lowering of groundwater
levels is, “for groundwater levels to stabilize or improve and to ensure groundwater
is maintained at adequate levels for key municipal wells” (Draft GSP page ES-4).
The GSA completed extensive analysis of sustainability indicators and determined
that based on best available data, continued extraction of groundwater does not
directly affect three of the sustainability indicators: seawater intrusion, land
subsidence, and depletions of interconnected surface water.

Additionally, limited data suggests some deterioration of water quality as a result
of extraction of groundwater (e.g., increasing arsenic concentration noted in one
well in the South Management Area [SMAY)); however, available data suggest that
existing regulatory standards are sufficiently protective of municipal, domestic, and
agricultural (including golf course irrigation) beneficial uses. As such, the primary
sustainability indicators that apply to the Subbasin are chronic lowering of
groundwater levels and reduction of groundwater in storage. Significant and
unreasonable undesirable results for these sustainability indicators could include
dry wells, loss in well production yield, and depletion of supply to meet beneficial
uses. All of these undesirable results have historically occurred in the Subbasin,
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which has necessitated fallowing, drilling deeper wells and shifting the location of
groundwater extraction to meet water demands. Groundwater level declines
indicating a significant and unreasonable depletion of supply, if continued over the
SGMA planning and implementation horizon, can occur in several ways in the
Subbasin. Depletions leading to a complete dewatering of the Subbasin’s upper
aquifer in the Central Management Area (CMA) would be considered significant
and unreasonable because beneficial users rely on this aquifer for water supply.

Groundwater level declines would be significant and unreasonable if they are
sufficient in magnitude to lower the rate of production of pre-existing groundwater
extraction wells below that needed to meet the minimum required to support the
overlying beneficial use(s), and that alternative means of obtaining sufficient
groundwater resources are not technically or financially feasible. To the extent
lowering groundwater levels impact de-minimis pumpers, significant and
unreasonable impacts to those pumpers could be avoided. For example, alternative
means of obtaining water for de-minimis and domestic pumpers who can no longer
pump may include connection to the municipal water system (i.e., BWD),
groundwater well maintenance or rehabilitation (e.g., well pump lowering), or for
some beneficial users, well redevelopment or deepening. However, use of these
alternative means of supply, by themselves, do not necessarily offset undesirable
results for lowering groundwater levels in the context of the Subbasin as a whole
(as opposed to individual uses or users), because the ultimate source of supply
remains groundwater pumped from the Subbasin, even if from another location.

Undertaking an evaluation for one particular use or user depends on the overlying
beneficial use(s), the location within the basin, and the characteristics of the well(s)
currently in use. Should a groundwater level decline cause the production rate of
pre-existing groundwater wells to be insufficient for the applicable beneficial use,
an undesirable result may be avoided for that particular user through the alternative
means. Certain beneficial users have greater flexibility and financial capacity to
address lowering groundwater levels than others. For example, the BWD, as the
municipal water system, has the ability to manage production from multiple
extraction wells across its service area, normally distributes the cost for well
maintenance and development to its pool of customers, and can obtain grants for
such work, if available. In contrast, domestic and de-minimis users can have
geographic and financial constraints that may make well redevelopment and/or new
well construction infeasible.

Given the considerations previously outlined, domestic well users who are not in
close proximity to existing BWD water service lines have the greatest sensitivity to
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and are consequently the most likely to experience the adverse effects of continued
declining groundwater levels. Because many of the domestic groundwater users not
connected to BWD rely on continued access to the upper aquifer or upper portions
of the middle aquifer, an important objective in this GSP is that access to the upper
aquifer or upper middle aquifer be maintained, as much is practicable, in areas with
de minimis and other domestic wells not currently served by municipal supply.

Overall, there are 77 domestic wells in DWR’s well completion report database.
The difference between the average well depth and the average groundwater level
is less than 50 feet in seven township and range sections, representing 20 domestic
wells, which indicates a high likelihood that some may lack access to adequate
water in existing wells. With groundwater levels expected to continue to decline
early in the GSP implementation period, domestic users are currently experiencing
undesirable results, which will be alleviated by 2040. The majority of the wells in
this situation are close to the BWD water distribution system. The undesirable
results of chronic lowering of groundwater levels is expected to continue to occur
absent management action to counteract the current trend, until the Subbasin water
budget is brought into balance.

BWD has had to abandon and re-drill wells in the past and expects to continue to
do so within the GSP’s implementation timeframe to continue to provide adequate
groundwater access. For example, BWD Well ID1-10 is being replaced and
relocated in 2019 due to declining groundwater levels and production rate loss. The
exact number of agricultural and domestic wells that have been abandoned and re-
drilled deeper and/or relocated due to production rate loss from declining
groundwater levels is not known. However, anecdotal information and field
observations have confirmed that inactive wells exist throughout the Plan Area. In
addition to thresholds for BWD key indicator wells, the GSA has set thresholds for
key indicator wells throughout the Subbasin which are intended to be protective of
beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

02-12 The GSA notes your assertion that the Draft GSP measurable objectives violate
SGMA by using different metrics -from those used to define the minimum
thresholds and by failing to provide a reasonable margin of operational flexibility.
The USGS specifically states that in Scenario 6, which evaluates target pumping
rate of 7,824 AFY cited in the comment, “agricultural, recreational, and municipal
pumping continue at rates greater than recharge, drawdown and storage losses
continue in the areas where this pumping occurs” and that “in the long run,
groundwater levels would continue to decline” (USGS 2015 at page 124).
Additionally the comment fails to recognize the GSPs adaptive management
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02-13

02-14

02-15
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January 2020

strategies including 5-year outlook for proposed pumping reductions and annual
review of the pumping allowance in terms of achieving sustainability goals.

The GSA notes your comment that the Draft GSP’s Projects and Management
Actions exceed SGMA authority to achieve the sustainability goal for the basin and
your assertion that the sustainability goal statement inappropriately uses
“sustainable yield” as a sustainability goal. The primary sustainability indicators
that apply to the Subbasin are chronic lowering of groundwater levels and reduction
of groundwater in storage that are inextricably linked to balancing the inflows and
outflows into the Subbasin over the long-term or the “sustainable yield.” The cost
of developing a Water Trading Program is an estimate and actual costs could be
less considering multiple available water trading accounting options. The GSA
further acknowledges your concern regarding the cost, potential overregulation,
and/or implementation of the water trading program, water conservation program,
pumping reduction program, voluntary fallowing of agricultural land, water quality
optimization program, and intra-subbasin water transfers program. The GSA will
take these comments into consideration when projects and management actions are
developed after GSP adoption in coordination with the Subbasin stakeholders.

The GSA notes your comment that the administrative and program costs far exceed
what is contemplated by SGMA for a small basin with few pumpers and include
costs that the District is responsible for. The GSA will take this comment into
consideration when considering imposing fees to fund GSP implementation.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

The GSA notes your comments on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and
acknowledges receipt of additional comments by pumpers in the Subbasin. The
GSA developed Baseline Pumping Allocations based on the best available science
and data and has provided each pumper letters with final baseline pumping
allocations. For responses to comments regarding sustainable yield, please refer to
response to Comment O2-1.

er Subbasin
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Comment Letter O3

O'Melveny
bty -terd At
1AM Finst it coen
Low Angehes, GA #3371-9809
R MeBisthbn
May 21, 2019 B 1 192 430 Are
Jumm.tom
VIA EMAHR: L OUNOWATER @ SDCOUNTY.CA.GOY
Jim Bennst
County of San Diego Planning & Development Services
C/O: Jim Bennatt
5510 Overand Avenus, Sutte 310
San Diego, CA 82123
Re: T2 Botrego, LLC's Comments Regardi Groundwater Sustainability Pian
for the Borreqo Springs Subbasin
Dear Jim:

Tius letter presants comments on the draft groundwater sustainability plan lor the Borrego
Springs Subbasm ("Subbasin®) on behalf of T2 Bomego LLC and T2 Holding LLG {coltectivaly,
*T2 Barrego”). T2 Bomege owns the Rams Hill Golf Club and the surrounding residentlal
development ("Rams Hill"}, which wholly overlies the Subbasin, Rams Hill Is comptised of
approximately 3,200 acres Including an award-winning golf course designed by legandary
architect Tom Fazlo.' The golf club employs approximately 38 Iull ime employees and an
additional 40 or more seasonal employees annually, The club I3 open to the public and Includes
a clubhouse and restaurants. Thare ara 326 existing homes within the development, which are
owned by cthers, and the development has land use entlements for 1,244 addibonal restdantial
dwefling units, various resort amenlties, and an additional gotf course Enttlements also .
provided for the public dedcation of sites for a water recycling plant, health clinle, and fire
station, Al its reopenng in 2014, Hamas Hill acquirad and lafowed sufficlent agricultural uses to
offset water pumped for the golf courss, upgraded the infgation system, landscaped with native
plants, and hay since added 8 1MW solar amay to provide a renewabls energy sourca to
suppert [ty operalion.

Representatives of T2 Borrego hava sttanded numerous meetings and conferance cafls over
tha course of several years in support of efforis {o achiave complianca with the Sustalnsble
Groundwater Management Act {*SGMA”) and to resclve groundwater challenges within the
Subbasin, T2 Borrago ramaing oplimistic that a compromise can be reached to implemant

! Bradlay S, Kiem, Golfweek Senior Wnier, opined that *Our coursa-ratings panel has taken a
shine to Rams Hill. It already sits a1 No. 34 on Golfwosk's Best Resorl Courses lIst In the U.S ,
and trails only Pebible Beach Golf Links and Spygiasa Hil among resart courses in Caklomia.”

Comnry Coy = Low Argusas * Nurapext Basett + Nibw Vixs « San Farcies » Slicon Vellwy » Washiogion DG
Badarg + Brusyaty » Hang Kong + Lordon + Badd + Shanghel + Bngaoand » Takyo
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O'Melveny

sustalnable management of the Subbasin In a consensus-based fashion. To that effect, there
are several aspects of the GSP that will need 1o be addressed by the groundwater sustainabliity
agency ("GSA"), as discussed herain,

Overarching Commants
1.

As you are aware, the hydrologeologlc experts represeniing T2 Borago (Aquilogic, Inc.) and
AAWARE (Wagner & Bonslgnare, CCE) have reviewed the tachnlcal work performed by the
GSA's consultant, Dudek, in support of the Sustamability Criteria set forth In Chaptsr 3. They
are concemned that Dudek's estimata of the Subbasin's sustainable yield (5,700 acre-feat per
year) Is inaccurate and too conservative because Dudek falled to cansider substantial data gaps
or revisa the earfier USGS model despite USGS's explicit acknowledgment of such data gaps
and recommendations for refinements, and hecause the 5,700 AFY estimate does not include
signdicant contributions to the replenishment of tha Subbasin? (See comment letter from
Aquikogic, Inc. attached hereto as Exhibit A). We ara concemed that the sustainabls yield
estimate is Inaccurately low, and thus the projecied requisite long-term rampdawn in BPA is too
graat.

However, T2 Barrege would support adopting the 5,700 AFY safe-yield estimate as a staring 03-1
paint for the GSP if tha GSP also establiched a collaborabve procass to assess and resolve the ~
technical uncertainties over time. As wa hava discussed, we recommend the formation of a

technical advisory committee ("TAG") to foster such adaptive management. The TAC should

Include diverse technical representaticn from nterested stakaholders, which should be charged

wth addressing the propased task list set lorth in the attached letter from Aguiagic, I, With

such a process, the slakeholders could put aside their disagreements over the adequacy of the
prasent technical findings, commence with rampdown Lo set the valley on a path to groundwater
sustalnablity, Improve technical understandings of the Subbasin over ima In a collaborative

manner, and recatbmte safe-yield estimates and rampdown projecttons, f eppropriate, as hettar
technieal Informatlon is obtained, '

To avoid a contest at this stage conceming tha safe-yield estimata and attendant rampdown,

the GSP should be modifiad to expressly provide for the creation of the TAC and to sel forth the
racommeanded [nitial work plan for technical undertakings during the first five years of the GSP’s
oparation, 4

2. BPA
03-2

Unless s comprise |5 reached conceming the Basaline Pumping Allocatlon ("BPA"} established
for each pumper within tha Subbasin and the other materiz! provisions for Subbasip Y

?“The 5,700 AFY safe-yiold estimate faled to include an annual average of 1,400 AFY of
underflow from adjacent watersheds, which the GSP acknowladges is replentshing tha
Subbasin, but not included within the 5,700 AFY sale-yleld estimate.” (GSP p. 2-81)
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managemant, T2 Borrego objects to: 1) the quantity of BPA proposed ta be granted 1o Rams A
Hill, spaciically; and (ii) the method applied lo caicuiate BPA throughout the Subbasin,
generally, These objectiona ane based on lagal, factual, and equltable grounds.

By letiers to the County of San Diego, care of Jim Bennatt, dated August 13, 2018, October 18,
2018, and February B, 2018, we axplained that the BPA proposed ta ba allocated to Hams Hal
was irapproprately understated because of tha GSA’s failure to consider numerous lactors
including signdicant weather differences between Rams Hill and the weather staton data used
by the GSA 1o calewlate svapotranspiration {ETa at Rams Hill is approximatety 31% highar than
al CIMIS Statan 207), salt leaching requirements, histodeat demand, assumplion of HOA
irigated acreage, voluntary conservation, and disparate and unjustried diferances in the crep
factors used to calculate evapolranspiration betwean agricultural crops and turl. Pleese refer o
these letters for additional detalls concerning T2 Botrego's objections conceming the BPA
calculation for Rams Hill, which are attached hereto as Exhiba B, !

T2 Bomrego further objecls ta tha mathod applied throughout the Subbasln to determine BPA in
that the methodology Is Inconsistent with common law water right priorities for several reasons,

Flest, the GSF allocatea BPA to the BWD based on its highast historical usa of groundwater 03-2
during the five-year base period from January 1, 2010 through January 1, 2015, Thare are
multiple infirmilies with the BWD allocallon, These Include’ (i} BWD ta an appropriator, which Cont.

urdar tha common law, Is junior in priority to overyng landowners Unless prescptive nghts
have been proven, which have not been proven in the Subbasin;? (i) if prescriptive fghts wara
proven, the amount of preserdptive right that may be established by the BWD wou!d be fmited
by tha ovartying rights retalnad by landowners as a result of “self-help” pumping:* (i} the
maximum prescriptive right that could be established by tha BWD would ba the maximum
conlipugug quantity of extraction during the prescriptive base paried (Le., the lpwest annual
pumping during any of the five years during the presenpive period, not the highest):® {iv) the
GSP does not Inchude a recordation of the BWD's pumgping in each of the years within the fiva-
year prescriptive period [ should), and [v) during the prescnpiive period, the BWD was
dalivering a large quantity of groundwater to Rams Hill for goif course imgation, which demand
Is now tha responsibdity of Rams Hilt and must now be satisfied exclusivety from T2 Borrege’s
Rams Hill BPA (the BWD should not receiva BPA as a result of thesa delvenes),

Second, the BPA allocated among landowners also does not follow the commen law,
Allocabons among ovarlyars ara not exclusively determined based upon historical use, highest
ot otherwise, bis rather are based upon various conslderations orenled toward reasonableness
and aquity.* The GSP's approach of simply calculating each landowner’s five-year, maximum

* Crly of Barstow v. Mojave Water Agency (2000) 23 Cal. 4th 1224, 1241,

* See Crty of Santa Marfa v. Adam (2012) 211 Cal. App.4th 268, 279.

4 Id at 291; Callomia Water Sarvice Co, v. Edward Sidebotham & Son {1864) 224 Cal.App.2d
718, 728 (prescriptive rights must be established in relaton to tha highest pontinuous annuat
production of water from the basin duning a period of five successive years)

® See Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District v, Armstrong (1975) 49 Cal.App.3d 99245
Cal.App 3d at 1001-1002; see also Prather v. Hobeng (1944) 24 Cal.2d 549, 560 {discussing
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histarical use, whila refusing to consider reasonable and equitable factors, lika those ralsed in A
the aforementionad Iatters submitted to you from T2 Bomego, fundamentally canflicts with these
commoan law principles.

Finally, the GSP does not disclose the BPA proposed to be allocated to indindual users,
Instead, it just lisis the grasa BPA allocated among stk calageries of users (agriculture,
municipal, water ¢redils, domastic users, and de minimis ugers) at Table 2.1-7, The lack of
disclosure of individual BPA renders It impossible for any Individual user ta determine whether
the BPA granted 10 others is falr or accurale (even assuming arguende that the five-year
maximum pumping approach was appropriate). This concern Is further amplified by the {act that
half of the GSA is constituled by the BWD, which I3 a competitive water user and recipient of
BPA. Thus, as a matter of equity and transparency, & chasi of each user's BPA, including the
typa of use and magnitude of usa {e.9., quantty of infgated acres) should be Included in the

GSP.

In addition to the legal Infirmities respectmng the methoeds used to calcutate BPA, the GSA has 03-2

not afforded adequate stakeholder Input concerming the BPA calcutation method. Whie there .
was some discusston at the Advisory Committea concerning the base pariod 1o be used and Cont.

whether to apply an average or highest annual usa during the base period, ihe GSA refused to
consldar cther methodologles, such as canformance to commen law water right prorities.
Instend, tha mathod for calculating BPA was chosan by the GSA, largely without informed
stakeholder input or pumper consensus. This dacision tharefora fafled to canform to SGMA's
requirement that the GSA conslder Ihe interests of all baneficial usars of groundwater, Including
holdars of avertying groundwaltar rights.”

Notwithstanding T2 Borrego's concaimns regarding lhe calculation of BPA, T2 Borrego may be
willing to accept the proposed BPA calcudation mathodalogy and the Indiwdual grants of BPA If
a comprehensive agreament can be reached concerning a complete management plan for the
Subbasin, We anticipate ihat such agraement would lake the form of a stipulaled judgmaent, of
which a modified version of the GSP would be attached or atherwise incorporated therein,
Howevar, in the evant a comprehensive agreement among the stakeholders cannot be reached,
T2 Borrego rarsas these concemns 1o avaid any premise that T2 Borrego has waived those
objections. 1

3. Conversion of Water Credits to BPA
In addition to the BPA calculation concama noted in the preceding section, T2 Borrego Joins l
03-3

other haldars of wator credits In urging the GSA to modify the GSP to explicitly provide for (a)
the convansion of watsr credits to BPA using the same consumptive use faclors applied to

division of supply among nparian rghts (analogous to overlying rights), ciing Wigl on Water
Rughts (3d ed.} p. 620, § 751",

7 Watar Coda § 10723.2; 5e0 also Senata Bill 1168, § 1(b){4) (dectaring tha legistature’s intent
in adopting SGMA *{ijo respact overlying and ather propristary rights to groundwater”).
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calculate BPA for agricutiural acreage during the basetine period, and (b} the issuance of BPA A
to water credit holders at the same ime that BPAS are issued for ol pusnpers in the Basin,

Although the Sustainable Groundwatar Management Act provides that Itis nat Intended to alter
groundwater rights, nor Is an allocation issued pursuant to a GSP to bo deemed a determination
of water rights ! the proposed management actions concermung BPA (L.e., Pumping Reduction
Prograrm) (PMA No. 3 In the GSP) and tha Water Trading Program (PMA Na, 1 In the GSP) will
eftectively determine and conirel all oppertunities af{orded by a water right. This Includes the
amount of groundwaler that may be pumped, the cost of pumping, how and when groundwater
rights may be fransferred, etc Thus, {0 remaln equitable, lawfu!, and immune from successiul
lagal challenge, BPA mus!be granted to water credit holders on the same terms (consumptive
use factors) established to sat BPA for existing lrrigators and issued at tha same time as all
BPASs. Dong 50 will treat all similar pumpers equally and will aveid disadvantagng land owners
wha voluntanly reduced water usage early In an sffort to help the Basn,

Convarslon of water credits 10 BPA wilf also streambne management of the Basin by applying a

singla “currency” of water rights. For example, the BWD could develop a policy that requlres & 03.3
dedication to tha BWD of BPA In exchange lor extanslon of service for new developments (or an Cont
equivalant payment in hew of BPA dedication). This would thereby avold applying two BWD ont.

programs—one for water credit hokders and one for BPA holders~that may result In disparate
and unfair freatment of those pumpars that voluntarily worked with the BWD to advance water
management in companson to those that have not.® Without such conversion, olher puanpers
whao are granted BPA would be afforded graater water use opportunlties and advantages,
in¢luding opportundies to accree carryaver, leasa of allocation, and transfer and use of
allocation to support groundwatar production on different parcels, as compared to similarty-
situated pumpers that were granted watar credits. Such disparate troatment would render the
BPAs and Pumping Reducllon Program npe fof loga! challenge pursuant to a groundwater basin
adjudicallon'® or other (tigation,

This concem can be readily remedied by modifying the GSP to pravide for the conversion of
water credits to BPA for all water credit holders pursuant to tha eama consumptive use lactors
set forth in Appendix F, the efimination of the existing waler credits program, and tha Issuance
of such BPA when all BPAS ara |ssued. The GSP could explaln that the BWD would soon
dovelop a new dedication program for extenslon of new water service based exclusively an ¥
BPA.

* Sea Water Coda sections 10720 5{b}}, 10725.4(a}(2), and 10726.8(b).

¥ The BPA calculaton msthodslogy et forth in Appendix F woutld result in a grant of more BPA
per acrs than has been granted in water crecis for the sams Crop grown with the Same method
of irlgation and durlng tha sama tima pariod. Thus, to deny a conversion of waler credits to
BPA at the same consumptrve use factors would rasult In disparate treatment unless the BWD
wera 1o maintain two dedication programs with different dedication ratios respectve of BPA and
walar cradits, which would be unnecessarily complex,

0 See Code of Chvil Procedure soctions 830 et seq.
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Waler credits are not presently included in the total caleulation of BPA. (Table 2.1.7,In.1) A
Thus, when water credits ara converted to BFA applying the same consumptive usa factors
applied to calcutata BPA for agricultural acreage dunng the baselina pariod, the tolal BRPA wifl
increasa by roughly 2,124 AFY (based on a conversion quantdfication prasented by the County)
1o a totat BPA of approximately 24,087 AFY. This would tharefore Increzse the projected
rampdown, based on a safe yield estimate of 5,700 AFY, from the present estmata of 74
percent (ses GSP, page ES-4) to about 76.4 percent. If BPA remaing aa calculated In Table 2.1- 03-3
¥ (2 g.. pursuant to a comprehensive agreement - ses discussion abova), the total BPA and the Cont.
projected rampdown will need io be updated whera steted throughout tha GSP.

Pursuant to such changes to tha GSP and a new BWD dedication program, we agre# that the
water credils-to-BPA convarsion satisiias all obligations of the WD pursuant to the water
credits program such that the BWD would not bear any potentlal lahifity for breach of contract,
or otharwise, relating to tha waler crediis program.

Specific Comments

Thae speciic comments sel forth balew are organized in relation to each sectlon of the GSP,
Unless otherwise noted, undertined text is requested to ba addad and stnke-through text is to be
deleled,

1. THlaof GSP ¢

Tha GSP Is hiled "Groundwater Sustainabllity Ptan for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin,”
The GSP, howsver, 15 only a plan for the Borrego Springs Subbasin of the broadsr Bomege
Vallay Groundwaler Basin. SGMA defines the basin, for which a GSP is fo be prepared, as“a 034
groundwater basin or subbasin identified in Bulfetm 118..." The area for which the GSA has .
elected to undertaks GSA responsibifibes is only tho Subbasin (DWR. Bulletin 118 Basln No.
7.024.01}, and acoordingly, the title of the GSP shoutd be revised to the "Groundwater
Suslainabdity Flan lor the Borrego Sprngs Groundwater Basin.™ 1

2. Executive Summary T

A, The GSP provides at page £5-2 and ES-2 that “{iln the Subbasin, the most
cntical aspect of water qualty ks ensuring that avafiable supplies at municipal well sites
ara and remaln In compliance with drinking water standards, Groundwater quality
pravidad by BWD water supply wells |s cummently good and meets Calfomia drinking
waler maximum contaminant |svels without Ireatment. Arsanic concentrations were
Increasing In muttple BWD water supply wells unt! 2014, but have since decreased. 03-5

The SGMA regulations do provide that in setting minimum thresholds for degraded water
quality, the GSA shal consider local, state, and federal water quafity standards,
Howeaver, the GSP should also acknowladge that in balancing beneficlal uses and
Interests in the Subbasin, soma hsture impaimment of water quality may cccur and that
treatment or cthir mediation may ba required, particularty In relation to naturally
occuming contaminants within the Subbasin,
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B.  Aipage ES-J edit the folflowing paragraph as follows: “Tolal digsolvad solids and
sulfate are prasently the caly water quality constituents that show increasing
concentratons with similtanecus daciinas In groundwater favals. Ovarall, the long
standing overdrafl has resufted in changes of water quality in Ihe Subbasin over time.,
High salinity, poer guality connate water ts thought to occur in deapér formational 03-6
materials in select areas of the aguder as wall as shallow groundwater In the vicinity of
the Borrego Sink In the southemn porticn of the Subbasin, The BWD does nol gperata
walls in the vicinity of the Borrege Sink. Tha GSA monitors waler quality from a
grounchvater quality network consisting of 30 wells.” 1

C.  Atpage ES-4 edd the following statement as follows: “The pimary managsment T
ool 1o elminate the overdrafl is to require aggressive pumping cut-backs to & lave| that
goes not exceed the Subbasin's estimated sustainable yield of 5,700 AFY befora 2040,
This edit will rander the statemant consistant with the text on page £5-5, which slales 03.7
“That [baseline pumping] allocation (under PMA No, 3] will be reduced incramentally as -
nacessary over the GSP implamentation pencd such thal the total extraction from the
Subbasin wilt be pgual fo the estimated sustainable yleld (5,700 AFY) by 2040."
{emgphasis added)

3, Chapte

A At page 2-4, the text states that there are 2,624 acres of irngaled agriculture and
601 acres of lallowed acreage. The {axt also suggests that tha SANGIS 2017 calculation 3.8
Incorporates thase €00 faliowed acres within the tatal egrleulture figure of 2,624 acres. 03
However, Table 2 1.3 statea that thera wag 3,474 acres of agricultural land ag of 2015.
sppears that aither the text or tabla s Incarmact, or if not, this apparent discrepancy
should be clanfled

B. Al page 2:15, the text states that "t ha County Is also currently conducting
compfliance and enforcemant evaluations related ta the credits issued by the BWD
program, Al a later date, existing water credits associated with the WCP may be
converied to & Basefine Pumping Allocation using tha groundwatar consumpiive use
tactors developad by the QSA, as further discussad in Saction 4 4, Pumping Reduction
Program.”

We ar0 tnsyrs what is meant by the County Is “conducting comgliance and enforcement 038
evaluations related to the credits issued by the BWD program,* and request that this
statament be clanfied, Also, as discussed above, tha WCP shauld ba converted 1o BPA
based on the same BPA calculation formula as other agncultura at the tima the GSP is
adopted and the BPA granted in iou of water cradits at the same tme as olnar BPA s
granted, The GSP shou!d clarfy that this will occur, Table 2.1.7 and s (ootnotes on
pages 2-26 through 2-17 should kkewisa ba amended consistent with the conversion of
water cradits to BPA,

c Al page 2-8, edit the lolilowing text as follows: “{Q]thar than agriculture, 03-10
fecraallon, and kourism, there Is no major Industry or source of high-quallly emplayment -
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within the Pian Area likely dua to #ts remole location " While the drafters may be lumping A
racreation inta tourism, that [s unclear from the language here and the contaxt provided 03-10
atherwise in this repord, The recreation sector employs more paople than the agriculture
sactar and is a signficant employer in Borrego Springs. Rams Hill alone employs Cont.

approximatefy B0 full-time equivalent employees on a year-round or seasonal basis. 4

D. Table 2.2 - 1 llsts CIMIS Station 207 as activa only untll 2015, Our 103 11
understanding s that CIMIS station 207 Is stlt in use. Please clanty. -

E Al Table 2.2 ~ 4 and elsewhere In the 35P, changs referances to 101-1 and ID1-
2 o AH-1 and AH-2, respectrvely, 10 avoid conlusion because these wells were sold to
Rams Hill in 2014 and are no jonger owned or oparated by tha BWD, Also, on page 2-58
thers Is an Inappropnats concem faised by the statemant: “Wells axhibiting an
Incraesing trend (In TDS] Includa BWD [D1-1 and i04-8 In the SMA." BWD doss not own
or oparate |D1-1 and itis not a municipal supply wetl for which higher TDS woutd 0312
compromise municipal water supplies, A similar cladfcation la neadad for the statament
on page 2-59, which stafes: “Tha only well exhibiting an increasing trend [in arsenic] is
BWD Well ID1-2 In the SMA." BWD daes not own or operate ID1-2 and it is nota
municipal supply well for which higher arsenic would compramise munkapal water
supplies.

F, At page 2-63, the relerence to the Rams HIVBWD Long-Term Cooparation
Agreement should be delated becausa [t has since beaen amended, and It is outslda tha
scope af the GSP {0 discuss prvala agreemants between tha BWD and developers, 0313
Furthar, tha GSP will require groundwalar qualty monltoring throughout the basin so this
information is not helpful or inslghtiul {n raaders,

4. Chapler 3

T2 Borrego's commants fespective of Chapter 3 ate set forth in the technical comment 103_1 4
letter fram Aquilogec, Inc. attached hereto as Exhibit A,

5. Chaglerd

A, At page 4.4, the GSP states: “The watsr trade review process by the GSA is
intended 0 be struttured to prevent unintended consequences, such as hoarding,
collusion, or speculation. For example, to prevent hoarding, the GSA could cap the
number of ‘water shares’ held by an Individual at 8 maximum percentage of otal

shares * T2 Borrego is highly concemad with such rastrictions on watar ransfars and the
review process, and it particularty objacts 1o the notion of limlting transfers on the basis 03-15
of hoarding or spaculation, A cap on the amount of allocation that may be transferred

dces not further any principle of sustalnable groundwater management set forth in -
SGMA and could prevant legitimate water planning for signilicant and econarmically
benelicial projects, hika Rams Hul. Such limltatons could also chill the benefits that may
be achleved trom the lransfer program Including the reatiocation of imited water supplies
from lawer 1o higher valued uses and incantives far water usars to conserve water in Y
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supper of transfers. Qur concems are futther ampldlad by the fact that half of the GSA s A
constituted by the BWD, which is a competitve water user, and thus thera Is potential tor
restrictions to be placed on the transfer program undsr a vsiled intent 1o benalit tha BWD
at the expense of other water users in the Subbas:n, Indeed, the only appropriate
resinchons on the transter program are those necessary fo avold adverse Impacts to 03-15
hydrogeclogic conditons In the Subbasin that would cause or exacerbate undesirable Cont
resuits. The text on page 4-4 should be revised accordingly and should also explicitly
provide for engagement by privata pumpers In the development of the program and an
opportunity for robust public review and comment on the preposed program befara
adoption by the GSA,

a, At page 4-6, the GSP states that "an area of origin pumping requirement (i.e.,
North Management Arsa) may be required for trades, PMA No. 8 —~ Inlra-Subbasin
Transters Is being svaluated lo address and oplimize the distnbulion of pumping In the
Subbasin as a result of implamantation of the PMAS,” Gonsistant with the comment Q3-16
immediataly abova, this text should ba revised to explaln that any resiriclions on
translers will be designad for the sole purpesa of avoiding adverse impacts to
hydrogsologle conditions that would cause or exacerbate undeswrabla results. &

C.  Wih respact to the Water Conservation Program (PMA No. 2), T2 Berrego notes T
that if a robust water trading program [s implemented (PMA No, 1), private holders of
BPA will ba Incentvized to conserve and to make investments In conservation to edher
presaive thair economic entemrise supported by the BPA {which will become
Increasingty more difficult as rampdown accurs), avold the costs of purchasing BRA from
others, or rendar BPA available for transfer as either parmanent sala or lsasa In
exchanga for payment. In other words, tha market economica inharent in the transter 0317
program will causs private users to make conservation afforts that are economicatly
Justied, The taxt descnbing PMA No. 2 should racogniza this natural economic

prin¢ipla The elaborate scope and costa of the management action &ra also not justified
for the same reason (the market will appropriately Incentivize conservation) and because
conservation measures Intemal to BWD customars should be tundad by BWD {with
grant funding if avaflable), not other groundwalar users, IS

s X With regpect {o the Pumping Reduchan Program (PMA No. 3), T2 Borrego urges
the GSA 1o madity the urderlying accounting pnnciples and terminology used, Rather
than providing that each pumper will possess a “share® of the estimated sustainable
yield {page 4-15), tha program should ba founded in BPA and an annual authonzed
“Pumping Percentage,” that being the parcent of each party’s BPA that 13 authorized to
be extracted In any partcular year. Through this approach, the "currency” that controls 03-18
pumping and that 15 transferabla is BPA, which in any particular year authorizes a given
quantity of production. That quaniity will be drven by the Pumplng Percentage then In
effect, and the Pumping Percentage may be adjusted up or down as necessary
consistant with improved understandings of tha Subbasin, progress in meeting
sustalnabliity goals, and other aspects of adaptive management. By contrast, tha
establishment of a "share® of the estimated sustainable yald in addltion to BPA would bo Y
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an unnecessary and contusing adiiflanal denomination of pumgping right which will result C3-18
in Increased cests for basin management in the futura, Cont.

E.  Wah respect to the Voluntary Fallowing of Agricuttural Land (PMA No. 4}, T2
Borrego notas thal tha fafiowing program does not further any principle of sustalnable
groundwater management sat farth in SGMA. T2 Borrego also requaests specific
clarification of ihe fallowing requirement and scope of authority that It intended to ba
vestad b the GSA. Tha lext on page 4-25 suggests thal the GSA may require different
degrees {and expense) of fallowing based on intanded post-lallowing land use For
example, the text slates that “there could be diftering levels of site stabllization or
restoralion needad or required based on the land use intended post- fallowing. . . A

' passive restoration approach may be applied if the goal Is for the proparty to eventuafly
retum to nathve habitat, and active restoration may be appiied {or celatively near-term
restoration to nativa habitat with the goal of providing oper space, parks, or public trails*
{smphasis addad)

All similasty-siuated land owners must ba iroated the same, and difierent levels of
fallowing or site stabilizaton for propertles with the same historical use are inappropnate,
as this would faver certain properties or proparty-owners above others, which is
Inaquitabla, Fallowing standards must be consistent and equally applied to & propesties 0318
There is no crcumstance where it would be appropriate to requira some lalfawing
participants to engaga in significant and expensive actve restoration 1o establish open
space, parks, or public iralls where others are nat required to achleve such result. Stated
differently, the fallowing program should not ba used by the G5A to achieva dasired end
land uses at tha expenss of, and wihout the consansual agreement of and
compensaton to, the landowner. Rather, tha fallowing program should ba designed to
avoid significant edverse snvironmental impacts {8.9 , significant and uwnreasonatie
fugitive dust and visuaf bight) in a manner that Is as inexpansive and unobtrusiva ag
possible. Additionally, the GSA should recognize that some of its desired goals are
already raguiated, lor exampta by the County’s well destruction policy. Anything further
may be uniawful (particutarly If there Is disparate treatment of simitarly situatad
lanciowners), counter to the polcy of using a watet transfer maiket to achiave
groundwater sustalnability In the valley in a manner that is least economically disruptive;
and would increase costs to all pumpers in the Subbasin through costs incurred
dalending legal chaliengas . The text at pages 4-25, 4-28, and elsawhere should be
modified accordingfy.

F. Clarification is also needed conceming the scope of costs, and responslbifty for
payment of costs, relaiad 10 the fallowing program, At page 4-28, the text states that
“Iplotential sources of funding for the Voluntary Fallowing of Agrculture Program
componeants Includs siate grants, pumping fees, waler rales, parcel faxes, and other 03-20
mechansms as descnbed In Section 5.1.7, Funding Sources,” Tha following paragraph
siates thal the ongolng program costs “are related to the conformanca inspectons,
econumic valus of fallowed land, tha cost for site statilization, ard restoration.
Additionalty, walls that wilf no longer be usetd will have costs to b propery destrayed.™ Y

10

water Subbasin
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Tha only program costs that are appropriate 1o he barne by the GSA (L.e., funded by
groundwater users at large) are the cost of developing the standards end ensuring

compliance with the standards. There Is ac legitimata purpose for the GSA to fund 03-20
economic valuahons of fallowed land, or the casts of slta stabilization, restorallon, or wall

destruction, These costs should be boma exclusivaly by tha owner of the land and seller Cont
of BPA mado avalfable on the basis of agricutiural fallowing. The text at page 4-28

shoutd be modified accordingty.

G.  Atpage 4-29, concaming Watar Quality Optimization, the opening paragraph of
this section should be revised as follows:“For Irrigation weils, water qualty should 03-21
generally be suitable for agricultura and recreation uses.”

H. At page 4-30 please clanfy that the BWD 15 not currently required to treat water
from any of its wells as follows: “In genersl, the groundwater quabity in lha Subbasin ks 03-22
good and meets Califarnia dnnking water maximum contaminant levels without the need -
for treatment and ulrad to tef from any of its A i

I At paga 4-31, tha laxt shoid bo clardfied to explain that mitigation actions may -
not ba tha responaibility of the GSA (1.e., pumpers at larga) to lund. H treatmant {ditact or
indiract} [s required, the cests of such treatment should be bomae by the impacied party
unless the dagraded water qualty Is a direct result of Subbasin management dacisions
made with the intention to mitgate a water quality effect from such managsment 03-23
decision. As the GSP acknowledges, much of the potential waler quallty concerns in the
Subbasin are naturally occurring Like in other areas of the stale, the cos! of making use
of water with such naturally occurring contaminants must be bome by the individual
user. <

J. Alp. 4-35, the GSP explzins that the wells In diffarant management areas have
difterent end uses. Given that recreation Is a significant pumper [n the CMA {for

exampla, Borrego Sprngs Resart is located in tha CMAY, the language should be 03-24
madified o state, *...whereas wells in tha Cenlral Management Area (CMA) primarily
sarve fecreational and municipal uses...* kR

8. Chapler

A T2 Borrega Is alarmed by the high costs of implementing the GSP that are
projected [n Chapter 5. There 1s insutficient mformation disclosed In support of these
high prajections, Although the scope of the tasks listed In Table 5-1 as Operating and
Monitoring Costs are generally dasenbed in Secton 5.1.1.1, there 13 na infermation
presented regarding how the hgures in Table 5-1 were generated {8 g , hours required, 03-25
parcentage ol lull time employes, consultant budgat estimatas etc.) Tha GSP should sat
lorth such detalied information and estmates Similarty, Section 5.1.2. 2 does no!
provide any detall regarding (i} tha scope of work that would be required for two full time
amployees, () why $120,000 per full time employea per year is an accurate esbmata,
(1) how the line tems in Table 52 for Management, Adminisiration, and Other Costs Y
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weta genarated, and {iv) If any of these estimated costs would also include laler work 03-25
once {ha PMAS are developed and |n place. The GSP should set forth such detaded

Infosmation and estimates, Cont.
B. The same s true for Table 5-3 (GSP 5-Year Updata Costs) and Table 54
(Projects and Managamant Actions Development Costs]. Each line item is just a figure 03-26
58l forth without any turther discussion or support. Tha GSP should set forth such
datalled informabion and estimates. P

C. It i also not clear why there ig additional, but uncakoulated, costs for "intemal
managemen! and administration” by BWD projecied {page 5-8) when the GSA s
intending to hire two full time employees. The roles and rasponsibilitles batween tha 03-27
" GSA’S full lime employess and the BWD's intemal managamani and sdministabon
should ba calculated and tha expanse estmatad. 1

D. Beyond the costs of GSP implementation ($18.2 mitkon for the 20-year perlod
and the S652,000 of Projects and Management Actions Development Costs), the GSP
states al page 5-9 that the BWD Intends to request reimbursement for G5A creation and
GSP devalopment relaled axpsnses. Water Coda saction 10734 authorlzes the
impositon of regulatory fees for GSP development and Water Coda Section 10730 2
authonzes the adoption of an extraction fea for plan implementation, However, it is not
clear that a plan Implementation extraction fes, adapted pursuant to sectian 10730.2,
may be used to retroactively relmbursa a singte member of & GSA for previously-
incurred expenses. Further, before any relmburssmeant is madsa, thare would need to ba
a detalled accounting and review by afl stakeholders lo detarmina the legitunacy and 03-28
falmess of tha mguestad relmbursamant (a.g , to datermina that the BWE is not saeking
reimbursement lor expanses that thay would have bean incumed regardless ol GSP
developmen! ar expenses that are oriented toward the protection of the BWD's inlerests
and favor rather than basin-wide benafit). Additonally, the GSP acknewledges that
grants trom DWR have funded the majenty of the GSP cosis to cate, Thus, an
accaunting and review process is also necessary to ensure that the BWD does not
request rembursement for & cost already fundedfreimbursed through grant funding
Prasenty, there is absohutaly no detarl conceming tha expanses for which the BWD
intends lo request relmbursement. The GSP should provida that a datalled sccounting
and raview process will be afforded before any reimbursement Is made. i

E. The GSP providas at pages 5-9 through 5-10 that the GSA Intends to apply T
axtraction charges, including monthly fixed charges and variable pumping fees, as well ’
as assessment/parce taxss and grants, to lund GSP implementation. As the GSP

tecognizes, Propasitions 218 and 26 apply 1o thesa faes and assassmants. Proposition

216 (Articla XHI D) provides at section 6, subdivision (b) that the amount of a propsriy- 0329
related fan chargad to any Individual parcal cannot exceed the proportional cost of
providing service to thatparcel, The GS# should exprassly provide that the amount of
extraction charga bome ty any paricular pumper shall be proportional to the cost ol
providing tha GSP benefits respactive of the individual pumper. This s particutarly
Important In Bght of the GSA’s intent lo apply monthly fixed charges by well meter size, Y
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which may run afoul of Proposition 218's proportionality requirement. Additionally, since A
well meters ware sized by privale pumpers bafore the potenteality of GSP exiraction
lees, a monthly fixed meter charge fa an inappropriate and arbitrary way 1o charge GSP

tees as thera Is not a clear nexus between fees and benefits. The suggeston of a 03-289
monthly fee has also nol baen vetted publicly before releass of the draft GSP. T2 "
Borrego requests that the GSP be madified to ethar remove referenca to fixed metar Cont.

charges, or modified o intlude an explanation of the relabonship and nexus betwesn
fees and benefis, along with a process that Involves the pumpers In development of
nacessary fees,

F. With respect to the costs of groundwater level monitoring discussad at page 5-4,
the costs for field montonng of groundwater levels may be reduced by automated 03-30
reporting of water lavels from transducers through telemetrically defivered readings The
GSP should provide that the potential for such cost savings wilt be evaluated 1

Thank you lor the opportunity to comment on the draft GSP,
Sincerely,

e ey S -
-~ -....{f ’ ,/,:',.:;f;‘.‘_,r.f

Russeall McGlothin

Enclosures*

Exhiblt A: Comment Letter trom Aqullogic, Inc.
Exhibit B: Letters (o County of San Diego re Rams Hill BPA
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145 Fischer Avenue, Surte D-2

a uilo ic Costa Mesa, CA 92626

q g , Inc. Tel +1 714 770 8040
environment & waler & strategy Web www aquiloge com

fay 21, 2019

Mr limBennett

County of San Diego Planning & Development Services

5510 Overland Avenue, Svite 310 sent via emall to:

5an Diego, CA 92123 POS LUEGGroundWater@sdoounty ca gov

Subject. Draft Groundwater Sustainabifity Plan for the Borrego Valley
Groundwater Basln, Dated March 2019

Dear Mr Bennett

This letter provides technical comments partaining ta the above referenced Draft Groundwater
Sustalnability Ptan (GSP), which & prepared on behalf of T2 Barrego LLC and T2 Holding LLC
[collectively, T2 Borrego), owners of the Rams Hill Golf Club, by aquiloglc, Inc. {aqulleale) To
faailitate the County of San Diego's [County) review and response, we have divided these
comments InTo twa categaries: G ICa ts and $pecdic Comments Comments
provided herein apply to the Draft GSP atlarge (1 e, text, figures, tables, and appendices)
Without these requested changes we believe the GSP ks deficient and inaccuram

General Comments
1 Techpical Adveory Committen: Qverthe past year, we have appreciated the opportunity ta T

work with your consultant, Dudek, and other technical consultants to stakehalders in the
Barrego Springs Groundwater Subbastn {Subbasin] to support the development of a GSP
consistent with the requirements of by the Sustalnable Graundwater Management Act
{SGMA]. In particular, the technlcal meetings requested by T2 Borrego and other
stakeholders have faciitated a better understanding of groundwater candmions in the
Subbasin, and how groundwater sustainabilty could be achieved in the future, Tothat end,
we recommend that a Technical Advisary Commttes (TAC) be estabhshed in the GSP and
convened to maveforward as a Project Management Action (PMA)  Tha GSP would 03-14a
establish that the TAC waukd meat regutarly ta asslst and advise the Groundwater
Sustainability Agency {GSA), County, or other future responsible agency, on technical Issues
related to the sustainable management of groundwater resources of Subbasls, The TAC
woukd address technical lssues in all three currently dentified Individual management areas
[{Noarth [NMA], Central [OMA], and South [SMA]) The responsibllides of the TAC would
Include, but not be limited to, the following-
»  Use bast avalable seience and engineering. considerng all relavant data, fn its technlcal
deliberations and recommendatans, Y
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- .
l # Velley Grotre Subbas, dated Maorgh 2019
@aqUI og'q orrege Velley Grotndwater n, doted Marl

»  Assess and tpdate the water hudget and sustainable yield for the Subbasin atleast A
every five (5] yrars durieg the first 20-year GSP Implementatian perkod, f
» Evaluate the potential for Undesirable Results, as defined SGMA, ard whether they are
slgmficant and unreasanable,
= Apalyze whether the mirnimum thresholds and measurable objectives can be met and
are sufficent to prevent Urdesirable Results,
*  Assess and recommand any acditional actions to avoid Urdesicable Results,
«  Evaluare the effactiveness of management actions and projects defined kn the final GSP
and, where necessary, make recommendatans to favise or supplement the actions
andfor projects.
We request that you make this updare 1o the GSP In order to ensure paniclpation and
review by techmical experts tothe stakehalders  Please ako naote that this letter includes
addrtaanal stems for rewicw by the TACIn [ater comments &

03-14a
Cont.

2 pow Sustalnable Yield Asyouare aware, the hydrogeolegic experts representing 72 Borrego
{aquilogic} and AAWARE (Wagner & Bonsignore and Tam Harder Company etal ] have
previously pravided technieal concerns to the GSA's cansultant (DudeX) related to the
aecuracy of the key hydrogeologe components wtilized Inthe GSP as it pertaing o the USGS
numerical groundwater model. Chilcf amang these is the preliminary esumate af 5,700 AFY
for the sustainable yiel (SY) forthe Subbasin Estimates of baseline SY prepared
independently by oursehves and separately by Wagner & Bansignore, are on the order of
7,100 AFY, or approximately 20% higher than the current conservative figure of 5,700 AFY
belng used for planning by the GSA during the Fnitial 5-year reassessment petiod This
artifielal and arbitrarly low value for 5 appears to be the rmaulk of Dudek and the GSA
Inexplicably amsmting 1,400 AFY of subsurface inflow from acjacent mountain fronts and
watersheds Indeed, Dudek states In the GSP that, “The average ennual natural rechorge of
warer reaching the saturated 2one, which Includes stream feckage and infiftrating water
through the pnsmuratad 1one, was 5, 700 AFY for the full model simulotlan perlod from 1329
to 2010 {LISGS, 2015). In cdditiaon to natural recharge from stream leokage ond infiltreting
woter (mostly from ferigaion retura flows), the Subbasn received underflow origlnetng
from adiacent wotersheds at on average annual mte of 1,400 AFY Thercfore, the combened
overoge onnuol noturol recharge to the BYGE (s opprommately 7,1004FY | * (Chapter 2,
section 2 2.3 6, page 2 80) Based an these facts, we are concerned that the current
estimate of 5Y is [naccurately low, and thus the projected reguisite long term demand
reduction {pumping) rampdown is als0 unaecessanly conservative (1 e. too high} We
therefore request that the preliminary SY be corrected to 7,100 AFY and that the proposed
ramadown pereantages and schedule be revised accordingly, along with all other related
infarmation and data presentad In the GSP

03-14b
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3. USGS Modebinaccuracles The USGS recognized the inherert inaccuracy and urcertainty In [

thelr numerical groundwater model which was used by the GSA as the hydrogeologic
foundation far the Subbasin and by Dudek ta prepare the Barrego Valley Hydrogeologic
Model (BVHM) At the September 2018 technical meeting with aquilogic and Wagner &
Bensgnore, Dudek characterized current USGS model uncertanty at approximately 20%
On page 115 of the attached Linited States Geologeak Survey (USGS) Scleatific Investigation
Report 2015 5150 (USGS 2015 [Exbibit A]), the USGS experts state, "I summory, some
potentiol components that could :mprove the occuracy and reduce uncertainty of the
simedation could Include, but are not limited to the following
+ Improved temporal estimates of land use,
* Improved estimatlan and appheation of crop and lerigatlon properties,
+ Improved mappmg of densty, temporal distribution, and areal extent of natural

vogetatlon, particularly phreatophytes, v
+  Improved estimates of ungauged steam Inflows through linkage to a daily preciptation.

runoff madel that simulstes routed stream flow, Q314c
= Impreved estimates of hydraude properties through field tests,
« Improved texture estimates at depth,
s Improved simulation of multl aquifer wells ta aceount for well pumplng capacities,
* Impraved simulation of wet year winter runoff within the FMP, and
* Indusian of antecedent soil motsture in the FME”.
The nina tems isted above by the USGS for improved model accuracy track clasely with the
data gaps we have recommended for closure during the first 5 yuar reassessment penod
and must be identified in the GSP and reevaluated immeduately {These specrfic tems are
detaled in Specific Comments # 2 and 3, below ) These Important data gaps must be ckred
or the madel will continue ta perpetuate inaccurate simulations, which has significant
managemertimpacts for property owners and pumpers in the Barrego Springs Valley We
are therefore requesting the GSP be revised ta list and acknowledge the nine USGS items
and that there Is inherent inaccuracy and uncertalrty In the cirrent USGS madel that will he
redressed during the first 5-year reassessment perlad

4 USGS Modol Preliminary Given the Inherenst naccuracy and uncestainty In the current USGS
numerical flow mode] that was utilized as the foundation for the hydrogeologic findings and
recommendations in the GSP, it s especially important to clardy in the GSP text that the
model 1s preliminary and that findings and conclusions depved by Dudek from use of the
ircomplete mocdel, such as the value for SY, are also preliminary and subject to change. We
therafore request that Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 be clarified by the addition of Intraductory 03-14d
toxt to ezch Chapter that expressly states that the numencal model, and by extension the
Information pertaining to the occurrence and condion of groundwater in the Subbasin, Is
preliminary and will be revised as new data becomes avariable For example, references to
the BVHM in Chapter 2 and elsewhere In the GSP should be revised to expressly state the Y

3

[l (1LY
January 2020 Appendix G-129



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

re Commerts to Broft GSP for the

@ a q u i I og i c Borregn Velley Groundwoeter Subbhostin, cirred March 2015
%

data k preliminary and subject 1o reflaement, and thatthe BYHM and USGS modal will be A
revisitad and updated at a minimum every 5 years These same carrections for clarty In the
GSP text should also be made as needed in Chapter 3, espaclally in 3l those sections (for 03-14d
example sectian 3 3.2 6] that discuss the proposed Minimum Threskolds [MTs) and Cont

Measurable Objectives {MOsj related to groundwater elevations In wells Itlsimportantto on
make these chanpes now 5o i1is evident to all staketolders that the data is prelimmary and
is subject to recxamination and change. -

5. Malonty of Grourdwater Is for Nom potable Use, Stata law requires that water delivered to T
customers for potable use most meet certain standards  The text in Saction 2 2 4 of the GSP
currently compares raw ground water guality to treated (potable] water standacds, without
exphcitly explainung that a majority of the groundwater in the Subbasin ks used for
recreational and agricultural imrigation {i ¢, ron potable use) that does not have to meet
potable standards  Please further clanfy that groundwater provided by the Borrego Water
District {(8WD) far munlcipal use must, and currently does, meet Titke 22 Drinking Water
Standards In order 1o be served ta the public, as required by the State Water Resources
Cantrol Board's {(SWRCB] DMslon of Drinkorg Water [DDW] In addstian, please clarfy that
meeting established safe concentrations for the constituents of concern {COCs} in drinking
water is the respansibility of the BWD, and that treatment of grouncwater ks a standard . 03-14e
procedure for a majorty of munleigal dednking water systems n the State, and therefore It is
not appropriate for furding by the GSA  Hydrogeologk data fram all the Subbasin
maragemant areas {NMA, CMA, and SMA) are needed to fully characterize groundwater
canditions and potential implications, if any, for sustainable management of the Subbasin in
the future ‘Water fram lower layers of the agurfer 15 not necessanly poorer qualty water
than that from highet laye s of the agurfer, and the GSP needs to dearly state this and
remove contradictory conclusions based on prelminary Information Additionally, the text In
this sectlon (2 2.2 4) needs to be updated to match data pravided InTabla 2 2 6onp 2 63,
the majority of which shows na trand In constrtutes of carcorn many of which are natusmlly

occurming L
6 WaterQuathy [s Good Sectlon 2 2 4 of tha GSP shows thatwater quality is good, even [

without treatment, but the text in this sactlen doesn't match the tables presented Out of
the 15 entnes In Tablke 2 2 6, 11 wells are identdied as having no trend, and only five are
Identdied as showirg a "trand”™ Of thesn five, two are noted as having a decreasing trend
Maost notably one entry In the NMA for Nitrate that Is cumently listed as “Increasirg”
appears to be acwally desreasing (or no trend] based on the data presemted In the tablke In
the SMA, sulfate and TOS are Iisted as increasing, but both canstituents are below ther
respective MCLs Based an this data the paragraph below the table which discusses
potential future water quality Impacts seems highly speculative without adeitianal data.
Indeed in the next following paragraph taled "Data Gaps™ the GSP states that, “The loteral Y

O3-14f
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diszrlbution of the wells In the monitoring network that meesure groundwiter quaity i
fimred ond does not extend to the outer portions of each manogement ered” The subject
paragraph goes on to state there arg defidencics 1n manrtarnng data in the SMA and
elsewhere In the Subbasin primarily caused by high variability in the data and coancludes
with this statemeny” Bosed or the Inconsistent anoiytical swtes between wrlls and
monitoning periods, this varabdity represents o sigaificant data gap.” Given the urcertainty
related to data availability and data quality we request that the GSP remove speculative
statements abaut poor or decreasing water guality and Increasing trends of constituents of
concern until representative data has been callected ard anatyzed Additionally, we request
that the suhject table be corrected as noted

Well Owrershipr There are places in the text, for example page 2 59, that erronecusly credn
ownership of T2 BORREGO-owned wells ID1 1 and 1D1-2 ta ownership by the BWD Please
comoct all such references. Further, any Implication that water quality frem these wells
affacts dnnking water Is also incorrect 2nd reguires revislon

Specific Comments

1

Section 2 2, paga 2 35, Table 2 2 1, CIMIS Statlon 207 Is [lsted as “Active™ In this table, but
the "Perlad of Recard” Is prosented as 2008-2015 Pleasa check the status of the Pediod of
Record in the subject table {l & , 2008-present?) and revise, as needed

Section 22 3 4, page 2-80 states, "As future funding affows {emphasis added), the G54
Intends to conduct equifer tests ot wells screened only In the upper oquifer ond oniy In the
middle aquifer [emphasis added) to obtain site speciffc estumates of hydrautic canductiviey
and specific yield for each oquifer unit. This Informasion muay be {emphasis added) used to
enhance the cohbration of the model to these hydroulic properties and our understonding of
storage In the BVGB (Subbasin)* This wark, along with the tems lsted In #3 below and the
nineitems recommended by the USGS to further reduce the maccuracics in the numencal
model, should be done immediately and be prieritized for furdirg and collection duning the
first S year reassessment period  The dara should be Incorporated in the exsting numerxal
groundwater medel The attached United States Geological Survey [USGS) Sclertfic
Investigation Report 2015 5150 states, “Specific yleld typically is orders of megritude lamger
than specific storage and s volumetrically the dominant storage parameter in the vafiey”
(USGS, 2015, p 86) As such, It1s are of the most sensitive components of the current
Subbasin numencal mocel and critical ta a morn reprasentative water budget, We request
that all qualifiers In tha GSP pertaining to the tming, and colkection of these data be
removed. Data from all three aquifer layers and management arcas [NMA, CMA, ard SMA),
rot just the upper and middla, are needed to close these Important data gaps ard obtaina
complete picture of the Subbasin’s kydrology and a more useful and accurste numerical

O3-14f
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groundwater model Wae therefore request that the GSF's currert text be revised Q3141
accordingly and these additional tasks completed. Cont.

1

Irs adeltion 1o collectlan of representative specific yield estimates for use In the numencal [

grourdwater madel for the three aquifer layers identdied in the Subbas:n, we also

recommend that tke text in Section 2.2.3 4 be modrfied to identify and pnontize the subject

hydrologic data for fundirg and collection dunng the first 5-year reassessment perkod as

follows, which should be reviewed by the TAC.

*  Specific yield estimates far the three aquifer layers identdied in the existing USGS
model;

s Callectlon of data ard more detailed analysls of mauntaln frant underflow In the
Subbasin at large;

» Callection of additional dapth related water quality data, for improved Mann Kendail
Trend analysls;

*  ‘Water optimization measures for further study;

+  Agricukural and recreational return flows;

= Completlon of 2 detalled feasibility and cost/benefit analysis for Intra-management area
water transfers, 03-14j

* Based on the new data, an analysls af projected changes in groundwater storage over
ume when 2030 elimare change predictions are included, and

*  Any other maters appreved by the pumpers, Including but not Umited to, items
requived to comply with SGMA, meet the objectives of the County General Plar Update,
and matters histed in Section 5 of the Rampdown Provisians

Thete data and improvements are all nece<sary o reduce current inherant inaceuracles and

data gaps In the USGS numerieal madel In order to help refine the hydrogeologic

components used to estimate the Subbasin water budpet and its various components. These

compenems indude, but are not imaed to, the $Y for the Subbaan, tha GSP Minimum

Thresholds (MTs] and Measuratle Objectives (MOs) related to graundwater, and by

extensian, the propoted rampdown schedute over the lorg-term  In the most recent

technical meeting [on May 10, 2019], all experts, including Dudek, cancurred with the

importance of conducting this addihonal analysis and evaluation during the first five-year

assessment period  The GSP should be modified toinclude the language ‘ X

»

Secton 3.3 1 4, Table 3-6 or: page 3 24 Identifies the proposed rampdown schedule and T
percentages for demard reducuon (| e, pumping reductan) in the Subbasin for cach of the
S year reassessment periods though 2040 Yet, in Section 4 4, PROJECTS AND
MANAGEMENT ACTION NO 3 ~ PUMPING REDUCTION PROGRAM, there is no mention of 0314k
the ampdown percentages provided In Table 3-6 We request that the text in Section 4 4
be revised to Incorpgrate this Important information pertalnirg to the proposed rampdown
schedule and percentages utilizing a SY of 7, 100AFY Further, we request elanflcation to the Y
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n

GSP text thatvo the extent that In the future if the SY or other Subbasin hydrogeologic
components aro ravised consistent with the TAC analysis, the rampdown percentages and
schedule will be revised accordingly

Plaasa <lardfy if the groundwater well level MTs desonbed In Tables 3 4 ard 3 5, pages 3-19
ard 3 22 are based an data derived from the BYHM, and are therefore preliminary and
subject to change Please also add text to state that the identified "key wells” could be
acded or replaced for the purpose of MT tcompliance monttanng by the TAC as new data
beesmes avadable The GSP appears to be using the top of the well screen interval as the
MT for grourdwater levels Sevaral BWD wells on the subject table have an *NJA" erterad
Iet the eolumn trtled "Minimum Threshald/Top of Well Screen (feer bgs)”, yet in the adjacent
column the well sereen Intervals are actually listad Please clarfy and revise the MT calumn
ard tha column ttled “Existing Minimum Thrashold Exceedance “as needed. These changes
are necessary based on provioushy expressed concems about the Inaccuracy of the Subbasin
SY (whuch is the basis of MTs and MOs for rampdown and sustalrability over the GSP
Implemertatien geriod), all of which kas significant impaets on pumpers and must be based
on the best available science.

InChapter 3, Table 3.4, page 3-19, please add 2 column trled “Surface Elevation” ard
provide the relevant topegraphic surface data for each well on the table

In Chapter 3, Table 3 5, page 3-22, pleasa remake this 1able m resembie Table 34 {le all
the sama columns and data), incheding surface elevatian, Without this Information It Is
difficult to urd d the propased prefiminary MTs far the Indwidual management arcas
Further supporting data is needed to verfy the appropriateness of the proposed MTs for the
vanous indwvidual manapement areas ard the SMA in particular

Chapter 5, PLAN IMPLEMENTATICN, Revise as reeded, Tables S 1 thraugh 5-5 ta reflect the
irclusion and funding (costs) for conducting the collaction and analysis of the datz described
in this comment letter dering the first 5 year reassessment penod Please elearly denufy
which tasks are related to the initial and later 5 year reassessment periods, and which tasks
are ongeing annually (eg , Is madel updated annually ar on a 5 year reassessment
schedule) We reguest that the groundwater numencal madal be updated a mimmum of
evary 5 years

Chapter 5, page 5.4, with respect to the costs of groundwater elevatian manraring, the
costs for fleld monitorlng of groundwater levels may be reduced by automated reparting of
levals fram transducers through telemetncally delivered readings The GSP should provide
that the patentlal far such savings will be evaluated

0314k
Cont.

03-14]

[03-14m

03-14n

03140
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@aquilogic earego votey

The T2 Borregn team appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the Draft G5P.
We also look forward to working cooperatively with all the key stakeholders and agencies to
adaptively ge ground In the Subbasin to achieve sustainability of this vital resource.
We respectfully request that the above-listed comections and Lext revisians be made before the
GSP Is finafzed and that the identiNed data gaps are add d either ir dlately or try the TAC
during the first 5-year reassessment period. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned
should yau have any questions reganding the commerits provided hereln,

Regards
aquilogic, Inc.

Thomas Watson, PG
Principal Gealogist
Tomyatson@aguiiogic com

Enclosure: 11565 Sclentific tnvestigation Report 2015-5150

1 Cathy Milkey, Rams HH Golf Course
Shannon Smith, Rams Hill Golf Course
Russ MeGlothlin, OMelveny & Meyers
Anthany Brown, agullogic, nc.

draft Fina
January 2020
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Letter O3

Commenter: Russel McGlothlin, O’'Melveny & Myers LLC, on behalf of T2 Borrego

03-1

03-2

03-3

03-4

03-5

January 2020

LLC and T2 Holding LLC (T2 Borrego, or Rams Hill)
Date: May 21, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) welcomes the T2 Borrego LLC’s
comments on the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and sustained
participation in development of the GSP. The GSA notes your concern that the
sustainable yield estimate is “inaccurate and too conservative” and “ thus the
projected requisite long-term rampdown in BPA [Baseline Pumping Allocation] is
too great.” The GSA also notes that T2 could support adopting the 5,700 AFY
planning level sustainable yield estimate if a technical advisory committee is
formed to foster adaptive management to assess and resolve technical uncertainties.
The GSA will take this comment into consideration as it develops governance for
implementation of the GSP.

The GSA acknowledges your objection to the quantity of BPA proposed to be granted
to Rams Hill and method used to determine BPA throughout the Subbasin. The
commenter is referred to the Master Response on the BPA. The GSA also
acknowledges your willingness to accept the BPA through an agreement in the form
of a stipulated judgment.

The GSA acknowledges your request to include conversion of water credits to BPA
using the same methodology used to calculate BPA for agricultural acreage during
the baseline period and issuance of BPA to water credit holders at the same time as
BPAs are issued for all pumpers in the Basin. The GSA also acknowledges that the
total BPA and the projected rampdown would need to be updated should water
credits be converted to BPA.

The GSA will change the title of the GSP to the “Groundwater Sustainability Plan
for the Borrego Springs Groundwater Subbasin.”

The GSP states,

Degraded water quality is significant and unreasonable if the
magnitude of degradation at pre-existing groundwater wells
precludes the use of groundwater for existing beneficial use(s),
including through migration of contaminant plumes that impair
water supplies, where alternative means of treating or otherwise
obtaining sufficient alternative groundwater resources are not

i Groundwater Subbasin
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technically or financially feasible. At a minimum, for municipal and
domestic wells, water quality must meet potable drinking water
standards specified in Title 22 of the CCR. For irrigation wells,
water quality should generally be suitable for agriculture use. The
Basin Plan has not established numerical objectives for
groundwater quality in the Plan Area but recognizes that in most
cases irrigation return flows return to the aquifer with an increase
in mineral concentrations such as TDS and nitrate (Colorado River
RWQCB 2017). The Basin Plan objective is to minimize quantities
of contaminants reaching the aquifer by establishing stormwater
and irrigation/fertilizer use best management practices (Draft GSP
Section 3.2.5; page 3-13).

03-6 The GSA has made an edit to page ES-3 of the Draft GSP to state, “[tlhe BWD
does not operate wells in the vicinity of the Borrego Sink.”
03-7 The GSA has made an edit to page ES-4 of the Draft GSP.
03-8 The GSA has verified the estimate of irrigated acreage and fallowed land stated at

page 2-4 and Table 2.1.3 as being correct. The acreage provided in Table 2.1-3 is
for 2015 and from San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s) database,
whereas the acreage determined by the GSA’s own mapping is for 2018, as stated
in the Draft GSP. The 2018 estimate of 2,624 acres should be considered the most
accurate estimate for current conditions.

039 The GSA has made the requested edit to page 2-15 of the Draft GSP. Again, the
GSA, recognizes your request to convert water credits to BPA.

03-10 The GSA has made the requested edit to page 2-8 of the Draft GSP, The GSA also
acknowledpges that the recreation sector provides employment in the community.

03-11 The CIMIS Station remains active. The GSP has been revised to indicate as such.

03-12 References in the GSP to ID1-1 and ID1-2 have been changed to reference new well

names. While these wells are non-potable wells and not subject to drinking water
standards, increasing trends for water quality constituents are important to track
Subbasin-wide. The GSA will consider adding a clarifying statement that the wells are
non-potable and the current concentrations do not limit beneficial use for irrigation.

03-13 The GSA has edited the GSP to remove reference to the Rams Hill/BWD Long-
Term Cooperation Agreement.
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03-14a The GSA notes your recommendation that a Technical Advisory Committee be
established in the GSP and convened to move forward as a Project Management
Action and meet regularly to assist and advise the GSA on technical issues related
to the sustainable management of groundwater resources of Subbasin.

03-14b The GSA acknowledges your comment pertaining to the preliminary estimate of
sustainable yield. The commenter is referred to the Master Response on sustainable
yield and to response on Comment O2-1.

03-14¢ The GSA notes your comment pertaining to model uncertainty. The GSA clarifies
that Dudek represented informally the uncertainty with the sustainable yield
estimate may be around +/-20% 5,700 AFY but did not formally document
uncertainty of the USGS model by this comment. The GSA acknowledges the
USGS’s summary of ways to reduce uncertainty in the model. In fact, the GSA
presented model uncertainty to the public at the October 26, 2017, Advisory
Committee Meeting and discusses model uncertainty in Draft GSP Section 2.2.3 .4,
Discussion of Model Validation, Uncertainties, and Recommendations for
Improvement. The GSA acknowledges the nine items you list from the USGS
report and will consider prioritization of the items that could improve the accuracy
and reduce uncertainty of the model.

03-14d The GSA acknowledges your comment that the Draft GSP should be clarified to
indicate that the model is preliminary and that findings and conclusions derived
from the model, such as the value for specific yield, are also preliminary and subject
to change. The GSA also notes your request that Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 be
clarified by the addition of introductory text to each Chapter that expressly states
that the numerical model, and by extension the information pertaining to the
occurrence and condition of groundwater in the Subbasin, is preliminary and will
be revised as new data becomes available. You request to expressly state the data
is preliminary and subject to refinement, and that the BVHM will be revisited and
updated at a minimum every 5 years. You ask for these same corrections for clarity
in the GSP text should also be made as needed in Chapter 3, especially in all those
sections (for example Section 3.3.2.6) that discuss the proposed Minimum
Thresholds (MTs) and Measurable Objectives (MOs) related to groundwater
elevations in wells. The GSA has reviewed your request and incorporated changes
to the text where appropriate.

03-14¢ The GSA acknowledges your comment that the Draft GSP does not explicitly
explain that a majority of the groundwater in the Subbasin is used for recreational
and agricultural irrigation (i.e., non-potable use) that does not have to meet potable
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standards in the text of Section [2.2.4] of the Draft GSP. The GSA points out this
specific comment is addressed in the minimum threshold for degraded water
quality. The GSA notes that

Degraded water quality in the Subbasin, as discussed in Section
3.2.4, Degraded Water Quality — Undesirable Results, is significant
and unreasonable if it is sufficient in magnitude to affect use of
preexisting groundwater wells such that the water quality precludes
the use of groundwater to support the overlying beneficial use(s),
and that alternative means of obtaining sufficient groundwater
resources are not technically or financially feasible. For municipal
and domestic wells, this means water quality that meets potable
drinking water standards specified in Title 22 of the CCR. For
irrigation wells, water quality should generally be suitable for
agriculture [and recreational] use. As indicated in the Basin Plan,
irrigation return flows and septic recharge returns to the aquifer with
an increase in mineral concentrations such as TDS and nitrate.
(Draft GSP page 3-29)

The GSA has added a sentence to further clarify that most groundwater pumped in
the Subbasin is used for non-potable purposes.

We also note your comment requesting clarification that, “. . . meeting established
safe concentrations for the constituents of concern (COCs) in drinking water is the
responsibility of the BWD, and that treatment of groundwater is a standard
procedure for a majority of municipal drinking water systems in the State, and
therefore it is not appropriate for funding by the GSA.” The GSA notes your
comment that “Water from lower layers of the aquifer is not necessarily poorer
quality water than that from higher layers of the aquifer, and the GSP needs to
clearly state this and remove contradictory conclusions based on preliminary
information.” You also indicate that the text in Section 2.2.2.4 Groundwater Quality
needs to be updated to match Table 2.2-6, Management Area Background Water
Quality. The GSA reviewed the text and clarified as necessary the analysis used to
provide the narrative in the text.

03-14f The GSA notes your requested revisions to clarify trends of constituents of concern
) and revisions to Table 2.2-6. The GSA also notes your request to remove
speculative statements about poor or decreasing water quality and increasing trends

of constituents of concern until representative data has been collected and analyzed.
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03-14g The GSA notes your comment regarding well ownership of Rams Hill wells and
implications toward water quality. The GSA has corrected references to ownership
of Well ID1-1 (RH-1) and ID1-2 (RH-2). While the GSA acknowledges that these
wells are currently used for irrigation and that they are not required to meet potable
water quality standards, increasing trends in wells do have potential implications to
beneficial use for surrounding users such as for District wells or domestic wells.

03-14h The CIMIS Station remains active. The period of record in Table 2.2-1 has been
revised to indicate as such.

03-14i The GSA notes your comment pertaining to prioritizing filling data gaps to
incorporate in to the BVHM. Specifically you request aquifer testing of the upper,
middle and lower aquifers, and the nine items recommended by the USGS to further
reduce the potential inaccuracies in the numerical model, should be done
immediately and be prioritized for funding and collection during the first 5-year
reassessment period.

03-14j The GSA notes your request that that the text in Section 2.2.3.4 be modified to
identify and prioritize the subject hydrologic data for funding and collection during
the first 5-year reassessment period, including: (1) specific yield estimates for the
three aquifer layers identified in the existing USGS model; (2) collection of data
and more detailed analysis of mountain front underflow in the Subbasin at large;
(3) collection of additional depth-related water quality data, for improved Mann-
Kendall Trend analysis; (4) water optimization measures for further study; (5)
agricultural and recreational return flows; (6) completion of a detailed feasibility
and cost/benefit analysis for intra-management area water transfers; (7) based on
the new data, an analysis of projected changes in groundwater storage over time
when 2030 climate change predictions are included; and (8) Any other matters
approved by the pumpers, including but not limited to; items required to comply
with SGMA, meet the objectives of the County General Plan Update, and matters
listed in Section 5 of the Rampdown Provisions.

The GSA notes that you consider these data and improvements are all necessary to
reduce current inherent inaccuracies and data gaps in the USGS numerical model
in order to help refine the hydrogeologic components used to estimate the Subbasin
water budget and its various components. These components include, but are not
limited to, the specific yield for the Subbasin, the GSP MTs and MOs related to
groundwater, and by extension, the proposed rampdown schedule over the long-
term. The GSA also notes that you request the GSP to be modified to include
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language to emphasize that this additional analysis should be conducted during the
first 5-year period.

The GSA acknowledges that you request that the text in Section 4.4 be revised to
incorporate this important information pertaining to the proposed rampdown
schedule and percentages utilizing a revised specific yield. In addition, the GSA
notes your requested revision to the GSP text that to the extent that in the future if
the specific yield or other Subbasin hydrogeologic components are revised, that the
rampdown percentages and schedule will be revised accordingly.

The GSA notes your comment to clarify if the groundwater well level minimum
thresholds described in Tables 3-4 and 3-5 are based on data derived from the
BVHM, and are therefore preliminary and subject to change. In addition, we note
your suggestion to add text to state that the identified “key wells” could be added
or replaced for the purpose of minimum threshold compliance monitoring as new
data becomes available.

The GSA notes your suggestion to add a column titled “Surface Elevation™ to
Table 3-4.

The GSA notes your request to remake Table 3-5 to resemble Table 3-4 (i.¢., all the
same columns and data), including surface elevation. In addition, you indicate that
further supporting data is needed to verify the appropriateness of the proposed
minimum thresholds for the various individual management areas and the South
Management Area (SMA) in particular but do not provide any information to what
further supporting data is required.

The GSA acknowledges your request to revise Tables 5-1 through 5-5 to reflect the
inclusion and funding (costs) for conducting the collection and analysis of the data
described in your comment letter during the first 5-year reassessment period. In
addition, you request to clearly identify which tasks are related to the initial and
later 5-year reassessment periods, and which tasks are ongoing annually. Finally,
you request that the groundwater numerical model be updated a minimum of every
S years.

The GSA notes your recommendation to reduce costs by use of water levels from
pressure transducers and telemetry systems, The GSA plans to evaluate use and
cost of such equipment and technology.

The GSA acknowledges your concern regarding structure of the water trading
program and specifically a theoretical cap of the number of shares that an individual
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could own. The GSA will take this comment into consideration as the water trading
program is developed in coordination with the Subbasin stakeholders.

03-16 The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding potential transfer of BPA and
generally concurs that restrictions on transfer would likely be based on the premise of
avoiding adverse impacts to hydrogeologic conditions that would cause or exacerbate
undesirable results. Page 4-6 of the GSP has been edited to add this clarification.

03-17 The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding market economics and its
potential effect of incentivizing conservation. The Draft GSP clearly indicates that
the scope of the Water Conservation Program is (PMA No. 2) is dependent upon
the availability of funding provided by potential sources including state grant
programs (Draft GSP page 4-19). The Water Conservation Program would be
developed in concert with input from each of the water sectors (Agriculture,
Municipal, and Recreation) and evaluate the costs and benefits of potential
conservation measures. The GSA also notes your position that conservation
measures internal to the BWD customers should be funded by the BWD.
Conservation grant funding will be sought, and would be of benefit to all beneficial
users of groundwater in the Subbasin.

03-18 The GSP has been revised to clarify that the Pumping Reduction Program is
planned to be based on BPA and use this consistent terminology.

03-19 The Voluntary Fallowing of Agriculture Land (PMA No. 4) would require
additional evaluation under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to
determine actual fallowing standards. Previous fallowing under the water credits
program included minimum fallowing requirements to address visual blight and
fugitive dust. The GSA has revised the text on pages 4-25 and 4-28 to clarify that a
uniform minimum fallowing standard would be established for all properties.
Enhanced restoration would be for potential added value projects such as for direct
mitigation projects (one project currently in the planning phase in the Subbasin),
and mitigation banks.

03-20 The GSA notes your request for clarification regarding the funding of the Voluntary
Fallowing of Agriculture Land (PMA No. 4). The Draft GSP outlines an approach
to developing the program including potential funding sources. The program would
be developed in coordination with the Subbasin stakeholders. The GSA notes your
position that the only costs that are appropriate to be borne by the GSA (i.e., funded
by groundwater users at large) are the cost of developing the standards and ensuring
compliance with the standards,
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03-21 The GSP has been revised to note that for irrigation wells water quality should be
suitable for agriculture and recreation use.

03-22 The GSA has revised the GSP page 4-30 with the suggested edit to further clarify
that the BWD is not currently required to treat water from any of its wells.

03-23 The GSA acknowledges your comment that mitigation actions may not be the
responsibility of the GSA to fund unless the degraded water quality is a direct result
of Subbasin management decisions.

03-24 The GSP has been revised to indicate that the Central Management Area (CMA)
primarily serves municipal and recreational uses.

03-25 The GSA acknowledges that you are alarmed by the high costs of implementing
the GSP, and that GSP should set forth detailed information and estimates regarding
how costs were developed. The GSA will take this comment into consideration
when considering imposing fees to fund GSP implementation.

03-26 The GSA acknowledges your comment that Table 5-3, GSP 5-Year Update Costs
and Table 5-4 Projects and Management Actions Development Costs should
include detailed information and estimates.

03-27 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the roles and responsibilities between
the GSA’s full time employees and the BWD’s internal management and
administration should be calculated and the expense estimated.

03-28 The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding BWD reimbursement of GSA
creation and GSP development related expenses and request for detailed
accounting. The GSA concurs that prior to any charges being considered for
reimbursement to the BWD, a detailed accounting process for verification purposes
would be required.

03-29 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the GSP should expressly provide the
amount of extraction charge borne by any particular pumper shall be proportional
to the cost of providing GSP benefits respective of the individual pumper. The GSA
notes that the application of fees has yet to be determined.

03-30 The GSA notes your recommendation to reduce costs by use of water levels from
pressure transducers and telemetry systems. The GSA plans to evaluate use and
cost of such equipment and technology.
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Comment Letter O4

Tubb Canyon &

Desert Conservancy

May 21,2019

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Services
C/O )im Bennett

5510 Qverland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92123

Re. Groundwater Sustainzbility Pian
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Bamego Spnngs Sub-basin

1 am writing 1o suggest that Groundwater Dependent Ecosysiems (GDE's) be designated
Beneficial Users of Water with a specified allocation in the Groundwater Sustainablity Plan (GSP) that
is bemng developed by the Groundwater Sustainsbility Agency.

In the draft GSP, GDE’s have been excluded from consideration as a Beneficial User of water by
8 logic that defies credulity; GDE’s existed in the Borrego Springs Sub-basin prior to 2015 but were gll
destroyed prior (o 20£5 and therefore are not required to be constdered in the GSP And these plant
essemblages that were once GDE's and that survived the 2015 “SGMA cut-ofI” are nat really
groundwater deperdent, but rather sow derive their water from surface water, The fact of the matter is
that naturz] processes are never us cut and dey as this argument suggests 041

Even if the above argument were the case for some of the GDE’s 1n the basia, i 15 certainly not
the case for all of them. [n particular, 1t is not the case for the GDE that exists 1t Tubb Canyon. While it
is true that the water table no longer comes to the surface as it did until 20 years ago, the palms and
ironwood trees (Olneya tesota) derive thewr water from the only souree that has ever been avmlable 1o
them—the aquifer. The grouping of the ironwood trees from Tubb Canyon toward Borrego Sink (which
18 clearly visible from Montezuma Grade) attests to the fact that these trees are sustained by the
undesground recharge river that is a cntical part of the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin.

1 urge the GSA to revise the GSP to include GDE's a Beneficial Users of Water with a specific
allocation of water, just Iike all other identified Beneficial Users

Sincerely yours, __

i e

1. David Ganmon, MD
President, TCDC

Tubb Canyon Desert C'unservancy
8899 Unlversity Center Lane #170, San Dicgo, CA 92122 » 858535.912] # contacticde@tubhmnyondesertconservancy org
www TubbCanyonDesertConservancy Org
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Comment Letter O4

Tubb Canyon &

Desert Conservancy

May 21,2019

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Scrvices
C/O lim Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 3[0
San Diego, CA 92123

Re- Groundwater Sustainabulity Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Bormego Springs Sub-basin

Dear Mr. Bennett, .

I em writing to suggest that Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE's) be designated
Beneficial Users of Water wath a specified allocation in the Groundwater Sustaitability Plan (GSP) that
is being developed by the Groundwater Sustainability Agency.

In the draft GSP, GDE’s have been excluded from consideration as a Beneficial User of water by
u logic that defies credulity GDE's existed in the Borrego Springs Sub-basin prior to 2015 but were all
destroyed prior to 2015 and therefore are not required to be considered in the GSP. And those plant
assemblages that were once GDE's and that survived the 2015 “SGMA cut-off” are not really
groundwater dependent, but sather row derive their water from surface water, The fact of the matter is
that natural processes are never o3 cut and dry as this argument suggests. Q41

Even if the above argument were the case for some of the GDE's in the basin, 1t is certainly not
the case for all of them. [n partreular, it is not the case for the GDE that exists 1n Tubb Canyon. Whileat
18 trus that the water table no longer comes to the surfiice as it did until 20 years ago, the palms and
ironwoaod trees (Olneya tesota) derive their water from the only source that has ever been avalable to
them—the aquifer. The grouping of the ironwood trees from Tubb Canyon toward Borrego Sink {which
is clearly visible from Montezuma Grade) attests to the fact that these trees are sustaned by the
underground recharge nver that is a entical part of the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin

1 urge the GSA 1o reviss the G5P to include GDE's a Beneficial Users of Water with a specific
allocation of water, just Iike all other identified Beneficial Users,

Sincerely youss,

A

J Dawid Garmon, MD
President, TCDC

Tubb Canyon Desert C'ouserv.-m:y
899 University Center Lane #170, San Diego, CA 97122 * 858 5359121 # contacttedc bhcanyondesertconservandy org.
www TubhCanyonDlesertConservancy Org
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- Letter O4

Commenter: J. David Garmon, MD, President, Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy
Date: May 21, 2019

04-1 The GSA notes your comment suggesting that groundwater dependent ecosystems
(GDEs) be designated beneficial users of water with specified allocation in the
GSP. The GSA notes that you disagree with the conclusion that GDEs have become
disconnected from the underlying aquifer. As evidence you point to the GDEs that
exist in Tubb Canyon such as the palms and ironwood trees that derive their water
from the only source that has ever been available to them—the aquifer. You point
to the grouping of ironwood trees from Tubb Canyon toward the Borrego Sink as
attesting to the fact that these trees are sustained by the underground recharge that
is a critical part of groundwater basin.

The GSA directs you to Appendix D4 of the GSP that provides evaluation of
potential GDEs. In particular, Section 1.2.7 of Appendix D4 discusses the Tubb
Canyon watershed.

Tubb Canyon is comprised of four subwatersheds referred to as Tubb
Canyon, and Tubb Canyon Road North, Middle and South
subwatersheds. The total Tubb Canyon watershed area is 3,095 acres.
The maximum elevation of the watershed is 4,520 feet amsl [above
mean sea level] and the minimum elevation (i.e., outlet) is about 920
feet amsl. Tubb Canyon watershed discharges through a narrow
canyon to the Subbasin where it broadens into an alluvial fan (Figure
9). Three springs are mapped in the watershed and include Big Spring,
Middle Spring and Tubb Canyon Spring (ABDSP 2017).

In the vicinity of Big Spring, seepwillow, catclaw, and mesquite have been
identified (San Diego Reader 2010). The satellite color-infrared photography
indicates green, healthy vegetation as the color red (high reflection of near-infrared
wavelengths). In a desert environment, the green healthy vegetation could represent
a potential GDE. A narrow band of habitat appears in the Tubb Canyon Creek
channel primarily associated with the mapped springs. A band of vegetation is
mapped by the NCCAG dataset where Tubb Canyon opens into the Subbasin near
Dry and Culp Canyons.” Where Tubb Canyon enters the valley it joins with several
canyons, including Culp Canyon to form an alluvial fan. The NCCAG dataset maps
vegetation on the alluvial fan that you indicate is composed of palms and ironwood
trees. These potential GDEs are edge cases mapped in areas confined to the outer
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fringes of the Subbasin boundary; their geographic confinement to the mountain
front indicates that the vegetation communities are supported by surface water
flows originating outside the Subbasin and not sustained by the regional
groundwater table. Figure 21, Contributing Watersheds Hydrogeologic Conceptual
Model, in Appendix D4 of the GSP displays how streams flow from outside the
Subbasin transitions to disconnected streams that are not connected to the regional
groundwater table by a fully saturated aquifer. These ephemeral streams lose water
through a thick unsaturated zone. As such, pumping from wells screened in the
regional groundwater table do not effect water available to these potential fringe
GDEs. As such, a specified allocation was not assigned to these GDEs.

The commenter is referred to the GSA’s master response on GDEs for
further information.
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: Comment Letter O5

555 Capitet Mall, Suite 1250
Th:Nature@ Sacraments, Catifornla 95814
Conservancy [916) 449-2850

nature.org
GroundwaterResource Hub org

Protecting nrture. Presarvirg £

CALIFORNIA WATER | GROUNDWATER

21 May 2019

Jim Bannett
County of San Diego Planning & Development Services
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

- San Dlego, CA 92123

Submitted via email. PDS LUEGGroundwater@sdcounty.ca.gov
Re: Concerns Regarding Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plap for the Barrego Vallay

Dear Mr. Jim Bennett, r

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Groundwater Sustainabllity Plan (GSP) for the Borrego Valley Basin being prepared under the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). We have significant concerns regarding
the eatment of environmental beneficial users in the Draft GSP and submit this letter as a
guidance to address the deflclencies prior to submission to the State

TNC as a Stakeholder Represemtative for the Environment

TNC Is a global, nonprofit erganization dedicated o conserving the lands and waters on which
all life depends Wa seek to achleve our mission through science-based planning and
Implementation of conservabon strategies. For decades, we have dedicated resources o
establishing diverse partnerships and developing foundational seience products for achieving
positive outcornes for peopla and nature In Californla. TNC was part of a stakeholder group
formed by the Water Foundation in early 2014 to develop recommendations for groundwater
reform and actively worked to shape and pass SGMA, 05-1

Our reason for angaging Is simpla: California’s freshwater blodiversity Es highly Imperiled.
Wae have lost more than 90 percent of our native wetland and river habitats, leading to
precipitous dechines In native plants and the populations of animals that call these places
homa. These natural resources are intricately eonnected to California’s ecanomy providing
direct benefits through industries such as fisheries, imber and hunting, as well as indirect
benefits such as clean water suppiles. SGMA must be successful for us to achleve a
sustainable future, In which people and nature can thrive within Barrego Valley Basin and
California.

We believe that the success of SGMA depends on bringing the best avallable science to the
table, engaging all stakeholders in robust dlalog, providing strong incentives for beneficial
outcomes and rigoreus enforcement by the State of Californls.

Given our mission, we are particularly concemed about the Inclusion of nature, as required,
in GSPs. The Nature Canservancy has developed a suite af tools based on best availabla
sclence to help GSAs, cansultants, and stakeholders efficienty incorporate nature Into GSPs. Y

THC Commenta Pape 10f 27
Bormago Vallay Basin Draft GSP

draft Fing UwWg
January 2020 Appendix G-149



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

These tools and rescurces are available online at Groundwaterfesourcetyb org. The Nature A
Conservancy's tocls and resources are Intended to reduca costs, shorten timelines, and
increasa benefits for both peopla and nsture.

Addressing Nature's Water Neads In GSPs

SGMA requires that all beneficial uses and users, including envirgnmental users of
groundwater, be considered In the development and Implementation of GSPs (Water Code §
10723.2).

The GSP Regulatons include specific requirements to identfy and conslder groundwater
dependent ecosystems [23 CCR §354.16(g)] when determining whether groundwater -
condidons are having potental effects on benefidal uses and users. GSAs must also assess
whether sustainable management criteria may cause adverse impacts to beneficial uses,
which include environmental uses, such as plants and animals. The Nature Conservancy has
dentified each part of tha GSP whera consldemuon of beneﬂ:lal uses and users are requlred
'l‘hat list s avallabie here: 1 J

Plaase ensura I:hut envlronmental benef‘cial users ane addfesed nc:ordlngly l:hroughout the
G5P. Adaptive management Is embedded within SGMA and provides a process to work toward
sustainability over time by beginning with the best avallably information to make Inlgal
decisions, manitoring the results of those decision, and using dam collected through
manitoring to revise declsions In the future. Over time, GSPs should Improve as data gaps
ara reduced and uncertainties addressed. 05-1

To help ensure that GSPs adequately address natura as required under SGMA, The Nature Cont
Conservancy has prepared a checklist {Attachment A} for G5As and thelr consultants to use. on
The Nature Conservency belleves the following elements are foundadonal for 2020 GSP
submittals. For detalled guidante on how to address the checklist lbems, please also see our
publicatdon, GOEs under SGMA. Guidance for Preparing GSPs'.

1. Environmental Representation

SGMA requires that groundwater sustalnability agencles (G5As) consider the Interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, To meet tus requirement, we recommend actively
engaging environmentsl stakehalders by including environmental representation on the GSA
board, technical advlsory group, andfar working groups. This could include local staff from
state and federal resource agencles, nonpeofit organizations and other envirenmental
interests. By engeging thesa stakeholders, GSAs will benefit from access o additional data
and resources, as well as a mare robust and Inclusive GSP,

3

2. Basin GDE and ISW Maps

SGMA requires that groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) and Interconnected surface

waters (1SWs) be identfled In the GSP. We recommend using the Natural Communities
Commonly Associated with Groundwater Dataset (NC Dataset) provided online? by the .
Department of Water Resources {OWR) a5 a starting polnt for the GDE map. The NC Dataset

was developed through a collaboration between DWR, the Department of Fish and Wildlife

and TNC. Y
1GDEs undar SGHA Gukd. for GSPa ls a bk at‘

httos  fforoundwate resourcehub.org Awsbiic/y phondasodfs nce

#The mpal‘hﬂ:ntol Water ' Hatural C &mmnl, mlnd with Gmundwntm‘ datasot s

awabable ot hitps./foksweten oo oov/aon NSt R tYoR e
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3, Potentlal Effects on Environmeantal Beneflclal Users A
SGMA requires that potential effects on GDEs and environmental surface water users be
described when defining undesirable results. In addition to identifying GDEs in the basin, The
Natura Conservancy recammends identifying benefidal users of surface water, whith intlude
emvironmental users, This Is a critical step, as It Is impossible to define “significant and
unreasonable adverse impacts™ without knowing whatis bewng impacted, For your
convenience, we've provided a list of freshwater species within the boundary of the Barreqo
Valley groundwater bzsin in Attachment €. Qur hope s that this Information will help your
GSA better evaluate the impacts of graundwater management on environmental beneficial
users of surface water. We recommend that after identifying which freshwater species exist
In your basin, especially federal and state isted species, that you contact staff at the
Depariment of Fish and Wilkdlife (DFW), United States Fish and Wildlife Service {USFWNS)
and/for National Marine Fishenes Seraces (NMFS) to obtan their input on the groundwater
and surface water neads of the organisms on the GS5A’s freshwater specles list. Betause
effects to plants and animals are difficult and sometimes Impossible to reverse, we
recommend erring on the side of cautien to preserve sufficlent groundwater conditions to
sustaln GDEs and ISWSs,

4, Bloleglcal and Hydrologlcal Manitoring

IF sufficient hydrological and biological data 1n and around GDEs Is not available In time for
the 202072022 plan, data gaps shauld ba Identifled along with actions to reconcile the gaps
in the monitering network.

The Nature Conservancy has thoroughly reviewed the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin

Dral GSP, and considers [t to be inadequate under SGMA for the followlng main reasoens: 05-1

1. Envirenmentat beneficlal uses and users are not adequately Identified and considered Cont.

2. Tha Drft GSP permits greundwater conditions to worsen En this Critically
Overdrafted Basin (beyand the 2015 SGMA benchmark date) over the 20-year SGMA
timeline.

Qur specific comments related to the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin Draft GSP are
provided n detall In Attachment B and are in reference to the numbered items In
Attachment A. Attechment C provides a list of the freshwater species located In the
Barrego Valley Basin, Attachment D describes s best practices that GSAs and their
consuttants can apply when using local groundwater data to confirm a connection to
groundwater for DWRs Natural Comrmumties Commonly Assoclated wath Groundwater
Dataset?, Attachmant E provides an overview of a new, free online toal that allows GSAS to
assess changes In groundwater dependent ecosystem {GDE) health using satellite, ranfall,
and groundwater data.

Thank you For fully considering our comments as you finalize your GSP.
Best Regards,

Sandi Matsumato
Associate Diractor, Callfornia Water Program
The Nature Conservancy k
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Attachment A
Considering Nature under SGMA: A Checklist

The Nature Conservancy is neither dispensing lagal advice nor warranting any cutcome that could result from the use of this checklist. Following this chechlist
does not guarantes approval of 3 GSP or complance with SGMA, both of which will be determined by DWR and the State Water Resources Control Board.

GDE Inclusion in GSPs: 1denti and Cansideration Elements Chech Bax
£ 1.5
E2 Notice & Dsscription of the typss of 3 | bansficial usas of gr dwatar that axlat within GDEs snd a description ol
2f |¢ jeuki hew 1 I stakaholdars wera angaged thr t the davel of the G5P. 1
“ 23 CCR §384 40
2.2.1 Basin Bottom Baundary: 2
Hydropeologlc Ia the bottom af Hw basin defined as st least a5 deep &3 tha despest groundwater axtractions?
Concaptual Frincipal aquifers knd aquitands:
Madel Are shallaw 2quifers adequately descrbed, 80 that Interconnections with surface water and vertical groundwater gradients with other 3
23 CCR £334 34 1 squiers can be charcterized?
Intarconnected surface watars: 4
Interconnected surface water maps for the basin with galning and kosing reactwes defined (inctuded as a fgura in GSP & subwnitnd 5
a8 shapofils on SGHA portal)
Estimatea of cument and historical surface water depletiona for intercommected suiface wabers quantified and dascribed by reach, 5
sesson; and wates year type
a
g Basin GDE map Includad (as figure In text & submitted ae 2 shapefile on SGHA Purtal), 7
3 2,2.2 Basin GUE map denotes which polypons wera kepk, mmoved, and dded from HC Dataset 8
e Currant & | {Worksheet 1, con ba attactied in GSP saction 6 0)
E Historlenl Tha bapin's GOE shapefile, which k& submitted vlo the SGHA Portal, includas two naw flelda in ite
] Groundwater H HC Dataset was uoed shtributs tabla denoting® 1) which polypond were kept/removed/added, and 2) tha change reasen 9
Conditions @ g, why poiygons were remavyed)
23 CCR §354 16 GIEs polygans ara coneolidated lntn targes unko and ramed for easier ident¥ication throughout 10
G5P
Description of why NC dateset was not biesd, and how an alternative dataset andfor mapping
W NC Datacet was notused | oot uped Is bost avallable Information n
ription of BOEs included 12
Historical and currant groundwater comdtions dencribed in each GDE unit. 13
Ecological condition described in each GLE walt, 14
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Plang tov reconcHe dats gaps in the monltoring netwark am stated 36
bescription of poteritial affucts on GDEL, land uses and proparty interesbe: ar
Cause-and-efect rek b GDE and pr o cht am i -
Impacts ko GOEs that are tonskdared b ba “signifcant and unreasonabla® ama described 39
Known hydrological thresholds or trigoers (2.0 , Instream How criterta, groundwater depths, water qualky mmameters) for reevant 40
spectes or ecological communities sre reported.
Land usas Inctude and considar mcrentianal uses (a g , flshing/hunting, hiking, boating) a1
Froperty Inchucle and di Jy and publcly d consarvation lands and opend spaces, Induding wikife 42
refluges, parks, and naturzl proser ves
Descrlption of whather hydrological dats are spabally and bemporatly siicient o monkor goundwater conditions for sath GDE a3

3t as ot

_=§§ il Jk p of how hydrological data gage and Insufficlencles will ba clexd In tha Roring networ ke &4

iib‘ 2‘,;:;;;_,” Description of how impacts ts GOEs and enstronmantsl surface water user, 24 & if by bick L will b

- nndd which monitnaing methoda will ba ueed In conjunction with hydrolog data to avaluate czuse-and-effect relotienships with i H
groundwster conditions

44 P s &
= § Hﬂmt.::lt::mh DescripUon of how GDEs will beneflt lrom relevant project of management actions. 5
Achiava
Eig Sustalnabliity Pescription of how projects and mansgement actione will ba avalusind o beeesd whether adversa impacks to the GDE will ba a7
E doal mdigatet or pravented
23 CCR §35444

= In elerenoe o lJWK'- GS? 3 outhne guld ok avatlable at:
2 . g g "
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Attachment B

TNC Evaluation of the
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan

The Nature Conservancy has thoroughly reviewed the Barrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Diraft GSP, and considers It to be Inadequate under SGMA. The deficiencies of the GSP are
described in here, along with recommendations on how to reconcile them.

2.1.4 Bepefictal Uses and Users of Groundwater (p, 2-361

[Checkhst wem #1]: Please [dentify envirenmentsl users of groundwater, such as
groundwater dependent ecosystems and other species that depend on Interconnected surface
water that exist In Borrego Valley Basin, and describe how representatives of these beneficlal
uses were Included in the planning process. IF Borrego Valley is assertdng that ne
envirenmental beneficial users exist, please provide sclentfle ratdonale and data to suppart
this clalm. Based on science The Nature Conservancy has assembled on the basin, there Is a
strong case to be made that environmental beneflcial users are very Iikely to exist and the
GSP must therefore provide sufficient evidence to rebut thls science, which Includes starting
with the following resources:

« Natural Communities Comemonly Associated with Groundwater datasst (NC Dataset)

s The list of freshwater species Jocated in the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin in
Attachment C of this letter, Pleasa taka particular note of the species with protected
status

Please also Identify lands thatare protected a5 open space preserves, habitat reserves, wildlife
refuges, ett. or other lands protected In perpetulty and supported by groundwater or
Interconnected surface waters should be identiffed and acknowledged

[Checklist lbams #4-6]):

« Please rename the Groundwater-Surface Water Connections section as the
“Identfication of Interconnected surface water systems” to be ¢onsistent with
DWR's GSP annotated Cutline Guidance Document®.

s« On Figure 2.2-17, please add depth-to-groundwater data (derived from contoured
groundwater elevabon data and ground swiface elevation from digital elavation
model data; See Best Practlice #5 in Appendix D of thls letter for more
speclficabons) near surface water systems in the Basin

* The regulations [23 CCR §351(0)] define Interconnected surface waters (ISW) as
"surface water that is hydraulically connected at any point by a continuous
saturated zong to the underlying aquifer and the overlying surface water is not
completely depleted”. At any point” has both a spabal and temperal component.
Even shoert duratlens of Interconnecdens of groundwater and surface water can be

THC Comments Page 7 of 28
Boirego Valley Basin Dt GSP
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crucial for surface water flow and supporting envirenmental users of groundwater A
and surface water. Thus, only considering perennial portons of streams as ISWs
does not meet the SGMA definiion. Please identify Interconnacted surface 05-5
wmaters in the Basin by relying on groundwater clevation and stream gauga Cont
date, spacifying any data gaps that exist so that they can be resolved In
tha monitering network. 1

n 7o = Groundw

[ChecKlist ltems #7-16]:

» Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) are not only relevant under the
Groundwater-Surface Water Connections section, especlally in arld environments like
the Barrego Valley Basin where GDEs can exist in the absenca of ISW, Pleasa craate
a new subsection (e g, 2.2.2,7) for the identfication of groundwater dependent
ecosystems to be cansistent with DWR's GSP annotated Outline Guldance Document!

« While hisbsrical groundwater level declines In the Berrego Valley have Inevi@bly led m
pre-SGMA adverse Impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems, please separate
the identificatien of GDEs from the consideration of GDEs  'We recommend identifying
GDEs {mapping) and describing groundwater conditlons in the basin setting sechon of
the GSP {e.g., 2 2 2.7) and evaluating potental adverse impacts due to groundwater
levels [n the Sustalnable Management Criteria section where undesirable results are
described {e.g., significant and adverse Impacts o beneficial users of groundwater)
Please identify {(map)} GDEs in the basin that sre supported by groundwater, 05-6
even groundwater from » perched aquifer. Management actions and
decisions regarding the prevention of post-2015 adversc impacts ara n
separate issue and should be addressed when defining undesirable results in
the basin.

+ SGMA defilnes GDEs as "ecological communities and species that depend on
groundwater amerging from aquifers or on groundwater accursing near the ground
surface”. We recommend that d epth to groundwater contour maps ere used to
vanfy whether a connectien to groundwater exusts for polygons in tha NC
Dotaset, Instead of relying on watarshed boundaries {especially for the
polygens locotad on the fringe of tha basin}. Please mefer to Appendix D of
this letter for best practicea for uaing groundwater data to verify a connection
to groundwater,

= Please add a rnap that clearly indicates which NCCAG polygons were kept or remaved,
as well as specify the ratonale far removing each polygen (e.g., groundwater levels
oo deep). It was hard to follow Appendix D4 of the draft GSP and know which polygons
are being dennfled as GDEs in the Barrego Valley Basin, +

GDE Unit 1 - Coyates Creek
» Please pravids Information on the depth to groundwater, particularly in the ]:05-7
NCCAG mappad areas that do not coincide with parennial surface flows.

GDE Unit 3 - Mesquite Bosque
» Sclentific liverature does net support the removal of Mesquite Bosque tn Borrege Sink. 05-8
[t appears that Mequite Bosque was not considered a GDE because it was assumed

THC Comments Paga B of 28
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that the ecosystem has becoma disconnected from groundwater and [s in decline. This
finding was based on: 1) Estimated evapotransplration for this area modeled by the
USGS in a MODFLOW modeling study that was assumed to be zero; 2) survlving
mesquite derive their water from soll molsture and penched groundwater; and 3) the
rocting depth for Prosopis glandulosa was assumed to be 15.33 feet (Table 13 of the
USGS (2015) modelling study, which does not have any references assoclated with it)
and considerably lower than current groundwater |evels (~55 feet). However, none of
these assumptions wera substantated through field obsarvations. According ko TNC's
glebal rooting depth database®, the max rooting depth for Prosop: glandulesa can ba
as high ns 66 feet. And, depending on the subsurface soils &nd thickness of the
caplllary fringe, groundwater at depths >56 feet could still be supporting the remaining
Mesquite, Similarly, it is known that P. glanchdosa can have taproots, in the absence
of available subsurface water, up to 190 feet accarding to the United States Forest
Service® These reported roodng depth observations for Honey Mesquite are bayond
the 55 feet bgs groundwater levels abserved in MW-5B, meaning that groundwater Is
likely still supporting this vegetation at greater depths than originally presanted in this
GSP. Unless thera is fleld evidenca that demonstrates otherwise, it should ba
assumed that thea r Ini quite Ts g dwater-dependent and
mapped as GDEs untl| further data and information can confirm otherwise. In
addition, the sustainability criteria should ba sat to avoid adversa impacts to
this species through further {post-SGMA) degmdation. At & minimum this
should be considered = data gap and the ecosystem needs to ba further
evaluntad,

[Checklist items #19-213:
+  According te 23 CCR §354.22, the sustainabllity goat must “culminabe In the absence
of undesirable results within 20 years of the applicable statatory deadline.” As the GSP
is written now, the sustainable managerment cnitera Fall ko address adverse Impacts o
beneficial uses In the basin, and permit groundwater conditions in the basin o worsen
ovar the 20 years of GSP Implementation Pleass redefina your sustainability goa!
so thet it complias with the intent of SGMA.

ronk Wer T = ble Resul -

{Checklist items #26-42]:

While Impacts to GDESs have been broadly descnibed in Appendix D4 of the Draft GSP, please
provide mora specifics on what blological responses (e.g., extent of habitat, growth,
recruitment rates) would best characterize a significant and unreasonable impact
to GDEs. The definidon of ‘significant and unreasonable’ Is a qualimtive statement that is
used to describe when undesirabla results would occur in the basin, such that & minimum
threshold can be quantified. Potential effects on all beneficlal users of groundwater in the
basin need to be taken into consideration According to the Californla Constitution Article X,
52, water resources In Californla must ba "put to beneficlal use to the fullest extent of which
thay ara capable”. Please identify appropriate biological indicators that can ba used
to monitor potential impacts to environmantal beneficial users due to groundwatar

THC Cormreeribs Poge 9 of 28
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conditions. Refer to Appendix E of this letter for an overview of a free, new online 4

toc! for monitoring tha health of GDEs ovar time.

gpl
[Checldlst ftems #26-42]

+ Please provide scientific avidenca that supparts the following statamenton p
3-15: “The honey masquits [in the Bormege Sink] experienced prolonged
adverse impacty including desiccation, inabllity to regenerate and habitat loss
wall prier to 2015, While adverse Impacts (e g., extent of heney mesquite hebitat)
has been declining far years prior to SGMA, It 15 unclear of what the curment eccloglcal
status of the remalning partons. E

» There Is insufficlent evidence to conclude that current graundwaber lavels are no longer ]
supporting the haney mesquite, The Mesquite polygons in the NC dataset were mapped
from 1996, howaver, 35 years of Landsat imagery® (Figure 1) show a slight upward
trerdd In vegetation growth (indicated by Normalized Vegewten Difference Index
{NDVI)) and leaf moisture (indicated by Mormalized Vegetmadon Molsture Index
{(NDMI)), with fluctustions over wet and dry years during this tirme period. Scientlfle
studies’®? have found that gradual increases in depth to groundwater within a GDE
with historically shallow groundwater levels tends o result in an alered species
compositon due to the migradon of more opportuniste invasive species that have
deeper rootng systems and are better adapted to deeper groundwater conditions.

Plaase conduct field verification to determine whether tha polygons In this
area are still Mesguite or if the Invasive Temarix {e.g., Tanarix ramasissima)
is prevalant. If either are present, [t is stll very likely that groundwaber Is currently
supporting these phreatophytes. However, the presence of Tamarix and the |ack of
Mesquite would likely suggest that pre-SGMA adversa impacts are underway,
confirming previous observations. If this is the case, canservation efforts (removal of
Tamarkx spp.) could provide water supply benefits for the Borrego springs area and
the Mesqulte vegetation. Visit TNC’s Groundwabar Rescurce Hub for a case staidy on
how the Invasive Arundo donax Is being remeved In Ventura County to improve

groundwater supply and enhance habitati®, 4

* THC's GDE Pulse ko desciiben In Attachment Eof this letter and the web viewer i avallabla st
2

T Keddy, PA, and AA, Remiosk. 1906 Great Lakes vegetntion dynamicr. Tha rofe of lactuating waber kvels and
buried mmwofarm iskws Ragearch 12 25 = 36, 001 10 101615033&13‘30(36)1]697 3

4 Moore, DR, and PA Keddy 1988 Effects of a water-depth g on the ger of | h plants,
Canadien )oumal of Botany 66, 548-552. DOI 10 1139/b88-079,
? Sommer, B, and R, froend 3014 ph o groundwater depth In a drying

meditranean-bypa landscapa Journdofw;nmuon Scerce 25 1045-1055 DOI 10 1111/|ve 12378,
o a-esmdy lvallnhle at
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2020 and 2070, The sustainable yield target of 5,700 AFY is inadequate for the
following reasons:

o The target sustainable yield of 5,700 AFY does not take dimate change Into
conwderation, and establishing a terget sustamable yield basad on histoncal
chmate condtions faills to sustainably manage groundwater rescurces for
current and future social, economic, and environmental benefits, thus deviating
from the legal intent of SGMA. SGMA was passad at the haight of California’s
historic drought, a penod of time that was characterized by adversa impacts to
domestic wall owners {a.g., dry wells), GDEs (&.9., water stress impacts on
growth, reproduction, and even mortality due to lack of groundwater), and
surface water usars (e g, lower straamflows). Critically overdrafted basins,
such as the Borrego Valley Basin, are more Lkely to have disproportionately
experlenced thesa adverse impacts due to historical groundwater overdraft in
the basin,

o As currently written in the GSP, a sustminable yleld target of 5,700 AFT re<uits
in pumping restrictions that permit groundwater conditions to worsen by
~100,000 AF bayond 2015 conditions {sea Figure 2 in this letter). This has
resulted in the groundwater level mble objectives and Interim milestones
in Table 3-7 to ba deeper than they arm in 2018, This is highly problematic,
given that Borrego Valley has been characterzed as a ontical status basin nor
does it adequately prevent adversa impacts to benefiaal usars in the basin,
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Figure 2. Figure 3.3-21s d to d trate how the proposad pumpl
parmit groundwater conditions to worsen post-2015 In the basin.
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+ The minimum thresholds cutlined in Table 3-5 (p.3-22) are Inadequate for the
following reasons.

o The SGMA benchmark date Is Jan 1, 2015 not 2018. Any adverse Impacts that
have been accrued 1n the curmrent period (2015-2019) need to be corrected.

o The sclentfic rationala behind the maximum allowabla decline in groundwater
levels through 2040 are not explained well, Also, the maximum allowable
detline needs to be compared tp the SGMA benchmark date, not the beginning
of GSP Implementation. Please provide an explanation of how the
maximum allowabla declina in groundwater lavels through 2040 will
prevent adverse impacts to baneficial users of groundwater in the - 05-17
basin.

o As noted on p.3-21: “The GSA will adjust the rate of pumping reduchen, revisit
minlmum thresholds, andfor evaluate additional PMAs if the minimum
threshelds in Table 3-4 or Table 3-5 are exceeded or if the interim mulestcnes
tn Table 3-7 are not being achleved.” While adzpbve management s cert@inly
a foundanonal pnnciple of SGMA, this statement fails to comply with SGMA by
operatng the basin with enough operabonal flaxibility so that groundwater
condincns are away from minimum thresholds Pleasa revise the minimum
thresholds so that they pravent post-2015 advarsa Impacts to
beneaficial users of groundwnter in the basin. +

+ Please describe whether there are any legally protected specles that exist In GDE T
or ISW areas In the basin and rely on greundwater Please describe any

differences between the selected minimum threshold and state, faderatl, 05-18

or local standards refevant to the species or habitats residing in GDEs, as

required [23 CCR §354.28 (b)(5)1.

4 | warl rou r Levels = Maas -
[Checkllst |tem #22]:

o The G5A should be managing the basin towards a measurable objective that Is
fn a better state than Jan 1, 2015, As the measurable objectives are written
now (in Table 3-7, page 3-33), the groundwater leve! goals for 2040 are
actually deeper than 2018 observed levels. January 1, 2015 was at the helght
of California’s historic drought, a period of me that was charactenzed by
adverse Impacts te domestc well owners (e.g., dry wells), GDEs (e.qg., water 05-19
stress impacts on growth, repreduction, and even mortality due to lack of
groundwater), and surface water users {e g , lower streamflows). Tha onus
is on the G5As to detarmine whather groundwater conditions {due to
groundwatar pumping ) exacerbatad impacts to thesa beneficial users,
And if se, to recogniza thesa impacts and establish thresholds and

able cbjectives that can avoid adverse impacts to benaficial
users caused by groundwater in all water year types. i
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eple
[Checklxstitem #22]

Tha honey mesqulte bosque located in tha vicinlty of the Borrego Sink appear to
be supparted by current groundwater level {~55 feet), glven tha max rooting
depths known for honey mesquite (see description above In section 2.2 2 6}, In
order to pravent adverse impacts post-SGMA, minimum thresholds arcund the
SGMA berchmark date need o be established, at the very least. According bo MW-
58, depth to groundwater ranged between ~50-56 feet over the past 10 years
{2008-2018) (see Figure 1 In this letter). The average depth to groundwater 05-20
measured at this well aver this period (~S3 feet), and would be a reasonable
minimum thresheld t consider for this honey mesquite GDE. SGMA empowers
GSAs to address pre-SGMA impacts, and as demaonstrated by TNC's Ventura County
Case Study!l®, conservation projects that remove Invasive tamarisk could benefit
groundwater conditions for the honey mesquite and the Borrego sink vicinity.
Pleass cotsider these suggedtions when establishing sustainable
management criteria,

Lhapte FODICOIING MO
[Checklist itaens 43-45]:

« The potential GOE Unit 3 - Borrego Sink (Mesquite Bosque) is cne of the areas
targeted for future monitoring. The well MW-58 s located about 1.2 miles northeast
of the Barrego sink and is 480 feet deap. The well [s a multi-completion well that
Includes MW-5B, screened from 45 to 155 feet, and MW-5A, screaned from 200 to
340 feet. Simillar graundwaker [evels were found and suggast petentially unconfined 05-21
cendidons [n the Bomego Valley Subbasin, The fellowing remark Is made at page 2-
71 In the GSP; "However, [t is uncertaln whether a good well seal was obtained
during Instatlaton of the multi-completion monitoring well,” Therefore, monitoring is
suggestad at a new well located near well MWSB that s screened from 8 depth of 45
ft bgs to 100 ft bgs focused on the shallower part of the aquifer, Monltoring in this
new well would provide data for tha groundwater levels screened [n & region of
Interest to tha GOE, i

» Coyota Creek is one of the potential GDES, Unit 1, This GDE Is described as a lesing T
stream reach based on hmited visual observations in the creek, Additanal
streamflow measurements are needed o improva the understanding of streamflow
cantribution and stream leakage. Installation of recording streamflow gauges at 05-22
the former USGS measunng locatons Is suggested Instead of manualfwisual
measurements, This method would be more likely to menitor conditions that
represent when the creek Is losing or gainlng as well as the infrequent and flashy
flows from the watershed. L

[Checklist iterms; 46 & 47]:
» For more case studies on how te incorperate envionmental benefits Into 05.23
groundwater pro)ects, please visit our webs:ta.

THC Comments Page 14 of 20
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Attachment C
Freshwater Species Located in the Barrego Valley Basin

Ta assist in denbfying the beneficial users of surface water necessary to assess the undesirable result
“depletion of Inberconnected surface waters”, Attachment C provides a list of freshwater species located
In the Borrego Valley Basin To produce the freshwater species list, we used ArcGlS Lo select faatures
within the California Freshwater Species Database version 209 within the GSA's boundary, This
database contalns information on ~4,000 vertehrates, macroinvertebrates and vascular plants that
depend on fresh water for at least one stage of their life cycle The methods used to compile the
Californiia Freshwater Species Database can be found in Howard et al 2015, The spatal database
contains locality observations and/or distnbution informabion from ~400 data sources, The database is
housed [n the California Department of Fish and Wildlfe's BIOS'* as well as on The Nature
Conservancy's sclence webstel®,

Lagal Protected Status
Sclentitic Name Common Kamas
Federal State Other
BIRDS
Actitis macularus Spotted Sandplper
R | e crn
Bird of Special BSSC - First
Agelaius tricolor Tricolored Blackbird O\:gﬂ:’u‘gm Concem ftadty
ANx sponsa ‘Wood Duck
Anas acuta Harthern Pintall
Anas americans Ameskean Wigeon
Anas clypaata Moithern Shavaler
Anas crecca Green-wingad Teal
Anas cyanopiera Cinnamon Teal
Anag dismors - winged Tasl
Anas platyrhynchos Halbrd
Anxd Styepern Gadwall
Anger alblfrons Greater "‘"E -l
Arden alba Great Egret
Ardaa hatodlas Great Blue Heron
Aythya affinls Lesser Scaup
Aythya amecicana Redhead xl:' Bsucigﬂglm
Aythya collarig Ring-necked Duck.
Aythya valsineria Canvasback Special

U poward, J K. etal 2015 Patterns of FnshmherSpeda Richnese, Endamicm, and Vulnerability In Cnllnmla
PLOSONE, 11(7) Awallsble ot hitos o dosone/artic) loumnal pone
H Calfornta Department of Fish and m:dlua nms mmmm

¥ Science for Conseryation hitops Jin e or

THC Carnments
Bomega Valley Basin Dmlt GSP
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totiuros A
enBgInoeud American Bttern
Bucephala alboola Buffiehead
Bunrides vireocens Green Heron
Calkiryy maur Westem Sandpiper
Calidei minutifta 1aast Sandpiper
Chen erulescens Snow Goosk
Chen rossli Rata’s Goosn
""!"W! ; !“:“' Bonaparts's Gull
Clitnthorus palustrie
otsin Marsh Wran
Egretta thuls Snawy Egret
Birdal
Empédonax trailll Wikow Rycatcher Congervatan Enda ngered
Cononm
erdol
Empionok UM | wmow Fycatcher | Camoervation | Endamoered
Concem
Fulca amaricans Amarican Coot
Gallinago delicats Wilson's Seifpe
Himantopus

meRkca nus Black necked SHIE

Ictarls virens Yallow broastad Chat Sm:l::‘ as:cb-‘:;m 24
timnodromus 1ong bitked
| etminpeoeus Onwkeher Cont.
Lophad ytes
gucifitus Hooded Rerganser
Megaceryle sicyon Bafted WIngfisher
Rexd breasted
Magus semator profgipnes
NycHoorax Black-crowned
aycticoray Hight Heron
Oreothlypls lucise Lucy's Warbler Spemnl‘ BSSC - 1t1'm|
Ozyura jamalkcensls Ruddy Duck
Pelacanus Amencan White Spacial BSSC - Fit
erythrorhynchos Pelfican Concern priodty
Phaborocooax Double-crested
Auntug Cormorant
Mranga rubra Summar Tanager SDM:L asscb;‘nm
Pegadie chihi White-faced Ibke Watch fat
Podio=ps nigr colks Eared Grebe
bodiymbos podicepe | Ped-biled Grabe
Pormana carofina som
Aathe Ambcoly \irgints Rall
Setophaga petechia Yakow warbler BSSC S:,mnd v
TRC Comrrents Page 16 of 268
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TNC Corhments

Tachycinets bicolor Trme Swatiow A
Tringa mebroleaca Groater Yellawkege
Trnga samipalmata Wiliat
Tringa ealliania Sqolitary Sandpiper
Vireo bedi Eell's Vireo
B&rd of
Viren beflll arironae | Adzona Bell's Vireo | Conaervation Endangersd
Concrrn
Vireo bellil pusiius Least Bel's Vireo Endangered Erxdlangeted
Xanthocephalus Yellow-handed Spociat B55C - Third
wxanthocephalua Blackhird Concern priority
Xanthooephaug Yallow-hoaded Spectal BSSC « Thied
ranthoce phalus Biackbird Concern priority
FISH
Cyprrinodan Endangered -
macularlzm Demext mapfinh Endangened Enctangered Moyle 2013
Cypeinadon Endangered -
macularis Dezust puplict Endangared | Endangered | U\ ie 2013
Cyprinoden Endangered -
macularius Degert pupfish Endangemed Endangerod Woyles 2013
HERPS
ey s P— 05-24
marrmorata W n Ti P ARSSC CO nt
marvorsty m -
Anaxyrus boroas
toray Boneal Toad
Maxyrus boreas
halonhiur CaMomia Toad ARSSC
Anaxyrus caformicus Aroyo Toad Endangarcd Sl ARSSC
Anaxyrus punciohus Red spotted Toad
Jiiiatiod Calfomia Tresfrog ARSSC
Northern Paciic
Pscudactis reglila P Fr
Thameopha
Twa atriped Specia)
hammandl ARSSC
hammondl Gartersnakn Concern
ANaryrug punceatic Rad spotted Toad
Poeiddacris
cntbreetinn Calfornla Freefrog ARSSC
Thamnophis Two-atriped Spoadal
hammand| ARSSC
hammandl Gartersnake Concem
THSECTS & OTHER INVERTS
Abedua spp. Abeduz epp
Anax Junhes Cominin Sreai
Arfila nahuana Azter Dancer
Argla ST Amla spp. Y
Page 17 ol 28
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Argla vivida Vivid Dancer J\
Boetis adonls A Mayfly
Bantis spp Baeti spp
k dae fam L idan fam
Callibactis spo Callbacts spp
Chactarthria pelkda How.on any
Chir 1as fam €l fam
Coenagrionkdaa fam Coenagiianidae fam
Cricotopus spp Crcolopus spp
Cry Gryp
e P
Enakagma clivile Farmiliar Bloet
Erpatogormptus | white beited fingiil
Er husspp | Er hus 5pp.
Erythemis cofiecatn Weatem Porddhawk
Eucorcthm Hoton any
undaerwoads statug lcts
i lella 8pp
FaBceon qullker! A Haylly 05_24
Falloaon spp Falkeon spp
hidan fam. Gomnphidaa fam Cont.
Helichus app Helchus spp
Hellcopsycha spp Helicopsyche spp
Hetaesring americana | Amerzan Rubyspot
Hetmreimis aheas ‘"g;:l;‘l;lg
Hotrrobissociadius Hetarotrissoctadius
8pp SPP.
Hydmpsycha mpp Hydropsyche spp
et hictas fam ycropsychidaa fam
Hydroptils spp. Hydroptia spp
Hydroptlkdan fam, croptikdae fam,
Lacooblus spp laccobius sop
Larsls Bpp Larsia spp
Lauterbomiellx spp Lauterbormniella spp.
Lethoozis Mot on any
smencanus status lists
Ube'lula erocelpennls Neon Skimmar
Libelluts saturatn Flame Skimmer
Uhathulidan fam, Libetlulidaa fam Y
bage 180l 28
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Jan

it Fina
uary 2020

Hacrodiplac balteats Mar| Pennant
H P— e opetiopla sp.
Nilotarypus spp. Hiolanypuy sop,
Och hita spp Oct e
Ophlogomphus spp | mphus 8pp
Orthernis lexruginea Rogcate Skimmer
Pachydiplax
lanatoennts Bue Dosher
Pakpthemi
lineatipes Red Rock Skimenar

Pantala Mavescena

Wandering Glider

THC Comrrmmants
Barrega Vallkey Basin Dt GSP

Yaracladopakna spp | Paracladopelms s
PArametriocnomus Paramebiocremus
LiL: L] PP,
P i Parntendipes epp
Palindytes spp Pakadytes spp
e <pgl P £pp
Perlttemis nbeoss Mexkcan Ambeswing
P L Ph S0P
Paolypadilum spo, Polypedilum spp.
lichus spp, [ R
PsoUcochi MmnomiLs Peeudochimnomus
SP IpD
d s wiy h pus PO,
goveha sep wvella 3pp
Rhactanytarsus epp Rheotanytarsus cpp
Rilonsesch
m.:‘mbr"" Hkee -eyed Damar
fibppod ytes spp. filippod ytes #pp
Simulum epp e spp,
Spexchon spg Sperchon spp
Stictota. s Mot on any
striatelus sztus lists
n;muﬂm Hasdowhawk
5 0P Sy pi
Tany gy T, DD
Tinodes spp Tinodes &pp.
MAMMALS
Not on any
Castor canodensk American Beaver N frend
. HOLLUSKS
Physa s Physa spp |
PLANTS
Page 19 of 28
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Baccharia salicing Notonany 1
CastiBeja rimor adkas [ndlan:
minor painthruch
Castilela minor Laige-Nower Annual
spiralia Incan-paintbrush
Dalieca glomerata Durango Root
Juncus dublig Haripoaa Rush
Juncus nugulesus Wiinkded Rush
Juncies kiphicides Tris- b Rush
Lythrum callfornkkum | Catfomia Logsestrife
Mimulus guttntus c::::"ﬂlir;“ 05-24
Phacella distans m Cont
Matanus racamasa Californle Sycamarm
Pluches earicon Arow- weed
Sallx axkjus exdgus Harrowlenf W How
Sallx goodding Goodding's Willow
Sallx bbavigaa Pokshad Willow
Schoencplectiss Three squane
AmericAriuy Bulrueh
Typha damingansk Southam Catiall
Veronica anagallis- HA
squaticn
Phacefla distana NA 1
THC Camimente Page 20 of 29
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BEST PRACTICE #2. Characteriza Seasonsl and Interannual Groundwater Conditions

SGMA requires GSAS to describe curment and historical groundwater conditions when Identifying GDEs
(23 CCR §354.16(g)] Relying solely on the SGMA benchmark date (January 1, 2015) or any other
sirgle point in Uime o characterize groundwater conditions (g , depth-to-groundwater) & Inadequate
becouse managing groundwater oonditions with data from one time point falls to capture the seasonat
and Interannual variablility typical of Californla’s climate, DWR's Best Management Practices d t
on water budgets!® recommends using 10 years of water supply and water budget Information to
describe how historkal conditions have Impacted the operation of the basin within sustalnable yield,
Implylng that a baseline?® could be determined based on data between 2005 and 2015, Using thisor a
simllar time period, depending on data avallabllity, is recornmended for determining the depth-to-
groundwater,

GDEs depend on groundwater levels being dlose encugh to the bind surface tn terconnect with surface
water systems of plant rooting networks. The most practical approach?? for a GSA to assess whether
polygons In the NC dataset are connected to groundwater Is to rely on groundwater elevation data. As
detalled In THC’s GDE guldance documentt, one of the key factors to consider when mapping GDEs ks
to contour depth-to-groundwater In the aquifer that Is supporting the ecosystern (See Best Practice #5),

Groundwater levels fMuctuate over time and space due to Callfornia’s Meditsrranean climate (dry
summers and wet wiaters), climate change (flood and drought years), and subsurface heterogeneity in
the subsurface (Figure 3) Many of Callfornla’s GDEs have adapted to deaung with Intermittent perlods
of water stress, however, If these groundwater conditions are prolonged adverse Impacts to GDEs aan
resuit. ‘While depth-to-groundwater leveds within 30 feet* ane generally accepted as being a proxy for
wonfirming that polygons In tha NC d are supp d by ground , It 15 highly advised that
futtuaticns In the groundwater segime be charactertzed to understand the seasonal and Interannuat
gmundwatcr variabllity In GDEs. Utliizing groundwater data from one point in time can misrepresent
er levels reg ) by GDEs, and inadvertently result kv adverse Impacts 1o the GDES. Time
series data on grourdwater elevations and depths are avallable on the SGMA Data Viewer®!, However,
If Insuificlent data are avaliable to describa groundwater conditions within or near polygons from the NC
dataset, include thase polygons In the GSP until data gaps ane recondiled In the monitoring network
(See Best Practio #6)

Figurs 3. Exampla szasonality
and Intersnnusl varlabilty In
depth to groundwater over
time. Sdecting cna poant in time,
such aos Spnng 2018, to
characterize groundwater
¢anditions In GOEs falls to copture
what groundwatar conditions are
necessary  to mainden tha
acrtystem sati [nto the future so
adverse Impacts ana avoncded

BEFIN 10 GAURDWATLN 1A)

"m 016 ww- Mmmm Practice. Aulldlhu:

W QLI EX MP W + -]
ﬂmvnecdennedumermecsp &% “nistorie mwmmmww
Water demand, and avaRasilty of Sueface witer #nd to ' of & basin =
J23 coR 15t (e
 Griwnchwater raliance can gl ba confirmed via siable sotope anatysis and gecpnysical surveys  For more information

s The GDE Assmssoent Toolook (Appendit IV, GDE Guldance Dociment for G - link in footfots atvive)
2 SGMA Date Viewer (DS {/SOMI WIEE. L8 Do/ Yes s/ 2 ppkt = SCHAD LY ewer
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BEST PRACTICE #8. Best Avadable Sclemca A

Adaplive managemant is embedded within SGMA and provides 3 process to work toward sustainability
over tima by beginning with the best avalable Information to make inltal decisions, monltoring the
results of those decisions, and using the data collectrd through monitanng to revise declsions in the
future, In many situatiens, the hydrologlz connection of NC dataset palygans wiil not Inibally be
clearly understood If site-specific groundwater monitonng data are not available, If sufficient data are
net available in bme for the 2020/2022 plan, The Hatura Consarvancy strong by advises that
guestionahls polygons frop the NC dataset bo included in the GSP gntil data gaps are
reconciled in the moritoring retwork, Emng on the side of cautan will help minimize Inadvertent
Impacts to GDEs as a result of groundwater use and management actions dunng SGMA
Implementation.

KEY DEFINITIONS

Groundwater basin is an aqulfer or stacked series of aguifers with reasonably well-

N defined boundanes in a lateral direction, based on features that significantdy impeade

groundwater flow, and a definable bottom. 23 OCR §341(g}(1) 05-25

Groundvater depandent xosystam (GDE) are ecologlical communides or specles Cont.

that depend on groundwa or on groundwater occurring pnear
23 CCR §351(m)

Interconnectad surface water (ISW) surface water thatis hydraulically connected at
sny peint by 2 continuous satizrated zone to the underlying aquifer and the overylng
surface water Is not completely depleted, 23 CCR §351(0)

Principel aquifers are aqulfers or aquifer systems that store, transmit, and yleld
significant or economic quantites of groundwater
systems, 23 CCR §351(aa)

ABOUT US

The Nature Conservancy Is a science-based nonprofit organization whose mission is to consarve the

lands and waters on which alt ife depends To support successful SGMA Implementation that mreets the

future nesds of peaple, the economy, and the environment, TNC has developed toals and resources
intended to reduce costs, shorten umelines, and increase benefits

far both people and nature, 4

Page 2 of 28
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Attachment E

GDE Pulse
A new, free onling tool that allews Groundwater Sustanability Agendes to assess changesin
groundwater dependent ecosystemn (GDE) health using satellite, rainfall, and groundwater
data,

TheNature
Conscrvancy W&

Pratesting nature Preserving {ifel

Visit
ttps:ffod efpmature

Remate sensing data from satellites has been used to monitor the health of vegetation al over the
planet. GOE pulse has compiled 35 years of sateliite tmagery fram NASAs Landsat mission l'nr avery
polygan In the Natural Communltles Commonly A tated with Ground . Tha ']
datasets are Included:

Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) I3 8 satellitaderived Index that represents the
greanness of vegstation. Haalthy grean vegetation tands to have a higher NODVI, whila dead Isaves
have a lower NDVI, We calculated the average HDVI during the driest part of the year (July - Sept) to
estimate vegetation health when the plants are most likely dependent on groundwater.

Hormalized Difference Molstura Index {(NDMI) Is & sateilito-derived Index that represents water
content ih vegetation. NBMI is derved from the Near-Infrared (NIR) And Shert-Wave Infrared {(SWIR)
channels, Vegetation with adequate access to water tends to have higher NDMI, whila vegetation that
Is water stressed tends to have lower NOMI, We calaulated the average NDVT during the drest part of
the year {July-Septernber) to estimate vegetation health when the plants are most llkely dependent on
groundwater,

Annual Precipitation |s the total predpitation for the water year (October 1# — Santember 30%) from
the PRISM cataset®®, The amount of local predipitation can affect vegetation with more precipitation
generally laading to higher NDVI and HOMI.

Depth to Gr d maasur s provida an Inci of tha groundh lavals and changas
over time for the surrounding area. We used groundwater well measurements from hearby {<1km)
wells to estimate the depth to groundwater below the GDE based on the average elevation of the GDE
{using a digital elevatian model) minus the measured groundwater surface elevation.

B The Natursl C tes L with Dataset Is hosted on the Cadfornia Depatment of
Water Resources” webs/te

# The PRISM coteset o hosted on Orsgon Stste Univaraty’s websile  blig, /fwwwr.pnsm oregonstate adul

TNC Commerta
Barrege \ alley Daun Draft Gy P
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Letter O5

Commenter: Sandi Matsumoto, Associate Director, California Water Program, The
Nature Conservancy
Date: May 21, 2019

05-1 This comment provides introductory information about The Nature Conservancy’s
role in advocating for land and water conservation, clarifying its interest in the
implementation of SGMA and summarizes the tools and resources it has developed
to assist GSAs in identifying and evaluating interconnected surface waters and
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs). Specific responses to issues raised are
provided below (responses to Comment Q5-3 through Comment 05-27).

05-2 The GSA appreciates TNC’s provision of its detailed checklist for considering
nature. The GSP has adequately considered interconnected surface waters and
GDEs in accordance with SGMA. Specific responses to issues raised are provided
below (responses Comment O5-3 through Comment O5-27).

053 Please see Master Response regarding GDEs. The technical appendix identifying
and evaluating GDEs (GSP Appendix D4) has been updated with additional
information to provide further evidence that there are no groundwater dependent
ecosystems and other species that depend on interconnected surface water within
the Borrego Subbasin. In addition, as requested, the GSP has identified lands
protected open space preserves, habitat reserves, wildlife refuges, etc. by both state
(ABDSP) and non-profit (Anza-Borrego Foundation), described in GSP Section
2.1.1 (see also Figure 2.1-4 and Table 2.1-2).

054 The GSP has been revised to incorporate suggested revisions. Information on the
depth to groundwater for the nearest wells to each GDE Unit shown in Figure 2.2-
17 has been added.

05-5 Interconnected surface waters (ISWs) are identified in GSP Chapter 2, Section

2.2.2.6, and shown in Figure 2.2-17. These features were identified through the U.S.
Geological Survey’s watershed boundary dataset and local mapping of perennial
waters provided by Anza Borrego Desert State Park. The GSA’s assessment does
not rely solely on stream segments mapped as perennial, but is supported by data
provided by ABDSP; review of historical stream flow data; manual stream flow
measurements and field observation of Coyote Creek; and more generally, the
Subbasin’s conceptual hydrogeological model. The HCM, supported by geologic
cross sections and groundwater levels recorded in monitoring wells, indicates that
as soon as the basin boundary is crossed, perennial waters, where present, rapidly

adraft Fing [OLUTIQWAIE gnageme 3 e g agfe 3
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transition to disconnected streams. These areas are characterized by desert alluvial
fan morphology, which consist of thick packages of coarse permeable sediment
conducive to recharge. The commenter is referred to GSP Appendix D4, Section 2
and Section 5.1 for an in depth discussion.

Although groundwater monitoring and stream gauge sites are sparse around the
margins of the Subbasin, the available data indicates the depth to water, even in
locations close to the mountain front, is hundreds of feet below the ground surface,
as discussed in GSP Section 2.2.2.7. The GSP has been revised to correct a typo
which misidentified State Park Well No. 3 as the Horse Camp Well. This well has
a depth to groundwater of 347.84 feet, as measured in Spring 2018. The Horse
Camp Well (which has a groundwater depth of 287.69 feet) and State Park Well
No. 3 are the best available data to indicate the depth to water beneath Coyote Creek
and Borrego Palm Creek, respectively. Figure 2.2-17 has been amended to include
these monitoring well locations, and elevation contours have been added to Figures
2.2-13A through 2.2-13C to show the difference between groundwater levels and
the land surface.

The GSA recognizes that the hydraulic connection between surface water and
groundwater does not need to be spatially coincident or permanent in nature for a
surface water body to be defined as an ISW. As discussed in the GSP, the hydraulic
connection to groundwater occurs from springs and the fractured rock aquifer that
exists outside the Subbasin’s boundaries. Surface water that originates from
groundwater sources outside the Subbasin are rapidly lost to percolation,
transpiration or evaporation. While they may be ISWs, their status as ISWs is not
affected by pumping within the Subbasin or implementation of the GSP. The GSA
has not identified a data gap associated with knowledge of ISWs because there is
enough evidence to show that the Subbasin as a whole is a system whose surface
waters are disconnected from the underlying groundwater system (i.e., losing
streams) and is not hydraulically connected by a continuous saturated zone to the
underlying aquifer.

05-6 There are no NCCAG polygons that the GSA has evaluated as representing current
GDEs. The Master Response on groundwater dependent ecosystems clarifies why
the GSA has determined that there are no undesirable effects associated with GDEs.
The GSP addresses GDEs in Section 2.2.2.7 and in Appendix D4. The GSP has
been amended as follows in response to this question:

o Information on the depth to groundwater for the nearest wells to each GDE
Unit shown in Figure 2.2-17 has been added.

draft Final Groundwater Mangageme 5 = + vate 2
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05-7

05-8

05-9

05-10

05-11

05-12

05-13

05-14

05-15

05-16

draft Fing
January 2020

o Elevation contours have been added to Figures 2.2-13A through 2.2-13C to
show the difference between groundwater levels and the land surface.

» All edits described in the GDE Master Response.

The GSP has provided all available data on groundwater elevation in monitoring
wells through 2018. See prior responses on how the GSP has been amended to
provide additional clarity on depth to groundwater.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs.

The GSP does not identify NCCAG-mapped GDEs as an undesirable result under
SGMA, and therefore does not include a sustainability goal specific to GDEs. The
minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and projects and management actions
described in GSP Chapters 3 and 4 are designed to culminate in the absence of
undesirable results by 2040.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs.

See master response. Additional evidence is provided by using the TNC iGDE
dataset, which shows changes in plant moisture over time are closely correlated
with precipitation patterns, and not correlated with groundwater level trends. The
GSA has amended Appendix D4 and Section 2.2.2.7 of the GSP to provide this
additional evidence.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs. The GSA appreciates
TNC’s reference to Ventura County case studies.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs. The GSP concludes
that impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems are a pre-2015 impact and is not
currently an undesirable result applicable to the Subbasin.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs. Because there is no
significant nexus between the Honey Mesquite habitat and the regional
groundwater table, an analysis of whether any legally protected species rely on the
honey mesquite habitat is not required.

The commenter is referred to the master responses on GDESs and the initial estimate of
sustainable yield. The commenter is also referred to the GSAs response to Letter O2.

The commenter is referred to the master responses on the initial estimate of sustainable
yield. The sustainable yield is based on the USGS pre-development scenario in the
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BVHM, and is confirmed through a water budget as presented in response to Letter
02. The GSP recognizes that the long-term average for natural recharge may not be
reproduced in the future, especially over shorter time intervals, as evaluated through a
Monte Carlo Simulation (MCS) uncertainty analysis, described in GSP Section 3.3.1.1.
This analysis found that the uncertainty associated with climate variability is much
greater than that associated with climate change. ’

05-17 The commenter is referred to GSP Section 3.2, which defines what the GSA
considers to be undesirable results for each of SGMA'’s sustainability indicators.
The measurable objectives, interim milestones, and minimum thresholds
established in the GSP are fixed standards that are not influenced by how
groundwater conditions have changed between 2015 and 2019. The commenter
assumes that any decline in the groundwater level or amount of groundwater in
storage amounts to an adverse impact to beneficial users of groundwater. This is
not the case, because the GSA has defined what would constitute an undesirable
result in Section 3.2, and has determined that impacts to interconnected surface
waters and GDEs occurred pfior to 2015 and thus has not established sustainable
management criteria for GDEs. Beneficial users consist of municipal, agricultural,
recreational, and other uses (i.e., small water systems and non-potable irrigators),
and do not include environmental uses. Operational flexibility is provided in the
difference between interim milestones and minimum thresholds in key indicator
wells, as described in GSP Section 3.4 and shown in Figure 3.4-1.

05-18 The commenter is referred to response to Comment O5-14.
05-19 The commenter is referred to response to Comment O5-17.
05-20 The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs.
05-21 The commenter’s suggestion is noted. The GSA will continue to use the existing

groundwater level monitoring network to assess Subbasin conditions, and further
develop the groundwater level network over the GSP’s planning and
implementation horizon, in accordance with adaptive management needs and as
necessary to meet the GSP’s sustainability goal.

05-22 The commenter’s suggestion is noted. The GSA will continue to use the BCM in
future model updates, and incorporate new streamflow records that may become
available within the watershed, in accordance with adaptive management needs and
as necessary to meet the GSP’s sustainability goal.
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05-23

05-24

05-25

05-26

draft Fing
January 2020

The GSA appreciates the case studies linked by TNC. In response to this and other
comments on the GSP, the GSA has modified some of its language to be more open
ended with regard to multibenefit groundwater recharge projects. However,
the GSA is not proposing specific groundwater recharge PMAs at this time
because there are few existing barriers to recharge (i.e., hardened stream channels)
within the Subbasin. The construction and maintenance costs and the regulatory
constraints (i.e., FEMA floodplain considerations) that would be involved in
building artificial/engineered recharge projects within the Subbasin are greatly
disproportionate to the benefits of such a project. Though uncertain, the additional
recharge provided by such projects would occur highly infrequently (i.e., high
rainfall years when runoff is sufficient to reach the Borrego Sink), likely impossible
to predict or forecast, and would add only incrementally to total recharge during
major wet years. However, the GSA would encourage the construction of small
scale recharge projects in conjunction with golf course renovation, or new
development and/or redevelopment project, consistent with existing County
stormwater regulations.

The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs. Because there is no
significant nexus between interconnected surface waters and the regional
groundwater table, the sustainable management criteria established to achieve the
sustainability goal of the GSP will not impact the list of freshwaters species
provided by TNC in its Attachment C.

The GSA appreciates the guidance developed by TNC to identify and evaluate
potential GDEs within groundwater basins. TNC is referred to GSP appendix D4
which implements many of the principles and practices discussed in the guidance.
The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs.

The GSA appreciates the guidance developed by TNC to identify and evaluate
potential GDEs within groundwater basins. TNC is referred to GSP Appendix D4
which implements many of the principles and practices discussed in the guidance.
The commenter is referred to the master response on GDEs.
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Comment Letter 06

UDU%
Fastering I profecteon and apprecuation ; EJ % of bunds, other wildlyfe and therr habitals,

May 17,2019

Jim Benneti

County of San Diege Planning & Development

5510 Overland, Avenue, Sutte 310

San Diego, CA 92123

Re Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Barrego Valley Groundwaler Basin
Dear Mr. Jim Bennett,

San Diego Audubon Society (SDAS) apprecates the opportunty to comment on the Draft Groundwater
Sustanabilly Plan (GSP) for the Borrego Valley Basin {Plan) besng prepared under the Sustalnable
Groundwaler Management Act (SGMAYJ, as an environmental stakeholder in the basin SDAS [s a non-
profit organization with a mission to foster the protection and appreciabion of birds, other wildlife, and 06-1
their habrtats, through education and study, and advocate for a cleaner, healthier envronment The San
Diego Audubon Society advocates on behalf of birds, other wildife and their habdats

50AS reviewed the Draft GSP for the Borego Valley Basin to assess the freatment of groundwater
dependent ecosystems and Inlerconnected surface waler systems as required by SGMA SDAS has an
Interest in sustainable groundwater management because many wiklife habitals and ecosystems rely
on groundwaler or interconnected surface water. This letter will outine concerms we have with three
topics discussed in the GSP 1} Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems, 2) Beneficlal Uses and Users of
Groundwaler, and 3) Deplelions of Interconnected Surface Water Systems. 1

Groundwaler Dependent Ecosystems

The SGMA requires that all beneficial users and uses of groundwater, including Groundwater
Dependent Ecosystems (GDE), be considered in the GSP (CWC Sechion 10723 2) There are three
GDE's described In the Plan Coyota Creek, Palm Canyon, and Mesquile Bosque Qther GDE's
menbaned ara Hellhole Palms. Tubb Canyon, and Glonetta Canyon, though there is no analysis of thelr 062
ecological conditian, past or present and their hydralogical relationship, to the Subbasin This appears to
ustio be a significant defickency. Please revise tha GSP o include this information for all of the relevant
GDEs and Include information on the ikely impacts of the lack of ground water sustalnability on key
species in each of these GDEs

Beneficial U and Uses of Groundwater

The Plan designates beneficial users for surface waters Includimg freshwater habrtat, wikilfe habdat ang
preservation of rare, threataned or endangered species Under SGMA, depletions of surface waters
Intarconnected with water In the Subbasin that have significant and adverse impacts on beneficial users
of surface waters canstitute an undesirable resull (CWG Sectlon 10721(x)(6)) There are briel end 06-3
Inadequate descnplions of all three GBE's in the Plan. Coyote Canyon and Palm Canyon list none of
the spe<ies and/or curment dependence on surface water feeding thesa regions. The descrptians far
Mesquite Basque concentrale on the Honey Mesquite Bosque and other native plants, but doesnt
Idantity specific specles Sectlon 2.1 4 Benefichal Uses and Users of Graundwater {p 2.26) falls ia Y

858-273-7800 » 4D Meovena Blvd,, Suite 100, Jan Diego, CA 92117 + Fax B53.273.TBOT + www sancin gosichubon ovg,
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Identity emvironmental users of grouncwater, including groundw ter dependent ecosystems and n
species that depend on Intercannected suface walers The Least Bell's Virea is an endangered 06-3
species with critical habitat an Coyote Creek, and there are numerous cther species who shoudbe Cont

IdentiNed as bereficia users of grumdwater Flease perform an accuu’lttng of specles and add
Ervironmental Users to Table 2 1-7 (p 2-26)

ALUSGS (2013) study nated that phreatophytes roots In the Bomego Sinkwas 13 3 feet thaugh they
hawve: been knawn to reach 150 feet The historic groundwater table was within 10 feet of the surface at
Mesqute Bosque, which was the site of 450 acres of honey mesquite and other native phreatophytes
The Draft GSP describes the honey mesquite bosgue as completely disconnected fram groundwater as
4 resuit of pre-2015 impacts to the groundw der from pumping But there is no thorugh descnpbon af 064
the existing ecological condtions of the Mesgute Bosgue and the claim that remaning vegetabon does
not rely on grounch ater Is based on a rooting depth estimate fom one modekng study Adddional
research with field studies should be conducted o determine i the Mesquite Bosque Is tonnected to
and dependent on graundwater, Including between 2015 and 2019

Depletiens of Interconnected Surface \Water Systems

Section 3 26 {p 3-14)does not idertity depletions of interconnected surface waters a3 an undesirable
result because It describes impacts to Inerconnected suface waters as having occurred prior to 2015
The Draft GSP again describes the Mesquite Bosgue as being disconnected from groundwater
because of pre-2015 groundwater depletion, but there fs Insuficlent sclentfic evidence to support this
conclusion The current ecological conddions are not thomughly described and no Neld studies are 065
utlzed to charactenze the relationship between grouncdwater and the habliat Without further evidence
the Mesquite Bosgue should be consldered a GDE and intercannected surface water and the
sustainabllity criteria shauld be defined to aveld significant and urreasonable results to this site In
additon, please provide data on any Federal or State endangered species that rely on the Mesculte
Bosgue habitat and measures that can be taken for protection

Because the Brat GSP allows addtionat declines In groundwater levels while pumping restrictions are
phased in, 1t Is eritical that GDES and interconnected surface water systems are accurately Identified so OB6-5
that post-2015 impacts can be avolded Minimum thresholds shotid be set to prevent further [mpacts to
interconnected surface water systems .

Thark you for yaur consideration of San Dlego Audubon Society's comments on the Dran Groundw aer
Swstambility Plan far the Borrego Valley Basln SODAS looks farward to seeing further improvements In
the GSP and supparts the long-term efforts towards sustainable groundwater management Please 067
€ontact us a conservatipn@sandieqomdubon gry-or BSB-723-7800 If there are futher questions

Sincerely,

o 2 gl

James A Peugh
Conservation Char
San Diego Audubon Soctety

Page2
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Letter O6

Commenter: James A. Peugh, Conservation Chair, San Diego Audubon Society
Date: May 17, 2019

06-1 This comment provides introductory information about San Diego Audubon
Society’s role as an environmental stakeholder in advocating for the appreciation,
conservation, and the education/study of birds and other wildlife. The San Diego
Audubon Society’s main concerns about the GSP involve groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs), the beneficial uses and users of groundwater, and
interconnected surface waters. Specific responses to issues raised are provided
below (responses to Comment O6-2 through Comment 06-7).

06-2 The commenter is referred to GSP Appendix D4, which provides a complete
identification and evaluation of the potential GDEs identified by The Nature
Conservancy’s NCCAG dataset. The commenter is also referred to the master
response on Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems. The GSA has determined that
potential GDEs mapped within the Subbasin are supported by surface water,
perennial flow originating outside the boundaries of the Subbasin, and have no
connection to the regional groundwater table within the Plan Area.

06-3 The commenter is referred to GSP Section 2.2.2.6 and Appendix D4, which
provides an adequate evaluation of interconnected surface waters. The GSP
identifies the mapped streams within the Subbasin as /osing streams, even where
such streams are mapped as having perennial flow. If there is a groundwater
connection to streams entering the Subbasin, such as Coyote Creek and Borrego
Palm Creek, it is from the fractured rock aquifer (bedrock), which exists outside the
Plan Area Boundaries, and which pumping within the Subbasin would have no
appreciable influence. This concept is further supported by the fact that
groundwater levels around the western and northern margins of the Subbasin are
hundreds of feet lower than the ground surface. Since there is no hydrologic
connection between the aquifer accessed by pumpers and surface water resources
in the Plan Area, the GSP is not required to provide a detailed analysis of terrestrial
and/or aquatic biological resources. The commenter is reminded that the GSA will
prepare the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation (after
GSP adoption) in advance of considering formal adoption and implementation of
any of the PMAs in the GSP.

06-4 The commenter is referred to the master response on Groundwater
Dependent Ecosystems.
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06-5

06-6

06-7

drafi ng
January 2020

The commenter is referred to the response to Letter O5 (The Nature Conservancy
letter) and the master response on Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems.

The commenter is referred to the response to Letter O5 (The Nature Conservancy
letter) and the master response on Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems.

Comment noted.
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From: Bri Fordern <bfordem@theabforg>
Sent Tuesday, May 21, 2019 303 PM

Ta LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: GSP Comment: Anza Berrego Foundation

Attachments: ABF GSPresponse pf

f
Please see attached comment letter,

Thank you for the opportunlty ta comment, we leak farward tolearning more In the future.

Brl

Bri Forderm

Executive Directar
TheABF.org
760-767-0446 EXT 10

BORREGO

FOUNDATION

Comment Letter O7
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County of San Diega

Planning and Development Services
C/o Jim Bannett

5510 Overland Avenuns, Suits 310
San Dieg, CA 52123

Subject: Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Borego Valley Sroundwater Basin (G5P) \

Dear My, Bennett: T

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft GSP. Our appreciation goes out to the County, the Borrego
Water District, the Cate Team and the SGMA Advisory Cammirttee for their efforts over the past many months to
produce such an impresshe document.

Anza-Borrego Foundation (ABF) was founded In 1967 to purchasa inholdings from willing ssllers within the vast Anza- O7-1
Borrego Desart State Park™ {Park) Sinca our founding we have added over 55,000 acres to the Park and aver the years
have funded a wide vanety of education, research and resource management projects In the Park, Tha Park s
wpproximately 1,000 square miles, surrounds the spproximate 98 squars mile Borrega Spongs Subbasin, and supplies
tha majonty of the natural groundwater rechargs toa the Subbasin [GSP Figure 22-1)

Qur commants onthe draft G5P are as follows. 1

1. The Park contnbutes cver $30 milhon annually to the economy of Eastern San Disgo County  The communiy of
Borrego Springs plays a critical role as the hasprality hub for the State Park. To protect this economic vitality, itis
essential that the community and the more than 500,000 visitors which it attracts annually have access to an affordable
supply of high-qualy water for basic neads use in town and for recreation in the Park.

Q7-2

a Allocate s portion for munkdpal use to ensure an adequate and affordable water supply to support the
community’s growing role as tha primary provider of gaods snd services to both residents and visitors.

b. Don't gamble with water gquality, Awvoid the threat of dimins hing water quality and the necessity for
expensive water treatment facllities by shortening the targat yaar to reach sustainablitty by 2030, -

2. It s essential that the plan includa ampla water for eritical at-risk bictoglcal resources Inthe basin. The draft GSP
dismisses the relationship of continued on bothG dwater Dependent Ecosystems {the Mesqurte Besque}
and historie surface stream flow reductions on major tributaries entering tha basin {Coyote Creek and cthers) Thersis
na solid sclentlfic consensus regarding the viablfity, survivability and recoverability of thesa Important elements of the Q7-3
desart acosystem. The peopls of California have promised to protact this precious dedert ecosystem In perpetuty.
Therefore, signficant efforts to reduce the Impact on the valued resources of the Park should be a priority of a plan
towards recovery and sustainability of the area, -

3, ABFresommentds tha Groundwater Sustainability Agency ("GSA”) adjust the current shares of tha estimated T
sustainable yield by consldering proportion of land ownership, historic baneflclal uss, and faasibliity of further
reductlons of use.

a Thadraft GSP does not consider the proportion of land each pumper sarvices In the Subbasin. It focuses 07-4
only on pricr use aver a flve year perod, (G5P 3.3.2.1) According to the draft G5P, the Park covers 27% of
tha land subject to the GSP, {GSP Tahle 2,1-2.) The draft GSP aksa identifies that ABF owns an additional 5%
that will be transferred to the Park. {GSP Table 2.1-2 ) The Park will have the responsitility of stewardship
oaver 329 of the land that is subject to this GSP, but its water use consists of less than .07% cf the total ¥
basefina pumping alocation Yet under the draft GSP, the Park Is stlt respansible far reducing use by 74%.
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b Whereas the Park Is responsible for s large portion of the land and minimal water use, the agricutture A
sactor's responsibility and usa ars the opposite. Accordingto the draft GSP, the agricutture sector
compries 4 2% of the Subbasin's 62,776 atre surface area and uses 70% of the pumped water. (G5P Table
21-1; GSP 2 1 1; and GSP 3,1,4.] Because recent usage data s the only method the GSA used to determine
shares of the estimated sustainable yield, the agnculture sector s ako being aliocated amound 71 7% of the
total baseline pumping allocation. [GSP Table 2 1-7, and GSP Table 36 ) 74

Cont.

c. Byfailing to grve any consideration to the amount of land sustained by sach pumpar's use, the GSP assigns &
sigruficant burden to the Park that may be impossible ta bare, resulting in shutting down the Park, The
blanketed 24% reductlon ks an Ineffactrve approach to reaching sustainabliity, particutarly where tha current
use Is known to ba concentrated in agricultural areas and the agriculture sector will be maintaining its 70%
of the water use -

4. There are data gags in the water quality monttanng particularly in the North Management Area. Wells now in
the process of being secured for water quality monitoring will nat yield usable Intial data for years. The GSP
should specify mandatory water guality monitoring of any major wells In the Subbasin. As water quality 07-5
degrades and additional treatment ks required, the cost for ratepayers, including ABDSP, will increase The GSP
should [dentdy Ratepayers as stakehalders in the development of a Water Trading Program. Pumped waterisa
public resource concern In Barrego Springs. -

5 Fallowingof agricultural land must Include the removal of Invasive weed species, There are two highly invasive
waeed spacies that threaten native habitats, waldfowers, and native species in the Park: Egyptian knapweed
{Vohrtaria tubuliflore) and Sahara mustard [Brossico tournefortii} Currently, thare are fallowed agricultural flelds Q7-6
that hast these spacies, State Parks davotes staff time and resources to remove and control these speclesin the
Coyote Canyon area of the Park.

6. While the Water Trading Progrem bs referred to as an economic incentive that will fead ta more water o7-7
conservation (GSP 4.1), the Water Trading Pragrarm it not necessarily the key to water reduction -

7. ABF supports the Immediate implementation upon GSP approval of the mandatory metering program as I 07-8
detalled In Appendsx E of the GSP, b

Wae appreciate your considerations of these impertant needs as you revise the curcent draft GSP.

Brianna Fordem
Executive Director
Anza-Borrego Foundation
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Letter O7

Commenter: Brianna Fordem, Executive Director, Anza-Borrego Foundation

0741

07-2

07-3

07-4

07-5

draft &Fina
January 2020

Date: May 21, 2019

This comment provides introductory information about the Anza Borrego
Foundation (ABF), and its role as an environmental stakeholder that seeks to add
acrcage to ABDSP; and further education, research and resource management
projects in the Park. Specific responses to issues raised are provided below
(responses Comments O7-2 through Comment O7-8).

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates the critical role played
by ABDSP and ABF in the region’s economic vitality, tourism, and hospitality.
With regard to the commenter’s concern over an adequate and affordable water
supply, the commenter is referred to the master response for the baseline pumping
allocation and pumping reduction program. The commenter’s request to shorten the
target year to 2030 is noted. While the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) does
not set specific a specific schedule for reductions, the GSP includes Project and
Management Action No. 3 — Pumping Reduction Program. As indicated in the GSP,
the GSA will prepare the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documentation (after GSP adoption) in advance of considering formal adoption and
implementation of any groundwater use reductions and a specific ramp down
schedule. The GSP also indicates an agreement among the pumpers is a possible
scenario where groundwater use reductions could be developed.

The commenter is referred to the master response for groundwater
dependent ecosystems.

The commenter is referred to the master response for the baseline pumping
allocation and pumping reduction program. With regard to its concerns over
whether the BPA and pumping reduction program leaves sufficient water to
operated ABDSP, the commenter is referred to the GSA’s response to Letter S2
(ABDSP letter).

The GSP states,

Degraded water quality is significant and unreasonable if the magnitude
of degradation at pre-existing groundwater wells precludes the use of
groundwater for existing beneficial use(s), including through migration
of contaminant plumes that impair water supplies, where alternative
means of treating or otherwise obtaining sufficient altemnative
groundwater resources are not technically or financially feasible. At a
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minimum, for municipal and domestic wells, water quality must meet
potable drinking water standards specified in Title 22 of the CCR. For
irrigation wells, water quality should generally be suitable for
agriculture use. The Basin Plan has not established numerical cbjectives
for groundwater quality in the Plan Area but recognizes that in most
cases irrigation return flows return to the aquifer with an increase in
mineral concentrations such as TDS and nitrate (Colorado River
RWQCB 2017). The Basin Plan objective is to minimize quantities of
contaminants reaching the aquifer by establishing stormwater and
irrigation/fertilizer use best management practices (Draft GSP Section
3.2.5; page 3-13). ’

The GSA will continue to use the existing water quality monitoring network to
assess Subbasin conditions, and further develop the groundwater quality network
over the GSP’s planning and implementation horizon, in accordance with adaptive
management needs and as necessary to meet the GSP’s sustainability goal.

Furthermore, BWD monitors water quality regularly, and cannot legally deliver
water quality that does not meet applicable standards, including potable drinking
water standards specified in Title 22 of the CCR. The commenter makes the
assumption that water quality will degrade and eventually require additional
and/or expensive treatment. This is not necessarily the case. BWD drinking water
wells are located away from areas in the GSP identified as having water quality
issues such as the Borrego Sink, and would retain the flexibility to manage the
location of its groundwater pumping so as to avoid having to plan and build
additional and/or expensive treatment facilities or facility upgrades. The
commenter is referred to sections of GSP Chapter 3 that describe undesirable
results (Section 3.2.4), minimum thresholds (Section 3.3.4), and measurable
objectives (Section 3.4.4) related to water quality.

07-6 The GSA notes the commenter’s request that future fallowing include removal of
invasive weed species. The GSP includes Voluntary Fallowing of Agriculture Land
(PMA No. 4). As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare policy development
and CEQA documentation after GSP adoption in advance of considering formal
adoption and implementation of a voluntary fallowing program.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

07-7 Comment noted.

0O7-8 Comment noted.
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Commeni Letter O8

é CLEAN WATER ACTION

May 21, 2015 -

Jim Benmet1, Water Resources Manager

Borrepo Valley Groundwater Sustnability Agency

5510 Overland Avenue, Sute 310

San Thepo, Cahiforma 92123

Sent via electronic mail to PDS LUEGGroundw aten@ sdeounty ca.gov

Re: Comments ¢n Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Borrego Groundwater Basin

Dear Mr, Bennett, T

On behalf of Qlean Waler Actlon, | am pleased to pravide the following comments an the draft

Borrego Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Our organization has baen working on the

Implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) since its inception,

and has an interest I its successful implementation throughout the state. We have been

engaged in groundwater protection efforts since our program opened In California In 1990, and

have spealic expertise in drinking water and stakeholder engagement. As part of our mterest h
in the successtul Implementation of SGMA, our organization has cammented on SGMA

activitles at the state level and on several plans submitted in 2016 as alternatives to

Groundwater Sustanability Plans, Gur organization co-authored a report on stakeholder 081
engagement in SGMA? and were able to participate remoltely in 2 mesiings of the Ad Hoc
Stakeholder OQutreach Committee for this Plan.

Dur review of this draftis admittedly cursory; we did not review models or the data used torun
them, nor did we comprehensively review undesirable results and manag 1t actions.
However, we’re Indebted to the Local Government Cammussion for s more thordugh review of
the plans and have attached their memao o supplement our questions.

We also understand that this [s a draft document and welcome the oppartunity to request
additional information and clarification  Our guestions are imited to governance and
management actlons, stakehalder engagement and drinking water.

™ Srobrhaldar B P B, 2 M,

Yag Jor 17 Act
implementation® Cormmunity Water Center, Clean Water Fund and Unlon of Concemed Scientists, 2015

1444 Eye Street NV, Suita 400 350 Frank Qgawa Plaza, Sulte 200
Washimgton, DC 20005 Caktand, CA 94812
Ph., 202 895 0420 | Fax: 202 895 0438 Ph: 415.369.9160 { Fax: 415.369.9180

www cleanwateraction org/ca
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