RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Notica and Communication [Appendices C, €1}

We appreriated the strong commitment to stakeheolder outreach and engagement expressed
by the members of the Ad Hoc committee on the calls in which we participated. It would be
helpful If more information about those efforts were provided Inthis plan For instance, how
successful were efforts to reach all classes of beneficlal users? Where is more effort —or a
different approach = needed? In this area, we are specifically interested [n your success In 08-2
reaching domestic well users. We havethe same question about public engagement = how
suceessful were your efforts to encourage the “active Involvement” of the general public??,
Specifically, how successful were your cutreach efforts to Spanish-speaking residents In the
basin?

It would also be helpful if the plan could identify how input received was incorporated. Canyou
provide more specifics about how the plan was amended in response to public input?

We are also interested in how outreach and communications continue through the plan’s
Implementation, as required In statute.  Unfortunately, we found the communications plan in
Appendlx F2 woefully lacking in detail and hope that that can be amended In the finat plan. A
few suggestions;

¢ While the MOU in Appendix 8-4 clearly states that the Advisory Committes will provide
Input on plan Implementation, the plan itself states that the terrs of those committee
members extends only through plan development and completion®. Can youplease v 08-3
clanfy the permanent nature of the AC in the final plan?

* What are the goals, strategles and tactlcs for stakehclder outreach and
communications?

= At a minimum, a key goal of the plan should be to educate residents and beneficlal users
about the need to ralse funds for plan fmplementation.

Table 5-2 identifies an annual budget [in 2020 dollars) of $5,000 for outreach What activities
will be funded with this budget? Is it sufficlent to accomplish your objectives?

2Water Code 10727.8 "The groundwater sustalnability agency shall encouraga the active
involvemant of diverse sacial, cultural, and economic elemants of the population within the
groundweter basin pricr to and duning the develapment and Implementation of tha groundwater
sustainability plan *

1 Deaft Plan, Page 1-4
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Drinking Water

As we reviewed the information In the report, we were unable to identify clearly which wefls
were patentially compromised due to watar quality [ssues or the lowering of the groundwater
tahle. Specifically, which domestic wells will potentially be Impacted by increasing groundwater
contamination and Jowenng groundwater levels? How does the plan identify those Impacts
and when and how would mitigation efforts be triggered? Also, the plan seems to canfuse
mitigation with additional plan actions. Our interpretation is that mitigation requires the
impacted party to be directly assisted.

We also recommend that the plan reference the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program* While it
has not yet been Implemented In Borrego Valley, the State Board In 2018 adopted final
amendments to the East San Joadquin River Program, with some parts of that revised order
identified as precedential. Specifically, the State Board required that all domestic wells located
on land covered by the Program be tested for nitrates and that all agricultural operations
should develop and Implement irrigation and nutrlent management plans to limit thesr
discharge of ntrates to groundwater.

Projects and Managemant Actions

We appreciate the breadth of actions being considered, but have some questfons. First, how
arethesa actions befng priortlzed? If the plan is to reach the Sustainabilty Goal by 2040 Ina
linear fashlan, do all of these measures need to be Implemented simuktaneously? Can they be
priortized according to cost and perhaps public receptiveness?

Water trading Is an actlon being cansidered in basins around the state, but to date, only
Ventura County has implemented a market and it is still In pilot form. Yat this plan states
definitively that this Is something that it definitefy will do. Is the timeline for implernenting thls
plan too ambitious

We appreclate that the Water Conservation action provides explictt savings. In the final plan, It
would be helpful to quantify expected conservation for each identified measures, along with
costs for each. All conservation Is not alike and it may be more appropriate to implement some
measures over time.

We zgree with the metering requirement for the pumping reduction program and look forward
to proposals to ensure that any program to track matered water use is effectively enforced.

084
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We agree that some agricultural fallowing will be necessary to meet the 2040 Sustainabidity
Goal and measurable objectives. We hope that this effort will be informed by an analysis of the
Impact of fallowing on farm workers and how that impact might be mitigated,

Can you clanfy the intent of the Water Quality Optimization Program? it seems as though thisis
looking at expenslve options for treatment or Intrabasin transfers in response to water quality
degradation Instead, could you consider accelerating other efforts, such as pumping
reduction? Forinstance, if your monitering plan indicates that the middle and lower aguifers in
the Northern Management do contaln signlficant evels of arsenic, you may want to accelerate
efforts to reach the sustalnability goal it thak arez and protect the upper aguifer. For nitrate,
working with the board to implement the icrigated Lands Regulatory Program could help reduce
excess nitrate being discharged to the vadose zane? In short a cost comparisen looking at
source pratection etforts rather than the mitigation efforts in this program seems like an
appropriate actien,

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment. Please feel free to cantact me if you
have any questions

Sincerely,

LY

Jennifer Clary
Water Program Manager

08-9
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DRAFT Summuary Memorandum

Independent Review of the Borrego Valley GSP

Gaps and Opportunities

Friday, May 17, 2010
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l IMPETUS FOR REVIEW

The Borrego Valley Endowment Fund (BVEF) retalned the services of Local
Government Commission (LGC), on behalf of the Borrego Valley Stewardship Couneil
(BVSC), to conduct an independent review of the draft Gronndwater Sustainability Plan
{GSP) for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin, as released by the Borrego Valley
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (BV GSA) on March 21, 2019,

According to Task I of the BVEF/LGC Contract, “LGC will review Gsp&neuts
produced to date, past meeting egendas and notes; and interview aé{ismymmmittm
membets and other relevant stakeholders. LGCs review of the g¥isting GSP
development process will ideatify both gaps 1o the eurrent m?d\opﬁnuniﬁw to
enhance the GSP 50 as to help BWD ensure regulatory egg“g_linnm whﬂealso\ngmcing
the positive impact of the GSP for the entire Borrego 5 community. wll
produce a summary findings memo outlining iden)iﬁed ga lq(é oppo es, with
special attention to the needs of severely disadvan e}mnfmmity members and the
long-term vision for Borrego Springs.”

LGC entered into contract with BVEF of Mey.7, 2019. As LEGC had 8 business days
to review the draft GSP for gaps and op’f)o@%&.‘ ith the'goal of informing the
Borrego Valley Stewardship Council and gther i ed parties for their own public 08-11
comment to the GSA. To maximize use of gvailable time, LGC determined to focus our
review of the draft GSP W most im@rtant fctions: Chapter 2, Plan Area &
Basin Setting; and Chaptér3; inable Management Criteria.

This document, on Friday May 17, 201, represents the Draft

Deliverable, “Summary f Gap ysis and Recommendations.” The Final

Deliverable wili besubmiue{nt later date, no later than 60 days following submittal of

the Bo alley GSP o the' California Department of Water Resouress or by

December 3t, 20193 i oceurs first. LGC has used 40 of the estimated 86 hours
time to complete this task. LGC will use any remaining funds allocated to this

tas ﬁw?l jon of tHe Final Summary Memo.

il.  CONTEXFOF REVIEW

LGC has coordinated closely with members of the Borrego Valley Stewardship Council,
Borrego Springs Community Sponsor Group, Borrego Valley GSA Advisory Committee
and other interested parties in its review of the Draft GSP. The goal of our review is to
support long-term goals of aligning the Final Borvego Subbasin GSP with the existing

BVSC Geotouristn Charter and h\t!lrgmtcd watershed master plan to be developed ata
later date, with specific attention to ensuring robust and meaningful representation of Y
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historically underrepresented Borrego community members whom potentiatly face A
disadvantages (i.e., “disadvantaged communities™ and "severely disadvantaged
communities” under SGMA).

The BVSC Geotourism Charter afms to promaote, sustain and enhance the geographical
character of Borrego Springs—its environment, culture, aesthetics, beritage, and the
well-being of its residents and visitors. The following principles of the BVSC Charter
aligned with the goals of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act:

+ Principle V1. Community Involvement
Principle VIIL. Protection and enhancement of destinaticy(a
Principle IX. Land Use
Principle X. Conservation of Resources
Principle XI. Planning

The key concepts of the future integrated watershed master. plan>as outlined in the April

v

BVSC Workshep, include; (6 break-out groups]

s Planning within a Water Budget / Integrated Planning ework

» Sustainable Distanation Manageé'ént-/ Hospitality

s Sustainable Community Development Needs Assessment

+ Cultural Landseape Survey Q8-11
+ Economie Innovation & Transition Zofies Cont.
v

GSP / CEQA Compli Comm Plan Integration

In the context of th
the following topics:
« Stakeholder Engagqten
« Disadvintaged Commiuniti
» Dyffiking Water Safety
. mate Chang&
g (‘gm.ahc‘l‘mtcr dent Ecosystems
« Land Usa/ Grotindwater Recharge
Asummary‘ olf feview on each of these topics is provided in the following section,
Attached to t.hi's,document are excel file evaluation tools with detailed analysis of the
GSP for each topie.

the Draft Borrego Subbasin GSP on

.  SUMMARY FINDINGS OF GAPS AND OPPORTUNITIES

The Borrego Valley GSA is the first real form of collaberative loeal governance for the
Borrego Springs community, which provides a significant opportunity for Borrego
Springs to achieve its vision for a sustainable future. SGMA provides ample flexibility Y
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for the GSP to include broad goals that will support land use and economle development
shifts necessary to achleve this vision (without overstepping jurisdictional anthority of
San Diego County. Local Government Commission strongly urges the BVGSA and its
stakeholders to use this opportunity to the greatest extent possible — to establish
necessary land use, water management, and community governance policies that will
accelerate achievernent of a sustainable Borrego Springs.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS TQ THE BVSC & OTHER INTERESTED
PARTIES

» LGCstrongly encourages the Borrego Valley § (hg: members,
and all other interested parties to submit public comeh t letibes to Yhe Borrego
Subbasin GSA. This can easily be done using th!s nt and Mﬁ
excel spreadsheets. LGC recommends 1%; I for crea’tmg
comment letters:

+ Select between 1 and 3 key issues of most each BVSC member /
constituent group.

s  Structure your letter as fol
i Your constimency e ih in the GSP,
il. Commendations tothe GSA fortheir. work & dedication
ili. Recognition of the ng ?l);fﬂsl‘i?m as they relate to
your topic of interest/cohcern
iv. Then, intemtl neern
y atlon, Citatton) requires that [quated text]...
/ paga?‘ﬁnber of GSP] addresces / fulfills this
t b

¢ the GSA to remedy this shortcoming / address
thls ncern by... [recommendation; inverse of the concern]
k you for your consideration; please do not hesitate to contact

e content of your letter by:
pying summary language for each of your topics of concern from
this memo
« Pull the specific code or regulation reference (citation) and text
{quoted) from the attached excel spreadsheets.
* Letters should be submitted via email (preferred) or postal mail in
accordance with the draft GSP public comment guidelines.
= Note; more letters citing the same concerns and recommendations,
sent from multiple indrviduals and/or organizations will have a
greater impact then fewer letters with multiple parties “signing on"

draft Fing [
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to a single letter. However, following both models will be the most A
impactful.

» LGC strongly encourages BYSC, its members, and all other interested parties to
request that the GSA include pf] work products and reports developed to date by
ENGSI, LeSar, Dudek, or other consultants should be included in the body of the
GSP and considered for adoption, and not included solely as an attachment,
appendix, addendum or support document to the GSP.

mbers, and
all other interested parties to attend all upeoming public meefings regarding the
GSP, and voice thelr coneerns regarding these gaps in thefurrent draft, as well as
their recommendations, especially with regard to:
s Proportional reductions across all sectors;
= LGC strongly reeommends no .-.-

pumpe&byngnmtmre.audhalfw i
theseindustries pSusts

ic sustainability of the 08-11
Cont.

he subbasin and safeguard against potential
impacts. Using a fixed percentage of the
ocations to calculate yearly reductions, rather
me of water, will preserve as much groundwater as
d t-back period from 20 years to 15 years under the
ent odology.
r Dependent Ecosystems
SE strongly encourages the GSA to reconsider its evaluation of
groundwater dependent ecosystems. Existing data and anecdotal
evidence illustrates that groundwater dependent ecosystems within
the subbasin, especially within the Anza Borrego Desert State Park,
continue to experience undesirable results. The current draft GSP
does not acknowledge these impacts, as the analysis referred to uses
the false assumption that groundwater dependent ecosystems were
irreparably harmed prior to the January 2015 baseline,
¢ Stakeholder engagement, communication, and disadvantaged community
considerations A
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* LGC finds the current Draft GSP's treatment of stakeholder A
engagement and DAC considerations to be woefully inadequate. We
strongly urge the GSA to significantly enchance their stakeholder
engagement efforts, espectally to disadvantaged communities, and
document this engagement within the GSP.

« Land use changes and groundwater recharge potential,
= LGC encourages the GSA to more adequately evaluate land use

changes and groundwater recharge potential as a and

management action for the sustainability goalalﬁnd use zoning and 08-11
decisions have a tremendous impact on gro r quality and

recharge potential. The GSA should wor] osehkmqththe Cont.
Community Sponsor Group and the Coungrto u d use

plonning documents to maximize ar?e potent]
maximizing opportunity for econbmic opment inBorrego

Springs.
» LGCstrongly encourages the Borrego Valley Stzwnrdshlp Counml its members,
and all other interested parties to organize m-pe 53 with the GSA
Advisory Committee to discuss these concerns an thendations in detail.

» Draft Comment Letter

DETAILED REVIEW OF THE GSP BY‘CHAPTER ] '

Ilchapter <}
stalnabll

The Sustninabxhty\Goal 8| be based on climate change impacts and future

conditio that maximizing groundwater recharge will be a

o COMpo of-aclueyng sostainability. The current draft GSP makes no

reft erefichto climate impaets on achieving the sustainability goal; nor does it

Tl conditiong] recharge rates, or land use change impacts on achieving that

sustalnability goal. Indict, the sustainability goal as stated in the draft GSP is not a goal 08-12

atall - but & p}mmtement of the intent of SGMA. It is extremely vague and not
quantified in %secﬁon This is completely inadequate and must be resolved.

.2 1 Organization and Management Structure
‘The GSA should include personnel with a focus on climate change effects on
groundwater conditions and recharge rates. There is no clear identification that any of
the staff on the GSA "Core Team” or Advisory Committee (AC) have background or
expertise in either soil seience or considering the impacts of land use on groundwater
conditions. However, the organizational strueture does include broad representation Y
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from relevant sectors. Personnel from the state park may be equipped to address climate
change, but this is unclear, Similarly, the BV3C representative should uphold climate
change concerns, but it [s unclear whether they have the necessary expertise, The GSA
should seek to ensure the Core Team and AC is papulated with adequate expertise an
both climate science, soll science, end hydrology. The GSP should be updated to include
a thorough description of the requisite background of Core Team and AC members.

.1.3.3 Implementation Costs
Estimated costs to implement the GSP, and the GSA’s approach tg,mwﬁng those costs
should include costs related to climate change impacts and adaptation*as well as costs
toimplement groundwater recharge. The current draft GSP ¢ ud?s.&o%ferenee to soil
condrtions, recharge, or land use impacts or changing copditiogs asa tof clymate
change, and how these changing conditions could affe Gsp R‘np]emen rﬁm. The
GSP implementation cost estimate does include a 10% contifigency, but thigis
drastically insufficient, given the lack of detail mthe clirrent rojects and management
actions and implementation budget. The G5P implcment;ﬁsn cost estimates need to be
re-evaluated in conjunction with more detsil being p: ovided to th projects and
managetment actions.

Further, a thorough analysis of proj , and hGw the GSA will raise those fitnds,
needs to be conducted to determine the utial im to vulnerable communities,
and how to mitigate those impacts.

Ilchapter z.Plap Are S?_I}asm Setting
e g
2.2 Summary of Junsdictional Areas and Other Features

This g&ctiqn should include specific reference to disadvantaged communities, The
i specific reference to where most vulnerable community
eighborhoods or population groups) within the subbasin are

This section should include locations and extent of communities dependent upon
groundwater and noting where community wells are located near higher production
wells, such as irrigation wells, that could potentially impact domestic well users’
groundwater supply or quality. The current draft includes a map with density of wells
per square mile, but does not include a map of the 52 “de mimmis extractors,” suchas
the 49 domestic wells in the subbasin and small water systems, Despite the requirement
of SGMA not extending to de minimis users, the Borrego Subbasin GSP should include

0812
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these users, because the overall water budget for the entire basin is relatively small, thus A
“de minimis® users actually make up a recognizable percentage of total extractors.

This section should represent various portions of the basin dependent upon
groundwater for beneficial uses, including eommunities dependent upon gronndwater
for domestic uses. While the draft plan does map existing land use designations and
zoning, it does not include specific data by land use on groundwatet dependent users; all
of the Borrego community and all users are groundwater dependent. This should be
explicitly stated and mapped.

&) 2.2.2 Water Resources Monitoring and Managernént Programs,

Monitoring & Reguintory Alignment
This section should note where monitoring programs aye located and w! may

be gaps in monitering. Components of the monitorjng plan d include;
1) if stakeholders have requested additional monifrings2) when additional

monitoring will be implemented or why the request be zppraved at this time;

and 3) water-relevant climate, land use and recharge bles. as land use, soil

conditions, precipitation, temperature, and %@

The current draft GSP highlights BWD'sI ing € structure, but does not 08-12
indicate how this relates to water affordal r ldwerincome groups, The draft Cont.

provides a clear description nl'-plan area geegral phic Bounds, contributing watersheds,
and land use designatio mt&s:m and percén I:. nd cover. However, monitoring only

lists the groundwater ltorlng included in CASGEM, No reference is

made to soil conditi n, tem rature, or evapotranspiration. Demand

Offset Mitigation Wate ol:cr e only management program in the section

that adequately. describes ‘r)us s.yill impact or aligns with the GSP. All other

pmgrat:?ddg‘d d model, and this level of detail, These components
Inmrpo edinto the monitoring plan.

erences that the County Groundwater Ordinance will need to
ly revised to ensure consistency with GSP sustainability goals,
c¢ on what that would look like. There is also no information on
past itmpacts, or anticipated future impacts,

The current draft GSP does a sufficient job explaining the impact of wells to the GSP,
but still includes no metrics and no real information on how this information will be
incorporated into the GSP.

This section raises a number of questions: v
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« How does BWD's Conservation Management Program (including tierad rates)
determine water affordability for low-income communities?
* How does the Draft GSP integrate with the 2009 Anza-Borrego Desert IRWM
Plan?
» Howwill the GSP integrate into the Region 7 Water Quality Contrel Plan for the
Colorado River Basin? .
« Whyistherea discrepancy between BWD and the County’s Water Credits Policy?
As such, which water credits will be validated under the GSP'g/
allocations?
s Howmany wells have been applied for vs. approved si e of SB 252 and
release of this plan?
» How will domestic wells and small water systenis® m.pegative
impacts of the baseline pumping allocation?
Each of these questions must be answered favoreblyfer this tely fulfil
the requirements of the regulation.

The current draft of this section only deseribes the applicable and regulations
present in the basin; it needs to be augmithted to describe how mMonitering of each of

those programs will be incorporated inl‘% eG\S‘P,‘howthoa existing programs will 08-12
limit operational flexibility, and how the ;'ua\dayn'those Jimits.
 \ Cont.

¢) 2 13LlandUse Elements of Topic Categorles of Applicable General Plans

This section of the pl ould, identify:
+ disadven and severely disadvantaged unincorporated communities;
s where wa ragena? idations or service extensions are being considered;

» potential sources qsm tamination from current land use practices;
» expetfed lanid nse nheng?iue to climate change impacts or development and
'o-ecoqgm‘ oondxyons, that may affect water supply and water demands, as
1l as gmuné\&ter recharge rates;
#w, projected wate-l;demand as a result of climate change or populetion growth, and
\s‘inﬁact onachieving the sustainability goal; and
+ howglimat®land use and soil conditions impact groundwater recharge, and the
affect khis may have on water supply and demands how the GSP addresses those
effect®,

This current draft of this section does a very good job of identifying all the policies that
are relevant and in alignment with the GSP, but need to greater specificity on how the
GSP will uphold or implement these various policies.
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According to the San Diego County Groundwater Ordinance: “One of the purposes of the
ordinanece i3 to ensure that development is not approved in groundwater dependent
areas of the County unless a project applicant can demonstrate that there are adequate
supplies available to serve both existing and proposed uses.” The existing Community
Plan and Genera! Plan land use policles are listed in the draft GSP, but the degres of
integration is included only as a yes/no factor. This raises the questions,

1) How will the GSP affect the pre-existing San Diego County Groundwater

Ordinance? and

2) How will this impact pumping allocations?
These questions should be answered in this section of the GSP. o

detail on how the integration requirement is met, and identifyf
both the GSP and the General Plan (GP)f Community Flap{g
This section also fails to answer the following questic the
regu]atury requirements:
Do current well permitting pracﬁm fierable water supply sources,

= Arethere documented instanc;

useorwellord.ma.nuealmpn g oth
s Which current ordinances need
sustninabﬂitygoals?

t the GSP actual policies that are
puld need to be established?
ed for this section to adequately

(GP) and Borrego Valley Community Plan (CP)
the basin from continued overdraft and to minimize

consider the sustainability goals of the GSP. The draft language also does an excellent
job acknowledging the misallgnment between agricuftural preservation goals in the
General Plan and groundwater sustainability in the Borrego subbasin. However,
edditional detail needs to be provided on how that consideration and GP / CP updates
will occur, as well as how the agricultural preservation and groundwater sustainability
goals will be reconciled.,

1o
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1t is unclear whether GP Conservation and Open Space Element, Goal C0S-4: Water A
Management, andfor COS-4.3 - "Maximize stormwater filtration and/or infiltration™
will promote groundwater recharge, or if it only refers to stormwater mitigation where
groundwater is not shallow. This palicy should be clanfied, and potentially reevaluated
to maximize groundwater recharge potential.

The discussion in this section of estimated buildout and impacts on the GSP is
inconsistent, The draft GSP states that Borrego could not meet the watél needs if all
allowable lots were built out, yet also states that implementation o ing land use will
not affect sustainable management. The draft does, hawever, aclgic e that updated
buildout estimates should be considered in conjunction with the GSP,

there is absolutely no discussion of potential cli g acts on development
patterns in the plan area, This section of the GSP nieds {'fddress this gap in existing
policy by identifiving potential impacts of increasing htand evapotranspiration
rates potentially making agriculture unsuitable for the su 3,1:::1 therefor

The GP includes a “climate change and land use” g iEU;L:,g., “sustaingbility™), but

potentially causing major change fn ladd usa\patbems. , current policy nor the
draft GSP includes no discussion what r.g"t;d?ﬁhte change impacts to water supply 0812
and demand, or how the GSP will addresd nﬂz?,’ Cont

d 214 Beneﬁcmfses and Users,

This section of the pt’ s\ou]d Wm of the beneficial uses and users of
groundwater in ln\d‘n;_ding potznt climate impacts to beneficial uses and
users, the land uses and pro Finterests potentially affected by the use of
groundwater in the basin, the types )f parties representing those interests, and the
nature of tion'with thase parties. This section should also identify whether
proundster recharge is'a designated beneficial use in the appropriate Basin Plan (per
Regjdhal Water Quality Control Board), and discuss potential locations for groundwater

The current d.qﬁ P states that the “beneficial uses™ evaluated in this GSP are not
suictlysynnnw us with those analyzed in the Basin Plan, It is of no benefit to the GSA
or the community for the GSP *beneficial uses” to be different from the Basin Plan
"Beneficial uses;” these should be consistent.

Groundwater recharge nor habitat preservation / restoration are currently not included
as beneficial uses in the GSP, even though they are included in the Colorado River Basin
Plan. Is this because there is no active recharge currently exists in the subbasin? v

11
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The GSA should: a) consider ineluding groundwater recharge and habitat A
preservation/restoration (especizlly in the washes/creeks & the Anza Borrego Desert
State Park) as a beneficial use in the GSP, &nd b) seek modification at the Regional
Water Board to the existing Beneficial Use Designations to ensure consistency between
the Basin Plan and the GSP.

The curvent draft GSP lists de minimus users as a beneficial user in this section, but
then includes them with municipal users in the water budget. This is misleading and
affects proper analysis. This section should be augmented to inclu
description of issues affecting the supply and beneficial uses of water.

Additionally, the GSP shontd distinguish between domestic well o¥agrs knd small water

systems independent of the municipal water supply in the, ‘t&- budg
e} 215 Natice and Communication ( \.
The notice and communication section is required to include the following:

+ Anexplanation of the Agency’s (GSAs) decision-making process.

» Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of how
public input and response will be used.

* A description of bow the Agency (GSA) encourages the active involvement of
diverse social, cuttural, and economic elements of the population within the 08-12
basin. vy Cant.

* The method the Agency (GSA) shall follow to inform the public about progress

implementing the Plan, including the status of profects and actions.,
Essentially, this sem nz include a ture communication strategy. Rather, this

section merely describes communicated with the public (essentially just
fulfilling min{mum-brown irements).; no real communication strategy, just

explaining how they met brown act viclation; no explanation of decision-maldng, just
how they engaged with the ACY

This sectjon should alsg'describe how climate change and related uncertainties,
available paﬁon tegics, groundwater recharge potential and available
optimization ies (including potential land use changes) are integrated into the
GSA’s comm tion strategy. The current draft GSP includes absolutely no mention of
climate impacts, nor is there any mention of groundwater recharge opportunities.

The current drft GSP states that there is currently no program to actively replenish the
aquifer, and that aquifer storage and recovery are not being considered as an option at .
this time because using imported water to recharge the basin was determined to be
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economically infeasible. However, the GSP should consider other forms of managed
aquifer recharge, such as stormwater capture and agricultural runoff management.

The communication section should adequately outline the types of outreach performed
throughout the GSP process and how outreach will continue moving forward. The
current draft GSP includes little mention of how diverse groups were engaged; nor does
it include future plans to share progress with these groups. Disadvantaged Communities
(*DAC') and Severely Disadvantaged Communities (“SDAC are not mentioned even
onee in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan, despite the entire Borrego Subbasin being
designated a SDAC.

GSP meetings should always be held at times and places that enable all stakehclders to
participate in at least some of the meetings. All Barrego Subbasin GSA Adwﬂy'
Committee Meetings were held during work hours, thus precluding many mmmunny
members from attending.

Meetings, cutreach, and education materials should always be translated into
appropriate langunges spoken in the community. Meetings shou should: provide services such
&s meals and/or childeare to enable work:mg families to at‘tend. While the current draft
GSP does refer to translated materials, these materials are not included in the
stakeholder engagement plan, nor are translation services in general mentioned in the
stakeholder engagemnent plan

Public comment should be taken during all meetings, and written comments should be
accepted thmughout the process. The current Draft GSP references targeted "SDAC
engagement” via a Propesition 1 Stakeholder Engagement grant. Yet, outcomes from
that engagement is not included in the draft GSP. This lack of information raises the
following questions: h

* gWhat was the feedback from outreach to “Domestic water users” and

"Disadvantaged and Severely Disadvantaged Communities?”
ow are these interests represented in the sustainability goals?
s How will they be included moving forward?

A st of all moetings, including times and loeations, should be included in the
communication section of the GSP. A sufficient number of meetings should be held to
ensure stakeholders have adequate opportunities to learn about the GSP creation
process and provide public comment. One public meeting, “Ad Hoe Comunittee on
Severely Disadvantaged Community (SDAC) Involvement,” occurred on 4/27/2018. Yet
attendance is listed as *unknown.” Mesting minutes and meseting agenda for this
convening are not listed on the website. The two most public meetings (“Community
Meetings" on 3/16/18 and 9/19/18) elso lack meeting minutes and agendas on the GSA
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website, despite the GSP referencing that these materials are on the wehsite, for either A
of the 2 mest public meetings.

The Notice and Communication section, as well as the Stukeholder Engagsment Plan for
the draft G5P is woefully lacking. This mises the following concerns: has there been
adequate stakeholder surveying and mapping? How were stakeholders informed of the
process? How are the interests of small businesses, the tourism industry, and residents
represented in the GSP? What were the key messages shared?

To remedy these shorteamings, the GSA should:

¢ Provide responses to the questions above in the Notice and Commumnications
section of the GSP; A -

 Identify the outreach plan moving forward through GSP implementation,
especially in development and implementation of Projects and'Mmgament
Actions;

» Describe how public comments and feedback are incorporated into the GSP;

» Provide more opportunities for public input (e ., more Community Meetings
with agendas and minutes pested online) with special effort to ensure these
meetings are nccommodating of all community members;

+ Determine how the stakeholder engagement plan will be evaluated and adapted 0812
moving forward, and share that methodulog'y with alt stakeholders. Cont,

‘The Borrego Subbasin G3A must augment its stakehelder engagement plan and
communication section of the GSP to incorporate the following changes:
+ Post meeting minutes and agendas from gll community meetings;
« Identify specifically which/where vilnerable community groups are;
¢ Explain how vulnerable communities have been (and should be) engaged;
» Describe the major concerns of community members as identified by community
members; L4
Establish a process for incorporating public input inte GSP revisions;
* “Determine how the Stakeholder Engagement Plan will be evaluated and regularly
upda

2.1.6 Additional GSP Elements

According to CWC Section 10727.4, the GSP must describe the "processes to review land
use plans and efforts to coordinate with land use planning agencies to assess activities
that potentially create risks to groundwater quality or quantity.” While the current draft
GSP does indeed list the relevant land use planning documents, there is no description
of the process followed, or that will continue to be used, for reviewing and coordinating
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with other land use planning activities This section of the GSP must be augmented to
{ully nmeet the regulatory requirerment.

This section of the GSP should describe how soil conditions and land use may further
impact groundwater dependent ecosystems and how to mitigate such impacts. It should
also eonsider an increase on water storage losses due to higher limate change
temperatures, The current draft GSP includes no mention what so ever of potential

temperatures; it merely mentions loss of storage in the context of
transfers. The GSP should be augmented to address these inad

32510 Setting
aj 2 21 Hydrologieal Conceptual Mode!

The Hydrological Conceptual Model (HCM) should specify which aquifers are the main
souree of water for drinking water purposes, as well as or‘DACs,}museholds relylng on
private wells, small community water sﬁfem.s, and school districts, The current draft
GSP identifies the upper aquifer as the fagin solfee of watepin the subbasin historically.
Yet, this section does not explicitly state Whether i is alspthe shallow aquifer that serves
as the main source of water for DACs, ho d.srey:ing on private wells, small
community water systems, arid dchool d:strgs. This must be rectified by including more
Information on the up) s it pertal ¥ community drinking water.

For nquifers of in for drinking water,wells, the HCM should specify the averall
water bearing charncterls&a the aquﬂ{r (e.g., overall water quality, overall water
production capacity,.vertt L extent, hydraulic conductivity, and storativity)

The shouldqua’ ‘howmuch recharge can be accomplished in different
b eclogic environments/aquifers, and particularly provide a brief description of
potenm% ts and concerns of the potential recharge areas,

The HCM should
quality co

attentive to information provided for shallow aquifers and water

b) 2 2 2 Current and Histonc Groundwater Conditions

Groundwater Elevgtion

The HCM should elearly state specific groundwater levels in relation to various land
uses, In particular, the HCM should note where first-encountered groundwater is
relatively deep; where groundwater users reliant upon shallower wells; and where users

08-12
Cont.
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may not have the resources to drill new, deeper wells. Special notice should be given to A
drinking water uses. The current draft GSP provides no information regarding
dewatering of wells, rehabilitation costs, rehabilitation data, or any other information
about the impacts to DACs. The GSP should, but does not currently include a map
identifying the locations of all drinking water systems, DACS, and areas of eritical
lowering of GW levels. The GSP should use monitoring wells screened for a specific
aquifer, not combining aquifers, so as to indicate whether, and if so where, dewatering

of wells is occurring.

Groundwater Quality

This section of the plan should include 8 map of known gro itions,
including sensitive uses and users of groundwater that pacted or ened
to be impacted.

According to the GSP, “The lateral] distribution of. i monitoring network
that measure groundwater quality is limited, anTdx to the outer portions
of each management arsa.” The GSP also notes that "h ity, poor-quality connate

water is thought to oceur in deeper formational materials

well as shallow groundwater in ﬂmmm:y?mexomgo SiKin the southern portion

of the Plan Area " The GSA needs more Rnitg di minimus” domestic well 08-12
users and small water systems, especiallyyegs patential impacts to Cont
disadvantaged community members and cost ons for remediation. The GSP '

; nofhowthmisumwﬂlbeaddmed
management actions.

fient, costs, watep quiality data, or any other information regarding the impacts to
2 tﬁod communjties. This should elso mclude a map noting the locations of all

nitrate levels il some drinking water wells. This is referenced in the GSF, but not
adequately.

¢) 2 2 3 Water Budget information

The water budget should include historical use of groundwater for afl types of uses and
users, in particular the uses of small drinking water systems, regardless of whether they v
will be subject to pumping restrictions. Future use for drinking water needs must utilize
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data from sources such as county general plans and LAFCo documents (e g, population A
projections and water demand forecasts),

The historic groundwater use percentages in the Borrego Subbasin (i.e., 70%
agriculture, 20% golf course, 10% municipal) is not sustainable. This section should
include a description of how historical eonditions have impacted the ability of BWD and
the County of San Diego to  manage the basin within sustainable yield. F‘urther

including domestic/di minimus users with the overall municipal users @hter budget and
municipal pumping reductions is both inappropriate and inaccural ese uses must be
separated and accounted for independently in the water budg

Dats used to develop the water budget is out dated and in tately reprwenhs
groundwater conditions in the subbasin. The GSP m

exclude data sets producing a biased result. For examp!e. the hydm]ogsml moﬂelmg
projections currently used in the draft GSP includst t:lma.Ee }E"extendmg far back in
time, prior to when pumping began, and do not L1 to aewunt shiits in the
hydrologic regime which have occutrred as a result of . The water budget

currently does not (and [gyst) consider pro ected ns due to land

fallowing and water conservation,

08B-12
These inadequacies must be addressed in g “fGr rth:, ter budget to accurately Cont
represent present groundwater conditions pp-urt the sustainability goal. '

d} 224 Managemenureas

The purpose ofth)s_@mstoensure management areas are designed in a way to
protect, rather than ha partlcular and users of groundwater. Management areas
should be designed to set irements near vulnerable drinking water sources.
The curre;:ﬁm@.‘il"pmw dication of where potentially vulnerable drinking
water satirce are inthe ement areas. The GSP should include a map
{dcnlfyl & locati c&' all drinking water systems, DACs, and areas of particular
thi€at from ns\uwermg df groundwater lavels,

Elchapters: Sustainable Management Critena

a) 31 Sustainability Goal

According to 23 CCR § 334.24, the GSP must include a sustainability goal using
information from the basin setting to establish measures that will ensure sustainable
yield, and describe a realistic path to achieving the gosl over a 20-year period. The
sustainability goal should also consider all beneficial uses and users susceptible to harm
from changing groundwater conditions over the 20-year time frame. Y
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The GSP’s primary sustainability goal, and five sub-goals, are brief and overly broad. As A
previously stated, utilizing the BVHM modsling from 1045-2010 that cites groundwater
conditions from a time period before major agricultural development began, does not
accurately reflect the current hydrogeological make-up of the basis, nor does it consider
future impacts from climate change. The GSP should use the most recent data and
hydrogeologic modeling that includes potential impacts from climate change, and
exclude data sets producing a hiased result,

Of the five sub-goals, only two of them explicitly consider dom ‘wgwncrs {chronic

lowering of groundwater levels and water quality concerns), cals aren't
tied back to the basin setting, nor do they identify specific vﬁq&rable these
goals impacts the sustainable yield, .

1t is unclear whether the sustainability goal intendé is ta a re-SGMA impacts, or
maintain current conditions.

‘The sustzinability goal explains how Ia;;duseand groundwater e was considered
towards achieving the sustainsbility g uﬁﬁim@ implementation

local determination of the sustainable iteria (sustainability goal, 08-12
undesirable results, minimum thresholds, m hle ohjectives). Cont

3 2 Undesirable Resufls’
6 poaslB];,nmainability indicators: Only considering 3
of the 6 possible sustmna@h i 4

1. Chronie Lowe: ofGr::sd%t Levels
o

sense to not consider seawater intrusion, but land

- } 2 LY 1S

The GSP acciratelyidentifies d minimus users as ons of the groups most vulnerable to
lowering grou ter levels, and cites the technical, financial and geographic
constraints these users face when compared to better resourced pumpers like BWD or
larger agricuttural users, While this is notable, it is unclear how outreach wes conducted
to help better understand the negative impacts different stakeholders are experiencing
due to declining groundwater levels, Some alternative means of obtaining water for de-
minimis and domestie pumpets who can no longer pump are mentioned in the plan,
however these alternatives lack further discussion in the minimum thresholds,
measurable chjectives, or projects and management actions. ¥
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It's noted that the some di minimus wells may cutrently lack aecess to adequate water, A
and may be close to the BWD water distribution system, however the project
management actions fail to discuss how consolidation is being considered for these di
minimus users. The GSP includes figures (i.e. Figure 3.2-4) with average domestic well
depths, however this map should include specific well data to better identify the most
vulnerable areas,

The GSP also reports, “The exact number of agricultural and domestit wells that have
been abandoned and re-diilled deeper and/or relecated due to tion rate loss from
declining groundwater levels is not known. However, anecdotsl infomation and ﬁe‘[d
observations have confirmed that macnvc wc!ls exist throps "- Plan A

the highest bar as maintaining eurrent conditions, or e

Minimum Threshold for Chroni .-wmlh\v nawater Levels;

The mitimum threshold for chronic lowgking.of r levels is based principally
on the documented screen intervals of kel muis r wells and domestic/de- 08-12
minimis wells located in the bagin, however not all éf'the de-minimus wells have
accurate data to identify yliare arisk welluaybe located. The GSP showld indicate Conl.
how the GSA's intend p{mpriye jvell monit3gg data for di minimus users as part of

the interim milestopés ~

Measurabla Obiective fo Chromic Lawering of Groundwater Levels:

The GSP __;,_1 0528 \gﬂ ping cuts for agriculturs], municipal, and recreational

desggiption of how different uses and users of groundwater
v er the measurable objectives and interim milestones will
iltty goal as it pertains to the most vulnerable uses of
2 b i minimus users and small water systems, It is unelear how the
rnnrgin of siife ects di minimus users, In addition, the outlined 5-year evaluation

'EVBI.'

i ter St
Lowering groundwater levels are intrinsically linked with decreased groundwater
storage, however the , and begins to address how the sustainability goals will impact the
San Diego County General Plan and Borrego Spring Community Plan,
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Degraded Water Ouslity

Must include how stakeholders will be engaged throughout these interim avaluations,
specifically how to set MT's for growers in the region to meet ag needs.

Increased need for monftoring water quality in domestic wells. Indicate how the GSP
will integrate with the RQCB ‘Basin Plan' groundwater quality chjectives.

Minimum Threshold/M ble Objecti

The GSP fails to indicate how these will be determined or met.

&) 3 § Monitoring Network
Data gap in 3.5.4.2 - Well screened in multiple aquifers
- Screen can be slots or other measure that allows ugh and lids out
- Water comes from the aquifer into the wall
= When you're using a menitoring well that is

-Chapter 4: Projects and Manage

However it is unclear how riority RMA's (land fallowing and pumping

reductions) will im?m i wal users
Expected benefits d.qetrics for evall._lyon for each PMA do a poor job of mentioning
how PMA's will impact grgundwater-dépendent vulnerable groups

ders (see feedback in Section 4.0), therefore
of project goals, timelines, benefits, and risks

should hold public meetings to gather input on the PMA's via
inga (appropriate meeting times, translation and childcare

Notes: According to public mestings posted on the GSA website, there was no
'Community Meeting” held to discuss the projects and management actions - the most
recent Advisory Committee meeting (Jan 2019) includes slides on the PMA's and how to
provide input, however, minutes from the meeting aren't posted (incorrect minutes aro
posted from Aug 2018); AN} as seen from the previous schedule of Adis Committee
meetings, these meetings tend to take place beginning at 10:00 am during workdays

08-12
Comnt.
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-Chaptcr 5: Plan Implementation

TBD
<ol Review Templates (attached) 0OB8-12
lstakeholder Engagement & DACs Cont
Bcimate
BRecharge
21
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Letter O8

Commenter: Jennifer Clary, Water Program Manager, Clean Water Action
Date: May 21, 2019

08-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates your comments on
the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and participation in two
referenced meetings.

08-2 The GSA acknowledges your request to provide additional information in the GSP
regarding how successful efforts to reach all classes of beneficial users, where is
more effort — or a different approach — needed and specifically interested in your
success in reaching domestic well users. We note your questions regarding the
success of general public engagement and efforts to Spanish-speaking residents.
Additionally, you ask to identify how input received was incorporated and to
provide more specifics about how the plan was amended in response to public input.
In response, the Borrego Water District (BWD) placed into the administrative
record, the SDAC [Severely Disadvantaged Community] Impact/Vulnerability
Analysis (Task 2 Report) prepared by Environmental Navigation Services Inc.,
dated April 15, 2019. The report was prepared to understand the implications that
the implementation of Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) will
have on the SDAC population of Borrego Springs.

08-3 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the communications plan is woefully
lacking in detail and hope that that it can be amended in the final plan. Specifically,
you request clarification on the role of the Advisory Committee in the final plan,
and what are the goals, strategies and tactics for stakeholder outreach and
communications. In addition, the GSA notes that the commenter believes the key
goal of the plan should be to educate residents and beneficial users about the need
to raise funds for plan implementation. Finally, the commenter asks whether the
$6,000 for outreach identified in Table 5-2 is sufficient to accomplish GSA
objectives. In response, as stated in the Memorandum of Understanding, the
Advisory Committee was formed for Plan Development. The primary purpose of
the GSA under SGMA is to develop a GSP to achieve long-term groundwater
sustainability, SGMA requires and directs GSAs to involve stakeholders and
interested parties in the process to regulate groundwater. The purpose of outreach
activities as described in the GSP was to provide individual stakeholders and
stakeholder organizations, and other interested parties an opportunity to be
involved in the development and evaluation of the GSP. Lastly, the GSP includes

draft Fina ndwate anageme 3 g g aale 8
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an initial estimate of $6,000 for outreach activities, which will be evaluated during
implementation of the GSP.

The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding identifying which wells were
potentially compromised due to water quality issues or the lowering of the groundwater
table. Specifically, which domestic wells will potentially be impacted by increasing
groundwater contamination and lowering groundwater levels? How does the plan
identify those impacts and when and how would mitigation efforts be triggered? Also,
the GSA notes your comment that the plan seems to confuse mitigation with additional
plan actions and that your interpretation is that mitigation requires the impacted party
to be directly assisted. The Draft GSP specifically discusses in Section 3.2.1 Chronic
Lowering of Groundwater Levels — Undesirable Results that “Overall, there are 77
domestic wells in DWR’s well completion report database.

As shown Figure 3.2-4, four of the township and range sections have water levels
estimated to be below the bottom of the well in the section. Furthermore, 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” (Draft GSP page 3-10).

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
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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 (Draft GSP page 3-8).

Table 2.2-6 Management Area Background Water Quality indicates that in water
quality in the Subbasin is good and generally meets regulatory standards for
intended beneficial use. Available Subbasin-wide data does not suggest that
domestic wells will be impaired by increasing groundwater contamination. That
said, the GSA recognizes that there has historically been limited sampling of
domestic wells in the Subbasin by public agencies. The County of San Diego
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) Land and Water Quality Division,
requires that all building permit applicants demonstrate that their private water well
supply is potable prior to occupancy or change of use,

The DEH reviews the water testing results submitted by the owner or their certified
laboratory to verify potable quality for domestic use. However, it remains the
responsibility of the private well owner to maintain the ongoing health standards
and safety of their water supply. At a minimum, testing for bacteria and nitrates is
required by an owner or applicant to verify a potable water supply prior to County
issuance of a building or septic system permit. If the water sample results do not
meet health standards for drinking water, or if an applicant fails to submit water
testing results from a private water well, building occupancy will not be granted by
the County (County of San Diego 2019). By proactively monitoring groundwater
levels and groundwater quality in the Subbasin, the GSA will be able to ascertain
if undesirable results to domestic well owners will potentially result in impairment
to beneficial use.

It is noted that private domestic wells require regular maintenance and typically
have an average lifespan of 30 to 50 years with pump lifespans of 4 to 10 years.
One well failing in the Subbasin does not necessarily indicate an impairment or an
undesirable result. Well failure can be the result of several factors including but not
limited to age, well casing material and depth, screen and filter pack clogging due
to bio-fouling or mineral encrustation and poor well construction. Ifit is determined
that declining groundwater levels or deteriorating water quality is the result of
management actions taken by the GSA, then the GSA will evaluate potential
impacts and options at that time.

draft Final Groundwater Management Plan for the Borrego Springs Groundwater Subbasin
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The GSA acknowledges your comment that the plan reference the Irrigated Lands
Regulatory Program. The Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program is already described
in Draft GSP Section 2.1.2 Water Resources Monitoring and Management
Programs. We note your comment that East San Joaquin River Program required
that all domestic wells be tested for nitrates and that all agricultural operations
should develop and implement irrigation and nutrient management plans to limit
their discharge of nitrates to groundwater. )

The GSA appreciates your comment regarding how the Projects and Management
Actions will be prioritized if the GSP is to reach the sustainability goal by 2040.
First and foremost, Projects and Management Actions that result in a reduction in
water demand at the lowest cost may affect prioritization, taking into account the
magnitude of required reduction to reach the sustainability goal. Not all of the
Projects and Management Actions need to be implemented simultaneously and
depending on results of additional study and monitoring, some Projects and
Management Actions such as the Water Quality Optimization Program and/or the
Intra-Subbasin Water Transfers may not be required to be implemented but have
been included in the Draft GSP should future monitoring prove impairment of
beneficial water use due to groundwater quality degradation or supply.

The Water Trading Program is a proposed Project and Management Action and
expected to be implemented; however it is unclear how the commenter concluded
that the GSP states that “definitively that this is something that it definitely will do”
as this text does not appear anywhere in the Draft GSP. The GSA notes your
concern that the timeline for implementing [water trading] is too ambitious.

The GSA notes the comment that water conservation action provides explicit
savings and that in the Final GSP, it would be helpful to quantify expected
conservation for each identified measures, along with costs for each. Detailed
development of measures and of costs is part of the Water Conservation Program
development and not part of GSP development. Preliminary measures and
associated costs are provided in Draft GSP Section 4.3 Projects and Management
action No. 2 — Water Conservation.

The GSA acknowledges that the commenter agrees with the metering requirement
for the pumping reduction program and looks forward to proposals to ensure that
any program to track metered water use is effectively enforced. In addition, the
GSA notes the commenter agrees that some agricultural fallowing will be necessary
to meet the 2040 sustainability goal and measurable objectives. Also, the GSA

draft Final Groundwater Management Plan for the Borrego Spangs Groundwater Subbasin
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acknowledges that the commenter hopes this effort will be informed by an analysis
of the impact of fallowing on farm workers and how that impact might be mitigated.

The GSA notes your request to clarify the intent of the Water Quality Optimization
Program. In brief the Water Quality Optimization Program is a proposed mitigation
measure should beneficial water use be harmed by impaired water quality in the
future. The GSP emphasizes that available data do not suggest that existing water
quality is impairing any beneficial uses. Should future monitoring prove
impairment of beneficial water uses due to groundwater quality degradation the
GSA would conduct analysis to determine the cause of the impairment and
determine feasible mitigation options. This process is described in Section 4.6.1,
Water Quality Optimization Program Description, of the Draft GSP.

The GSA notes that the Borrego Valley Endowment Fund retained the Local
Government Commission on behalf of the Borrego Valley Stewardship Council to
conduct independent review of the Draft GSP. The GSA notes the comment to
establish necessary land use, water management and community governance
policies that will accelerate achievement of a sustainable Borrego Springs. The
GSA notes the comment that all work products be included in the body of the GSP
and not included solely as attachments or appendices. The GSA notes the comment
regarding proportional reductions. The GSA notes the comment regarding
accelerated pumping reductions. The GSA notes the assertion that existing data and
anecdotal evidence illustrates that groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs)
within the Subbasin, especially within the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park,
continue to experience undesirable results. The GSA points out that your letter
provides no data or anecdotal evidence to support this general conclusion regarding
GDEs. The GSA acknowledges your comment regarding stakeholder engagement
and DAC considerations being inadequate, and your request to strengthen outreach
and document engagement in the GSP. The GSA notes your comment regarding
land use changes and groundwater recharge potential. Specifically you request
evaluation of land use zoning and evaluation of impacts on both water quality and
recharge.

The commenter is referred to the GSA’s response to Letter 012,

er Subbasin
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Comment Letter 0%

BORRECO
= \/ILL.?\ 3

< 21 A\SIOCIATYON

HURKECHD SERINGS § ALIRIKNTA

r

May 2t, 2019

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Services

C/Q fim Beanet)

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 350

San Dicgo, CA 92123
Re Groundwater Sustaipability Plan
Bomego Villey Groundwater Basin
Borrego Spnings Sub-basin

Dear Mr Benrien1,

I 2m wnting en behalf of the Borrego Vlhge Aawcuaon (BVA) 1 501{eX6) nom-profit
corporation, whose mission is to facilitate p of the Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park and the unincorporated village of Bomgn Springs Our mission is
predicated on the pmmse that through sustainable economic development we will be able 10
grow our community tufficiently to be sble ta sustain healthy schools, s more robust healtheare
delsvery system, and heality businesses that support our populaiian

{ e grateful to you and the other members of he Core Team who have worked liretessty
on our behalf' 1o ¢reate the draft Groundwater Sustamnabibity Plan We undersuand that while
SOMA directly addresses hydrologcal T3sues, than it 15 the intent of SGMA 1o leave communities
such a5 ours a3 healihy and economically vibrant Inthis ieganl, SGMA and the mission of the
Bomego Village Association are well ligned

The purpose of this letter is to urticulate gur strong oppesition to the concept of
I’rcporﬂoul Reducthons 1cross all sectoes of current water sers, i ¢ & 70.75% reduction from
linc all for Municipal Users as well as Agricutture and Recreation In our view,

Proponiional Reductions arc comp[tle!y inappropriste and unnecessary based on current tnd

histone pumping fevels Municips! Users account for a frecion of the water pumped by
Agriculture and a half of whal is pumped by Recreauon Neither of these industines 15
sustainable, thus requiring the community 1 ransian 1o lower walersuse industnes, e g
tounsm, that wall suppon the long-term econcmic tusiainability of ihe regon

BORREGD VILLAGE ASSOCIATION PO BO 1132 BORREGO SPAINGS CA 92004

January 2020
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Letter O9

Commenter: J. David Garmon, M.D., Acting President, Borrego Village
Association
Date: May 21, 2019

09-1: The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenter’s
opposition to proportional reductions and that Borrego Water District (BWD)
would not be subject to reductions below 1,700 acre-feet per year.

While the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) does not set specific groundwater
use 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 comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 010

From- Nancy L Celing <NCallrs@ rwglaw com»>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 304 PM

To: LJEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Letter to County of 5an Drago

Attachments: Latter to County of San Diego pdf

Atiached please find a letter from James Markman regarding the abovesreferenced matter, The onginal is being
sent via first-class mail.

Nancy

Nancy L. Calling
Legal Secretary

Irwg

RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON
1 Chvic Center Orele

P O Box 105%

Brea, CA 92822-1059

T: 714950 0901 x602

F: 71459906230

Et neollins@rwyiaw com

W: pwelaw.com

Secretary to James L Morkman,
Poula Gutierrez Baera, Roy Clarke
ond tsra Shoh
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- Py Sustainability Plan for the Borrego Springs Groundwater Basin ~ —————5, © - -
T pesesies . 7 ) T el - s o
—_— L - a A am
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the SGMA pracess for the Borfego Springs Groundwater Basin. There ls one specificcomment . ¢ ",
which wa heseby provide to you reganding the District's Baseline Pumping Allocation quantified - ™ .
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County of San Diego
Manning & Development Services
May 21, 2019 Page | 2

Please respond or cal) at your convenience If you would like addit/anal Information about the
District’s Input and suggestion stated in this {etter,

Very truly yours,
Sfoon L H oS

James L Matkman

e Mark Stevens, Superintendent
Borrego Springs Unifled School District

10000 D130 175 ko

RILHARLDS WATSON GERSHONY
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Letter O10

Commenter: James L. Markman, Borrego Springs Unified School District
! Date: May 21, 2019

010-1: The commenter’s claim is that the water rights of the School District are superior
to other appropriators, which include the Borrego Water District. The letter further
requests that this right be considered when developing a rampdown or reduction
program. The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP and calls
for a legal conclusion to which the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) is
not required to respond. Therefore, no further response is required or necessary.

While the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) does not set specific groundwater
use 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 (afier 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 scenaric where groundwater use
reductions could be developed.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP and calls for a legal
conclusion to which the GSA is not required to respond. Therefore, no further
response is required or necessary.

yater Subbasin
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Comment Letter 011

Froms: Martha Dexhler e<mdeswchier® bsusd net>

Sent: Tuesdiry, May 21, 20193 27 FM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Borrega Springs GSP

County of San Diego May 17, 2018
Planning and Devalopmert Services

% Jim Bennett

5510 Overiand Ave Sults 310
San Dlego, CA. 92123

Ref. Groundwater Sustaimabifity Plan
Baorrege Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrege Springs Sub-basin

Dear Jim Bennett;

| have much respact for the tune and process the County, Borrego Water Cealtion, Bomego Water District,
Advisory Council and other inferested parties have put Into the creation of the Groundwater Sustainabilty Plan.
ithas been a long, complicated and at times arducus journey requiring much patience and willingness to listen
on everyone's part - eapecially yours Thank you for your time and your expertise on behalf of Borrege Springs

| am writing In reaction to the Dratt GSP's lack of any reference ta the results of the Environmental Navigation
Services, Inc study of our SDAC (Severely Disadvantaged Community) | am referring specifically to the high
cost of water for our local low-Income residents as well as the potential loss of employment when golf courses
and agriculture are reduced and’or eliminated These two aspects of our water situation could have drastic
impacts on the economic viability of cur community With koss of jobs, families will move out of Borrego in search
of employment and the kcal Infrastructure will suffer Specifically, schools will kuse students, kse state funding,
lay off teachers and become a skeleton of a school district wih high school becoming an online program for a
few .

The loss of our labor farce will impact the local economy as housekeepers, gardeners, dishwashers, laborers
and other low skilled workers leave our valley in search of employment elsewhere The Infrastructure of our
village depends on these workers and their families, their leaving will have a definits negatve Impact. In addition,
a town without chicren B truly not a vable place

Flease conskier the plight of our low Income citlzens as well as the plight of our town as you porxier next steps
[n our GSP

Sincerely,
Marttia Dekchler

School Community Lialson
Barrego Springs Unfied School Distnct *

o111
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Letter O11

Commenter: Martha Deichler, School Community Liaison, Borrego Springs

draft Fing
January 2020

Unified School District
Date: May 17, 2019

011-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates comments from
the Borrego Springs Unified School District. The commenter asserts that
implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) will result in loss of
employment and labor force, and result in substantial reduction of population
leading to an absence of children. The commenter is referred to the response to
Comment O12-5 regarding consideration of Severely Disadvantaged
Communities (SDACs).

er Subbiasin
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Comment Letter 012

Bennett, Jim

From: Dawid Garmen <ydgarmonBme.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 20194 40 PM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, FDS

Ca [harw Johpson

Subject: Groundwater Sustainability Plan Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Attachments: BVSC Comment Letter pdf

Dear Him,

Please find attached below the comment letter from Diane lohnsan, who is the Stewardship Council rep tative
tothe AC, Diane i traveling from Canada today snd has asked ma to subimit this letter on her behalf,

Thank you, ¥

David

draft Eing (1KY,
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Borrego Valley Stewardship Council

Borrego Springs, CA
May 21, 2019
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services
C/Cr hm Bennett

5510 Overdland Avenue, Sute 310

San [ego, CA 92123
Re: Groundwaler Sustainability Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrego Springs Sub-basin

Dear Mr. Bermett,

Pleaso acoept tus roview of the draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) from
the Borrego Velley Stewardship Council. The Stewardship Council is an umbrella
mgmiz:mmin Borrego Spnings composed of bminesses, ron-profits, and goveanmental
agencies, Please visit our webste fora lxslmg of our institutional signatories &t

The Botrego Valley Stewardship Councl 18 committed to tha sustinable
development and growth of the Bomego region in its entirety. As such, we have great
interest in most aspects of the GSP m described below.

We are gratefil for the diligent work you end your team have put into this process
aver tha 1ast two years, snd we ook forward to conhiquing to work with you and your
team for the beslth and vitality of the Borrego Valley.

. DETAILED REVIEW OF THE G5P BY CHAPTER
Chapter 1: Intrecuction

drafl Final G
January 2020
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1.2 Sustainability Goal
The Sustainability Goal should be based on climate change impacts and future
conditions, and should ackmowledge that maxdmizing groundwater recharge will
be a necessary component of achieving sustainability. The current draft GSP
makes no reference to climate change impacts on achieving the sustainability
goal; nor does it reference soil conditions, vecharge rates, or land use change
impacts on achieving that sustainability goal. In fact, the sustainability goal as
stated in the draft GSP is not a goal at alt — but simply a restatement of the intent
of SGMA. 1t is extremely vague and not quantified in this section. Thisis
completely madequate and must be resolved.

1.3.1 Organization and Management Structure
The GSA should include personnel with a focus on climate change effects on
groundwater conditions and recharge rates. There is no clear identification that
any of the staff on the GSA “Core Team™ or Advisory Committee (AC) have
background or expertise in either soil science or considering the impacts of land
use on groundwater conditions, However, the organizational structure does
include broad representation from relevant sectors. Personnel from the state park
may be equipped to address dimate change, but this is unclear. Similarly, the
BVSC representative should uphold climate change concerns, but it Is unclear
whether they have the necessary expertise. The G5SA should seck to ensure the
Core Team and AC is populated with adequate expertise on both climate science,
soil science, and hydrology. The GSP should be updated to include a thorough
description of the requisite background of Core Team and AC members.

1.3.3 Implementation Costs
Estimated coshs to implement tha GSP, and the GSA’s approach to meeting those
costs should include costs related to elimate change impacts and adaptation, as
well a5 costs to implement groundwater recharge. The current draft GSP includes
no reference to soil conditions, recharge, or land use impacts or changing
conditions as a result of elimate change, and how these changing conditions could
affect GSP implementation costs. The GSP implementation cost estimate does
include a 10% contingency, but this is drastically incufficient, given the lack of
detail in the current projects and management actions and implementation
budget. The GSP implementation cost estimates need to be re-evaluated in
conjunction with more detail being provided to the projects and managemoent
actions,

yater Subbasin
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Further, a thorough analysis of projected costs, and how the GSA will raise those 012-4
funds, needs to be conducted 10 determine the potential impacts to vulnerable Cont
communities, and how to mitigate those impacts. '

Chapter 2: Plan Area & Basin Setting
Plan Area

a) 2.1.1 Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other Features

Disadvantaged Communities

‘This section should include specific reference to disadvantaged communities. The
current draft includes no specific reference to whers most vulnerable community
members (¢.g., specific neighborhoods or population groups) within the subbasin
are located.

This section should include locations and extent of communities dependent upon
groundwater and noting where community wells are located near higher
production wells, such as irrigation wells, that could potentially kmpact domestie
well users’ groundwater supply or quality. The current draft includes a map with 0125
density of wells per square mile, but does not include a map of the 52 "de minimis
extractors,” such as the 49 domestie wells in the subbasin and small water
systems, Despite the requirement of SGMA not extending to de minimis users,
the Borrego Subbasin GSP should include these users, because the overall water
budget for the entire basin is relatively small, thus “de minimis” users actually
make up a recognizable percentage of total extractors.

This section should represent various portions of the basin dependent upon
groundwater for beneficial uses, including communities dependent upon
groundwater for domestic uses. While the draft plan dees map existing land use
designatlons and zonlng, it does not Include specifle data by land use on
groundwater dependent users; all of the Borrego community and all users are
groundwater dependent, This should be explicitly stated and mapped.

&) 2.1.2 Water Rasources Monitoring and Managamant Programs

Monitoring & Regulatory Alignment
This sertion should note where monitoring programs are located and where there
may be gaps in monitoring. Components of the monitoring plan should include: 0126
1) if stakeholders have requested additional monitoring; 2} either when
additional monitoring will be Implemented or why the request will not be
approved at this time; and 3} water-relevant climate, land use and recharge Y
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variables (such as land use, soil conditions, precipitation, temperature, and A
evapotranspiration).

‘The current draft GSP highlights BWID's existing tiered rate structure, but does
not indicate how this relates to water affordability for lower ncome groups. The
draft provides a clear description of plan area geographic bounds, contributing
watersheds, and land use designations wath size and percent land cover.
However, monitoring only lists the groundwater elevation monitoring wells
included in CASGEM. No reference is made to soifl conditions, precipitation,
temperature, or evapotranspiration. Demand Offset Mitigation Water Credits
Policy is the only management program in the section that adequately desceribes
how this will impact or aligns with the GSP. All other programs induded should
follow this model, and this level of detnil. These components need to be
incorporated into the monitoring plan.

‘The current draft GSP references that the County Groundwater Ordinance will
need to be evalusted and possikly revised to ensure consistency with GSP
sustainability goals, but provides no guidance on what that would look like. There
is also no information on meirics measured, past impacts, or antidpated future
fmpacts. 0126
The curent draft GSP does  sufficient job explaining the impact of wells to the Cont.
GSP, but still includes no metries and no real information on how this
information will be incorporated into the GSP,

This section raises a number of quastions:
* How does BWD's Conservation Management Program (including tieved
rates) determine water affordahility for low-income communities?
* How does the Draft GSP integrate with the 2009 Anza-Borrego Desert
IRWM Plan?
*  How will the GSP integrate into the Region 7 Water Quality Control Plan
for the Colorado River Basin?
* Why is there a discrepancy between BWD and the County’s Water
Credits Policy? As such, which water credits will be validated under the
GSP's Baseline Pumping allocations?
* How many wells have been applied for vs. approved since passage of SB
252 and release of this plan?
* How will domestic wells and small water systems be protected from
negative impacts of the baseline pumping all ocation?
Each of these questions mitist be answered favorably for this section to adequatdy
fulfill the requirements of the regulation. Y
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The current draft of this section only deseribes the applicable laws and A
regulations present in the basin; it needs to be augmented to describe how 012-6
monitoring of each of those programs will be incorporated into the GSP, how
those exdsting programs will kmit operational flexibility, and how the GSA will Cont.
adapt to those limits, 1

¢) 2.1.3 Land Use Elements of Topic Categories of Apphicable
Genara! Plans

'l‘h!s:ectinnol'theplanshouldldmﬁfy‘

disadvantaged and severely disadvantaged unincorporated communities;

* where water agency consolidations or service extensions are being
considered; -

* potential sources of contamination from current land use practices;

¢ expected land use changes due to climate change impacts or
development and socic-economic conditions, that may affect water
supply and water demands, as well as groundwater recharge rates;

* projected water demand as a result of dimates change or population
growth, and its impact on achieving the sustainability goal; and

* how dimate, lind 1xe and soil conditions fmpact groundwater recharge,
and the affect this may have on water supply and demands how the GSP
addresses those effects, 012-7

This curvent draft of this section does a very good job of identifying all the
policies that are relevant and in alignment with the GSP, but need to greater
spedficity on how the GSP will uphold or implement these various policies,

According to the San Diego County Groundwater Ordinance: "One of the
purposes of the ordinance is to ensure that development is not approved in
groundwater dependent areas of the County unless a project applicant can
demonstrate that there are adequate supplies available to serve both exsting and
proposed uses.” The existing Community Plan and General Plan land use policies
are listed in the draft GSP, but the degree of integration is inchided only as a
yes/no factor, This raises the questions,

1) How will the GSP affect the pre-existing San Diego County

Grourdwaler Ordinance? and

2} How will this impad pumping afocations?
These questions should be answered in this section of the GSP, as well as
providing detail cn how the integration requirement is met, and identifying in Y
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which section of both the GSP and the General Plan (GP)/ Community Plan (CF) A
this is discussed.

This section also fails to answer the following questions, necessary for meeting
the regulatory requirements:
¢+ Do current well permitting practices protect vulnerable water supply
sources, such as shallow wells (for all beneficlal uses)? 012-7
+ Are there documented instances of stakeholder concems i Cont
current land use or well ordinances impadting other beneficial uses? )
*  Which current ondinances need to be amended in order for the basin to
meet its sustainability goals?
+  Are the policies considered to implement the GSP actual policies that are
currently in existence, or policies that would need to be established?
Each of these questions must be sufficlently answered for this section to
adequately fulfill the requirements of the regulation.

Recharge

‘The San Ditgo County General Plan (GP) and Borrego Valley Community Plan
(CP) include positive policies to protect the basin from continued overdraft and
to minimize the knpact of stornwwater runoff (e.g., Goal LU-8; COS-5.2), yet
fnclude no mention what so ever of recharge. The current draft GSP should be
augmentad to include this information, and future GP / CP updates should do the
same.

The current draft GSP includes positive language regarding future GP and CP
needing to consider the sustainahility goals of the GSP. The draft language also
does an excellent job acknowledging the misalignment between agriculturat 0128
preservation goals in the General Flan and groundwater sustainability in the
Borrego subbasin. However, additional detail needs to be provided on how that
consideration and GP / CP updates will occur, as wel as how the agriculheral
preservation and groumdwater sustainability goals will be reconciled.

It is unclear whethor GP Conservation and Open Space Element, Goal COS-4:
Water Management, andfor C0OS-4.3 - "Maximize stormwater filtration andfor
infiltration” will promote groundwater recharge, or if it only refers to stormwater
mitigation where groundwater is not shallow. This pelicy should be clarified, and
potentially reevaluated to maximize groundwater recharge potential.

The discussion in this section of estimated buildout and impacts on the GSP is
inconsistent. The draft GSP states that Borrego could not meet the water needs if lO‘l 29
all allowable lots were built out, yet also states that implementation of existing

draft Fina ngwate anageme 0 g ale
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land use will not affect sustainabie management. The draft does, however,
acknowledge that updated buildout estimates should be considered In 012-9
conjunction with the GSP.

Climate

The GP includes a "climate change and land usa™ goal (LU-5) (e-g.,
"sustainability™), but there is absolutely no discussion of potential climate change
impacts on development patterns in the plan area. This section of the G5P needs
to address this gap in existing policy by identifying potential impacts of 012-10
increasing drought and evapotranspiration rates potentially making agriculture
unsuitable for the subbasin, and therefore potentially causing major change in
[and use patterns. Further, aorent policy nor the draft GSP indudes no
discussion what so ever of climate change impacts to water supply and demand,
or how the GSP will address those affects.

d) 2.1.4 Banaficial Uses and Users T

This section of the plan should indude a description of the bendficial nses and
users of groundwater in the basin, induding potential climate impacts to
beneficial uses and users, the land uses and property interests potentiafly affected
by the use of groundwater in the basin, the types of parties representing those
interests, and the nature of consultation with those parties. This section should
also identify whether groundwater recharge is a designated beneficial use inthe
appropriate Basin Flan (per Regional Water Quality Control Board), and diseuss
potential locations for groundwater recharge.

The current draft GSP states that the “beneficial uses” evaluated in this GSP are
not strictly syncnymous with these analyzed in the Basin Plan. It is of no benefit Of12-11
to the GSA or the community for the GSP "beneficial uses” to be different from
the Basin Plan "Beneficial uses;” these should be consistent.

Groundwater recharge nor habitat preservation / restoration are currently not
included as beneficial uses in the GSP, even though they are included in the
Colorado River Basin Plan, Is this because there is no active recharge currently
exists in the subbasin?

The GSA should: a) consider induding groundwater recharge and habitat
preservation/restoration (especially in the washes/creeks & the Anza Borrego
Desert State Park) as a benefidal use in the GSP, and b) seek modification at the
Regional Water Board to the existing Beneficfal Use Designations to ensure
consistency between the Basin Plan and the GSP. Y
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The current draft GSP lists de minimis users as a beneficial user in this section,
but then includes them with municipal users in the water budget, Thisis
misteading and affects proper analysis. This section should be augmented to
include a namative deseription of issues affecting the supply and benefidal uses
of groumdwater, Additionally, the GSF should distinguish between domestic weR
owners and small water systems independent of the municipal water supply in
the water budget.

#) 2.1.5 Notica and Communication

The notice and communication section is required to indude the following:

* An explanation of the Agency’s (GSAs) decision-making process,

¢ Identification of opportunities for public engagement and a discussion of
how public input and response will be used.

+ A deseripion of how the Agency (GSA) encourages the active
involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the
population within the basin.

* The method the Agency (GSA) shall follow to Inform the public about
progress implementing the Plan, including the status of projects and
actions.

Essentially, this section does notinclude a true communication strategy. Rather,
this section merely describes how the GSA communicated with the public
(essentially just fulfilling minimum brown act requirements).; no real
communication strategy, just explaining how they met brown act violation; no
explanation of decision-making, fust how they engaged with the AC,

‘This section should also describe how dimate change and related imcertainties,
available adaptation strategies, groundwater recharge potential and available
optimization strategies (including potential land use changes) are integrated into
the GSA's commmication strategy. The arrent draft GSP indudes absolutely no
mention of dimate impacts, notr Is there any mention of groundwater recharge
opportunities.

The current draft GSP states that there is currently no program to actively
replenish the aquifer, and that aquifer storage and recovery are not belng
considered as an oplion at this time because using imported water to recharge the
basin was determined to be economically infeasible, However, the GSP should
consider other forms of managed aquifer recharge, such as stormwater captiure
and agricultural runcff management.

012-11
Cont.
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The communication section should adequately outline the types of outreach
performed throughout the GSP process and how outreach will continue moving
forward, The current draft GSP includes little mention of how diverse groups
were engaged; nor does it indude future plans to share progress with these
groups. Disadvantaged Communities ("DAC’) and Severely Disadvantaged
Commmities (“SDAC) are not mentioned even gnce in the Stakeholder
Engagement Plan, despite the entire Borrego Subbasin being designated a SDAC,

GSP meetings should always be held at times and places that enable all
stakeholders to participate in at keast some of the mectings. All Borrego Subbasin

. GSA Advisory Committee Meetings were held during work hours, thus precluding
many community members from attending,

Meetings, cutreach, and education materials should always be translated into
appropriate languages spoken in the community. Meetings should provide
services such as meals and/or childzare to enable working families to attend.
While the current draft GSP doea refer to translated materials, these materials 012-15
are not included in the stakeholder engagement plan, nor are translation services
in general mentioned in the stakeholder engagement plan,

Public comment should be taken during all meetings, and written comments
should be accepted throughout the process. The current Draft GSP references
targeted “SDAC engagement” via a Proposition 1 Stakeholder Engagement grant.
Yet, outeomes from that engagement is not included in the draft GSP. This lack of
information raises the following questions:

* What was the lecdback from cutreach to "Domestic water users” and

"Disadvantaged and Severely Disadvantaged Communities?™
* How are these interests represented in the sustainability goals?
+  How will they be included moving forward?

Alist of all meetings, including times and locations, should beincluded in the
commmunication section of the GSP. A sufficient number of meetings should be
held to ensure stakeholders have adequate opportumities to learn about the GSP
creation process and provide public comment. One public meeting, “Ad Hoe
Committee on Severely Disadvantaged Commumity (SDAC) Involvement,”
occurred on 4/27/2018. Yet attendance is listed as “unknown.” Meeting minutes
and mieeting agenda for this convening are ot listed on the website. The two 012-16
most public meetings ("Comumumity Meetings” on 3/16/18 and 9/19/18) also lack
meeting minutes and agendas on the GSA website, despite the GSP referencing
that these materials are on the website. for either of the 2 most public meetings.
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‘The Notice and Communication section, as well as the Stakeholder Engagement
Plan for the draft GSP is woefully lacking. This raises the following concerns: has
there been adequate stakeholder surveying and mapping? How were stakeholders
informed of the proeess? How are the interests of small businesses, the tourism
industry, and residents represented in the GSF? What were the key messages
shared?

To remedy these shortcomings, the GSA should:
Provide responses to the questions above in the Notice and
Communications section of the GSP;

* Identify the outreach plan moving forward through GSP
implementation, espedally in development and implementation of
Projects and Management Actions;

+ Describe how public comments and feedback are incorporated into the
GSP;

+ Provide more opportunities for public input (e.g., more Community
Meetings with agendas and minutes posted online) with special effort to 012417
ensure these meetings are accommodating of all commmity members;

¢+ Determine how the stakeholder engagement plan will be evaluated and
adapted woving forward, and share that methodology with all
stakeholders.

The Borrego Subbasin GSA must augment its stakeholder engagement plan and
mmmmmhun section of the GSP to incorporate the following changes:
Post meeting minutes and agendas from all community meetings;
¢ Identify specifically which/where yvulnerable community groups are;
+ Explasin how wulperable commumities have been (and should be)
engaged;
* Describe the major concerns of commmity members as identified by
community members;
¢ Establish a process for incorporating public input into GSP revisions;
* Determine how the Stakeholder Engagement Plan will be evaluated and
regularly updated.

f) 2.1.8 Additional GSP Elemants

According to CWC Section 10727.4, the GSP must deseribe the “processes to
review land use plans and efforts to coordinate with land nse planning ageneies to
assess activities that polentially create risks to groundwater quality or quantity.” 012-18
While the current draft GSP does indeed list the relevant land use planning
documents, there is no description of the process followed, or that will continue
to be used, for reviewing and coordmating with other land use planning activities. Y
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This section of the GSP must be augmented té fully meet the regulatory 1012 18
requirement. )

‘This section of the GSP should describe how soil conditions and land use may
further impart groundwater dependent ecosystems and how to mitigate such
impacts, [t should also consider an Increaze on waterstorage losses due to higher
climate change temperatures. The current draft GSP includes no mention what so
ever of potential impacts to groundwater dependent ecosystems, nor of water
storage loss from higher temperatires; it merely mentions loss of storage in the
context of potential intra-basin transfers. The GSP should be augmented ta
address these Inadequadies.

01219

Basin Setting
2) 2.2.1 Hydrological Conceptual Modal

Drioking Water

The Hydrological Conceptual Model (HCM) should specify which aquifers are the
main source of water for drinking water purposes, as well as for DACs,
households relying on private wells, small commaunity water systems, and school
districts. The current draft GSF identifies the upper aquifer as the main source of
water in the subbasin historically. Yet, this section does not explicitly state
whether it is also the shallow aquifer that serves as the main source of water for
DACs, households relying on private wells, small commumity water systems, and
school districts. This must be rectified by including more information on the
upper aquifer a3 it pertains to comrumity drinking water. 012-20

For aquifers of interest for drinking water wells, the HCM should specify the
overall water bearing characteristics of the aquifer (e.g., overall water quality,
overall water production capacity, vertical and lateral extent, hydraulic
conductivity, and storativity).

The HCM should specify how much recharge can be accomplished in different
hydrogeologic environments/aquifers, and particularly provide a brief
deseription of potential benefits and concerns of the potential recharge areas,

‘The HCM should be atentive to information provided for shallow aquifers and
water quality concerns. 1

h} 2.2.2 Current and Historic Groundwater Conditions

g hwater Elevati 1012-21
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‘The HCM should clearly state specific groumdwater levels in relation to various A
land uses. In particular, the HCM should note where first-encountered
groundwater is relatively deep; where groundwater users reliant upon shallower
wells; and where users may not have the resources to drilt new, deeper wells,
Special notice should be given to drinking water uses, The current draft GSP
provides no Information regarding dewatering of wells, tehabilitation costs, 012-21
rehabilitation data, or any other information about the impacts to DACs, The GSP Cont.
should, but does not aurrently indude a map identifying the locations of all
drinking water systems, DACs, and areas of critical lowering of GW levels, The
GSP should use monitoring wells sereened for a specific aquifer, not combining
aquifers, so as to indicate whether, and if so where, dewatering of wells is
occurring.

Groundwater Quality

This section of the plan should indude a map of known groundwater conditions,
including sensitive uses and users of groundwater that may be impacted or
threatened to be impacted,

According to the GSP, “The lateral distribution of the wells in the monitoring
network that measure groundwater quality is limited, and does not extend to the
cuter portions of each management area.” The GSP also notes that *high salinity,
poor-guality connate water is thought to ocour in deeper formational materials in
select areas of the aquifer as well as shallow groundwater in the vidinity of the
Borrego Sink in the southern portion of the Mlan Area.” The GSA needs more
monitoring data for “de minimis™ domestic well users and small water systems,
especially regarding the potential impacts to disadvantaged eommunity members
and cost projections for remediation. The GSP should also indicate which wells
are being considered to be taken out of production or drilled deeper to mitigate
water quality concerns. Increasing contamination trends are noted in the GSP,
but there is litte discussion of how these issues will be addressed under the
sustainability goal and management actions,

012-22

Drinking Water

This section should also include information regarding contamination of wells,
treatment costs, water quality data, or any other information regarding the
impacts to disadvantaged commumities. This should also include a map noting
the locations of 2l drinking water systems, DACs, and areas of crilical water 012-23
quality eontamination. The current draft of the GSP does not include this
information. However, meeting minutes posted on the GSA website note Lhat
community members are concerned about dlevated nitrate levels in some
drinking water wells, This is referenced in the GSP, but not sdequately.
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i} 2.2.3 Water Budget Information

The water budget should include historical use of groundwater for all types of
uses and users, in particular the uses of small drinking water systems, regardless
af whether they will be subject to pumpinyg restrictions. Future use for drinking
water needs nnust utilize data from sources such as eounty general plans and
LAFCo documents (e.g., population projections and water demand forecasts).

‘The historic groundwater use percentages in the Borrego Subbasin {Le., 70%
agriculture, 20% golf course, 10% municipal) is not sustainable, This section
should include a deseription of how historieal conditions have impacted the
ahility of BWD and the County of San Diego to manage the basin within
sustainable yield. Further, induding domestic/de minimis users with the overall
mumicipal users water budget and municipal pumping reductions is both
inappropriate and Inaccurate, These uses must be separated and accounted for
independentlyin the water budget.

Data used to develop the water budget is cut dated and inaccurntely represents
the groundwater condilions in the subbasin. The GSP must use the most recent
data, and exclude data sets producing a biased result. For example, the
hydrological modeling projections ewrently used in the draft GSP include time
periods extending far back in time, prior to when pumping began, and do not
take into account shifts in the hydrologic regime which have occarred as & result
of climate change. The water budget einrently does not (and must) consider
projected recharge reductions due to land fallowing and water conservation.

These inadequacies must be addressed in order [or the water budget to accurately
represent present groundwater conditions and support the sustainability goal.

7} 224 Management Arass

‘The purpose of this section is to ensure that management areas are designed in a
way to protect, rather than harm, particular uses and vsers of groum dwater.
Management areas should be designed to set stricter requirements near
vulnerable drinking water sources, The ourrent draft GSP provides no indication
af where potentially vulnerable drinking water source are within the manzgement
arcas. The GSP should include a map identifying the location of all drinking water
systems, DACs, and arexs of particular threat from lowering of groundwater
Tevels,

012-24

012-25
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Chapter 3: Sustainable Management Criteria

kb 3.1 Sustainability Goal

According to 23 CCR § 354.24, the GSP must include a sustainability goal using
information from the basin setling to establish measures that will ensure
sustainable yield, and describe a realistic path to achieving the goal over a 20~
year period. The sustalnability goal should also consider all beneficial uses and
users susceptible to harm from changing groundwater conditions over the 20-
year time frame.

‘The GSP's primary sustainability geal, and five sub-goals, are brief and overly
broad. As previously stated, utilizing the BVHM modeling from 19452010 that
cites groundwater conditions from a time peried before major agricultural
development began, does not accurately reflect the agrent hydrogeological
make-up of the hasis, nor does it consider future impacts from climate change,
‘The GSP should use the most recent data and hydrogeologie modeling that 012-26
includes potential impacts from climate change, and exclude data sets produeing
a biased resuit.

Of the five sub-goals, only two of them explicitly consider domestic well owners
(chronic lowering of groundwater levels and water quality concerns), however,
the goals aren't tied back to the basin selting, nor do they idenbfy specific
vulnerable areas or how these goals impacts the sustainable yield.

Itis unclear whether the sustainability goal intends is to address pre-SGMA
impacts, or maintain current conditions.

The sustainability goal explains how land use and groundwater recharge was
considered towards achieving the sustainability goal within 20 years of Plan
implementation

lozal determination of the sustainable management criteria (sustainability goal,
undesirable resuits, minimum thresholds, and measurable objectives).

a) 3 2 Undasirabla Rasults

The GSP only considers § of the 6 possible sustainability indicators: Only
considering g of the 6 possible sustainability indicators:

1. Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels

2. Reduction of Groundwater Storage Y

012-27
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3 Degraded Water Quality Makes sense to not consider seawater intrusion, but 012-27
land subsidence & connected surface waters should be included! Cont.

Chronie Lowering of Groymdwater Levels

The GSP accurately identifies de minimis users as one of the groups most
vulnerable to lowering groundwater levels, and cites the technical, financial and
geographic constraints thess users face when compared to better resourced
pumpers like BWD or larger agricultural users, While this is notable, i is unclenr
how outreach was conducted to help better understand the negative impacts
different stakeholders are experiendng due to declining groundwaterlevels,
Some alternative means of obtaining water for de-minimis and domestic
pumpers who can no Ionger pump are mentioned in the plan, however these
alternatives Iack further discussion in the minirmmm thresholds, measurmble
objectives, or projects and management actions.

R's noted that the some de minimis wells may aurrently lack access to adequate
water, and may be close to the BWD water distribution system, however the
project management actions fail to discouss how consolidation is heing considered 01228
for these de minimis users. The GSP indudes figures (i.e. Figure 3.2-4) with
average domestic well depths, however this map should include specific well data
to better identify the most vulnerable areas,

The GSP also reports, "The exact number of agrioultural 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 confinmed that inactive wells exist
throughout the Plan Area” (Section 3.2.1, Page 3-10). Similar to well
consalidation, the GSP fails to address the data gap of abandoned wells, and the
steps being taken to follow up on aneedotal concerns.

'The GSP fails to consider pre-SGMA impacts to groundwater levels, instead
opting to set the highest bar as maintaining current conditions, or levels ata
lower than current state.

The minfmum threshold for chrouic lowerlng of grnundwatzr lcn:ls is hased

princpally on the docimented screen intervals of key municipal water wells and
domestic/de-minimis wells located in the basin, however, not all of the de- o12-29
mininss wells have accurate data to identify where at-risk wells may be located.
‘The GSP should indicate how the GSA's intend to improve well monitoring data
for de minimis users as part of the interim milestones &
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ob weri w; H
The GSP proposes linear pumping cuts for agricuttural, municipal, and
recreational users, however these is no deseription of how different uses and
users of groundwaler were considered and whether the measurahle objectives
and interim milestones will help achieve the sustainability goal as it pertains to
the most vulnerable uses of groundwater, namely de minimis users and small
water systems, Tt is undear how the margin of safety protects de minimis users.
In addition, the owtlined 5-year evaluation of the interim milestones and
measurable objectives does not indicate how stakeholders will be engaged
throughout these interim evaluations '

Jerwering of Groumdwater Storage

Lowering groundwater levels are intrinsicafly linked with decreased groundwater
storage, however the , and begins to address how the sustainabdlity goals will
impact the San Diego County General Plan and Borrego Spring Commmumity Plan,

Degraded Water Quality

Must indude how stakeholders will be engaged throughout thesa interim
evaluations, specifically how to set MT's for growers in the reglon to meet ag
needs,

Increased need for monitoring water quality in domestic wells. Indicate how the
GSF will integrate with the RQCB "Basin Plan' groundwater quality objectives.

Minimum Threshold/Measurable Objectives
mcsrrammndimhcwmm“wmbcdummedwma

b} 3 5 Monrtoring Network

Data gap in 8.5.4.2 - Well sereenied in multiple aquifers

- Screen can be slots or other measure that allows water through and keeps
solids out

- Water comes from the aquifer into the well

- When you're using a monitoring well that is sereened in different aquifers,
you're getting a combined result - not really secing what the impactsona
given aquifer are

~ Need to use monitoring wells screened for a specific aquifer, not combining
aquifers

C12-30

o12-314
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Chapter 4. Projects and Management Actions

However it is unclear how the top priority PMA's (land fallowing and pumping
reductions) will impact domestic/small water system users 012-34

Expected benefits and metrics for evatuation for each PMA do a poor job of
mentioning how PMA's will impact groundwater-dependent vulnerable groups

PMA's were not put before stakeholders {see feedback in Section 4.0), therefore
stakeholders are not aware of project goals, timelines, benefits, and risks

Prior to adoption, the GSA should hold public meetings to gather input on the
PMA's via publicly avallable meetings (appropriate meeting times, translation
and childecare services, ete.).

Notes: According to public meelings posted on the GSA website, there was nio
‘Community Meeting' held to discuss the projects and management actions - the
maost recent Advisory Commitiee meeting (Jan 2019) includes slides on the
PMA's and how to provide input, however, minutes from the meeting aren’t
posted (incorrect minutes are posted from Aug 2018); AND as seen from the
previous schedule of Advisory Committee meetings, these meetings tend to take
place beginning at 10:00 arn during workdays.

012-35

Thank you very much for your consideration of our concerns regarding
this draft of the GSP. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions
regarding the Stewardship Council’s interests/concerns.

Sincerely yours,
Y AU TN
ga/'f‘ CE 7 :
Diane Johnson

BVSC Representative to the GSP Advisory Council
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Letter O12

Commenter: Diane Johnson, Advisory Committee Member, Borrego Valley
Stewardship Coungcil
Date: May 21, 2019

012-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) welcomes comments submitted on
behalf of the Borrego Valley Stewardship Council and recognizes your
participation on the Advisory Committee and your commitment to sustainable
development and growth of the Borrego region. '

012-2 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the Sustainability Goal should be based
on climate change impacts and future conditions, and should acknowledge that
maximizing groundwater recharge will be a necessary component of achieving
sustainability. With regard to groundwater recharge, the commenter is referred to
the GSAs response to Letter [19. With regard to climate change, the commenter is
referred to Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) Section 3.3.1.1 and Section
3.4.1 for a discussion of how Department of Water Resources (DWR) climate change
factors were considered and applied in the establishment of minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives.

The comment also indicates that sustainability goal is not a goal at all but simply a
restatement of the intent of Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and
inadequate. The GSA notes this concern, and the commenter is referred to GSP Section
3.1, which adequately describes the GSAs sustainability goal in accordance with
SGMA and DWR regulations. Furthermore, GSP pgs. 3-21 and 3-22 explains how
climate change was considered in the development of sustainable management criteria.

012-3 The GSA notes the comment that the GSA should include personnel with a focus
on climate change effects on groundwater conditions and recharge rates. The
commenter indicates that there is no clear identification that any of the staff on the
GSA “Core Team” or Advisory Committee (AC) have background or expertise in
either soil science or considering the impacts of land use on groundwater
conditions. The commenter requests that the GSA ensure that the Core Team and
AC be populated with personnel with adequate expertise on climate science, soil
science, and hydrology, and that the GSP be updated to include a thorough
description of the requisite background of Core Team and AC members. The
commenter is referred to GSP Section 1.3 and Appendix E, which describes the
organization and management structure of the GSA.
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This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

012-4 The GSA acknowledges the comment that estimated costs to implement the GSP,
and the GSA’s approach to meeting those costs should include costs related to
climate change impacts and adaptation, as well as costs to implement groundwater
recharge. The commenter also indicates that the Draft GSP includes no reference
to soil conditions, recharge, or land use impacts or changing conditions as a result
of climate change, and how these changing conditions could affect GSP
implementation costs. The commenter believes the GSP implementation cost
estimates should be re-evaluated in conjunction with more detail being provided to
the projects and management actions. The commenter requests an analysis of how
the GSA will raise funds, and to determine potential impacts to vulnerable
communities, and how to mitigate those impacts.

With regard to groundwater recharge, the commenter is referred to the GSAs
response to Letter 119. With regard to climate change, the commenter is referred to
GSP Section 3.3.1.1 and Section 3.4.1 for a discussion of how DWR climate change
factors were considered and applied in the establishment of minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives. The commenter is referred to GSP Chapter 5 for a
description of GSP implementation, including costs. It should be noted that the
specificity of cost estimates are commensurate with the level of detail of the Project
and Management Actions (PMAs), and are subject to change. Finally, 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.

012-5 The commenter requests that the GSP be revised to indicate reference where the
most vulnerable community members (e.g., specific neighborhoods or population
groups) within the Subbasin are located. The commenter is referred to GSP Section
2.1.1 (Summary of Jurisdictional Areas and Other Features) for a description of the
characteristics of the community including Severely Disadvantaged Community
(SDAC) status. In addition, the commenter requests that the GSP include locations
and extent of communities dependent upon groundwater, including where
community wells are located near higher production wells, such as irrigation wells,
that could potentially impact domestic well users’ groundwater supply or quality.
The commenter asserts that despite the requirement of SGMA not extending to de
minimis users, the Borrego Subbasin GSP should include these users, because the
overall water budget for the entire basin is relatively small, thus “de minimis” users
actually make up a recognizable percentage of total extractors. In addition, the
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commenter indicates that should represent various portions of the basin dependent
upon proundwater for beneficial uses, including communities dependent upon
groundwater for domestic uses and include specific data by land use on
groundwater dependent users. Lastly, the commenter indicates that all of the
Borrego community and all users are groundwater and this should be explicitly
stated and mapped.

The Draft GSP adequately describes SDAC concerns, including the location of
municipal and domestic wells which serves the SDAC. The Draft GSP adequately
describes the location of de-minimis well users, and establishes thresholds
protective of those uses. GSP Chapter 3 includes Figure 3.2-4 which shows the
approximate location of de-minimis users along with BWD’s distribution systems.
In addition, Chapter 3 addresses how the GSP establishes thresholds that are
protective of de-minimis users (Section 3.2.1 and Section 3.3.1). SGMA does not
require identification of SDACs at the level of detail requested by the commenter.
The GSA has appropriately identified the SDAC at the general scale of the U.S.
Census Designated Place (CDP) and tracts.

The GSA sought grant funding to prepare the GSP and identify vulnerabilities and
potential impacts from the GSP process on SDAC-related issues (e.g., water supply,
cost, and infrastructure concerns). The BWD placed into the administrative record
the SDAC Impact/Vulnerability Analysis (Task 2 Report) prepared by
Environmental Navigation Services Inc., dated April 15, 2019, Besides defraying
costs for the community, the report was prepared to understand the implications
that the implementation of SGMA will have on the SDAC population of Borrego
Springs. The report describes specific vulnerabilities, including challenges
associated with potential loss of seasonal jobs in the agricultural and recreational
sectors, funding and access to public schools, and water rate impacts to the lowest
income portion of the community. The 20-year SGMA compliance period does
provide time for the community to adapt, and potentially using the BWD’s tiered
rate structure and the GSA’s commitment to seeking state funding to support the
SDAC as the primary potential mitigation strategies to address SDAC concerns.
GSP Section 2.1.5 has been amended to briefly summarize the results of BWD’s
Impact/Vulnerability Analysis.

012-6 The commenter indicates that GSP Section 2.1.2 should note where monitoring
programs are located and where there may be gaps in monitoring. In addition, the
commenter requests that components of the monitoring plan should include: (1) if
stakeholders have requested additional monitoring; (2) either when additional
monitoring will be implemented or why the request will not be approved at this
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time; and (3) water-relevant climate, land use, and recharge variables {e.g., land
use, soil conditions, precipitation, temperature, evapotranspiration).

The GSA notes the comment that the Draft GSP highlights BWD’s existing tiered
rate structure, but does not indicate how this relates to water affordability for lower
income groups. The commenter indicates that no reference is made for monitoring
data specific to soil conditions, precipitation, temperature, or evapotranspiration. In
addition, the commenter requests that all programs include the level of detail
provided for the Demand Offset Mitigation Water Credits Policy and that these
components [soil conditions, precipitation, temperature, or evapotranspiration]
need to be incorporated into the monitoring plan.

The commenter states that the Draft GSP provides no guidance on how the County
Groundwater Ordinance will need to be evaluated and possibly revised to ensure
consistency with GSP sustainability goals. The GSA is unclear on the following
comment: “, . , no information on metrics measured, past impacts, or anticipated
future impacts.” The commenter indicates the following six items need to be
addressed and favorably answer to adequately fulfill the requirements of SGMA: (1)
relationship of tiered rate to water affordability for low-income communities; (2)
2009 Anza-Borrego Desert IRWM Plan; (3) Region 7 Water Quality Control Plan;
(4) BWD and the County's Water Credit Policy; (5) wells since passage of Senate
Bill (SB) 252 and release of this plan; and (6) how will domestic wells and small
water systems be protected from negative impacts ofthe baseline pumping allocation.
Your comment suggests that describing applicable laws in the Draft GSP is not
sufficient and that the GSP must to be augmented to describe how monitoring of each
of those programs will be incorporated into the GSP, how those existing programs
will limit operational flexibility, and how the GSA will adapt to those limits.

In response to this comment, the GSA has revised Section 2.1.2 to provide
additional information on the relevance of the water resource management
programs to implementation of the GSP as well as operational flexibility
considerations. Adequate information on soil conditions, precipitation,
temperature, and evapotranspiration is found in Chapter 2, and Chapter 3
incorporates climate change considerations into the development of sustainable
management criteria. Otherwise, this comment does not address the adequacy of
the Draft GSP, and therefore, no further response is required or necessary.

012-7 The GSA acknowledges your comments on Section 2.1.3 Land Use Considerations
and your request to identify the following items: (1) disadvantaged and severely
disadvantaged unincorporated communities; (2) where water agency consolidations
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or service extensions are being considered; (3) potential sources of contamination
from current land use practices; (4) expected land use changes due to climate
change impacts or development and socio-economic conditions, that may affect
water supply and water demands, as well as groundwater recharge rate; (5)
projected water demand as a result of climate change or population growth, and its
impact on achieving the sustainability goal; and (6) how climate, land use and soil
conditions impact groundwater recharge, and the affect this may have on water
supply and demands how the GSP addresses those effects.

Your comment indicates that the Draft GSP needs specificity on how the GSP will
uphold or implement various policies. In addition, you question how will the GSP
affect the pre-existing San Diego County Groundwater Ordinance and how will this
impact pumping allocations.

Additionally, you indicate that Section 2.1.3, Land Use Considerations, fails to
answer the following items necessary for meeting SGMA requirements: (1) do
current well permitting practices protect vulnerable water supply sources, such as
shallow wells (for all beneficial uses); (2) are there documented instances of
stakeholder concerns regarding current land use or well ordinances impacting other
beneficial uses; (3) which current ordinances need to be amended in order for the
basin to meet its sustainability goals; and (4) are the policies considered to
implement the GSP actual policies that are currently in existence, or policies that
would need to be established?

Adequate information on well permitting practices is found in GSP Section 2.1.2;
adequate information on stakeholder concerns is found in GSP Section 2.1.5; and
adequate information on current ordinances and policies and how they relate to GSP
implementation is found in GSP Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. As discussed in Chapter
2 (Section 2.1.3), population growth is expected to be minimal, as existing
regulatory, environmental, and public service constraints severely limit the ability
for Borrego Springs to grow. Water demand and supply is provided in GSP Section
2.2.3. In addition, the commenter is referred to previous responses 012-1 through
012-6 for responses to issues around climate change, land use and soil conditions.

012-8 The GSA notes your comment that the San Diego County General Plan and Borrego
Valley Community Plan include positive policies to protect the basin from
continued overdraft and to minimize the impact of stormwater runoff (e.g., Goal
LU-8; COS-5.2), yet include no mention what so ever of recharge. The GSA
acknowledges your comment that Draft GSP should be augmented to include this
information. In addition, you indicate that detail needs to be provided on how the
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misalignment between agricultural preservation goals in the General Plan with the
goals of the GSP will be aligned in the update to the General Plan.

-

The GSA notes your comment that it is uncertain whether General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element, Goal COS-4: Water Management, and/or
C0OS-4.3 - "Maximize stormwater filtration and/or infiltration” will promote
groundwater recharge, or if it only refers to stormwater mitigation, and that this
policy should be clarified and potentially reevaluated to maximize groundwater
recharge potential.

As described in the GSP (Section 2.1.3), “At the next County General Plan update,
land use policies will be brought in line with the sustainability goals of this GSP:
This will be done by considering the sustainability goals and the projects and
management actions of the GSP in the updated community plan and through
revisions to the County’s groundwater ordinance.”

012-9 The GSA notes your comment that you infer that the GSP states that
Borrego Springs could not meet the water needs if all allowable lots were built out,
yet also states that implementation of existing land use will not affect sustainable
management. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and
therefore, no further response is required or necessary. As discussed in Chapter 2
(Section 2.1.3), population growth is expected to be minimal, as existing regulatory,
environmental, and public service constraints severely limit the ability for Borrego
Springs to grow. As stated in the GSP (pg. 2-21): “Future general plan and
community plan updates should consider the sustainability goals of this GSP.
Updated buildout estimates should be considered in conjunction with the
sustainability goals, projects, and management actions outlined in this GSP.”

012-10 The GSA notes your comment that there is absolutely no discussion of potential
climate change impacts on development patterns in the plan area. In addition, you
indicate that current policy nor the Draft GSP includes no discussion what so ever
of climate change impacts to water supply and demand, or how the GSP will
address those affects. The commenter is referred to previous responses to Comment
012-1 through Comment O12-7 regarding issues around climate change, land use,
and soil conditions.

012-11 GSP Section 2.1.4 includes adequate information on beneficial uses and users at an
appropriate level of detail to comply with SGMA. Groundwater recharge is
discussed in GSP Section 2.2.1.4 and specific areas conducive to recharge are
shown in Figure 2.2-11; in addition, recharge sources are quantified in GSP Section
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012-12

012-13

012-14

012-15

draft Fipg
January 2020

2.2.3. As discussed in GSP Section 2.1.6, there is no program to actively replenish
the aquifer, and there are no conjunctive use and/or underground storage programs
within the Plan Area. Natural recharge is not considered a beneficial use.

Finally, the GSA notes the commenter’s opinion that de minimis users should be listed
as a separate beneficial use in Section 2.1.4. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no further response is required or necessary.

The commenter asserts that the GSP does not describe a true communication
strategy. GSP Section 2.1.5 includes adequate information on notice and
communication at an appropriate level of detail to comply with SGMA, and the
commenter is referred to Appendix C which includes additional detail on the GSA’s
communication strategy. In addition, GSP Section 2.1.5 has been amended to
briefly summarize the results of BWD’s SDAC Impact/Vulnerability Analysis.

The GSA notes the comment that Section 2.1.5 should describe how climate change
and related uncertainties, including adaptation strategies, groundwater recharge
potential, and other optimization strategies, are integrated into the GSA’s
communication strategy. The commenter is referred to previous responses to
Comment O12-1 through Comment O12-11 for responses to issues around climate
change, groundwater recharge, land use and soil conditions.

The GSA acknowledges this comment on aquifer replenishment. The
commenter is referred to previous responses to Comment O12-1 through
Comment O12-11 for responses to issues around climate change, groundwater
recharge, land use, and soil conditions.

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s concern about the GSA’s communication
strategy. GSP Section 2.1.5 includes adequate information on notice and
communication at an appropriate level of detail to comply with SGMA, and the
commenter is referred to Appendix C which includes additional detail on the GSA’s
communication strategy. As stated therein,

the GSA gathered valuable information [from the public, including
the SDAC] about community concerns, which primarily related to
rising water rates, economic impacts (e.g., job loss), land use
changes, water use allocations, water quality, and long-term
environmental impacts. This information was then incorporated into
the development of this GSP, and considered in the evaluation of
groundwater dependent ecosystem (GDE), development of projects
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and management actions, seeking additional funding opportunities
to minimize impacts on ratepayers, and land use implications.

In addition, GSP Section 2.1.5 has been amended to briefly summarize the results
of BWD’s SDAC Impact/Vulnerability Analysis, including mitigation strategies to
address potential economic impacts of GSP implementation.

012-16 Commenter points out attendance is not known for several meetings in Appendix
C2 (List of Public Meetings), and indicates meeting minutes for several meetings
are not posted on the website. The County website has archives of all GSA GSP
advisory committee meetings and does not include meeting minutes that were
hosted solely by the BWD.

012-17 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s concern about the GSA’s
communication strategy. GSP Section 2.1.5 includes adequate information on
notice and communication at an appropriate level of detail to comply with
SGMA, and the commenter is referred to Appendix C which includes additional
detail on the GSA’s communication strategy. In addition, GSP Section 2.1.5 has
been amended to briefly summarize the results of BWD’s SDAC
Impact/Vulnerability Analysis, including mitigation strategies to address
potential economic impacts of GSP implementation.

012-18 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s concern about the GSA’s coordination of
land use planning and SGMA compliance. It should be noted that the County—
who is the only land use planning agency in the Subbasin—is also part of the GSA.
Accordingly, no special inter-agency coordination is needed to ensure land use
plans are updated to be consistent with the GSP. This isn’t necessarily the case for
other GS8As in the state. GSP Section 2.1.3 includes adequate information to comply
with CWC Section 107274,

012-19 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s claim that the GSP lacks information on
soil conditions, land use impacts, groundwater dependent ecosystems, and climate
change. The GSP includes adequate information on all these topics. The commenter
is referred to previous responses to Comment O12-1 through Comment O12-11,
and to the master response of groundwater dependent ecosystems.

012-20 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s claim that the GSP lacks information on
drinking water sources and water quality for SDACs, domestic well owners, small
water systems and school districts. The source and quality of water is the same as
described in the GSP for the whole Subbasin, The commenter is referred to Chapter
2 for complete information about aquifer properties, water quality, and water
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budget. Furthermore GSP Chapter 3 provides additional information relevant to
private well owners, small water systems, and de minimis users, including figures
of how much water remains in the upper aquifer (e.g., Figure 3.2-1).

012-21 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that the GSP should go into detail
on each users’ wells, the depth to groundwater for each, and speculate as to users’
needs, costs, and/or resources to rehabilitate or drill new wells. GSP Chapter 3
includes adequate information that describes undesirable results for all beneficial
users of groundwater within the Subbasin, including de minimis users of
groundwater. It is not within the scope of the GSP nor necessary to meet SGMA
requirements to go into the level of detail requested by the commenter.

012-22 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about groundwater quality. The
GSP adequately describes groundwater quality problems, including specific areas
of concern. This information is primarily found in GSP Section 2.2.2.4, but is
succinctly summarized in Chapter 4, pg. 4-30, which states,

naturally occurring poor water quality has been identified in specific
areas: near the margins of the Subbasin where unconsolidated
sediments are in contact with fractured bedrock; for select wells ¢
screened predominantly in the lower aquifer of the South Management
Area that have concentrations of arsenic above the drinking water
maximum contaminant level; and near the Borrego Sink where
elevated sulfate and TDS [total dissolved solids] are likely associated
with dissolution of evaporites from the dry lake.

Historical groundwater quality impairment for nitrates is noted for
select portions of the Subbasin predominantly in the upper aquifer of
the North Management Area underlying the agricultural areas and near
high density of septic point sources. The source of nitrates is likely
associated with either fertilizer applications or septic retumn flows.

In addition, the GSP has been amended to clarify that BWD does not have wells in
the Borrego Sink area, and utilizes wells that produce water meeting Title 22
requirements without further treatment.

012-23 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that the GSP should go into detail
on the water quality characteristics for SDAC users’ wells, and speculate as to
users’ needs, costs, and/or resources to treat a presumed water quality issue. The
GSP includes adequate information that addresses water quality concerns within
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the Subbasin. It is not within the scope of the GSP nor necessary to meet SGMA
requirements to go into the level of detail requested by the commenter.

012-24 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s objection to including domestic/de
minimis users’ water uses into the larger municipal beneficial use umbrella. The
GSP includes adequate information on groundwater conditions in the Subbasin,
including the water budget. The commenter is referred to the master responses for
the baseline pumping allocation and on the initial estimate of sustainable yield.

012-25 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that the GSP should define
management areas based on vulnerable drinking water sources, and that a map of
drinking water systems, DACs, and groundwater levels should be provided. As
discussed in the GSP, management areas are defined through a combination of
criteria, one of which includes the predominant uses of groundwater (i.c.,
agricultural, recreational, or municipal). The commenter is referred to Figure 2.1-2
for a map of BWD’s water service area and identification of small water systems.
The commenter is referred to Figure 3.2-4 for a map that approximates the location,
depth, and available water for de minimis users, as well as their location relative to
BWDs drinking water distribution system.

012-26 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s opinion that the GSP’s sustainability goal
and sub-goals are too brief and overly broad.

012-27 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s statement that the GSP considers only
three of the six possible sustainability indicators. The GSP considers all six
sustainability indicators but has determined that undesirable results for seawater
intrusion, land subsidence, and interconnected surface waters are not presently
occurring or likely to occur over SGMA’s planning and implementation horizon.
For this reason, the GSP does not establish sustainable management criteria for
those three indicators, as discussed in GSP Section 3.2,

012-28 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s concerns about how the GSP’s
sustainable management criteria for chronic lowering of groundwater levels is
protective of domestic and de minimis well users. The minimum threshold
justification (GSP Section 3.3.1.1) is equally applicable to domestic and de minimis
well users as it is to municipal beneficial uses served by BWD. Specifically, it states
that an undesirable result would occur if groundwater level declines “lower the rate
of production of pre-existing groundwater wells below that necessary to meet the
minimum required to support the overlying beneficial use(s), where alternative
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means of obtaining sufficient groundwater resources are not technically or
financially feasible.”

Furthermore, GSP Section 3.2.1 provides additional information about domestic
and de-minimis wells: “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 (Figure 3.2-1 and Figure 3.2-2).” The GSA’s groundwater level monitoring
network is sufficient to detect whether significant groundwater depressions and/or
accelerated rates of decline might affect domestic and/or deinimis well owners, and
such information will be included in annual reports and 5-year GSP evaluations.
However, it is neither within the scope of the GSP nor feasible at this time to
identify conditions in each private/domestic de minimis well or predict whether or
to what degree individual’s well yields might be affected in the future. Regarding
inactive wells, it should be noted that PMA No. 4 (Water Quality Optimization)
(described in GSP Section 4.6.1) includes consideration for proactive abandonment
_of inactive wells to minimize migration pathways.

012-29 The commenter is referred to response to Comment 012-28.

012-30 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s inquiry on how the measurable objective
and interim milestones protects domestic and/or de-minimis well owners. The
commenter is referred to response to Comment O12-28,

012-31 This comment appears to have been truncated, but is interpreted as asking how the
sustainable management criteria for lowering of groundwater in storage will impact
the San Diego General Plan and Borrego Springs Community Plan, As described
in the GSP (Section 2.1.3), “At the next County General Plan update, land use
policies will be brought in line with the sustainability goals of this GSP. This will
be done by considering the sustainability goals and the projects and management
actions of the GSP in the updated community plan and through revisions to the
County’s groundwater ordinance.”

012-32 This comment appears to be incomplete, but is interpreted as asking how the GSA
intends on monitoring and evaluating the sustainable management criteria for
groundwater quality. The commenter is referred to GSP Sections 3.3.4, 3.4.4, and 3.5.

012-33 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s notes on minimum thresholds and
measurable objectives. The GSP does not fail to indicate how minimum thresholds
and measurable objectives will be met. The commenter is referred to Chapter 3 and
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012-34

012-35
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Chapter 4 of the GSP, The remainder of the comments do not address the adequacy
of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no further response is required or necessary.

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s statement that it is unclear how PMA’s
will impact domestic/small water system users. As de-minimis users are not subject
to the pumping reduction program, implementation of PMAs are expected to result
in improved groundwater conditions when compared to the impacts of doing
nothing. For small water systems considered as non-de minimis users, the
commenter is referred to the master response on the baseline pumping allocation
and pumping reduction program.

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s assertion that PMA’s were not put before
stakeholders. The commenter is referred to GSP Appendix C2, which includes a
list of public meetings. Public meetings that reviewed PMAs in full, or aspects of
PMAs, occurred on May 31, 2018; August 30, 2018; November 29, 2018; and
January 31, 2019. Both AC and community meetings are open to the general public.
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Comment Letter Q13

From: Duane EP, Johnson <dapjohnson@anl com>
Sent: Twesday, May 21, 2019 501 PM

To: LUEG, GrourdWater. POS

Subject: Stewardship Cauncl comments on BYGSP
Borrego Valley

Stewardship Council

May 21,2019

County of 5an Iego
Planning & Development Services
C/Q: Jim Bannett
5510 Overland Avenue, Sulte 310
San Diego, CA 92123
Re; Groundwater Sustalnability Plan )
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin

Borrego Springs Sub-bastn

Dear Mr. Bennety,
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The Bomege Valey Stawardstup Council (BVSC) submrts the following comments In reviewing the
Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan,

I Introduction

The Borrego Valley Stewardship Council is & convening entlty, gulded by tha Borrego Valley Gestourism
Charter, that regularly brings together a collection of civic and community organizations, government
officials, agency staff, academlc institutions, and intercsted citizens to address major tssuss of concern
impacting the Anzx-Borrego Desert State Park. the Valley, and residents. The Councll was formed In 2014
In cooperation with the Natlonal Geographic Society’s Geotourism Progran and the University of
Californla, Irvine Steele/Burnand Anza-Barrego Desert Research Center, Signateries include Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park~California State Parks; Borrego Water District; Borrego Springs Unified Scheo)
District; Borrego Art Institute, Anza-Borrego Foundation, Anza-Borrego Desert Natural History
Association; Borrego Modern; Borrego Springs Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau; Borrego Village
Association; Tubb Canyon Desert Conservancy; Borrego Outfitters; Borrego Springs Homeowners
Assoclation; de Anza Country Club; La Casa del Zorro; and The Springs at Borrego RY Resore These
organizations comprise virtually ali the major NGOs and businasses i town.

(hespa/ v barregoyzlleystewardshipeouncil.orghome.htmt)

The BVSC wishas to thank you, and the BYGSA Core Team and Dudek for tremendous efforts [n
producing such a substantial Oraft GSP. A remarkably wide breadth of skiis and types of work were
required, As the Stewardship Councll representative to the GSA Advisory Commuties, | atiended
many meetings and witnessad the dedicated, on-going efforts put forth.

Il. Background of intent: SGMA and related water law

SGMA has opened a naw ara in Calfomda water law, with its emphasls on jocal solutions to local
groundwater basins. The DWR website on SGMA and Groundwater Sustamabilify Agencies states,
“The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) established a new structure for managing
Ca.hlomia ] gmmdwaler resgurces at me Incal level by local agendes "

The San Dtego County SGMA website states, “The ntent of the law Is o strengthen local
groundwater management of basins most crtical to the state's watar needs with an understanding
that groundwater 13 most effectively managed at the local level. SGMA requires basins lo be
sustainabiy managed by local public agencles (e g , counties, ciles, and water agencies) who
become groundwater sustainability agencies, or GSAs. The primary purpose of the GSAs fs to
devalop and implernent [italics added] & Groundwater Sustainabilty Plan (GSP) to achisve long-term
groundwater sustainability.” https-/Awww sandieqocounty, govipds/SGMA.htm)

It is important ta note that, just as the Bill of Rights is predicatad on tha sxistence of the U.S
Constitution, SGMA was wntten in the context of the long-established and regularly updated and
reaffimned California Watar Plan. Tha Plan underfies all state water legisiation and programs,
emphasizing four societal goals in addition to the traditional hydrelogic goals of state watar law:

“Update 2018 organlzes the Intended outcomes that have been expressed by the water commtnity
argund four broad categaries of public bepefity, or “soclera) values,”

0131
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Public Health and Safety — All Californlans are protected from health and safety threats and
emergencies,

Comment: This includes guaranteed access to safe drinking water, as expressed in the Human
Right to Water Act, AB 685, ch. 524, 2012 Cal. Stat. 91 (Codified at Cal. Water Code § 106.3 (West
2012}. AB6BS Is “a comprehensive law guaranteeing the right to safe, affordable water without
diseriminatan, prioritizing water for personal and domestic use and delincating the
responsibllities of public offielals at the state level. AB 685 speciiically charges relevant California
agencles with fulflliment of the law’s mandate by considering the human right te water in policy,
programming, and budgetary activitles.”

https:/ fwww.law.berkeley.edu/flles /Water_Report 2013_Interactive_FINAL{1) pdf]

Healthy Economy — A strong, diverse economy provides satisfying ways of life and well-being,
as well as opportunities for economic prosperity, for all Californians.

Comment. The economy of Borrego Springs is totally dependent on its groundwater aquifer.
Beneficial users in Borvego Springs Include not enly Its 3500 residents (who pay over
$300,000,000 to the County in property taxes each year), but also visitors - numbering In the
hundreds of thousands annually - te the town and ta the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, [f water
becomes so unaffordable to municipal water users (residents and businesses) that the Borrego
Water District cannot be sustained, then both residents and the Park - an important State
respurce - are jrreparably damaged.

Ecosystem Vitality — Ecalogical functions and processes that sustain ecosystems and fish and
wildlife habitat are maintained and improved.

Opportunities for Enriching Experiences — All Californians have oppartunities for cultural,
spiritual, recreational, and assthetic experiences.”

Stewardship Counal comments on the Draft GSP

A The underlying assumphons of the Draft GSP are more reflactive of the long-time Califormia
tradibon of conflating property rights wath water rights, and regarding water as a privately-hald
resourca frea o ts owners, Water is now recognized as a public common-pool resourcs, and
the right to potable water s a basic human right In California Moreover, the Draft GSP breaks
the tenet of local control ks hard line on across-the-board proportional reductions to pumping
allacations comes nat from any one sector of the lacal Borego stakeholder ecosystem, butis
instead belng driven by Sacramento-based large agricuftural intsrests funding attorneys to
assist them In resisting change AS shown above, SGMA saya that declslons should ba
derved lacaly, 50 23 not to perpetuata the mequitable water interests that hava mada
Californta the last state in the nation 1o adopt integrated watershed management

panning. Batrego Springs should not be held hostage to the Interests of statedeval big
agnculture,

B. Collaborative govemance and tfranspamency are also tenets in SGMA; the law makes clear
that the ralevant County Is an important part of the local control it encourages. it's hard to sea
taw, afler accepting a special grant given to Borrego becauss it Is an SDAC, the GSP can
both ignore SDACs In its contents and its Interthians. Tha County, Including its treng proparty-
nghts advocates, would be better served to be at the table than ceding control to the state
Water Boards

0131
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C. The Stewardship Councll would also like to reterate its 2016 letter to the county i which it

encouraged fully embracing the GSP process; particularly around Inclusion, equity, and 013-3
transparency, Tncluding SDAC communides and Tribes/native Americans, equity In water allocation, Cont.
land use and economic davelopment. Transparency In water transfers and land use decislons Is required

Sincerely,

Diane E. Johnsan
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Letter O13

Commenter: Diane Johnson, Borrego Valley Stewardship Council
Date: May 21, 2019

013-1: The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenter’s
assertion that Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) was developed
in the context of the long-established California Water Plan. It should be noted that
the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was developed in compliance with the
SGMA of 2014 (California Water Code Section 10720-10737.8, et al.) and the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) GSP Regulations (California Code of
Regulations, Title 23, Section 350 et seq.). Appendix A of the GSP includes the
Preparation Checklist for GSP Submittal, which identifies where in the GSP each
of the statutory requirements of SGMA are addressed.

0S§13-2: The commenter alleges the Draft GSP breaks the tenet of local control and is in
objection to proportional reductions.

In response, the GSP does not set specific groundwater use 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 basin pumpers is a
possible scenario where groundwater use reductions could be developed.

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

013-3: The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s assertion that the County should be at the
table rather than the State Water Board. The GSA further recognizes the commenter’s
concern regarding ignoring the Severely Disadvantaged Community (SDAC). In
response, the GSA sought grant funding to prepare the GSP and identify vulnerabilities
and potential impacts from the GSP process on SDAC-related issues (e.g., water
supply, cost, and infrastructure concerns). Besides defraying costs for the community,
the work conducted for the grant will provide insight for Borrego Water District’s
(BWD’s) future decision-making efforts, both of which are beneficial to the SDAC.
The GSA intends to continue to pursue future grant opportunities for the benefit of the
SDAC and the entire Borrego Springs community.
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The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 014

May 15,2019

County of Son Dicgo,

Attn Jim Benneit

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92122

Dear hum

As you already know, Borrego Water District retained the services of Environmental Navigntion
Scrvices, Inc. (ENSI) to provide g variety of studies related to the implementation of the
Groundwatee Sustainabihity Plan (GSP} for the Barregn Springs Subbasin (BasIn) of the Borropo
Valley Groupdwater Basin and its possible impaets upon BWD inftastructtire pnd the Borrego
Springs Economy. All of the Reparts have now been completed and BWD s submitting them 1o
The County and become part of the public record for the comment periad of this Basin's GSP-

Sincerely

w8y
Kathy Dice, Presideat
Baard of Directors

ater Subbasin

014-1
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Letter O14

Commenter: Kathy Dice, President, Borrego Water District
Date: May 15, 2019

0814-1: The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) has added the Environmental
Navigation Services Inc. studies provided by Borrego Water District to the public
record. The letter does not address the adequacy of the Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP), and therefore, no further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 015

P. O. Box 2714, Borrego Springs, CA 92004
Phone: 760-567-0019

BVEIRF )

BORREGO VALLEY
ENDOWMENT FUND

May 21, 2019

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Services

C/O: Mim Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 -

San Diego, CA 92123 Re: Groundwater Sustainabllity Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrego Springs Sub-basin

Dear Mr. Bennett,

Since its inception, the misslon of the Borrego Valley Endowment Fund has been
inextricably linked to the health and well being of the residents of the Borrego
Valley. In fulfillment of its mission The Fund has supported efforts to improve
healthcare delivery, to ensure sustalnable water supply, and to promote clean air.

We are writing tcday regarding our concemns about clean afr In the Barrego Valley.
We note that Sectlon 5 of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan contalns no
costs assoclated with Alr Quallty Monltoring, which we belleve Is a 0151
significant deficit of this draft of the GSP.

Attalning the goals of the GSP will necessitate the fallowang of thousands of acres
of agricultural land, and fallowed agricultural lands have the potential to
significantly and adversely impact the Alr Quality of the Valley through Increased
air pollution. For the past three years The Fund, In partnership with the University
of California, Irvine and the Borrego Water District, has supported Alr Quality
monltoring In the Borrego Valley, with particular attentlon to particles measuring

2.5um and 10 um, Y
Trustees;
Marshal Brecht  Andrew Chedrick David Garmon Susia Githtand  Bruce Kelley Robert helly
Bill Lawrence David Leibert Caroline Mantldl  Sytvana Meehs  Lorry Seagrim

A Non-Profit Cocporation I'ed. ID #33-06u010
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BVEF

BORREGO VALLEY
ERDOWMENT FUND
May 21, 2019

Page 2

Alr pollution poses a great envirenmental risk to health. Outdeor fine particulate
matter (particulate matter with 8 diameter <2.5 pm) exposure Is the fifth leading
nsk factor for death in the world, accounting for 4.2 million deaths and > 103
milllon disability-adjusted life years lost according to the Global Burden of Disease
Report.

Air pollutlon can harm acutely, usually manifested by respiratory or cardiac
symptoms; as well as chronically, potentially affecting every organ in the body. It
can cause, complicate, or exacerhbate many adversa health conditions. Tissue
damage may resuit directly from pollutant toxicity because fine and ultrafine
particles can gain access to organs, or indirectly through systemr mflammatory
processas. Harmful effects occur on 2 continuum of dosage and even at levels
below air quatity standards praviously considered to be safa.

The kssue of Alr Quality Is of particular concern for the Borrego Valley given our
demographic shift toward older age groups and the greater susceptibility to air
pallution of those older groups.

Thus, we are writing to suggest that the costs associated with Air Quality
manitoring be Included in the GSP. We believe Air Quality monitenng will be an
essential tool for compllance with the California Environmantal Quality Act as the
GSP is Implemented and agricuitural lands are fallowed.

Thank you,

Bob Kelly
President, BVEF

0151
Cant.

Marchal Srecht Andrew Chedrick asid Garman Swian Gilbland  Bruce Kelley Robert Kelly
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Letter O15

Commenter: Bob Kelly, President, Borrego Valley Endowment Fund
Date: May 21, 2019

015-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates your comments on
the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and commends your mission
to support efforts to improve healthcare delivery, to ensure sustainable water
supply, and to promote clean air. The GSA notes your comment that Section 5
of the Draft GSP contains no costs associated with air quality monitoring, which
you believe is a significant deficit of the Draft GSP. The GSA also note your
comment that attaining the goals of the GSP will necessitate the fallowing of
thousands of acres of agricultural land, and fallowed agricultural lands have the
potential to significantly and adversely impact the air quality of the Borrego
Valley through increased air pollution. In addition, the GSA acknowledges your
partnership with the University of California, Irvine (UCI), and the Borrego
Water District (BWD) to support ongoing meteorology and particulate matter
monitoring with particular attention to particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter of 10 microns or less (PM o) and monitoring for particulate matter with
a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PMz5). The GSA acknowledges your request
that the costs associated with air quality monitoring be included in the GSP,

The GSA notes that UCI implemented a research study to evaluate, model and
attribute particulate matter air quality in Borrego Springs, California. The three
year program evaluated current and historical air quality trends, developed and
calibrated a particulate matter air quality model of the region and is in the
process of attributing likely air quality sources of degradation (UCI 2017, 2018).
Data for this research was provided from the installation and monitoring of five
new weather stations in Borrego Springs by real-time continuous airborne
particle nephelometers. Nephelometers measure the visual quality of local
ambient air by measuring the scattering of light due to particles in continuous
air samples. Nephelometers do not make direct measurements of mass but
instead measure secondary properties of particles from which the mass must be
inferred to compare to regulatory particulate matter requirements. Light
scattering technologies must be calibrated against the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA’s) Federal Reference Method. UCI's weather stations are
primarily for scientific research and are not intended to meet regulatory mass-
balance stations requirements used to determine compliance with federal EPA
National Ambient Air Quality Standards or state ambient air quality standards.
Additional information regarding particulate matter monitoring requirements is
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available from the California Air Recourses Board at: https://www.arb.ca.gov/
aagm/partic.htm,

The GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 4 — Voluntary Fallowing
of Agricultural Land. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare policy
development and the California Environmental Quality Act (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.
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Comment Letter C1

Bomrago Springs Community Sponsor Group
Comments on the Draft Groundwater Sustainablity Plan (GSP)
Borege Vallsy Groundwater Basin

1 The Botrego Springs Community Sponsor Group (BSCSG) wauld prefer no
reduchons in water use for the muniopal sector, Proportional reductons are a
majer concession to non-municipal sectors, BWD's Baseline Purmping Allocation
(BPA) should remain al 2461 aflyr as propased lo the Advisory Commitiee or af
tha full 2700 or so alfyr that was the highest single year waler use for the
municipal sector in 2010, and not be reduced fiwther In addition to the C1-1
concessen of proportional reductons. Proportional reductions are only
acceplable as long a3 the amount of water used under Human Righl to Water
pravisions of slate law is not subject to reducions for muniopal users under the
GSP. 1 other sectors do not agres to sign the GSP, BWD should fully assert Its
interest and seek current water use and waler for the future with no reduchions 4

2. Water reductions should be front-loaded {using a fixed percantage of the T
Basellne Fumping Aliocatrons to calculate yearly reductions rather than a fixed
velume of water as 18 currently indicated In tha GSP) so that higher reductions In
water use occur early. This will save significantly mare of the water in our aquifer
than the current reduction method will, and safeguards against water quality and C1-2
walet management lszues that will be tno late to adequately address  thay -
occur later v the reduction perdod after the aguifer has been dewatered maore
significantly. Changlng methods for calculabng mandatory water reductions saves
as much aquder water as shortening th ¢ reduclion pedod to from 20 years to 15
years using the current methed. k

3 The Sponsor Group supports the mandatory metering program as detailed in
Appendix E of the drafl GSP and its immediate Implementation upon GSP
approval, and would [ike the GSP to describa that program, nat as an
"approach” In the section on the m g rdatory metenng program, GSP p 3-36,
second Al paragraph, but rather as a requirement thal |s delailad in Appendix E, C1-3
sa that the mandatory requirements ara emphaslzed in ait parts of the GSP.

Simdlarly, p. E5-5, PMA #3, last sentance, should affirmatively read that
Mandatory water metering ,“wilt* take gaca rather than *is praposed ko take
place following adoplion of this GSP." 4

4. Walerqualty is an essental concern Betler data must fill the data gaps for water
quahty in the North Managament Area. Mew monttoring wells for water quality l C1-4
that are not quite yet in place, and additi nal wells now in the process of being

draft Fina ndwate ageme . 2
January 2020 Appendix G-283






RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RTC.4 COMMUNITY GROUPS
Letter C1

Commenter: Rebecca Falk, Chair, Borrego Springs Community Sponsor Group
Date: Undated.

C1-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the Borrego Springs
Sponsor Group’s opposition to any groundwater use reductions for the municipal
sector. While the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) does not set specific
groundwater use reductions, the GSP includes Project and Management Action No.
3 — Pumping Reduction Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare
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 or GSA adoption of an interim ramp
down schedule are two possible scenarios where pumping reductions could start
prior to CEQA review completion.

The portion of this comment regarding future groundwater reductions does not
address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no further response is
required or necessary.

The GSA acknowledges the Borrego Springs Sponsor Group’s request for Borrego
Water District (BWD) baseline pumping allocation to be increased to
approximately 2,700 acre-feet per year or remain at 2,461 acre-feet per year. The
GSP has been revised to reflect 2,731 acre-feet per year as the baseline pumping
allocation for BWD. This has been revised up from 2,122 acre-feet per year to
include water that was provided in 2010 by BWD to the Rams Hill Golf Course.

C1-2 The GSA acknowledges the Borrego Springs Sponsor Group’s request to front load
groundwater reductions. While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use
reductions, the GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 3 — Pumping
Reduction Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare CEQA
documentation (after GSP adoption) in advance of considering formal adoption and
implementation of a specific ramp down schedule. The GSP also indicates an
agreement among the pumpers or GSA adoption of an interim ramp down schedule
are two possible scenarios where pumping reductions could start prior to CEQA
review completion.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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C1-3 The comment suggests that the langnage within the body of the Draft GSP
regarding Mandatory Water Metering should be strengthened to ensure that the
provisions specified in Appendix E are in fact mandatory. Revisions have been
made to page 3-39 to clarify that the details within Appendix E are mandatory

_ requirements. Page ES-5 has also been clarified that mandatory metering “will”
take place following adoption of the GSP.

Ci14 The GSA acknowledges the Borrego Springs Sponsor Group’s request to explicitly
state within the GSP specific authorities the governing body will have upon
adoption of the GSP to impose mandatory water quality monitoring on any wells in
the subbasin. The GSP indicates that the GSA continues to work with private
landowners to expand the monitoring network.

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

C1-5 When and if water quality becomes a concern that may require mitigation within any
portion of the Subbasin, the GSA may consider implementing Project and
Management Actions No. 4 — Water Quality Optimization and/or No. 5 — Intra-
Subbasin Water Transfers Program. Funding sources for the Project and Management
Actions (PMAs) will be considered by the GSA prior to implementation.

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

C1-6 The GSA acknowledges the Borrego Springs Sponsor Group’s request to add the
Sponsor Group and Ratepayers to the GSP as stakeholders for development of the
Water Trading Program. The GSP outlines the anticipated development approach
of the Water Trading Program by the GSA to identify stakeholders/participants and
conduct interviews and meetings to receive input and identify concerns to be
addressed in program development. '

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

C1-7 The GSA acknowledges the Severely Disadvantaged Community (SDAC) status of
Borrego Springs. 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.
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From:
Sent:
Te.
Subjact:

Comment Letter 11

lanet Johnson <fishandwhistle65@gmailcom >

Saturday, May 18, 2019937 FM

LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Proposed Bamrego Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan

M. Jiry Benhett:

My husband and | have a homne at the Barrega Air Ranch. | appreciste the efforts
Involved In craating a sustainable plan for water In the future of tha Borrego Valley and
certainly think it 15 an impertant (ssue to tackle. However, | would like to share our
thaughts on the fairness of the propased plan

First, it s=ems e those who wse proportionally Inttla of the water [n tha valley ars being
asked to decreass water usaga by tha same amount as the higher users whe have had 8
bigger rola in the progressiva depletion of the aquifer, [f the agriculttural interests have
used 70% of tha water In the past, they shoukd reduce their water usage by a higher
petcentage than residences which have had a much lighter role In dacreasing the water
tabla If goif courses have used 18% of the water in the past, they should also redixe
their water usage more than resldences, perhaps making a bigger use of gray water te
malntain tha course. Requinng a 75% water reduction across all segmants of the
community will do a great harm to the community and hurts those mast who have nat
had the biggest rcla in depleting the aquifer,

Secondly, The Borrega Alr Ranch has its own two walls, which have been drawn froma
water table that has not been decreazing The BAR water Javels have been stable for
maora than 50 years. Having the 75% water reduction over the next 20 years will not
affect the rest of the Borraga Vallry aquifer, The BAR residents are already vary careful
with thelr water in order to malntaln this stability. Forced reduction In watar usage
woukl have a vary negative effect on the sit ranch community, would affect health and
safety, and would of course decrease proparty values [as it would In cther residentlal
areas of Borrego.)

While spplauding that there 1= a tentative plan, we would urge you to maka the
mandatory reduction for residents a lower percentage and f possible, to leave the
Borrega Alr Ranch cut of the mandatory requirements. The Borrego Valley isa
wonderfu! pate with many exciting, pragresshve things galng on We hopa this unfair
watar recluction plan will not Bring this to an end.

Sincerely,

Mary Janet Johnson
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RTC.5 INDIVIDUALS
Letter |1

Commenter: Janet Johnson (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 18, 2019

I1-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your proposed
approach of non-proportional cutbacks of water use for beneficial users of
groundwater in the Borrego Springs Subbasin. It should be emphasized that, the
GSP would not necessarily result in any reduction of physical water use by the
Borrego Air Ranch. Rather the Air Ranch would be assigned a baseline pumping
allocation (BPA) that would ramp down over the 20 year implementation period.

The BPA assigned to the Air Ranch is 12 acre-feet per year (AFY) based on
previous estimates of water use for the Air Ranch by the U.S. Geological Surey
(USGS 2015). No pumping data was provided by the Air Ranch to the GSA to
document historical use. If the Air Ranch uses water in excess of their BPA in any
given year, a water trading program, once implemented, would allow air ranch to
acquire additional BPA from other users in the Subbasin. The GSP approach allows
for continued use of groundwater by the Air Ranch for existing and planned future
beneficial use.

As shown in GSP Figure 2.2-13F, the groundwater level contours in the vicinity of
air ranch suggests that average groundwater levels have decreased by 1 to 1.5 feet
over the past 8 years. The depth to water in a well on Air Ranch (SWID No.
0115007E301.001S) was measured in Fall 2016 to be 85.1 feet bgs and measured
in Spring 2019 to be 88.5 feet bgs. Again, there is no forced physical reduction of
Air Ranch water use. While the BPA ramps down over time, the Air Ranch can
either implement conservation and acquire BPA once a water trading program is
implemented to maintain existing beneficial water use or even increase water use
provided sufficient BPA is obtained from users who have either fallowed land or
reduced water use.

For additional information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master
response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter 12

From, Bill Carpenter <billbar7@gmailcom >

Sent: Friday, Apnl 26, 2010 7.38 AM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Ce: Bill Carpenter

Subjact: Bomrego Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)

Courty of 5an Crego Planning & Development Sarvices
cfor)im Bannett
EDRSLVEGGroundWater@sdcounty.ca.gon

5510 Overland Ave Sute 310

San Diego CA 92123

Mr. Jim Bennet,

The Borrego Air Ranch is a residentlal airport commurnity located in the southern management srea of the Borrego
Springs Subbasin The Air Ranch has been in exlstence since 1945, the subdivision map was craated In 1948 Thare ara
currently 24 residential unitsinthe cor . It has been tlassified as ‘Other” in the Groundwater Sustainability Plan
{G5P), A Baseline Pumping Allocation {BPA] of 12 s¢refeet peryear has been assigned to the communtty. It appears the
Alr Ranch will be required to cut back its usage of water by 75% over the pericd covered by the Plan  That would result
in an allocation of 3 acre-feet per year tobe shared by 24 residences or 0 125 acre-feet per residence per year. This
would essentlally result in the closing of the community and the Alr Ranch Alrport.

The Air Ranchers have ahwvays been good stewards of water usage. The Afr Ranchers do not maintain any common
property which mquires water, There is minimal use of non-native vegetation and external watering has bean kept toan
absolute minimum at the individual residences, The community elected to be served by a single community owned and 1241
operated water system rather than drilling and mairtaining individual welk, [t should ba noted that i the compwnity
had &lected to source their water by indridual wells, they would not be subject to any cutbacks undar the G5P Ther
well usage would be well under 2 acre-feet per year per residence; they wou'ld be classified as de runimus users

The Alr Ranchers have been assigned a BPA of 0.5 acre-feet per year per residence, Alr Ranchers are able to liva within
the BPA. They will, however, not be able to survive cuts of 75% to the Alr Ranch BPA. 1t will likely result In the
elimination of a commurnuty with along established tradition of Inang and workang with a minumal usage of waterina
desert community. The Alr Ranchers with to continue this traditan and should be exempted from cutbacks to their BPA,
Such an exemptlon will have slmost no impact on the goaks of the Borrego Valley GSP, Cutting back the Alr Ranch
aligcation from 12 to 3 acre-feet per year will have very little impact on achleving the Borrego Springs Subbasin goal of
5700 acre-feet per year of water usage but it would almast certalnly result In the ehmnation of ths uniqua community,
The Air Ranch should be exempted from cutbacks to their assigned BPA <

Willard {BIIl) Carpanter & family
Borrego Air Ranch {full time resident}
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Letter 12

Commenter: Bill Carpenter {Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: April 26, 2019

12-1 We appreciate your concern that the Air Ranch would be required to reduce water
use from a baseline pumping allocation (BPA) of 12 acre-feet per year (AFY) that
ramps down to approximately 3 AFY assuming a 75% reduction over a 20-year
implementation period; however an actual physical reduction in water use is not
required to be shared by the 24 residents of the Air Ranch. The Air Ranch can
secure additional BPA via the water trading program, once implemented, from
other users in the Subbasin to maintain water use or even increase water use,

It is noted that if residents of the Air Ranch had individual domestic wells that they
would be considered de minimis users. It is also noted that the Air Ranch is a State
Small Water System No. and similar to other retail water users such as the Borrego
Water District (BWD) have not been assigned a per-dwelling allocation.
Implementation of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) requires
participation and stewardship by all beneficial users of groundwater to ensure a
sustainable future for Borrego Springs. For additional information on this response,
the commenter is referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping
Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter 13

From: Lee Grsmer <ignsmer@lasiera.edu>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 1140 AM
To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Dear Mr, Bennett,

I'would like to add my voice to the growing concerns surrounding the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Sustanability Plan {G5P} Rather than contnbute to the already well-artfculated and logistically infallible
arguments of my neighbors at the Barrega Air Ranch, | would like to address these issues from a completely
different parspactive, | am 3 professor of Biology and the Director of Rasearch In the Biclogy Department of La
Sierra University In Riverside and | have been a property owner at the Alr Ranch since 1986, Although |
applaud the conservation premise of the GSP, t bellava [t is short-sighted from an ecological perspective as
those who drafted the plan were unaware of other activitles that take placa atthe Air Ranch. We at the Alr
Ranch havealways been a small, ecologically minded cormmunity and conscientious stewards of OUR water.
My residence also serves as 3 non-profit research retreat and trainlng centered for ecologist and their
students from araund the world, Myself and my son, Dr. lesse Gnsmer=-also a biofogist—regularly host
training and research workshops on vanous aspects of conservation—one of which involves water
comservation To date, we have hosted professors and their students from all over the United States as well as
from Cambodia, Vietnarn, Malaysia, and México, These sclentists take what they learn from the workshops
and from the habitat surrounding the Air Ranch back to their home countries and incorporate these data into
thelr classroom curricula and research labs, The point here being that the Borrego Alr Ranch has a tangible
international Impact on conservation efforts in other countries Locally, | have students doing non-take
recapture population studies on some of the specles of reptlles that are Red-Listed by the International Union
for Conservation of Nature {IUCN}) that otcur onthe Air Ranch. Additionally, | have been using my residence at
the Air Ranch as a base statlon to support my field research on the amphibians and reptiles of Anza-Borrego
since 1986. Asking Air Ranch residents to cul their waler usage by 75% would completely deconstruct the
wtility of my property as a base station, research retreat, and intermittent residence,

Mr. Bennett, ultimately the larger issue here | believe is the far-reaching impact the Air Ranch has en
conservation overall—not Just one of its subcatepories of water management | sincerely hope that a broader,
more agnostic view of international corservation and the realization of the role the Borrego Alr Ranch bears
on this Issue will work tts way Into the dacislon-making process. If conservation Is truly the end game hare,
than shutting dewn the Borrege Alr Ranch would be analogous to trylng to build a new bulld while

slmulta neously putting a moratorfum on nalls

Iwould be happy ta meet with you any time at your convenience if you have any or concerns or [ssues you
would like to discuss.

Sincerely,

L.Lee Grismer, Ph D

Professor of Biology and Director of Research
Department of Blology

La Sherra Unlversity

13-1
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L Lee Grsmer, Fh D.
Director of Research
Departmart of Bology

La Slerra Unlversity

4500 Riverwalk Parkway
Rhverside, CA 92515-8247, USA
Tel 951.785-2345

A risk free world is a very dull world, one from which we are apt to leamn Ittle of consequence.” - Gesrat Varmal

"if peopla are good only bacause they fear punishment, and hope for reward, then wa are a sorry lot indeed.” - Albert
Emsten

water Subbasin
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Letter I3

Commenter: Lee Grismer (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 20, 2019

I3-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates your information
relating to population studies on some of the species of reptiles that are Red-Listed
by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) that occur on the Air
Ranch. We hope that you can share some of your research with the GSA to
determine whether areas in the vicinity of the Air Ranch or greater Subbasin are
suitable for habitat conservation as part of developing Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP) projects and Management Actions. See above responses to comments
concerning future water availability to the Air Ranch. For additional information
on this response, the commenter is referred to the master response on the Baseline
Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter 14

From: John Geyer <lohn@jgeyerplumbing com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 8 0T AM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Barrege Valley Groundwater Sustainabilty Plan Comments

County of San Dlego Planning & Development Services
¢/6: lim Bennatt

| amthe ownar of a vacant lot at the Borrego Air Ranch The lot was purchased 44 years ago with the plan to
build when | retire The Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustalnability Plan{GPS) wouki maka my parcel unbuildable

The Alr Ranch water table has been steady for the last 40 years and i not impacting the northern basin, Pleass
exclude us from tha GPS

Regards

John Geyer
619 820.8537

Subbasin

14-1

Appendix G-299

3



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

draft Final Groundwater Manageme 3 - - g yate :
January 2020 Appendix G-300



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter 14

Commenter: John Geyer (Air Ranch Community Members)
Date: May 21, 2019

14-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates your concern regarding
the ability to develop your vacant subdivided parcel at the Air Ranch. As discussed in
the master response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction
Program, water can be obtained via a water trading program, once implemented, to
develop your property. Also, as described in response to Comment Letter II,
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Air Ranch have declined over the last 10 years.
For additional information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master
response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter IS

From: Enc Nessa <ene nessaB@aclcom>
Sent: Saturday, May 04, 20198.28 PMm
To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS
Subject: GSP Comment

1 8 8 home owner at the Borego Alr Ranch (BAR) | have reviewed the proposed GSP and personally believe that &
treats me and the other residents of the BAR unfally  The RAR has been a good steward of the water under cur
ipwrediale area for over 60 years  The residents have been educated in efficient use of household water, and in the
cfl‘ldenl uss d' Iandscepo [rrlgmon The pwposed GSP requlres all pon-de-munlmes pumping sedtors e make

hon | object to the proposed GSP because the reduction 15 equaly
applle-d lo all semors dﬁpﬂe fads mat cmtrndd GSPs sholgun approach logle.

The GSF's stated mandate isto bnng the aquifer into sustalnable equilbrium.  That is exacity what the Borego Ar
Rench has done with the aquifer under our feet a8 besn for years, and is in equillbrium today!

ﬂer levﬂs are siab!a md hava not fone down ng;m Egg 1] !gx Thc BAR should nct be pmished ny beng
Torced to make the same reductions as a other sector pumpers that have depleted the aguifer undsr thew wells, Itisthe

Barrego valley agriculiure industry that has squandered the water under thelr feet over the past 60 years |Hs the Ag
Secter thal has drwn the weler table down 126 feetin ther area [t Is tha Ag Seclor who has placed the entre Borepo
comsTunlty @ risk. |t L-. the Ag Sector who should have to reduce their usage try whatever percentage required, or stop
pumping To held the BAR ta the same reductions as Ag or cther over users
Is not lagical, It s not equlable. Risnctfalr  The BAR should get & Madal of Ment far keeplag our agquifer in sustainable
equilibrurm!f|

Respecifulty submitted,

Eric Nessa

2727 Bomego Ax Ranch Rd
Barrego Springs CA 52004
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Letter 15

Commenter: Eric Nessa (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 4, 2019

15-1 We acknowledge your concern regarding the baseline pumping allocation (BPA)
rampdown for the Air Ranch. The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) includes
participation by all beneficial users of groundwater in the Subbasin to ensure
stewardship of water resources. As described above, groundwater levels in the vicinity
of the Air Ranch have been declining over the past several years. Stewardship requires
continued metering, monitoring and management of the entire Subbasin. For additional
information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master response on the
Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter 16

From: Carlshad Raceway Office <carlsbadrceway@verzon net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 11 06 AM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Bormego Valley Groundwater Sustatnababity Plan (G5P)

Dear Mr. Bennett,

Qur famdy owns two lots on the Arr Ranch plus a residence 1 also own 5 acres on the nerth end of
the Arr Ranch and 5 hangars

In agreement with the other abyection letters submitted from Barrago Air Ranch residents, including
lelters from my two sons, iIn my epinien tha ea of kmiting residential water that won't use as much In
a year as ona goif course does i a month 15 not only disagresable but ndiculous  We have ownad &1
property thera since 1986 bought directly from Mr Fletcher and to this point had no interest in selling
it The propesed GSP will have severe Impact on property values  Don't Iike much getting tnto
poltics but sometimes it's necessary

In closing | disagree and will do alf | can to work agatnst what you are trymg to do to the Air Ranch.

Larry Grismer
Bomrego Air Ranch
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| etter 16

Commenter: Larry Grismer (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 21, 2019

I6-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) secures water resources for responsible
and sustainable development of the Borrego Springs community. The GSP provides
the framework for securing water via a water trading program, once implemented
for your properties. For additional information on this response, the commenter is
referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping
Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter I7

May 47, 2019

To County of San Ciego Planning & Development Services
c/o* Jim Bennett
PDS LUEGGroundWaten@sdcounty ca gov
Subject. Comment to the Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustainabilty Plan (GSP)

DOearMr Jim Bennett,

| am wniing you 1n response to an opportunity to comment on the Borrego Valley
Groundwater Sustainability Plan,

| bellave the goal of any plan is to enhance awareness and take care of the environment
while taking care of our responsibilty to our water supply | bought my property at the
Alr Ranch back in the 70's My goal has atways been to have a small relirement home
which also houses my awplane Everyone at the ranch pndes themseltves on taking
care of the environment and being very fruga! with water consumption, We all want to
be geod stewards of our dessert and continue to Iive at The Bormrego Air Ranch, The
plan cumrently does not include our small carmunty as a de minimis user given by the
general reference to acreage n the GSP We respechively request that simce we are a
de minimis user, the acre feet defimtion not be the only way tn addressing communities
such as ours and language be added to allowing those who have a de minimis effect
on the aquifer be included regardless if they meet the acre feet definiion,

If this change to the plan does not occur, we will lose our community and retirement
plan We can't imagine your argantzaticn wanting to eliminate our community Please
hear our votce and make the catical change to the GSP

Respectiully submitted,

Linda Goadnch

17-1
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Letter 17

Commenter: Linda Goodrich {(Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 4, 2019

I7-1 De minimis is defined by Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) as
water use less than 2 acre-feet per year (AFY). The Air Ranch is estimated to
currently use approximately 12 AFY and is not considered a de minimis user. For
additional information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master
response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Camment Letter 18

From: Pat Hall <path@tol com»

Sent: Sunday, April 28, 2019 4 30 PM

Ta: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS.

Subject: RE. Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Attachments: Borrego Valley Water Basin pdf

County of San Diego Planning & Development Services

c/fo: Jim Bennett

I am the owner of a hame located at Borrego Air Ranch, 2756 Awstrip Borrego CA,
92004. The owner’s association has had much discussion about the Barrego Valley
Groundwater Sustainability Plan(GPS) and t would hke to get my comments

and thoughts on the recard.

There are several issues that are on all our minds however, there are two major ones | wish to
address in this email. First Is the fact that the Air Ranch water levels have remained stable for
the entire time we have been monitoring them, which is more than half a century. The other
1ss5ue Is that we are already a very efficient community from a water conservation standpoint.

As to my first point regarding our stable water levels in our water wells, | will quote one of

the knowledgeable resources on the valley’s water issues, lohn Peterson, “Water

tevels don’t lie”. His comments maintain that the water levels in the Northern Borrego Basin
are being impacted by over usage, which has resulted in dramatic overdraft and therefore the
change in water well depths. However, If you look at all the facts, the Borrego Air Ranch, which
you can see by the attached diagram, is located downstream from the Northern Borrego
basin as well as the Borrego sink. Therefore, any change in our usage will not

impact water levels upstream. This is evidenced by the fact that our water levels

have remained stable while the Northern Barrego basin continues to be depleted. If there
1

18-1

18-2
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was an interaction between the Borrego Air Ranch location and the community of Borrego
Springs, logic would dictate that we would have seen some change in our water levels over the
years It has been stated by a few who have studied this issue that the southern basin has
either a different source or is 50 far removed from the northern basin that it would take
hundreds of years for any draw down in the Southern Borrego basin to impact the Northern
Borrego basin.

For the record the following is the complete quote from Mr. Peterson: “Water levels
don’t lie. It Is comparable and equivalent to looking at your banking account, and seeing
whether or not you've got more money coming out of your account than going in. That's
an overdraft and the balance s going down," Peterson said. "We’re pumping out a lot
more water than is being naturally recharged.”

This condition is clearly not the case for the Borrego Air Ranch. Therefore, | request that
you not include us in your GSP recovery plan. We are not part of the problem
and therefare any change in our current usage will not impact the required solution.

As to my second point, we are already an efficient community when it comes to

water usage. We don’t have lush lawns or tree orchards. All the homes have

very modest desert landscaping. Therefore, the only way we can cut back our

usage further would be to significantly change our lifestyle and personal hygiene. By
forcing a cutback to the level that has been suggested, the GPS will make our
prapefties potentially uninhabitable, destroy our commumity as well as the value of our
praperty.

If this plan, as we understand it, is implemented throughout the Borrego Spnings area
the community will sustain significant damage. A mare reasoned approach would be to
move the agriculture users to a location that can provide the water they need, and
require the recreational users install gray water recycling systems that will allow
continued watering of their golf courses. These two actions alone would prevent
averdraft of the basin.

18-2
Cont.

18-3

18-4

Appendix G-216 |



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1f you move forward with the plan to reduce the usage by all categories equally, this wall not
only destroy the future growth of Borrego Valley, It will most certainly negatively impact the 18-5
current economic renewal that Borrego Springs is experiencing. N

Best Regards,

V. PAT HALL

PATH@TOLD.com
DIRECT PHONE (818) 466-0222

DIRECT FAX (818} 466-0232

MOBILE (805)402-2106

roundwater Subbasin
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Letter 18

Commenter: Pat Hall (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: April 28, 2019

The Air Ranch provided no groundwater level, production or water quality data
as requested on multiple occasions. As described in response to Comment I1-1,
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Air Ranch have been declining. For
additional information on this response, the commenter is referred to the master
response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the conservation and
stewardship efforts by the Air Ranch

As explained in response 111-2, costs will be necessary to obtain additional water
via the water trading program, once implemented.
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Comment Letter |9

From: Mike Himmench <borrego d(Patt net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 1228 PM

T LUEG, GroundWater, FDS

Ca Mike Himmench

Subject: Borego Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan - GSP

County of San Diego Planrning & Development Services
CIQ: Jim Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue Sulte 310

San Cwego, CA 92123

Mr Jim Bennett,

1 would like to add my review and commenis on the proposed Bomego Basin Groundwater Sustalnabilty Plan -
GSP

| am a full time, year round reskient of the Borrego Valley at the Borrego Alr Ranch, My family first visted
Borrego Valley in the 1840's and has resided here for the past quarter century,

| attended mast of the public planing sesslons forthe GSP As well as many of its predecessor, the borrege
waler coaliion

This Is aur first real opportunity to comment on the GSP | don't believe ail of the residents, property owners
and tax payers were directly cortacted via parsanal letter, phone call or notation on our property tax kills and
Informed of the pfan and their potential Impacts

The Boitego Air Ranch is a planned resldential alrpark community started in 1945 at about the time electric
was first brought nto Borrego 1t is one of the akdest residential alrpask In the nation

One of the many considerations for moving across the country to the Air Ranch was the availability of water
Water is suppiled by our long-established-Barrego Alr Ranch Mutual Water and Improvement Company Water
1s Lde in the desert Its' availabiiity and the construction of water infrastructure to all properties in our long
planed residentfal commurity is the difference between open desert kand that Is worth about $200 an acre and
our land values of up to asound 575,000 an acre

Attempts to reduce our already frugal water usage by 75% Is would make the current and future homes on the
ranch univable 2nd uninhabltable. Resuiting in a defact regulatory taking

We abso have some lots that do not cusrently have homes constructed on them, the owners have beaen working
Frapd towand retirement and then buldng their dream home Thatwill be impossible without the access to water
they always befleved was secure by purchasing [n a planed community with |ts own private water system

In the published GSP, Appendix D2 Figures 2A and 2B the groundwater flows shown in the USGS
Hydrogeolfagy, Hydrologic Effects models - shaw our water source is separate from the parts of the valiey that
overdrafis the water In theirareas  Our groundwater fiow runs to the north and west away fram us, toward the
Bormego sink area

Qurwrater use has no elect on the other areas of Borrege Valley

There I3 no other saurce of water for the Air Ranch other than our wells We are outside the Borrego Water
District, as such they provide no beneficial use or service to the Alr Ranch

19-1
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The Barrego Alr Ranch property ownerd and it's Mutual Water Company have always been a good stewards of
's overlying and beneficlal water rights since 1345, Qur community water well Jevels haveatways had stabie
water levels

Wea will continue i be a good steward as there is pa feasible alsmativesaurce of water

| would lke consideration of a permanent exclusion to the Borrego Valley GSP inthe Borego Alr Ranch and
aur mutual water company

1 We are outside the Borrego Waler District service area, they can not and do not provide a benaficlal use or
service to us. They are unaccountable to the residents of the Alr Ranch as we are not part of thelr voling
district. They provide no represantatien for us.

2. The J5GS hydrological models show we have po eftect on the rest of the Bomego Valley Baxzin
Comments on the full plan

The expense of establishing and maintaining a2 new munti-milllon daftar agency in a small ecconmic
disadvantaged community to moniior water levels and manage, study and adjust the plan and erdlesaly
sustain &, is prohibdvely expensive, Residents will be forced out and leave Borrego The new agency s
unaccountakie to all residents of Borrego

The ecconmic impacts have not been considered Asg residents leave costd and taxes on waler will
continuously and exponentiaky rise on individual residents Land and propearty values will fall, wiping out
peoples life saving As the schools close, businesses fall Bomego will become a ghost town

Much of the residemntial use Is already tailored to desert living, domestic watar usage and evaporative coolers to
withstand the desert heat. For most of us further reductions are impractial and impossible

Thank you for you consideraton and opportunity to comment.
Mike Himmerkch

2785 Borrego Alr Ranch
Barego Springs, CA 82004

19-1
Cont.
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Letter 19

Commenter: Mike Himmerich {Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 21, 2019

19-1 The commenter is referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping
Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.

19-2 The commenter is referred to response to Comment I1-1.

19-3 Comment noted.
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Comment Letter 10

Fromm: JeffGrismen®FhngFerfim com
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 503 PM
Tot LUEG, GroundWater, PDS
Subject Borrege Air Ranch GSP

Mr. Jim Bennett,

My family currently owns and has owned numerous praoperties at the Air Ranch since 1986
individually and as partners. | agree with the numerous other letters objecting to the Borrego
Valley GSP and note that each one offers distinctly different and valid objections to the plan

While it might make me feel good to go on and on expressing my feelings, Fil skip the folderol
of emotion and just make a couple points | haven't seen delineated in others’ letters

A cursary lock at the Air Ranch proves the extremely limited use of water for anything except
that required for human existence and exemplifies the lack of productivity to cutting our tiny
usage by 75%.

12x 75 =9 acre-feet per year saved of the 5700 acre-feet goal. Thatis 001578 of the goal,
roughly one and a half tenths of one percent. .1578% in exchange for destruction the Valley’s
asset that has existed for 74 years and foreing the abandonment of 24 residences to become
public liabilities.

Here's the two outcomes [ faresee:

1. ltisimpossible for residents of the Air Ranch to survive in the extremes of the Borrego
Dessert with a 75% water cut. Everyone wll be forced to abandon their homes and relccate to
survive. The Air Ranch, a once beautiful asset to the Valley, will become a haunt for vagrants,
vandals and the lawless

2. | believe I've researched the pumping numbers accurately enough to generalize a second
scenario. Current BPA for the Air Ranch 1s 12 acre-feet per year. To prevent the inevitable #1.
scenario above, all 24 residents will be forced to dnll indiwidual wells, each having a BPA of 2
acre-feet per year. This plan thus may result in quadrupling the available usage and becomes
caunter productive ta the GSP's stated goal.

Respectiully,

Jeff Grismer !

President, Carlsbad Raceway Corp,

Subbasin

1101
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Letter 110

Commenter: Jeff Grismer (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: May 21, 2019

110-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates that the Air Ranch
represents a small percentage of Subbasin pumping. The GSA implemented the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) definition of de minimis users
when determining required participation in the Plan. The GSA may consider
requiring even de minimis user to also participate in the Plan in the future, To clarify
on the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), the Air Ranch can acquire
additional BPA to maintain or even potentially increase water use. The commenter
is referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping
Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter 111

Fram: Bl Bancrott «bifban crofu@ parol-onecom >
Sene Tuesday, April 30, 2015 4 40 AM

Ta: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Ce 8lll Carpaniter

Subject GPS

Courty of San Diego Plarning & Development Sendces
cfa: him Bennatt

1am the owner of 2 home [o@ted at 2773 Borego Alr Ranch R, Bomego Springs, A, 92004, Please allow me to add
iy cormenks to those of fellow Alr Ranch owners in regard to the Barrege Valley Graundwater Sustalnablity
Plan|GPS). 1am the anrent Barrego Alr Ranch Water Systerns Marager, I've held this pasition for the past mare than
tenyears

During my tenure as Water Systemns Manager ) have measured the water table at our primary well on 3 weekly
basis. The water table has, aver thut period af ime remalned at an average depth af 92 feet, never varying other than
at brief Intarvals {30 minutes or less) when the puip bs replenishing the storage tznk,

thave maritored and dacumented Individual household water consumption and overall system cansumnption Inan
eflart to find and repalr any leaks. 1@n state, unequivacally, individually and coli ectively residents have been excellent
water stewards during my tenure as Water Systerns Mareger, Additionally, Inmy review of historical recards, It's dear
that current stewardship is reflective af the past performance of our reddents,

My strong condusiars are.
*  Hinduded In the GSF the Impact of the Borrego Alr Ranch would be so deminlmus 35 to be unmeasurable
*  However, impact of GSP, a5 currently planned, on the Borrego Alr Ranch would be dimstraus In terms of
Iivability and property values

In shert, we have “no dog In this fight” and respectfully ask to be exduded from the GSP.

Sincerely,

Bl Bantroft

Bomrego AlrRanch

Waler Systams Manager
Airport Manager
TH.305.6600 {Cedl, 24/7365)

fer Subbasin
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Letter 111

Commenter: Bill Bancroft (Air Ranch Community Member)
Date: April 30, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) appreciates information pertaining
to documentation of groundwater levels at the Air Ranch. As described in Comment
Letter I1, groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Air Ranch are demonstrated to
be declining over the past several years.

The commenter’s assertion that the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), as
currently planned, on the Borrego Air Ranch would be disastrous in terms of
livability and property values is not supported. The GSP indicates an annual fee for
GSP implementation of approximately $50 per acre-foot pumped to cover
operations and monitoring costs, management, administration and other costs such
as reserved. This cost does not include additional potential fees required to
implement projects or management actions. Additionally, if the Air Ranch secures
additional water via the water trading program, once implemented there would be
cost involved with acquisition. The commenter is referred to the master response
on the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.
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Comment Letter [12

From: Steve 8¢ Debbie Richle <sdriehlei@gmailcom»

Sent: Thursday, May 02, 2019 1117 AM

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PD5S

Subject: Borrego Aur Ranch: Groundwater Sustainabilty Plan {GSP)

Gaood Moming Mr Bennet,

My wife and | own a home located at the Borrego Alr Ranch, 4211 Cessna Lanre, Borrego Springs CA,
92004 The owner's association has had much discusslon about the Borrego Valley Groundwater
Sustalnahility Plan{GSP) and we would like to get our concerns on the record

There are several Issues that are on all our minds however, there are two major ones we wish to address In
this emall First is the fact that the Alr Ranch water levels have remained stable for the entire time we have
been montenng them, which is more than halt a century, The other Issue is that we are already a very efficient
community from a water conservation standpoint.

As to our first point regarding our stable water levels in our water wells, we will Guote one of the knowledgeable
resources on the valley's water issues, John Paterson, “Water levels dow't lie®, Hs comments maintain that
the water leve!s In the Northem Borrego Basin are belng impacted by over usage, which has resulted in
dramatic overdraft and therefare the change in water well depths However, if you look at all the facts,

the Borrego Air Ranch [s located downstream from the Northern Borrego basin as well as the Borrego sink
Therefore, any change [n our usage will not impact water levels upstream This is evidenced by the fact that
our water levels have remalned stable while the Narthem Borrego basin continues to be depleted  If there was
an interaction between the Bomrego Alr Ranch location and the community of Borrego Springs, logic would
dictate that we would have seen some changs in our water levels over the years It has been stated by a few
who have studied this issue that the southemn basin has erther a diferent source or is so far remaved from the
narthern basin that It would take hundreds of years for any draw down in the Southemn Bomego basin o impact
the Northern Borrego basin

As to our secand point, we are already an efficserit community when it comes to water usage We don't have
lush lawns or tree orchards Al the homes have very modest desert landscaping Therefore, the only way we
can cut back our usage further woukd be to significantly change our lifestyle and personal hyglene By forcing
a cutback o the level that has been suggested, the GSP will make our properties potentally uninhabitable,
dastroy our community as well as the value of our property

if this plan, as we understand It, s impkemented throughout the Borrego Springs area

the community will sustain significant damage A more reasoned approach would be to move the agriculiure
users to a kcation that can provide the water they nead, and require the recreational users Install gray wafer
recycling systems that witl allow continued wateting of their golf courses These two actions alone would
prevent ovendraft of the basm

IT you move forward with the plan to meduce the usage by all categaries equally, this will not only destroy the
future growth of Borrego Valley, It will most certalnly negatvety Impact the current economie renawal

that Boriego Spnngs s experlencing

Thank you for your attenbon to this most important matter

Steve and Debbie Riehle

112-1

n2-2

112-3

12-4

112-5

Appendix G-333



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

draft Final Groundwater Manageme s e Borre 1 iale i
January 2020 Appendix G-334



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter 112

Commenter: Steve and Debbie Riehle (Air Ranch Community Members)

112-1

112-2

I12-3

112-4

n2-5
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January 2020

Date: May 2, 2019
The commenter is referred to response to Comment 11-1,

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your request that Air
Ranch not be required to managed pursuant to Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act (SGMA) due to its location. In response, Air Ranch is located within the South
Management Area (SMA) of Department of Water Resources (DWR) defined Borrego
Spring Subbasin and subject to the requirements of SGMA.

The commenter is referred to the master response on the Baseline Pumping
Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program.

The fallowing of agricultural properties is described in Chapter 4 of the
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). As discussed in GSP Section 2.2.3.8,
recycled water use has been studied extensively and is not economical at this time.
As documented in the Draft GSP, stormwater retention will be evaluated on a case-
by case basis in conjunction with future development in the Subbasin.

Securing a reliable and sustainable water supply for Borrego Springs will ensure
availability for sustaining the community and future growth.
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Comment Letter 113

To County of San Drego Plarming & Development Services
oo Jim Bennett

BD35 LUEGGroundWater@sdeounty ca pov
Subject: Comment to the Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustunatnlity Plen (GSP)

Dear Mr Jim Bennetd,

We are owners of & house at the Borrego Aur Rench. We have two concerns The first 13 that we believe
the defimtron of "ds miimis user” 13 too namow and shoutd be revised, The Botrego Awr Ranch should
be designated as a de punimis user by a text change 1n the GSP allowing those who have a do nunimis
effect on the aquifer to be included regemdless if they meet the acre feet definiton

The dictionary defirution of de minietis 18 "inconsequenttaf, insignificant, tnsaal, of munor importance ™
The proposed GSP uses an acre foot usage defimhon for de surtmis to sdent fy those users who have an
nsigm ficant, as opposed to a sigmficant, effect on the aquifer, The Borrego Awr Ranch's water lev el has
historically beent very stable Therefore the effect of our use of water is de minimis end insigmficant i
Jacy, if not a8 defined by the acre foot test. Given the extraordmary insccuraacs likely in attemphing to
map out the detals of how water flows underground 1n this great valley, it 13 overconfident and
naccurate to desiprate a small user that lias had a stable well water level for half s century as non-de
rmspns and lump it in with the agneultural and recreational over drafters who have caused thus
dulemuna, The Bomego Air Ranch is a small commumity that has not contnbuted to the overdraft and is
not affected by 1t. We have stable water levels end we really have hittle effect on the rest of the aquifer
and truly are "inconsequennal, insignificant, trvial, of miner importance "

A text change could be made to the GSP that excludes amy of the four samall users that would otherwise
be in the “Cther™ non-de munimis category from that category if that user has stable water [evels Stable
waler levels proving this de minimis effect should be considered. The acre foot requirement of the de
wirinidy category was created to rry to identifir a de minimis effect Stable water levels thow a de
minimis effect. A text change could allow a user with a demonstrably de minimius offect to be induded
in the de minimus category rather than be excluded by the overly broad acre fest defimtion. 1t would
seem facts should win out over theory, The Borrego Air Ranch stands spart from the problem in both
1tz stable water level and iy physical distance from the overdraft areas,

The Bomego Atr Rench s one of only four users who use very hitile water mnd yet are defined as non-de
munmis. The drafters ded not want the four included with the big three categories because they called
us "Other * It1s evident the drafters of the GSP thought putting the Borrego Aur Ranch into the same
non-de minimis category as the agnenture and recreational industnes whose excessive use has ploced
the entire Borrego commuruty at nsk is not togical, equitable or fiue But wath only an acve foot critena
for de mirumis use they had ned their own hands  But they probably didn't realize that de minimis
gffect could be shown another way than acre fest and probably would have welcomed the idea Thesa
commenls give us m opportumty to correct that,

Qur second concer 1s that reducing the usage to 24% aaross all users creates senous problems

Comment io the Barrego Valley Groundwater Szstansmlity Pim (GSP) Prge lof2
Texry and Pam Rhodea, May 4, 2019
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The proposed GSP reduction of everyone's water usage to 24% of their pnor use sowrds reasonable but
1t would result 1n massive damage to the domestic water usage commuruty and an unrecogmzed benefit
for the sgticulture commumty 1,et me expla.

The GSP provides for an equal percentage reduction of 13e based on prioruse  The reduction
percentago 1 equal but the impact preatly favors those who have drawned the aquifer and destroys those
who have not. Agricultural users of lustorically massive emounts of water would retain % of their huge
use and switch to other profitable uses of ther shil plentiful allocation Domestic users would retain 4
of their minimal use and because it would be insufficient to support dwellings therr properttes would be
sbandoned and lost to tax sales

The proposed plan would allow the users of the most water who draned the aquifer to still use plenty
of water for many usefil purposes, induding residential homes while the previously mimmal users wall
have no options,

Acconding to the Umniversity of Anzona Cooperative Extension maturne catrus trees use about 60 inches
[5 ft] of water per year That 18 5 acre feet per acre of trees

https //extenslon.arizona.cdu'sites/extension.arkzona.cdn; tra

After the proposed reduction of 76% you have an allocation of 1.2 acre fect left which 15 enough to
supply domestic water to 3 houses peracre. So as far as water supply avalable, the farmers can just
buld end sl up to 3 houses peracre on their lundreds of acres while curent house owners will be
unable to Live biere and sbandon ther houses Essentially carment houstng could be sbandoned as new
houses could appear in the egncultural sector The effect would be that the sgricultural users who have
mmsively draned the aqufer would be left with the nght to most of the water once again and just
change their business to binfding and selling houses, which may be more profitable anyway. It1s
entirely possible that under thuis GSP homeowners like those at the Borrego Air Ranch would have to
abandon their curment homes and buy new houses budt by the farmers on thewr former grapefnut groves
smce they would sall retsin enough water allocation. Or the farmers could just switch to growing crops
that need Less water while the homeowners leave the velley.

We need to view the aquifer as a shared commumnty resource and recognize that users of mmaive
amounts of water should not be left very usable allocations while homeowners are left wath insufficient
water to survive here. When water1s endangered domesiic use should taka pnonty over fammung
Possibly a base murumum but reasonable allocation for all current houses and bunlding lots would be
better and then eny other redtictions necessary could be made agmnat any other properties

As the first commuruty to have a GSP, Borrego Spntigs wall be the template for GSPs for other
commumtes If we do not replace unworkable notions of aoss the board reductions wath a more
realistic modd allowing for adequate domestc allocations then the darnage this GSP causes hers will
spread to many other comimunites as unforeseen consequences finally becoms apparent down the roed
a3 allocations are reduced to cnibcal levels over 20 yeans We have to have the coursge to get this one
nght no metter what

Respectfully submutted,
Terry and Pam Rhodes

Cammeat to 8¢ Bomego Valley Groanderater Sastalnsbility Plan (G5F) Pige 22
Tary wd Pemn Rhodes, May 4, 2019

113-2
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Letter 113

Commenter: Terry and Pam Rhodes (Air Ranch Community Members)
Date: May 4, 2019

113-1 De minimis is not defined by the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). De minimis
is defined by Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Under SGMA, the
Air Ranch is defined as a non-de minimis user. The GSP uses the SGMA defined
definition to determine users that are required to be included in the Plan.

113-1 The commenter is referred to response to Comment [1-1.

I13-1 The baseline pumping allocation (BPA) is proposed to reduce by 75% over the GSP’s
20-year implementation period, however this does not require a physical reduction by
Air Ranch. Additional water can be purchased via the water trading program, once
developed and implemented. The commenter is referred to the master response on the
Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping Reduction Program,

pundwater Subbasin

draft Fina ndwater Managems g e Borre
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{h} Callfornia Native Amenicon tribes. A
{+) Disodvantaged communities, inckicing, but not finuted to, thase served by pnvate domestic wells or 114-2
smoll community woter systems

Cont.

{1) Entites ksted in Sectron 10927 that are monitoring ond reporting groundwater elevations in cllora
partofag dwater basin ged by the groundwoter sustalnobility cgency.

The Barrago Water Distrlct has commissloned reports frem Environmental Navigation Sarvices, Inc
{ENSI) that should be reviewed to help address SDAC interests in the Borrega Valley Basin GSP. Tha
report for task 2, dated April 15, 2019, entitled "SDAC Impact/Vulnarabuity Analysis” and tha report for
task 3, dated May 13, 2019, entitled "Decision Management Analysis,” have important anatyses of the
factars that will impact our community and will be needed for a consideration of our interests as an
SDAC in the G5P,

Wa ara 2 small town, with a few thausand residential and commaerclal matars to caver any costs that
ratepayers must bear for the drafting and implementation of plans 1o bring our sole-source aquifer inta
sustsinsble use. We are likely to have to purchase water from other sectors for municipal needs going
forward. The economikes of the town will be altered as a resuk of groundwater management, and that
will affect ampleyment, schoals, and pfans for a visble economy. We will nead to make sure that the 114-4
Borrego Water Distrct remains financially sound to maintain water delivery for the town despite that

Borrego Springs is an economically severely disadvantaged community. All of these factors are

chalienged ar put at risk by potentls| side effects of the plan or plans to reach sustainable water use.

The Bomrego Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainabiity Plan has to svnid kilfing the patient while curing

the disease by making sure these risk factots are Included and addressed, d

Sincerely,

Rebecea Faik

Rebecca Falk

Falk Comment Lattar, Dratt GSP Borrega Valiey Basin 2
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Letter 114

Commenter: Rebecca Falk
Date: May 17, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenter’s
assertion that the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) fails to consider Severely
Disadvantaged Community (SDAC) interests.

The BWD placed into the administrative record the SDAC Impact/Vulnerability
Analysis (Task 2 Report) prepared by Environmental Navigation Services Inc.,
dated April 15, 2019. Besides defraying costs for the community, the report was
prepared to understand the implications that the implementation of Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) will have on the SDAC population of
Borrego Springs. The report describes specific vulnerabilities, including challenges
associated with potential loss of seasonal jobs in the agricultural and recreational
sectors, funding and access to public schools, and water rate impacts to the lowest
income portion of the community. The 20-year SGMA compliance period does
provide time for the community to adapt. The potential to use Borrego Water
District’s (BWD’s) tiered rate structure and the GSA’s commitment to seeking state
funding to support the SDAC are the primary mitigation strategies to address SDAC
concerns. GSP Section 2.1.5 has been amended to briefly summarize the results of
BWD’s Impact/Vulnerability Analysis. The commenter is also referred to response
to Letter O12, which addresses how the GSP considers SDAC interests.

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s remarks on employment, schools, and
economic vitality.
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Comment Letter 115

Comment on the Draft Groundwater Sustainablity Plan [G5P)
Borrego Villey Groundwater Basin
May 20, 2019

Informatlon is hard to come by as current negotiations between attameys of major pumpers, induding
the Borrege Water District (BWD)], are not transparent to the public, but It seems water rights and more
are currently belng negotlated,

1 and other members of the public sincerely hope that this agreement, if It is reached, wiil not negate
the GSP work done to date but we do ot know if the substantres GSP provislons wil stifl ba upheld i
such an agreement with the pumpers ks reached,  As an AC representative to the GSA develaplng the
GSP far the bazin, [ also sincerely hape that there will be a public comment period on such a negetiated
agreement before it ls submitted to a court for affitmation Will the public have the option to comment
on the prindslons of such an ag ? Will there be any chance of 2 change a5 a resubt of public
comments? Do we knaw what the process for dedisfons about this might be?

The Entention of this comment ketter 5 to point out that such private negottations do nat conform to the
public partictpation aspects of SGMA, and that In such negotlations, the Borrego Water Dlstrict s ane
pumper ameng sthers, instead of being acknawledged as the ono pumper wha represents theusands of
restdents and visitors, and who Is responsible for delvering water that will maks the tawn of Borrego
Springs viable into the future Oae volee for the town of Borrego Springs is not sufficlent.

The Draft GSP leaves virtually 3l of the controversial decisions to be made in a future tome. When the
kehelder GSP Advisory C. Ings were octimting, we were advised by the GSA, that is by
representatives of San Diego County and the Borrego Water District, that there would be a fully
transparent public process to determine the Projects and Management Achions that would govern the
parts of the GSP that are mentioned there but were left to be determined in the future, Eke the water

duetk

program, g progran, and water trading program

Now we understand that key parts of these are betng negotiated In private, along with water rights

The GSP can address this. Now that we know that stipulated agr gotlations are likely golng to
determine many aspects of the programs mentioned in the draft GSP, a5 well 3s water rights, the GSP
con protect its valldity and the infent of SGMA by specifying that the process for drafting the Projects

and Monogement Aztions ond any og that will determine the of these progs
must be conducteding p way with publlc particlpotion.
There should be g representative of the town p ot fatiors for o stiputated og t, in

wddition to BWD, who Isn't a representative of either the ogriculture, godf or recreation sectors,
Detause that voice for the well-belig of the toun wowkdn't be restrolned by the many responsibilities
and matiers WD hos to Juggle in ity many-foceted role.

Falk Comment Letter, Draft G5 Borrego Valiey Basin, Negotlated Settlement and GSP 1

1151

Appendix G-345



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

| request that the GSP Include provisions to provide for the above i fbalded 4
We are allIn new temitory with the Borrego Valley GSP - The fiture of the town ks being decided In great
part right now, Public parteipation and broad stakehalder Involvemnent have to be past of that decision.
making process. ksn't that the strang message the legislature sent by passing SGMA, despite any overly

lous legal Interpretations that tend to weaken that intent?

Sinceraly,
Rebecca Falk.

Rebecea Falk '
PO Box522 '
Barrego Springs, CA 92004

Falk Comment Latter, Draft GSP Borrego Valley Basin, Negotiated Settlement and GSP 2

15-1
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Letter 115

Commenter: Rebecca Falk
Date: May 20, 2019

The commenter suggests language to be included in the Groundwater Sustainability
Plan (GSP) to mandate public participation in development of projects and
management actions, and that a representative of the community be present at
stipulated agreement meetings. Although the stipulated agreement process is a
separate process from GSP development, the Groundwater Sustainability Agency
(GSA) recognizes the importance of public participation in developing the GSP and
a potential stipulated agreement. In response, on July 9, 2019, the Borrego Water
District (BWD) held a public meeting in which proposed stipulated agreement
terms were made public.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 116

Comment on the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
May 20, 2019

| am concerned that the languaga in the body of the GSP for Mandatory Water Metering
is weak {conditional, suggests rather than sbpulates), even though the language In
Appendix E, the Program itself, Is strong (assartive of rules and mandates) Since this is
the one achon the fanmers have agreed to as of this writng, and it is cntically important,
tha language in the body of the GSP should be revised to mirror the strangth of the
language in Appendix E, to avoid giving the impression that all the Program’s mandatory
provisions aren't[n fact mandaltory. See draft GSP, pp. 3-39, 2nd paragraph, and E-S5,
PMA #4, last sentence,

Sen for example {itallcs and bold mine};

{Executive Summary, ES-5, PMA #4, last sentence) "Mandatary waler metenng for alt
non-de-minimus greundwater extractors fs propased to take place following adaption of
this GSP.* Why not, wil take place?

(Manitonng Network, 3-39, 2™ full paragraph) First there ts a strong sentence: “Upon
Plan adopton all non-de-mininws groundwates extractors will be required to recoqd
monthly groundwater production and report to the GSA on an annual basis.” But this
santence is followed by weak staternents: “#t /s expected that the property cwner (or
third party contractor acceptable to the GSA) wouid monitariread the meter on a
monthly basis * And: A third-party contractor acceptable to the GSA would Inspect and
read the meter on a semi-annual basls to verify the accuracy of data including meter
calibraion, On behalf of the property swner, the thurd-party contractor would provide an
annual statement. .* The paragraph ends with anothar weak statement: “The
approach for well metering is detalled further in the Groundwater Extraction Matering
Ptan provided as Appendix E *

Again, why not will mstead of woufd in the above sentences? Why nol ‘The proparty
owner ...will monitor/raad’, and why not ‘The Groundwater Extraction Mefering
Pian (Appendix E) provides further details?

Why not put Appendix E Into the body of tha GSP under Manitoring Nelwork?
Sincerely,

Kebeeen Falk

Rebecca Falk

116-1
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Letter 116

Commenter: Rebecca Falk
Date: May 20, 2019

116-1 The comments suggest that the language within the body of the Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) regarding Mandatory Water Metering should be
strengthened to ensure it is clear that all the provisions specified in Appendix E are
in fact mandatory. Revisions have been made to page 3-39 to clarify that the details
within Appendix E are mandatory requirements. Page ES-5 has also been clarified
that mandatory metering “will” take place following adoption of the GSP.

ater Subbasin
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Comment Letter [17 ,

To: Rebecaa Falk; Crow, Leanne
Subject: RE public comnments GSP Borrego

From: Rebecca Falk <rebfalk? @gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 25, 2019 & 44 AM

To: Bennett, Jim <Jim Bennettsdcounty ca.gov; Crow, Leanne <Leanne Crow @sdeounty ca gove
Subject: publle G5P B

Jim and Leanne,
Here Is my first comment, more to come:

<} am concemed thal the fanguags «: the body of the GSP for Mandatory Water N i) B sk ( FIT T
mmW).mmwmhthE.mmMhmtmmofnhnrd 117-1
mandates) Since this s tha one ection the facnars have agresd tn aa of this writing, arxd 2 I3 oriticalty important, |
hdﬁnlangmgah!heMMMGSPMbewwmmwdmmwhmmElownh:l

piving the impression thal al mmsmmmmmahmmmsumov.mmm

paragraph, and E-S5, PMA 44, last seniancs

Becky

ater Subbasin

Appendix G-353



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

drafi N3 wale ananeme 3 e s 1 IdWale 3
January 2020 Appendix G-354



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

I17-1

draft Final Groun
January 2020

Letter 117

Commenter: Rebecca Falk
Date: April 25, 2019

The comments suggest that the language within the body of the Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) regarding Mandatory Water Metering should be
strengthened to ensure it is clear that all the provisions specified in Appendix E are
in fact mandatory. Revisions have been made to page 3-39 to clarify that the details
within Appendix E are mandatory requirements. Page ES-5 has also been clarified
that mandatory metering “will” take place following adoption of the GSP.
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Comment Letter 118

From: DIANE JOHNSON cdepiohnson@aal com>
Sent: Tuesdyy, May 21, 2019 258 PM

Ta: LUEG, GroundWater, PD5

Subject: Comment on Borrego Valley Draft GSP (1)

Attachments Borrego GSP Comment Rak Briafdoc:

Pleasa see attached file If you prefer that | copy the fife into its own email message, please let me know

Diane Johnsan
Borrego Springs
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From: ‘Dianc E.P. Johnson, Borrego Springs - \ e T 2 - - .
- - = L] =
Re:  Gromdwates Suswinability Plan “Leis 0 Thins " &R Toa 4 Mg . 1Y o
} Bomrego Valley Groundwater Basin - ' .
" Bosrego Springs Sub-basin :
H Yo .
L . . -
Dear Mr. Beanett,

.- - . I - .
1 T wish to submit the fioltowing Risk Brief as a Public Comment. As you are sware, but as others might not be,
Lyle Breeht has been an active member of the Core Team of the Borrego Valley GSA, and the Borrego Water
Coaltion before that, His business and academic background give him a particular expertise In discerning both
potential nsks and potentlal ways to mitigate those risks. | am commending his carcful and comprehensive risk
analysis to you analysis to you because the hydrologiestly-oriented structure of SGMA and the GSP do not lend
ﬂ\:mselvuloﬁlckindofeconom}c.udmchLupcdsofsuqubimy&mM Erecht discusses here. 1
imaginc that this Is because SGMA's authors did not hold a place like Borrego Spnngs In cnind when they
crafted the law. " 1 . N ]
Asywmwull-wue.&neBorregohmnmdcommmitymlm—orminfad—uniquem(hhﬁ:mhin
that we have and Iikely wil] never have access 1o water from a source other than our aquifer. We are very
isolated geographically; our municipal water district is very small, with roughty 2000 customers, and the entire
mmmumtyisdcs:gnamdunnSDAChyDWR Yet the community has outsized importance in that it is the sols
prm‘ldel‘ of hospitality services to visitors to Anza-Borrego Desert State Park, which sttracts up to mllilon
visitors {regional, American, and international) per year. 118-1

Clearly, our groundwater isage must be reduced to a susteinable level in order for the aquifer, the town, and the
Park to survive, But 1t's also essential that the quality of our potable water remamns high.

3

‘We cannot Import cleancr water o difute any well water that has become contarninated with pestcides (there
are a few d:uumd ncres of agricultural lIand here, and fm:unghas gone on since the 1950s) or naturdly
sccurring contaminants, Thus if water quality gets low h, our small municipal water district would face
building an exiremely expensive waler treatmyent plant, which would be ruinans and could in fact lead to the
death of our community, And because we are the only community around to offer visttor services to the Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park (the largest in California), thiat public resourceshenefit would be heavily impacted as
well. .

Mr, Brecht backs up these points and raises many others as well in the following Risk Bnief, We look forward
t0 seeing these issues sddressed in o revision of the Draft GSP.
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FOR.

P EwD Durectoc Lyle Brech:

The present March 2019 drafi Groundwater Sustainabibiry Plan (GSP) for
the Borrego Springs Subbasin (Subbasin) of the Borrego Valley
Groundwater Baun fs the result of thousands of hotrs of expert analysis.
The G5P hat eost approximately $6 milliosn sinee 2010 (see attached) o
arrive at a scientifically and legally defensible, carefully erafted approach to
addressing the overdraft.' The draft GSP is 2 monumental step forward after

$0 Many years of neglect.? '
18-2
I have a few technical concerns mostly related to the over rellance on

adaptive drven ch to the plan to potentually correct

- L3

for starting assumptions, given sach a short 20-year planning perntod
These technical concerns primarily arise from the variability and
frequency duistriburion of Subbasin physical recharge events aver the US
Geological Sarvey (USG5) numerical model cabbravion period (see
attuched) *Many of these technical concerns Y

YSGMA sets 1 wibltrry date of Juriay 1, 2015 b reimd of GSP devedop
related exp Ht what 1 um ainng Bor in the approod; Ty 36M GSP sctual
developatent corts 1o detn are the direst coes of the technicn), legal, amd admind

work cecewry for developing the Subbauln GEP, For exaitple, the draft GSP & it stands
would 10t have been poesible without the previows grant and EWD satepayer funded
tixies by the USGS that provided » numerical mode] of the Subbasin chat esubliches s
defentible nisrainable ylekd: the US Burean of Reclamarlon thar essablishes that ng a
pipeline to Borrego ks econcmically infeasible; the USEPA tha establishes that there sre no
economleally avaulable warer sources from agquufers aver the next hill, DWR's exzensive
dars coltection efforts; Dudek's various analytical work on luaes of eritical concemn ra the
GSA such ma Subbasin boundaries; Raftells’s estimares of poteruial Bnancdal cosus o
matepayers from SGMA, Besr Best & Krleget's legal work on the inrersaction of GSP
requirements, CEQA and California warer kaw; Downey Beand's legat werk on water Law
and MOU developamenr; the gracfous conrribuiont of time by cltizens of Borrego with
rpecial experrise in hydrology, planning, Beld blology, findralsing, civic organmation, and

gavernmen relalons, ecc.

2 About thirty-five years ago, 2 USGS study, funded by San Diego County, unequivocally
blsstued chuct the Sublais wis in pevere averdrali Bat, X5 years bave gone by with no

reduction of the ennusl overdraft, Berween 1962 end 2010, the annual everdraft more than

Page20(8 BORREGO RISK BRIEF DRAFT L6
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¥, Adapérve Alanagp ar2a Infoemation Problem (2011). “Faced with the N
lull:yum degpt I et u 3 pollcymakers may bave to disertly
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forthrighs spprosches to making decieiond in lLght of uncerainty.” -
* Due 1o the varlabiliry and fi y of narral rechy based o the USGS 66~

mmmwnhmmmwm.m
uh&debndm#mﬂdmmhugedmumimmmmdmﬂun {
sumsinable yleld trget by yesr 20. instesd, it i more kely ooe would decresse the .~ 3

. probabilicy of reaching the desired sustalnable yleld rarger, -
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FOR DISCLESION PURPOSES
ONLY

are discussed and enumerated 1n the studies performed for the Subbasin Groundwater A
Sustainability Agency (GSA) under a California Department of Water Resources (DWR)
Severely Diradvantaged Communlty (SDAC) Proposition 1 grant vo the Borrego Water
Dustnict (BWD) by Environmental Navigation Services, Ine (ENSI) *

However, my comments cn the draft pnmanly are focused on risk.#My contention is that
bringing the Subbasin Into sustainable use by [anuary 2040 is path dependent. That is, cne
could potentially bring the Subbasin into sustainable use by 2040, but do it in 2 manner that
Causes water razes to tise so high and so fast that come of the cusiomers of BWD would not 118-2
be able to afford to continue to Live in Borrego ? The problem wath the loss of municipal Cont.
customers is the potential for creating a viclous circle where loss of customers causes yet
more increasing rates, given fixed costs thar contnue to drive even greater rate increases
with less customers. This may seem far-fetched to some, but when [ was consulang with the
US Environmental Protecton Agency, Office of Water, in Washington, DC, | ms: firsthand
that this has happened in other places. Parh dependency matters.

Below sre my comments that derive from this risk management perspective:
L. Insufficient Addresang of SDAC Considerationa

* Under GSP Regulations Section 355.4. “Cnteria for Plan Evalustion by DWR.” Whether the 118-3
interests af the beneficial uses and users of groundwater in the basin, and the land stes and
property interests patentizlly affected by the use of groundwater i the bagn, have been
considered:s Y

SENSI, AMerhodology To Exermune Furure Groandwacer Overdraft In Terms OF The Overall Hydrologic Wacer
Balurrce Considening Recharge Variuliy And P 17 ry (September 12, MH8Y, Wazer Quality
Review aod Aswesnent: Borrege Wacer Distset (BWED) Witer Supply Welr(Desember 7, 2018},
Assererent OFf Water Level Docline, Hydmgealogie Condinans, and Pocentisl Overdra# {mpares For

Acove BWD Water Supply Wells (Jamury 7, 019% Cooparuon of Fumping Rate Redurtson Scheduler Under
SCAMA (February 11, 2019), Decision Management Analyss (April 16, 2019).

#Risk In complex systems = sum (probability of n sdverse event oequrring X its witendant cous), Thus, low
prababilicy, high comequencs everts e nex extluded From gne’i analyns, Rak o this sontest taulte in s
dollar amount, Groumdwater basins are 3 complex rystem. Linear anatysis onty spproximates the phiysical
realicy of the system. See Stefan Thirner, Rudolf Henel. and Peter Klimek, Entoduciion to te Theory of
Camplex Systema (Oxford, UK. Cxford University Press, 2018)
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From the draft GSP text, it is not clear that the i of mundcipal sof BWD Ina
SDAC have been edequately dered ot addressed? The projected spproximately

$20 million cost to Implement the proposed GSP may drive water rates for municipal
custamers beyond affordability for eame BWD SDAC customers;

Fer ple, as an SDAC v, many of the BWD ratepayers are pame sensiave, Warer
rates are not infirutely elastic and undue nak that puts pressure an water rates can have s
delererions impact. not only on BWD's finances, but the economic viabiliry of the Borrego

ity and fts embedded property values served by municipal water cervice Y Furure
water rates, dnven by SGMA implementation costs may become n

prumary factor in future economic development opportunities for Borrego Springs.!!

Business 2« usteal by the County may render the efforts of the GSA to bring the Subbasin into
sustainable use no later than Junvary 2040 with no undesirable resulty exrremely unlikely.z
The end result Is that BWD ratepayers may expenence a disproportionate amount of risk.o

An important {ssue regarding nsk is that without adequate management of this risk, it can
become destructive of the BWD's credsr. Glve the capital intensity of BWD's business, EWD
requires good credit 1n order to barrow for adequately maintaining its municipal water and
sewersystem- U Loss of credic would put undue pressure on water rates

?See draft GSP (March 2019) pp. 35. 58, 203. 213. 315, 421-2, 588,

%1 s uncertatn that the District s SDAC customier base would be able ra afford the resulrans waret rates. Ses
Raftelis Financial Censultants, Sornege Waser Duencr County Zoning and SGMA Impact Assessment (November
17. 20016) and Berrego Wieer Disrnce Warer Retes Affordebelizy Asesonent {October 4, 2017), LeSar
Developmens Conmultarss, Borrego Springs Community Characteristics Report (L30/2019) and ENSI, SDAC
[mpact/Vulnerability Analysis (Task 2) (April 1S, 2019)

1\/ater rates are what they are to provide poable water to Borrege's homes & businesser. Under State law, the
Dutnct Is required o charge rates that produce revenues 10 cover its cests So, the decper st I s rates, b
costs 1o provide potable water Rates are o direct pesult of the Diserler's enses. The Distries thare of projected GSP
Implementation eosts are Hkely ro Increase funare water races

125GMA sates thar sastalnabrlity munt be achieved wathin 220 years of Implementatian of the

plan” (Water Code, § 10727(BHTY

Page 60f8 EORRECO RISK. BRIEY DRAFT{ 6
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+ Land Use Decrirons: Full genera) plan buldour of exising approved zoning, given permining A
hp ly presumed 1o add an additional 3,000 residennal, 215 4, 108

public sgency, 207 urigation and 179 multiple unit EDU to the basin for a toral of 5,811 EDUs,
Applying the current residential water demand of 0.55 acre-feet per sceount would resultina
future munleipal warer demand of 3,746 acre-fret per year, which is about 66% af the basin
sustainable yield of 5,700 serefeet per year, The estimared futare pal water d d of
3,746 ucre-feer per year combined with the exisung golf course water demand of 2,852 acre-
Fext per year ks 6,598 acre-feet per yerr or 116% of the sustainable yiekd. This indicates that the
mumapal water demand at the already County-spproved sonung busldout, assuming the
eurrent water use per EDU, combined with g ] water demand, will consume
Il svmilable supply and that there would be hmited to no available supply for sgricul = s
Thas situation appears 1o be a result of the Counry’s past policy 1o approve new development
independent of the water supply avallabiity to serve such new development.

Well Abandoment Enforeement San Diega County Code, Secyians 67 401 through

67 424 provide the regulatory authority to abandon wells. In addition, Section 67.421
adopts standards from Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-81 and 74-50 (i.e.,
Californza Well Standards) for the construction, repair, reconsertetion, or destruction 118-4
of wells Chapter 4, Wells Section 67.401 states: “Ir is the purpose of this Chapter to Cont.
provide for the construction, repair and reconstruction of wells to the end that tha
ground water of this County will not be poltuted or contaminated and that water
abtained from such wells will be rutable for the purpase for which used and will not
feapardize the health, safety or welfare of the people of this County, and for the
deseruetion of abandened wells or wells found to be public nuisances to the end that
such wells will not cause pollution or contzmimnation of ground water or otherwise
jeopardize the health, safety or welfare of the people of this County™ (Amended by
Ord. No. 10238 (N.5 ), effective 1-4-13) Section. 67.402 defines Abandoned and
Abandonmentz. The terms "abandoned” or "abandonment” shall apply to a well that has
not been used for a penod of 1 year, unless the cwner declares in writing, 1o the
director his intention to use the well again for supplying water ar ather associated
purpose (mich as a monitoning well or injection well) and recelves approval of such
declaration from the director. All sach declarations shall be renewed annually and at

such time be resubmicted to the director
Fage BofR BORRECO RESK BUIFF DRAFT 1.6
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for approval (Dudek research}. Presently, Dudek estimares approamartely 50 A
improperly abandoned wells in the Subbasin a1 a cost of approximately 540,000/ well 1o
propetly abandon (draft GSP estimate), Without adequate and timely enforcement of
State and County well abandonmeni regulations, this approximate $2.0 million cost

potentially jeopardizes adequate g of the Subbasin for no undesinble
results.¥

» Minutensl Well Permrnng Under SGMA, assescment of well interference and mmpacts of new 1184
wells oo pumping 4l will be required to sdequately ge the Subbaun for 1o Cont,

yndeurable resules, 17,15

-

Land Restoranan Sureties: Pre-SGMA land Rllowing standards may not have had wo meet
California Enviranmental Cpulity Act {CEQA) requiremencs. it 1s anticipated that CEQA
requirements will have to be met for all fallowing under the Groundwater Suszalnalicy Flan
and for any land that s fallowed in the Subbasin with public or private

funds for water transfer purposes, Anticipated additional CEQA requirements beyond
proper well abandonment include scil statnlization, Phase | Environmental Site Y

—— :
# Proper well aband f rury be  pre-reqe for sound Subbask For

n May 2000 [n Walkeston, Oatazio, 4 towns of 5,000 people, n perfect 210tm of 2 broken wates maln, & slck
animal, hexvy ralns, poor mas; £ad repair pracyices, and o erpar comhinad e Ineroduca E eali
IS57. 17 (oo the publie wacer spply sickenlng 2,300, Hundreds were hospluallzed, and seven people died. The
ubrmaes yillain was an improperly maintmmed, barely used well. En ocher words, protecting groundwacer
gualiry 1y a big deal for che ongoing economic security of s communliry that i too often taken for praneed. Lack
of proper well sbandonument enforcement may threaten the entire population of mmicipal ratepeyens who
represent approxdmately $300 milion 1 asessed propery value in the Barrego Valley,

*The passage of 5B 252 added Arntlcle 5, Welh [a Crltically Overdrafiad Groundwater Basins, to chaprer 100F
the Californla Water Code requiring collection of specific [n& fon for water wells proposed in crically
overdrafted groundwater bating, To facllitate the cold of the required Ink iar, San Diego County
Departmetit of Enviconmental Health (DEH} has pevisad the Well Permir Application xnd ereated s

1 Well Applicatiors. The Suppl ] Well Application is ixcluded in the Well Permit
Applicarian and must be submitted for wells proposed In the Barrego Springs Subbann. Wells drilled by the
BWD to provide water solely for the residents are exenmpt from 1his requirement. The provisions of SB 252 are
effective untfl January 30, 2020." See dradt GSP (March 2019, Section 2.1.2 “Water Resources Monitoring and
Management Programs.” p. 2-17
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Aszesyment (ESA), and removal of existing infrastructure.!* Based on Dudek's analysis
of land restoration costs, the County's sureties on existing land that was cleared forits
approved solar farms may be only approximarely 50% of the actual eosts ta properly
retuurn the land to acceptable candition once the ecanomic useful hfe of these projects
has run irs course. Havang an adequate surety for these projects is important since the
experience nationally is that oftentimes once the project reaches its nseful economic
life, the project awner declares bankyuptcy, leaving those land restorztion costs to the
public sector not covered by the ongnal surety.
3 Warer Oualicy (WOt [ssues (See draft GSP (March 2019) Section 2.22.4 "Groundwater

Cuality, pp, 2:55-64)

* The potennzl] degradarion of WQ dve to the cnncal averdraft of the daun is the #1 nsk
Bcror for the Dustrsct and ity racepayers. Thay nsk factor 15 dug to the potential mesument
and/or well sbandanment/re-drilled/or replaced costs xsociaced with degrading warer
quahty from the criticafoverdrafi #The degradation of WQn the baun walow
probabllity high consequence concern. These days, a new mumicipal well is an
approximately $1.5 rmllion cost. Already, the upper aquifer of the basin, where the
highest water quality is found has largely been dewatered mn the Central Management
Area due to the overdraft. Thus, the majority of munitipal pumping is now fram
municipal wells scr d in the middle and lower aquifers;»!

= Misancally (over the past 50-years), the most expensive WiQ problem for municipal water
supplics bas been degraded WQ from sepele rank effvear. As many a3 4 mumcipal wells have
esther been abandoned or had 1o be re~dnlled or replaced dus to nitrate contamination from
septic Lanks (ID4-1, ID4-4 (decpensd), WC #1, Roadrunper).n

H“The GSA, als bas suthemty b ‘provide for a progrzm of woluntary fallowing of agcioatucal lands or valldne
an existing program” {CWC, Sectlon §07262(c)) * See draft GSP (March 2019} Section 4.2.1 *Warer Trading
Program Description,” p. 47, A ploskve restoration of desturbed land can take many

yean, and event decades, in & desert emvironment

®Dudek, Wirer Repl and T Cogr Analysis for the Borrcgo Villey Groundwater Biam
{November 24, X115).

2 ENSI, Wirter Quality Review and Assezsment: Borrego Warer Dustzict (BWD) Warer Supply Wells
Page 120f8 BORREGO RISK ERIEF DRAFT 16
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* Historically. 2 municipal wells (ID-1 & I[D1-2) have been abendoned due tozaturally A
occumng conznunancs thae exceed Minimum Contaminans Lovels (MCLs)P

= Hisroncally, BWD presently knovws of no municipal wells thar have been adverzely gffected
by pollution fom retarn fows from sgricultural pumping However, return flows from
sgricultural invigaticn are highly polluted with sahis and chemicals.® Retutn flow water 1
non-potable This water would need to be treated before it was suitable for human

on.% The precautionary prineiple suggests that the GSA should today plan for an
uncertain furure and make allowances for the potential trestment af historical retarn flows 118-5
from agriculrural imgation Cont.

= Preseorly, the District ie clasely watching water quakey tremds for ene productian welt
showing potental arsenic concentranons that may exceed MCLs for arsenic in the mezr
future. Thus, BWD Is planning on replacing thus well with a new production well in
the near future,

* Whiting to see of pollution ef muiiopl supplies ocvurs sometime jn the fiture s not the
ot peudert approach ro gitig the pocentrad risks to public Aealth 27

BThesa wells, no longer usefis] for municipel ute, yed 10 the owners of the Ramy Hill Golf Counse
for golf course Irtigation use.

A Lt of the towde pesticldes, harbicides end pesticldes spplsed to lind i the Borrego Valley b souseed from
the Californla Pestiods Information Portal (CALPIP} hosted by the California Deparoment of Pesticlde
Regulstion, Site is & follows: bupfaatinalps cagrv/malnsfia-

SENSI, Asceomenr Of Water Level Decline, Hydrogealogic Candinans, and Fotennel Overdraft Impacts For
Acave SWD Water Supply Wells Jamuary 7, 2119)

#Testing for Emerging Contaminans of Concern (COCa) s expensive and may not be Identified by traditional
Mann-Kendall Trend Analysis unril after-che-facr, Some chemicals nch as 1,2,3 TCP e concenrrancna foe
drinking water are presenth din parts per trillion (ppt) Large molecules {tradstional with mamy
perticides) char sorh wich souls do not typically make their way to the groundwarer tabie. Meny pestichds
molecules can make cheir way imw a donking water nupply from sarface nnall 1o rurface water bodies. Sloce
dmBWDdoam:nlywmynnﬁqnurfo:inmnkipﬂdﬂnﬂnlmuwpply.wmmm

may be Lrited. However, the lisue in Borrego i that wa have spproximately S0 improperly abandoned wells in
Bmm.nmmmpthnlhnlhrgemdemhlmdnwﬂ!num:hdlewmrublemymtbelpod
aswampeicn.
ﬂtnApnlmu.adedthnmmﬂim.Mkhlynsm:umpplyhﬂ;ﬂumedwiddp«udhﬂpoummgn{
children fn Flinr, ML Lead [ g b an Ibl thac inrarferes with che develop of
Page 140f8 BORREGO RISK BRIEF DRAFT 1.6
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Letter 118

Commenter: Diane Johnson
Date: May 21, 2019

The commenter includes a risk brief prepared by Lyle Brecht of the Borrego Water
District and a request to revise the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) based
on these comments. The commenter does not offer suggested edits to the GSP.
Therefore, the comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Lefter [19

May 21,2019

County of San DlegoMay 34, 2019
Planning & Development Services
C,/0 Im Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 3t0
San Diego, CA 92123

Rel' Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrego Springs Sub-

Re: Suggested changes to the Groundwater Sustainability Plan DraRt for the Borrego
Yatley Groundwater Basin (SGMA Draft), Promote Bloretentlon Baslns and
Greywater Systems

Dear Mr. Bennett

I have several suggested changes and additions to the Groundwater Sustalnability Plan
Draft for the Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin (SGMA Draft)

‘The SGMA Draft states that "There are currentty no managed stormwater recharge
facilitles In the Plan Area " Thus, recharge is Umited to natural Infiltratlon of stormwater,
and to a lesser degree, return flows of applied Irrigation water and septic recharge.”
(245) Additlonally, poor water quallty assoclated with irigation return llow and septic
recharge has percolated to the aquifer and has the potentlal to migrate laterally asa
result of pumping (329) Septle systems have polluted several BWD wells and resulted In
the need to drill expensive new wetls,

“The source of nitrates ks likely associated with elther fertilizer appllcatlons or septic 19-2
return flows " (4 30) “Home septic tanks, when used In high concentrations and bullt to
poor or outdated stantdards” (2.46) and agriculture petrochemieal fertilizers, herbicldes
and pestlcldes are contributars to groundwater quallty degradation.

Since recharge ks often polluted by septic and agrieulture return flows, infiltration of
stormwater Ln bloretention basins could dilute these toxic return flows, The use of
existing natural and extensive man-made stormwater drainage channets could
substantlally reduce construction costs, lncrease the basin recharge, mitigate pollution
from septic and agriculture return flows and the ranoff to the Borrego Sink that could
results in higher TDS levels.

Runoff in the Borrego Sink could alse damage the middie and upper aqulifers so

stermwater should be captured and allowed to percolate into the aquifer before I“ 9-2

Wilam J. Burkley, WiBerSey@Groilcom 856-395-8709 1
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reaches the Sink. “The Borrego Sink, similar to dry lake beds that occur In the desert,isa
location where water evaporates and minerals will accumulate and can form evaporite
deposits  Historlcalty shdlar conditions oeciimed as sediments were deposited, Thus,
the middle and upper aquifers have the potential to Include evaporite deposits that can
re-dissolve and lead to elevated concentratikns of sulfates and carbonates that result In
corresponding increase in TDS " ENSL. DRAFT 12 /7/2018, page 2

There Is plenty of evidence that stormwater runoff exists and can be captured on a cost
effective basls:

* There are years In which the frequency, intensity and for duration of ninoff
events were sufficlent to Initiate substantiat stream recharge (e g, water years
1967, 1977, 1979, and 1992).” (2.79)

* “The runoff into the Subbasin from the 24 entry points was as much as 44,000
AFY with an average annual rate of 3,600 AFY.” (2.75)

« “Storm flows may occasionally be adequate In Intensity and duration for
recharge to be Initlated through deep percolatlon of storm runoll * (2 66)

& The runoff that is not recaptured Is Jost to evaporation In the Borrege Sink or
leaks out of the aquifer in the southern basin.

* “The contributory watersheds are approximatety 400 square miles (mi2) and
much larger in area than the approximately 98mi2 Subbasin as illustrated in
Flgare 1" (p. 532)

* “Stream and llood Nows from the adjacent watersheds provide the bulk of the
water that enters the Subbasin.” (p. 532)

& There are existing infrastrueture improvements (dralnage channels) that can be
utilized to lncrease runeff into bioretention basing and reduce constructlon
COSLS. {See the attached Rarms HIN example)

The Summary of General Plan and Community Plan Land Use Policles Relevant to
Groundwater Sustainabllity In the Plan Area also encourages stormwater inflltration, it
specifies the following’

COS~4.3 Maximize stormwater Altration and for Infiltration In areas that are not
subject to high groundwater by maximizing the natural drainage patterns and the
retention of natural vegetation and other pervious surfaces,

©0S5-5 2 Require development to minimkze the use of directly connected
impervious surfaces and to retaln stormwater runolf caused from the development
- footprint at or near the site of generatlon

Furthermore, Rick Alexander recently wrote a California Water Beard Grant Application

request for a Coyote Creck grant to research the capture groundwater In ponds. His
requests should be expanded to Include the Rems Hill, and de Anza areas

Willlam J. Barkley, YWRerklev®@CGmailcom 8563856700 2
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Through Taile XV1 Reclamation Research Grant Program® A

1 Stormwater Capture/Groundwater Infiltration Opportunity/Feasibality Study

Specifically, BU Rec s d 1n funding a R h Grant te explore [ of
groundwater capiure in ponds dunng 'I-Cﬂ\:l[ or storm events, from the Cuyol,e Creek

Watershed. Captured water would perealate into the aqucr pruwdmg rccluuge rather
than running-ofT and evaporating as now occurs. Coord
with ABDSP would be n cnitical component of such a study. Takmg advamage of
potcnuslly fallow ed agneuliaral lands could provide opportunities for location of 1194
stormiwater capture basing Cont.

3 Watershed Mansgrment Programs
The Coop Watershed M; Program (CWMP) provides funding to
watershed groups 1o encourage diverse stakcholders to form local solutiond 1o address
lhclrwater manzgement needs By providing tus funding Reelamanion promotes water

yand betwcen stakeholders 10 reduce conflier, facilitate solutions to
mmplcx water l.ssucs. and streich limated water supp[tes. Fm'l.dmg 18 provided on a
basis for develoy af hed groups and iy of hed
magv:mcmpujecu.

Therefore, the SGMA Draft Stormwater Capture and Infiltration sections should be.
rewritten with the emphasis on the positive mther than the negative, Grauts and bond
funding should be pursued and incentives offered to homeowners and large property
owners who have the ability to build bloretention basins

“There 15 an average of about 40 gallons per person per day available for graywater 18-85
recycling and the average famly can reduce their freshwater use by as much 25 30% by
using graywater for wngation (SOW 2019)" (4.17), Those who capture filtered household
greywater and collect stormwater from roofs, driveways and yards by contounng thewr
property 5o the water flows into underground tarks, would also experience lower water
bulls and the satisfactfon of helping the community.

Although experts have made rovgh stormwater runoff estimates, aceurate Barrego
runoff data does not exist. Specifically, the annual precipitation data doesn't accurately
indiwate the amount of runoff and its potential recapture. The SGMA draft states
“Winter and summer rain storms produce different amounts of runoff For example, in
a year of unvsually high precipitation from extended periods of wanter drizzle, there
may be high amounts of precipitation but very httle runoff In other years, although the
annual precipitation may be low, & single August stoem could dumped a huge amount of
rain 1 a few hours and create fleoding  This type of starm would produce a huge
runoff that could be captured and allowed to percolate into the aquifer. Precipitation
putterns i the Plan Area are mfluenced by two distinet sources. The first source s

119-86
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This sectlon shoutd be rewritten as follows:

There are a number of reasons bloretention basins should be built In
Borrego.

1

2

7.

10,

1

12,

Stormwater runoff that reaches the Borrego Sink doesn't recharge
the aquifer, it is lost to evaporation,

“The Borrego Sink, slmilar to dry lake beds that occur in the desert, Isa
locatlon where water evaporates and mirerals will accumulate and ¢an

form evaporite deposits. Historicatly similar conditions occuwred as
sediments were deposited The middle and upper aquifers have the
patential to Include evaporite deposits that can re-dissolve and [ead to
elevated concentrations of sulfates and carbonates that result in
corresponding Increase in TDS ™ ExNst DRAFTI2/7/2023, page 5.
Bloretention basins would reduce flood damage.

Bloretentlon basins would support endangered ecosystems.
Experts lack accurate data on Borrego's rainfall intensity and
duratlon, so thelr predictions are flawed

Experts lact accurate datz on streamflows “The highest levels of
uncertainty in the model were from agricultural pumping, specific
yleld, and streamitow entering the valley.” (2.80) In the fall of 2017,
thers was a precipitatlon event in the Coyote Creeh watershed that
produced runolf In Coyote Creek; however, no stream flow
measurements are avallable for this event, Budek 16329 001 Feb, 2010,
Septic system and fertilizer poflution, that threatens water quallty,
can be diluted with the additlon of naturat recharge from
bloretention basins.

The existing costly flood channel infrastructure, such as the
extenshe natural and man made drainage channels In the Rams Hill
area, will reduce bloretention basin construction costs

There are government programs that encourage hloeretention basins
constructlon In areas such as the Viking Ranch.

“There is runoff into the Subbasin from 24 entry points with as
much as 44,000 AFY {2.75) "

Since grants and bond financing for the capture and Infiltration of
stormwater are avallable, they should be aggressively pursued.
Incentives can be offered to encourage the constructien of multiple
bieretention basins

Therefore, bloretentlon basin construction costs may be quite reasonable
and the benefits to Boirego's critical water problems substantial

Witiam J. Berkley, WiBerklev@ Gl com 8583558709 5
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The drall should also be strenglhened wilh these three provisions:

1. Prohibit the concentration of septic tanks that are threatening our water
quabty.

2. Wherever possible, elminale home septic systems by connecling homes to 1198
the BWD sewer system.

3. All homes should be obligated (o install greywater sysiems and capture
stormwalter from roofs, driveways, 2nd direct flows [rom contoured land to
bioretenton basing and /or in underground tanks for landscape irrigation,

Everyone agrees that Borrego needa every drop of water it can save whether it's
through changing to drip wrigation and native landscaping, installmg home and
commercial greywater systems, initiating turf reduction programs, or constructing
large and small bioretention basins.

For these reasons, the SGMA draft should encourage, nat discourage, the capture of
stormwater runoff in blaretention basing,

119-9
Regards, -

s foonter~

Bill Berkley
SGMA Advisory Combitlee represenling Borrego recreation

Wilam ) Beriey, YWJBerkleyGm) com 58-395-0700 &

4l SSrounawsg i : g 5 o
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Letter 119

Commenter: Bill Berkley, Advisory Committee Member
Date: May 21, 2019

119-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your comments and
suggested changes on the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP). In
particular you are interested in the potential of stormwater capture and recharge
using bioretention basins that could dilute pollutants from other sources of retum
flow such as irrigation and septic recharge. You also indicate that existing natural
and extensive man-made stormwater drainage channels could substantially reduce
construction costs and increase the basin recharge

119-2 The GSA notes your comment that runoff should be captured prior to discharge to
the Borrego Sink because of the potential for the dissolution of evaporite deposits
that could result in poor water quality.

119-3 The GSA notes the documentation you provide as evidence for the potential of
stormwater capture and recharge including reference to the General Plan and
Community Plan land use policies.

119-4 The GSA notes your comment that Rick Alexander recently wrote a California
Water Board Grant Application request for a Coyote Creek grant to research the
capture groundwater in ponds. The GSA is unaware of this Water Board Grant
Application request for a Coyote Creek and requests that you or Rick Alexander
provide the grant information to the GSA for review. The GSA also notes your
comment to expand the study to the Rams Hill and de Anza areas.

119-5 The GSA notes your suggestion to incorporate potential stormwater capture and
recharge projects in the Draft GSP. In addition, the GSA notes your comments that
grants and bond funding should be pursued and incentives offered to homeowners
and large property owners who have the ability to build bioretention basins, and the
potential for use of residential greywater systems and rainfall capture.

I19-6 The GSA notes your excerpts from the GSP pertaining to the duration and intensity
of rainfall patterns in the Borrego Springs area. In addition, you indicate that there
are existing areas with extensive drainage systems that enhance their ability to
capture stormwater at substantially lower construction costs (e.g., Viking Ranch
and Rams Hill) and that Property owners could contribute the use of their land to
bioretention projects and receive some form of compensation. Also, the GSA

draft #1na ndwate anagemse 3 g C nte
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acknowledges your impression that the potential for stormwater capture and
recharge is negatively reflected in the Draft GSP.

119-7 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the Draft GSP should be revised to
indicate that there are a number of reasons that bioretention basins should be built
and that bioretention basin construction costs may be quite reasonable and the
benefits to Borrego’s critical water problems substantial.

I19-8 The GSA acknowledges your comment that the Draft GSP should include
provisions to (1) prohibit the concentration of septic tanks, (2) eliminating home
septic systems wherever possible and connecting to the BWD sewer system, and
(3) obligate installation of greywater systems and capture stormwater from roofs,
driveways, and direct flows from contoured land to bioretention basins and/or in
underground tanks for landscape irrigation. The GSA notes that expansion of the
Borrego Water District (BWD) sewer system has been studied as part of the Final
Tertiary Treatment Conversion Project Feasibility Study (Dudek 2018). This report
concluded that the expansion of the BWD sewer collection system for the three
alternatives evaluated was not cost effective at this time.

As such, expansion of the BWD sewer system was not considered for a project in
the Draft GSP. Installation of greywater systems and domestic stormwater capture
are potential project-level actions to be considered as part of GSP implementation.
Use of greywater systems may be evaluated as part of the Water Conservation
Project and Management Action as indicated on Draft GSP page 2-32. Rainwater
harvesting from roofs though rain barrels or cisterns could be evaluated as a project-
specific management action. The GSA notes that similar rebate programs exist in
the County however; the cost/benefit of such a program should be considered taking
into account low rainfall in Borrego Springs.

119-9 The GSA notes your comment that everyone agrees that Borrego needs every drop
of water it can save. The GSA emphasizes that the Projects and Management
Actions described in Chapter 4 of the Draft GSP prescribe a systematic process to
evaluate the cost/benefit of various water conservation projects and contemplates
securing funding such as through existing and future grants and low interest loan
programs. The GSA also acknowledges your comment that the Draft GSP should
encourage, not discourage, the capture of stormwater runoff in bioretention basins.

119-10 The GSA acknowledges your proposed bioretention project at Rams Hill using the
existing flood control system that collect stormwater and funnels it down to a
central location that’s perfect for the construction of a number of cascading

draft Fipa yate 2Nageme 3 = P yate 3
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draft Fing
Jdanuary 2020

bioretention ponds. In addition, the GSA notes you comment that the entire 200
acre Rams Hill Golf Course is a bioretention basin that currently captures water
from hillsides, roads, parking lots, and roofs so that it can percolate into the aquifer
and that some of the stormwater flows into the golf course lakes and is reused for
irrigation which eliminates the need to pump water from the aquifer. As
documented in the Draft GSP, stormwater retention will be evaluated on a case-by
case basis in conjunction with future development in the Subbasin.
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Comment Letter 120

Jack and Linda Laughlin
PO, Box 626

825 Riata Diive

Bomega Speings, CA 92004-0626
Tel: {61D) BAD-4063

Emall. desert.wofPgmal.com

T T .

May 3, 2018

Cocrty of San Diego

Planning and Davsiopment Senvices
% Jim Bennetl

5510 Overiand Avenue, Sulte 310
San Diego, CA 52123

Referanca; Comments on the Bamego Vafley Draft Grouncwater Sustninablity Ptan
Daar Jim,

Fis(dalletmesaylhdmmypmdQMbmhasmﬁmNewahrmmmmt
phnhﬂﬂamw%ﬂwlhmmmbmhhdmﬂ%?ambmmh
goal. This fafter presents some relavant background from my perspective &nd commrents on
selected lysues.

BACKGROUND

} em @ ratied registered professional engineer 2nd have malrtained an interest in \he Bomego
mmw«dmmmmnnmmmmmmmgmmm
early 16807, My engineesing wark has besn largely essociated with water and power projscis
mmmmmu.s.uﬁmhmmmcﬂmmmrmmmmm
Callfomia's stals and federal agencios.

wmhmwmmmwmnmmmh
the 1800's fo confirm that the equifer was in sevemn overdraft, examing altematives for imported
walar sources, conduct community outrsach mestings and draft a concept for 8 Bomega Valley
water meragement plan. This effort includad tha State Park, DWR, USGS, San Diego State
Univarsity and tha Bureau of Reclamation. The program wes discontinued bacauses of a lack of
support by the County and the BWD boand of directars &1 the tima. The posilivé culcome was a
mwdmmmmmm.mammmnmmmw
mmmmmmmmwmmwmwh
puﬁdpaﬁnghahﬂnmmﬂwymmdhmywmmmm

er. Subbasin
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recoveded through the efforts of the recent end present board of direciors and siaff. While BWD | -
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& great deal of progress in achieving financial viabilty, hiring competant cordractors and - >

. focusing on the squifer overdraft issve, mmmmwmm '

. significantly reduced the rate of domesiic watsr uss. . '

.

Goll courses have gansrally acknowiedgad th nead for water conservation but have been < * 1
hamgened by changes In ownecshio and financiel dficulies. While Rams Hil has been able to ©
wr&muﬁruadbﬁmnubﬂnhmmwmm#mnuﬂ .
struggling financlay. Nona has taksn stapa tn significantly reducs water uss through targated
design and othar methods such as thosa baing usad in Phoanix and cther desertclies. This
would require caplial iTvestmants that may ba bayond thalr capabiity. The need to obialn watar

" mwwwwmmmwmm P .

- Tt . *
Mﬁcmn mmammawmm;;mdmwmuuw
mmmmw-ﬂmmmmmmﬂnw h
Valiey wers farmers. Thlpoopla&u.thvoshdhﬁunﬂorrasldmﬂd commercial and g
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ree groundwater atirached the farming operations wa soe foday. The USGS modskng sludies .
"conducted in tre tate 1970 8% part of the Rams Hill permitting process assisnod that woteruse

for farming would be negiigile in futuro years, leaving the rast of the newly defined aquiferto |* .
development Interests. This conclusion probably resuitad from the fact that tha developers of  © -

Rams Hl were the farming companiea that had recently discontinued intansive water use for -

orape vineyards and had influence on Me study assumptions. hreaﬂydmmdltum

mmmmmuhm The concept that thece way unimited waler in the 7"
Bauifer came Inko fruestion when John Peb , 8an Diego County Hydrogeciogist, lound -
wmmmmpmgmmmmmmamampum ”5

. muuwmummwmmmmmw
mmnmnmummm Thia prompled community v
members with technical badigrounds o taks the actiors which iad io the stempt b create s -
water managament pian in tha mid to late 1990°. Whia these afforta falled, the USGS aquifer’
model developad for tha Rams Hill prolect was found to be basically saund and provided useful
Mmmmwmmwmmmmmm
wmmwuseswm N ":' .h‘" 1‘!‘"' A, “ st e
& Iy A rl 3‘--4
After several yoars of denlal, wmnmmmmhmmmmm .
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The owners of the major cirus and tres farms include both tong-term family operations with
ciosa ties to the Borrago Springs comenunity and largs corporations whose intacest would be
primarity profit. Soma of tha operations hava made substantial afforts in achisva sificlent water
usas and an in-depth undarstanding of aquiter waler quality in thelr area of exiraction. The
advent of SGMA and tha sustainabla yield mandate will resull i1 a quankum change in
agriculturs 83 it now exists. How bo Incorporats the mpact of that eventuaiity fs undoubtecdty
the GSP's biggast challenge,

THE COUNTY'S ROLE

For many years tha Boreqo Springs commumity has snjoyed a high level of suppost from tha
County Commissicners, aspecially exsmplliled by B8 Hom In our new Borary and park complex
and rumerous othac banaflis ha has basiowed. Jim Desmond has indicatad that he will
coriipwrs that precedent. The walar [8sue, historically spaaking, has not been treated sa wall,
That has now changed.

Bacauss BWD controls only a small part of the overall watar usa in tha valey, It will ba tp to the
County, s contraciors and DWR {0 manage the overafl GSP implementation effost which
includes all thres categories of wator users. This Is a complicated task ivalving tachnicsl,
acoromic and political flssues a3 wel a3 policing and communications. | hope that you recelve
all the support yeu naad to meet the challenge. Bomego's future depends on L

COMMENTS

My comments are offared in a genesalized manner bacsuse, ofher than being o raviewer of the
recent USGS madelng program, | have not had a dinect Involvement with BWD in the meetings
and work laading io the preparation of the draft GSP document.

Overview

1look at the draft GSP from the point of view of a project manager who has span ysar dealing
with large siart.to-finish water-related projacts with tha attendant ptanning, permitting and
projec] implementalion eloments. ) am imprassed by the stops and presentation of what you,
alang with your agency and contractor parlicipants, have eccomplished. | magine that you are
“breaking ground” i responding to SGMA's raquinements and that thene ara Taw, If any, edstng
examples o fodow.

Ona thing | fesl s particutarly important Is the incorporafion of tasks for adisting tha latial GSP
essumplions. Al the siariing poind thers will be numerous uncetainfies thal wil be clarified os
new data and expétierces ars acquired. White thars will be lasuas ralzed in the draft GSP
responses, | feel that the basic road map you have created Is a good werking document for
reaching tha goals of compliance.

draft Fina ndwa o g ate s
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~  DudeX's ipcats of the modeling results shows some diffarsnces bud confirms that ths 1
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absence of metsred data b confirm outfiows, -

! - N -
The draft GSP includes craating o water balance of inflows and outfiows based on increasad
fiaw metering, stream gauges and wed leval moniionng ko caibrate the model and mfine the
sustalnable yleld factor, This task ls perticularly important bacausa the water balancecen .,
aocompass the assumpbons for imrigetion retum fows, saplic systam ratum Bows, n

wic. ihat are, in some cases, debatabls. Thia repressnts a signiiicant
improvement of aquifer charactarization, hﬂmmuhdtpemmmuwopuﬂh‘ldll -
mumaumnmammmm

L9
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mmmmmmmwmduammmm

vary resistive to agency monttceing of Sows or chemisiry  Their posliion has bean that any dats

raleassd by the ownecs should take place out of e public domsin &nd under thelr complets

control. This resistance may have changei during the cooperative sessions conduciad befors

and during preparetion of the draft GP'S, however | feel wa nead to take exba stopy 10 ensure
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County on a monthly basls and that the County check the metsrs on 4 quariscly besis, carefully

confirrning that tha data being collactad by the cwners is credible. Monthly tracking by the

County would identify any apparent discrepancy In the instumantation of in the frsquency of

data taking, "Any problems could then be addresad quickly to ensurs tha viabilty of the data

sirsarn. Quartardy checking and cafbration of the equipetent by tha County woukd snsure the

accuracy of the annual resulls, | Thuhqumcycd’ﬂmhshcmldbom&uﬁmhu
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draft GSP are controversial, MmhhmnmuﬂyMMﬁﬂ

understand why domestic uss shoukt be penaltzed at the same rote o agriculture when

domantic water use has baen reduced through BWD conservation maasines and agricultun’s
- 1150 ke o, MMMBWDmhmupmmuwnnhhdm
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Etigution, significantly ralsing futire domestic water costa re required to purchase witor credits
from agriculure. They also feel thal the community of Ecrrego Speings, along with the Stata
Park ars sssanilal entiies whoga fistucs viabiidy maust be guaranisad.

Lacking direct knowladge of how the watar aflocation decisions were mads, or what nagotiations
may ba ongoing, it sesmms (o me that the st s Important and definitaly nesds to be clarifiad,
H the reference period for domestic and agricuttural water use does not tniy reflact domeatic
water reduction, the weter aliccation should bo reconsiderad. Or, 2 ssems o ma that if the finsl
domestic water aliocation were set 1l the present usage rate, or a usage rata thal is achievabla
through reasonabls continuing consarvalion measures with @ small contingency for fulure
growth, that community viabiity would be protacterd without the nead to buy water credds from
agricuthme. ¥ is frue that the incrament of water allocation required to da this is nearly
imsignificant compared with agricuftume's use.

20 Year Complisnce Period

Ancther lssua that has been raised is the need (o reduce the 20 year period of the compliance
schedula to retain =9 much aquifer storage as possible, s minimizing the impacts of declining
waler table on water cost and environmental damage. The 20 yesar schedule may have been
deurned necassary to account for the complications that large farming sperations in Califumia
may face In adjusting lo compliance, espacially considering the importance of thess operations
to Caélfornia's econony. There [s @ dear kncantive, howsver, ko reduce Borrego's time tabls.

While there are a ol of uncartainty factors tnvolved In minimizing the schedule, R appesrs K me
that the druft GPS addreasss a mafarly of tha iadvidual lssues. From a project menagement
standpoint it might make sense 1 edd a Ena ilam task that consolidates the Issuss with a stated
objective of achlaving the shortest possible compliancs schedule. Thus, the poal could be
tracked, mported and kept in focus,

Baurden of GSP Program Costs on BWD Ratepayers.

The draft GSP shows a concariad effort 1o astimate the cost of both the overall conpliance
progrem and the potential impacts on the cost of domestic water, Again, tha number of
variables creatas a high degrae of uncertainty fur the accuracy of tha estimatas. Thisis
especinfly trua considering the possibiity of future bond lssues, changes in anticipatad state or
faciaral funding, as wel as the dificulty of anticipating what the cost of downsizing egricuiture
will actually be.

My particutar concern i the dinsct barden BWD will have to bear a3 s result of the GSP
implamentation process. The ratepayers of Barrago VaBey fepresent a small group facing a
large number of polential new expensas. i is my hope that the GSP tsam will be dligent In
kaaping tha rear-term and long-tarm expenses for BWD s low ws possils,

draf N3 ndwate Bmne 3 3 Subbasin
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120-1
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January 2020

Letter 120

Commenter: Jack K. Laughlin
Date: May 3, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) wants to acknowledge the
comments that provide a breadth of historical perspective and insights from decades
of participating and an ongoing interest in Borrego Springs water supply issues. Per
commenter’s request, no responses to comments are being made.

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

Appendix G-397



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

draft Fina ndwate anagems 2 g £ yale 3
January 2020 Appendix G-398



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

draft Fina
January 2020

Comment Letter 121

County of San Dlego April 24, 2019
Planning & Development Services

€/0: Jim Bennet

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Dlego, CA 92123

Ref: Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrego Springs Sub-basin

Dear Mr. Bennet;

In the final GSP for the Borrego Basin, the human consumption and use of water
must have prionty over agricultural and recreational dalms. There cannot be any
equal proportional reduction by all users. Such an argument for that position from
anyone ignores the fact that for 70 years agriculture has been profiting from and
over-drafting the basln and consuming 70% of the aquifer use on an annual basis.
Even In recent years when Borrega Springs ratepayers have reduced their usage
from 2,400 afy to 1,700 afy, agriculture has continued Its same excessive
consumption rate, if not more. The public record is clear. Twenty-five (25}
agricultural corporate interests farming 4,000 acres do not deserve equal
treatment and a financial reward for decades of aquifer abuse. We believe water
case law in Callfornia supports this position of human consumption priority.

Borvego Springs must survive as a retirement and service-related community of
3,000 to 10,000 (including snowbirds) residents. Perhaps even more importantly,
the town provides a destination and hub for thousands of annual world visitors,
hikers, and campers to the largest desert state park in the nation, Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park. Borrego Springs has been designated one of the few
international dark sky communities easily aceessible to the pub fc. That basic
survival requires a minimum of 1700 annual feet of water per fear to be
protected under the GSP for the use of ratepayers and visito/s. Without that
minfmum amgunt of water, property values will plummet, . éd Borrego Springs
could dle. Such a demlse would also threaten the commugities of Ocotilio Wells,
Ocotillo Wells Off Road State Vehicular Recreation Area/‘ nchita, and Warner

a
v

12141

121-2
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Letter 121

Commenter: Richard and Artemisa Walker
Date: April 24, 2019

121-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your opposition to
proportional reductions by all users and human consumption and use of water must
have priority over agricultural and recreational water uses. While the Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (GSP) does not set specific groundwater use 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 comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

121-2 The GSA acknowledges your opposition to any groundwater use reductions for the
municipal sector. While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use reductions,
the GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 3 — Pumping Reduction
Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare 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 GSP further includes Project and Management Action No. 1 — Water
Trading Program. The GSP states that the Water Trading Program would allow
groundwater users (including the Borrego Water District) to purchase needed
groundwater allocation from others to maintain economic activities in the
Subbasin. The GSP indicates preparation of a Water Trading and Policy
document is intended to begin upon adoption of the GSP. The timetable for
implementation of the Water Trading Program is dependent upon whether
implementation of the program requires CEQA review.

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

graft Fing yater Manageme 3 e Borre pate :
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121-3

121-4

draft Fing
January 2020

The GSA acknowledges your request for the implementation of the GSP to be less
than 20 years. While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use reductions, the
GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 3 — Pumping Reduction
Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare 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 comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

The GSA acknowledges the request for the State of California or County of San Diego
to provide the Borrego Water District funding to buy water rights if Borrego Water
District is subjected to groundwater use reductions below 1,700 acre-feet per year.

The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 122

County of San Diego Parring & Developmet Servioss May 2. 2019

€0 Jen Bennett

|m-wuww 1 b hid the pregoesd GSP wnd have the folkwing personal comymanis:
G Sowad wod i of how such aa Bormgo
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m Tmmmm ummmmmmnm.m

hnmm,mwmuwam bring considersbis sconoes: berwdlt 1o e
BoiTega commurity when meseured an & DECecr foot of weter o bewiy.  Howdwar, ke lechustry
St bringge relathvely s econcemic benefi I tha comunity when considerd on an sae ot of water uaed

A b plan shewidd ba considetid which Moroeies e,

LIy 20 years

122-3

Appendix G403






RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter 122

Commenter: Eric Nessa
Date: May 2, 2019

122-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your disagreement
with the approach to the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and your opinion
that the focus of the GSP should be the economic benefit that the use of water brings
to the community. In response, the GSP was developed in compliance with the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) of 2014 (California Water
Code Section 10720-10737.8, et al.) and the Department of Water Resources
(DWR) GSP Regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 23, Section 350 et
seq.). Appendix A of the GSP includes the Preparation Checklist for GSP
Submittal, which identifies where in the GSP each of the statutory requirements of
SGMA are addressed.

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

122-2 The GSA acknowledges your opinion that the municipal, recreation, and other
water sectors bring considerable economic benefit to Borrego Springs versus the
agricultural industry brings little economic benefit on a per acre-foot basis.

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

122-3 The comment suggests a new plan be considered which incorporates the dollar
benefit on a per acre foot of water used basis. In response, please see response to
Comment [22-1.

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

122-4 The comment provides a conclusory statement that the Plan is flawed and will
economically devastate Borrego Springs and turn the community into a desert
wasteland within 20 years.

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

draft Final Groundwater Manageme 3 e Bofre ate 5
January 2020 Appendix G-405



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

draft Fipa jwate anageme 3 e B g idwate 3
January 2020 Appendix G-406



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

draft
Janu

-
ary 2020

Comment Letter 123

From: Marsha Bonng <wmb(311@gmailcom»
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2019 237 PM

Tex LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Draft GSP comments

| am a ysar-round res:dent of Bomrego Springs and alaa a member of the Borrego Water Coalibipn, | have attended
many maetings, Including the presantation of the GSP 1o tha group I've also fust reviewsd the GSP and overal find
It io ba comprehensive and wel-planned

| do hava soms serlous issues with the water pumping reducton and the BRPAs, Project and Management Achon
#3 recommends an across (he boand reductian of 74%, which would maintain the current distribution parcentages
The resudential water use has alrsarly been cut from a reported histordc high of 3500 acre feeliyear to the currant
Tevel of 1700 acre feetlyear, & cut of 50%. Our communlty has done this through the conscious affort of remowng
fouritalns and swinrmg pocts, grass and water mtansive landscaping, convertmg to kow-iow toilets, and overadl

conservation afforts

The recreational and agneuttural usars have been slow of complelaly trwillng % make similar reduclons,
continuing to deplate our aquifar, Chearly the major cortributor 1o the aquifer overdraft has been and continues 1o be
agricutuse Althaugh agricuttire has been an Impoant part of our commundy, it s unreasonable to assumea that
faming shoudd contnus to tse 70% of the aflocated water,

Thera 3 1o reason to assurns oc plan for the histonc water use parcentages to remaln at curment [svels. | bebava
that the mumcspal water slloiment should not be lowered beycnd the cument level That level of 1700 awe featiyr
would stil be only 30% of the total 5700 acre feslyr, which | betiave is entraly reasonable.

Sincerety,
Marsha

PO Box 2054
575 Pointing Rock Drive
Bomege Springs, CA $2004
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Letter 123

Commenter: Marsha Boring
Date: May 13, 2019

123-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges this introductory
comment. No response is necessary.

123-2 The GSA acknowledges your concerns to groundwater use reductions/baseline
pumping allocations (BPAs) and your comment that residential water use has
already been cut by 50%. The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) specifies that
74% reductions are needed but it does not set specific groundwater use reductions
by sector. As indicated in the GSP under Project and Management Action No. 3 —
Pumping Reduction Program, 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 comment does not address the adequacy of the Drafi GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.

123-3 The GSA acknowledges the comment that recreational and agricultural users have
been slow or completely unwilling to make similar reductions as residential water
use and it is unreasonable to assume farming should continue to use 70% of the
allocated water.

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

123-4 The GSA acknowledges your opposition to any groundwater use reductions for the
municipal sector. While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use reductions,
the GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 3 — Pumping Reduction
Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare 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.
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The GSP further includes Project and Management Action No. 1 — Water
Trading Program. The GSP states that the Water Trading Program would allow
groundwater users (including the Borrego Water District) to purchase needed
groundwater allocation from others to maintain economic activities in the
Subbasin. The GSP indicates preparation of a Water Trading and Policy
document is intended to begin upon adoption of the GSP. The timetable for
implementation of the Water Trading Program is dependent upon whether
implementation of the program requires CEQA review.

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

vater Subbasin
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Comment Letter 124

May 15, 2018

Jim Bennett, County Groundwater Geologist
Borrego Vatley Groundwater Sustainability Agency
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego Ca. 92123

Subject Response to Comments GSP for Barrego Valley March 2019.
Dear Mr Bennett

It is encouraging to see the progress that has been made regarding the
hydrological parameters of the Borrego Valley aquifer. This basin has been
monitored for almost 40 years and it has been long established as being in cnitical
overdraft. The work completed for the GSP is positive steps to alleviate this (241
adverse condition.

In my review of the draft GSP | would like to offer the following comments in the
record regarding the document:

1) On page ES-2 it is stated that “/n the southeostern part of the Subbasin,
where less graundwater has been pumped, graundwater levels have
remained relatively constant during the same time period * This does not
adequately cover the hydrographic trends within this area of the Valley, As
an example the Well MW-5, which is located east north east of the Batrege
Sink, has fallen 8.94 feetin the [ast 10 year {45.22 feet below ground
surface in October 2008 to a current level of 58,38 * in November 2018},
This wellis located in the discharge area of the basin and likely reflects
groundwater level declines in the Mesquite Bosque which inin critical 124-2
decline. Also this statement “relatively constant” does not document
significant groundwater level declines [greater than 3 feet per year) in the
southeastern portions of the basin. Specifically Monitoring well MW-3 has
shown a substantial decline (57.51 feet below ground surface November
2015 to 70.65 feet in March 2019). This is also seenin Figure 2.2-13E
where well number 011S006E230025 has almeost a 20 foot decline in 3
years. The report must reflect accurate trends in the basin and should be
modified to represent cumrent groundwater trends in this area of the basin
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2) It has been well known and long established that Borrego Valley drains

3

4]

)

(lows) toward the Borrego Sink and down Bomrego Sink Wash toward the
east., Various technical studies including those from the USGS and DWR
point toward the basins discharge point being through the Barrego Sink
wash. Figures 2.2-13 C and 2.2-13 D accurately reflects this flow path.
However Figures 2.2-13 A (Spring 2018) and 2.2-13 B {Fali 2018) represents
a different flow path with the discharge point (or basin low) appearing to
be near the Borrego Valley Airport  Also on page 2-51 the statement is
made that groundwater flow is “toward the center of the valley near Palm
Canyon Drive about 2 miles north of Borrego 5ink”®. This *reversed northern
flow direction from the sink* would be significant modification to histoncal
flow path within the basin, This condition would be either produced by 1} a
significant overdraft occurring in the area of the Borregao Springs Airpart
produced by extensive production {(which we know is not the case), or 2}
the potential incorrect interpretation of the data due to extreme lack of
adequate groundwater level data from monitoring wells in this area of the
basin. As given in response #5 below there is a significant datagapon a
narth\south line {almost & miles long) from the north of Henderson Canyon
Road to the County Road Station Aleng this path only one data point exists
{at the County Airport}. Itis very hard to accurately produce a groundwater
level flow contour map with little to no data. If the contour lines are
estimated or guessed they should be dashed and/or left out entirely. These
two figures imply something that is very important (reserved flow direction
narth toward the airport from the sink) and it 1s based on extremely limited
information. In science we should not amrive at a conclusion unless there 15
significant data to support that conclusion.

Just as a comrection Figure 2 2-15 has aur town center {Christmas Circle)
listed as an active hazmat cleanup site as the Carnzo Impact Site. The text
on page 2-61 provides additional detail that the Carriza Impact bombing
range covers ~400 square miles. Itis suggested that some detail be added
to the Figure to clarify this point,

Figure 2.2-21 B documents water use within the basin between 1945 and
2017. The figure identifies a significant decrease in annual total water use
from ~18,500/yr. to ~14,500/yr. This 1s a significant trend of approximately
20%. If this is true why isn't the decline in water extraction reflected in
Figure 2.2-22 B which represents the cumulative change in storage by year?
This figure {2.2-22 B) implies a constant rate of consumption The only way

124-3

[24-4

124-5

Appendix G412



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

draft Final G
January 2020

S

B,

7

—

—

—

both figures would be correct 15 If a significant decrease in the amount of
graurdwater recharge had occurred and this is not considered to be the
case. There seems to be a disconnect between Figure 2.2-21B which shows
a significant decrease in extraction and Figure 2 2-22B which represents a
consistent change (depletion) in storage over the same peried.

Monitonng well distribution is discussed on page 2-54, where it is
concluded that lateral distribution of monitoring wells “appears adequate
to meet SGMA requirements within all of the management areas”.
However within the eastern central portions of the basin (south of
Henderson Canyon road, east of Borrego Valley road and northof La Casa
Del Zorro) there are only 4 monitaring wells  This area covers almost 25
square miles making an averall density of 1 monitaring well per & square
miles. Also three of the four monitoring wells are clustered along Palm
Canyon Drive near the County airport. Given that almost 90% of 25 square
miles have no monitoring wells it is hard to understand how it has been
deemed that the distribution of wells Is adequate. The gross number of
wells likely meets the minimum requirements of SGMA but that is not the
important issue. The prablem s that the distribution and location of wells
within and central eastern portion of the basin is cleary not adequate. This
Is alsoshown and represented in Figure 2.2-12. It is suggested that this
regian be identified as a data gap and that efforts be completed in the
future to add additional menitoring wells within this area of the basin

I totally support the conclusion regarding identified data gaps withinthe
groundwater quality network {pages 2-63 and 64}, Monitoring groundwater
quality trends is vital to the long term sunvival of the community and the
basin, As identified in item #5 above the central eastern portion of the
basin is not adequate covered by monitoring wells to estimate trends
within the groundwater system. This includes both for groundwater levels
and for groundwater qualty. It is witally important to develop a basic
understanding of baseline groundwater characteristics throughout the
basin The central eastern portion of the basin {which 1s located in both the
Central and Southern Management Areas) is under represented for
momitoring wells. The GSP identifies this as a data gap for groundwater
quality but ignores the data gap for groundwater levels,

On page 2-70 it refers to the Horse Camp well within the section addressing
the GDE Unit 2 Palm Canyon area. The Horse Camp Well is in the Unit 1
Coyote Creek area

124-5
Cont

124-6

i24-7

i24-8
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8] Figure 3.3-1 “Key Indicator Wells” shows the significant gap in monitoring
wells in the eastern central portion of the basin  Only ane well {the Airport
Well}is located in 20 square miles. This is clearly not adequate to
represent the basin Also Section 3 5.1 descnbes the monitoring network.
Specifically Section 3.5.1.1 states that the density of wells meet the
CASGEM requirements  As previously stated the 1ssue with the draft GSPis
not the number of wells rather the adequate distribution of monitoring
wells. It goes without saying that you can have adequate number of wells 124-9
{say 50 wells) in an area 30 square miles, but if all of those wells are located
within a small specific area of 10 square miles the average density is
adequate but the well distribution is inadequate. Throughout the GSP
reference 1s made to the adequate number of wells. However what is
ignored is if the distribution of wells is adequate. This issue shauld be
identified as a clear data gap within the G5P. Specifically section 3.5.4.2
does not identify this area of the basin as an area that requires additional
data points,

Appendix D2 by ENS! appears to be a high quality comprehensive report. It
is the best water quality summary that | have seen for the basin. Overallit
is a great jobl However comments include: 1) No title page is offered for
the ENSI team. No license numbers or contact information has been
included with the report (as required by our State licensing Board). The
only contact information | could find is in the title box of the figures. 2)
Figure 5 shows a graphic representation for groundwater quality in the
basin. However the locations of the data sites appears to be incorrect.
The data is spread cut throughout the basin, as an example many sites are
shown in the northeastern area of the basin. However Figure 4 shows no
monitoring wells in the area. There appears to be a disconnect between
the wells shown in Figure 4 and the data presented in Figure 5. And 3)
Appendix A of this report is from DWR? It is quite confusing on the
reprinting of the various data s this one report or two? Many of the
figures wathin the original report are also in the Appendix. Is this two
reports using the same data® | cannot figure this out.

9

[24-10

In summary it appears that significant technical work has been completed to
assist in the development of the Borrego Valley GSP. However 1tis my
professional opinion that a number of issues remain outstanding. These
include: Y

124-11
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1) Characterization that the southeastern portion of the basin have had stable
graundwater levels.

2} Groundwater flow maps showing that the basin discharge has moved north
to near the Borrego Spnngs Airport and away from the Borrego Sink

3) Figure 2.2-21B represents that annual water use has declined by ~20% but
Figure 2.2-22 B indicates a constant rate of groundwater averdraft,

4) Monitoring well distribution is not identified as a data gap in the report,
althaugh the central and southeastern partions of the basin are severely
underrepresented with wells. The document states in a number of areas of
the report that the number of wells meet the requirements of SGMA, That
is NOT the issue The issue is if the distribution of wells allows for an
adequate technical understanding of the hydrological parameters of the
basin This is clearly not the case within the central eastern portions of the
basin,

Thank you for the opportunity to offer these comments to the draft document.

Please let me know if | can provide any assistance wath this issues

Sincerely

John Peterson

California Certified Hydrogeologist #50
P.O. Box 512

Borrego Springs Cal. 92004

petersonenv@hotmail com
B58-220-0877

bhasin

124-11
Cont
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Letter 124

Commenter: John Peterson, California Certified Hydrogeologist (No. 90)
Date: May 15, 2019

124-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) welcomes your comments on the
Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) and acknowledgment of the positive
steps the Draft GSP makes to achieving sustainability.

124-2 The executive summary has been revised to clarify the location of wells where
groundwater levels have remained stable at the edge of the Borrego Springs
Subbasin compared to other areas of the South Management Area (SMA) where
groundwater levels have been documented to be declining.

124-3 The GSA notes your comment that it has been well known and long established
that Borrego Valley drains (flows) toward the Borrego Sink and down Borrego
Sink Wash toward the east. The groundwater water level contour maps produced
in the Draft GSP are for the Spring of 2018, Fall 2018, 2010 and 1945 (Figure
2.2-13A-D). As pumping ramped up in the basin groundwater that flowed and
discharged to the Borrego Sink under the pre-pumping conditions has been
captured as evidenced by dry springs and wells, and desiccation of the honey
mesquite bosque. Two pumping-related depressions are exhibited in the data
collected, one centered on the agricultural areas north of Henderson Canyon
Road, and possibly another centered around a cluster of wells north of the Ram’s
Hill Country Club (Figure 2.2-13A).

Best available data for developing groundwater level contours maps indicate that
groundwater flow that historically moved to the Borrego Sink is being captured by
pumping. That is the cone of pumping depression in the North Management Area
(NMA) is broadening from the pumping center outward to the Borrego Springs
Airport. As pumping currently greatly exceeds inflows to the Subbasin, it is
expected that pumping centers will dramatically disrupt the natural groundwater
flow gradients including intercepting flow that once traveled to the Borrego Sink
and down Borrego Wash. While additional monitoring wells could improve
development of groundwater level contours in the area of the County Airport, the
lack of additional monitoring wells is not identified as a substantial data gap for
GSP implementation at this time. That said, the GSA is reviewing the potential for
funding additional monitoring wells throughout the Borrego Springs Subbasin.
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124 -4 The GSA notes your comment that Figure 2.2-15 should be clarified to indicate that
the Carrizo Impact bombing range covers about 400 square miles. This is clarified
in the GSP text on pg. 2-62.

124-5 Inflows and outflows reported in the charts come from the Borrego Valley
Hydrologic Model (BVHM), and the outputs from the model are included in the
model update report (Appendix D1 ofthe GSP). Figure 2.2-22B represents the total
cumulative change in storage, so each point on the graph represents an addition of
the storage lost in that year to the total storage lost throughout the model period.
Inflows exceed outflows for every year for the past 20 years, so the cumulative
change in storage continues on a downward trend.

Additionally, average pumping as reported by the model does not change much
during the last 20 years of the model run, with average pumping from the last 20
years of the model run of 16,466 acre-feet per year (AFY), average pumping for the
last 10 years of the model run of 16,855 AFY, and average pumping for the last 5
years of the model run of 15,567 AFY. There are slight changes in the slope of the
line in water years 2004, 2005, and 2012, when inflows to the basin in the model
were higher than other years. The result of this is that the average annual change in
storage for the past 20 years is a loss of 11,955 AFY, for the past 10 years is a loss of
13,098 AFY, and for the last 5 years is a loss of 10,604 AFY. Figure 2.2-22A depicts
the groundwater inflows and outflows by year for the period 1945 to 2016. The period
from 2010 to 2016 occurs during a dry period with low recharge compared to wetter
periods. This results in continued loss of groundwater in storage at about the same
rate even though groundwater extraction is reduced over this period.

124-6 Data gap associated with the area north of the Borrego Sink is identified on pg. 2-
54, and the GSP has been amended to clarify.

124-7 As indicated in response to Comment 124-6, the data gap associated with the
area north of the Borrego Sink is identified on pg. 2-54, and the GSP has been
amended to clarify.

124-8 GDE Unit 2 Palm Canyon area should reference Anza-Borrego Desert State Park
(ABDSP) Well 3 and not the Horse Camp Well. The Draft GSP has been revised
with the correct well.

124-9 As indicated in response to Comment 124-6, the data gap associated with the area
north of the Borrego Sink is identified on pg. 2-54, and the GSP has been amended
to clarify.
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124-10 The GSA acknowledges your comments on the ENSI report. Figure 5 was produced
by Tim Ross of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR). The DWR
has data from private wells that are not available to the GSA because of
confidentiality agreements between private pumpers and the DWR. As such, the
exact location of these private wells is unknown and are therefore not presented on
Figure 4. The ENSI Appendix D2 is one report not two. Appendix A of the ENSI
report provides the seminal work from DWR referenced in the ENSI Report.

124-11 The GSA acknowledges your professional opinion that several issues remain
outstanding. The commenter provides conclusory remarks, and summarizes the
comments provided in the letter. These issues have been responded to above under
responses to Comnment 124-1 through Comment 124-10.
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Comment Letter 125

Groundwater Management at Bormego &!mﬁ

There are two addlticnal sources of underground water flow that should be
considered to help sofve the issues with the decreasing underground water basin
under Borrego Springs.

1. Clark Well, close to Clark Dry Lake between Coyate Mauntain and the Santa
Rosa Mountains, Is one source. However, there might be concern over water
quality. Also, going further up Rockhouse Canyon for cleaner water is limited
by the Santa Rosa and San Jacinte Mountains National Monument.

2. San Felipe Wash is a much larger source of water which folfows highway 78 to
Texas Dip on the Borrego Springs Road and ends less than a half mile from
highway 78, K also has drinkable water upstream at Yaqui Well and Tamarisk
Grove campgrounds. Additional underground water flow is added from the
south side of highway 78 from Pinyon Mountains. All of thase sources follow
the Felipe Wash to Ocotillo Wells where additional underground flow Is added
from Fish Creek Mountains to the South. The total groundwater flows south of
the Salton Sea toward Brawley and the Mexican border where farming Is
supported from the Colorada Rlver.

2.1.)t seems like the Narrows Earth Trall point along highway 78 is the
optimum spot to tap into this flow for Borrego Springs and will require
hydrologists checking into the quality and quantity of water at this point. If
tests are okay, pipe can go around the east end of Yagul Ridge and run
downhill to Rams Hill steel tanks with enough water for Rams Hill and Casa
del Zorro.

| recommend that 2.1 be tested AS.A.P

Robhert Kl'elst
Retired Stanford MSEE

125-1

125-2

125-3
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Solar/Electric Management at Borrego Springs

Solar Energy Management (Mgt.) can coilaborate with Water Mgt. for storing

hoth water and electric energy for local distribution that needs to be optimized

for geographical locations, 125-4

1. Anexample of solar energy generation has been completed at the new
library. Here the covering the of the shaded parking has solar panels much
like one would find on a rooftop. This type of shaded parking could be
extended to schoals, businesses, and hotels/motels.

2. Solar Energy Mgt. could collaborate with Groundwater Mgt. to pump water
from additional underground water flows to elevations that would store 125-5
both water and electric energy.

3. Underground utilities for both water and electrical energy have regional [
populated areas. Connections between these regions should be steel poles 125-6
with safe conduction in severe weather. 4

4, The reglonal availahility of water and electric energy at the lowest cost and
safety varies geographically. Solar energy Is optimal for Borrego Springs
with local management and collaboration with Hydrologists. 125-7

Lbtddldfons

yater Subbasin

draft Fina ndwater Manage 3 . -
January 2020 Appendix G-422



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Letter 125

Commenter: Robert Kleist, California Certified Hydrogeologist (No. 90)
Date: May 8, 2019

125-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges your comment that
there are two additional sources of water flow that should be considered, including
(1) Clark Well and (2) San Felipe Wash. Both of these sources of water supply have
been studied extensively by the Borrego Water District who evaluated the
feasibility of importing groundwater from the Clark Dry Lake, Ocotillo Wells
Subbasin and Allegretti Farms (Ocotillo-Clark Valley Groundwater Basin) (Burzell
2006). The Borrego Water District (BWD) evaluation found these projects to be
economically infeasible.

125-2 As described in response to Comment 125-1, the Borrego Water District evaluated
the potential for water supply from the Ocotillo Wells Subbasin near San Felipe
Wash and found the project to be economically infeasible.

125-3 While the Narrows Earth Trail point along Highway 78 has not been studied
extensively, the cost for a pipeline to District wells near the intersection of Borrego
Springs Road and Highway 78 (closer than the Narrows Earth Trail) was
determined not to be economically feasible. Additionally, the Narrows Earth trail
is located in the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (ABDSP) who would likely not
approve drilling and construction of wells within the park boundary.

1254 The GSA notes your comment that solar energy management can collaborate with
water management for storing water and electric energy and that solar energy can
be extended to additional facilities.

125-5 The GSA notes your comment that solar and groundwater management could
collaborate to pump water from underground to elevations that would store both
water and potential electric energy.

125-6 The GSA notes your comment that utility connection should be steel poles
between regionally populated areas.

125-7 The GSA notes your comment that solar energy is optimal for Borrego Springs.
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Comment Letter 126

County of San lYiego May 21,2019
Planning & Development Services

C/O Mr Jim Bennett  (by email to. PDS LUEGGround Water@sdcounty ca gov)

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123

CC (by email)
Gary Haldeman, BWD Ratepayer Representative
Borrego Waoter Diatrict
RE: Draft Groaadwater Sustalnability Plan for Borrego Valley Groundwater Subbasia

Dear Mr. Beainett,

[ am a Borrego Springs resident and homeowner and [ amt writing to on the draft Ground
Sustasnability Plan (GSF) for Barrego Springs

Comment I

Section 4,11, page 4-21 states “The BPA [Basehno Pumping Allocation] is determined to be the
maximum annual ground ion during the baseline pumpimg penod ., The BPA methodology
developed for the subbasin is detailed in Appendix F." i muxst be noted that the methodalogy outhined in
Appendix F is not & measure of water extraction over the survey period 1t is, raiber, a method to estimate
the Irrigatlon needs of agncultural and recreational pumpers in the subbasin,

This is not Lo say that the methodology In Appendix F is inappropriate — it is certainly better than nothing,
but 4 18 & seientibe wild guess rther than a procise Could the rumber be off by a factor of
20%72 Asmuch s 30% or more? This imprecision was not addressed in the GSP.

This is impontant bocausc:

1. The catculzted BPA for the subbasin — and basis for possible fitume adyustments — is based on two sefs
of data: onc is an historical record of pumpiag by the Borrego Water Dustrict (WD), a history that goes
back well ever 50 years, The ocher is the estimate of unknown sccuracy generated by Mann. The BWD
dats set should only be subject to fiture “adjustment™ 1f the dala are proven 1o be in eoroe Any
muscaleulation of curment water extrection from the subbasin must be assumed to be an error i the
estimated velue; any fiture ndjustment to the BPA mast enly be applied (0 the esthinated values,

2. Table 4-2 an page 4-15 quotes Mann {the author of the methodology in Appendix F): The “potential
water savings for agrzulture is less than 2% of the BPA. ™ ITthe total volume of water extracted by
apncultural and recreational interests can be only grossly estimated, i s able and ientilic to
aumgn a precise value for potential water savings,

Support:

Appendix F outlines a methodology using evap spirmtion (ET) which estimates water use by
an Individual plant species in arder to estimate the plant”s water requirements over time This
number 15 then used 10 estimate waler usc by a field of similar plants The methodology in
Appendix F mahes many assumptions abowt local temain, temperature, wind canditions, growing
seasons, and apphies those nssumptions to largs tracls of land under imigation in the Borrego
Subbasin One of those assumptions, for example, involves sod molvare confernt (SMC)

lof3|Page
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The m of SMC is intimately tied to the ET In cakutating irrigation needs of plants, A
SMC i1 not considered in the methodalogy outlined in Appendia F becauss variations in soid
prop , terralit, temp and wind condrtions would make the tosk impossible, The
resuling methodelogy outtined in Appendix F ignores SMC and assumes that all soul under every
crop and every section of turf inrigated by agriculiural and recrestional pumpers is exactly equal.
And ke value denved, however inexact, is & calculation of the irrigatron necds of the subbasin,
not a measuro of the water extracted over a five year period of tine

Water use by agnculture in the region s an estimate based on numerous factors outlined on page
4-11 of the GSP Considenng ell of the tnknowns invalved in amving at the agncultural and 126-1
recreational portion of the 15,729 AFY (Acre Feet per Year) baseline, the accurcy of this Cont.
number should be questioned or, at the very kenst, it should be assigned a margin of zrror 1o

ind the p of the appraximation Is the nctual number 15,729 AFY +/. 20%7 +/- 30%7

Considering the inexact method for deriving the agneultural extraction values, 2% would seem (o
be well within the rangs fora ding error. H the piion made by Mann in hia 2014
analysis 15 that the “potential waler savings for agriculiure s less than 2% of the BPA...” The 2%
valuc is {llogical and unreasonahle, espectally when this number (Estimated Potential Water
Savings) i used i the caleulus to derermine the BPA for all users, including BWD ratepayers,
whete history shows acfuaf water extraction daia for over 50 years, not based on extimates,

ZComment 2

The BWD has recorded over 50 years of pumping daia, which rep tx the “bext availiabl
nformuatian ™ for water extraction in the subbailn Chapter 4, section 4 0 of the GSP states “Under the
Legulations, the Groundwater Sustanability Plan (GSP) ia to include the following, 3. Projects and
nanagement actiony [PAMA] shall be supported by best available information and best available science.™
To achieve fidelity with this mandate the entlre BWD water pumping recard must be considered in the
3PA nllotment formula, nok the narrow window of 2010-2015 which is used in the GSP. Consldering
iy the BW D 2010-2015 usago levels (after agmificant conservation measures were already in place,
educing water use n the distnct by over 50%) penalizes municipal water users for theit conscrvation
*fforts, The BPA for BWD ratepayers must factor in the entirety of the historfcal usage record

Suppart: Applying the 2010-2015 survey penod for al) entitics may secm ta leve! the playing
flcld for all water users in the district, but that 1s an unteasonable assumption. 126-2

The opening of Section 4 3 of the GSP states: “The BWD has hlsterically implemented measures
1o encourage efficient water use These mclude a tiered water rate structurs and other incentive
programs (BWD 2009), In the past, rebate programs were established for the purchase of low
flow toilcts, low water use washing machmes, and high water use turf removal. [Note. these
measures were tmplemented priar to the 2010-2015 BPA survey period.] The Borrego Springs
Community Plan (County 2013) inchudes a policy requinng the continuntion of ...aggressive,
malt-feceted water conservation programs to reduce existing agricultural, gol fcourse,
commereinl and residential [water] use *

The irony of this situation 15 that, even with significant savings by the BWD rafcpayers, the water
table in our aquifer has continued to drop an alarming mie. The only plousible explanation is that
non-metered pumpers have extracted the entire BWD water swvings Using the 2010-2015 dates
o caleulate the BWD share of BPA pesversely increases agriculture and recreation®s baselna by
adding BWID's watcr savings to their tofal.

2cf3|Page
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Commenl 3

IF 8 74% reduction must be achieved for all pumpers in the subbasin, the BWU) should be awarded » BFA
of at [east L,OGO AFY PMA #3 states in part: “Ench non-de minimis groundwater user within the
subbasin will be assigned an allocation based on its historica] groundwater use.” To achicve fidelity with
PMA #3 the Raseline Pumping Allocation (BPA) for the Borrego Water Disinict (BWD) must be based
on the 50 year histarical BWD averape of over 4,000 AFY. Furthemiors, smeo the BPA for BWD is
based on historical fact (unlike the BPA for agriculiural and recreational pumpers which is an estimate
wilh an unknawn level of accuracy) the BPA for BWD ratepayers must be fixed and not be subject to sny
downward adjustment in the future, LF s downward adjustment in BPA would become necessary in the
future it must be bome solely by 1hase entities whose BPA is based upon an estimate 126-3

Support: The BPA is derived from five ycars of reconded historical data from the BWD and an
estimate of water extraction by agricultural and recreational pumpers from the 2010-2015.
Selecting these dnies, while ignaring over 50 years of historical pumping data from the BWD
places the communety of Bomrego Springs at an extreme disadvantage because o fails to capture
the sueerss of the community's conservation ¢lforts over the past two decades, Que community*s
population is relatively unchanged in decades but our water use has decreased by well over 50%
in the last 20 years. The conservation efforts resulting in those water savings were, for the most
part, already 1n place before 2010, Where actual historical data are avatlable, as in the case of the
Bormego Water District, it must be used as specified in PMA #3,

Comment 4

PMA F5 disciesses Water Quality Optimization bt only addresses natundly oceurring coataminars,

Cantsmination from outsid must bo considered in the GSP as wall 1f contaminants aro being 126-4
intreduced from an gutsde soyrce the partics responsible muyst be held ble for any Jiaticn

that might be necessary,

Comment 5

‘Tourism is the primary industry in Borrego Speings “The 600,000-acre Anza-Borrepa Desert Slate Park
whuch surrounds the town is the largest desert state park in the nation, and aftracts hundreds of thousand
of visilors every year, Among lhc must popular locs! attractions arc grexndwater dependent ecosysicmsy
(GDEs), palm canyons, efalls, and mesquite forests, The GSP recognizes that substanial
damage has already been done to area GDEs, this dsmage is especualfy evident in dead mesqunte forests
and severely stressed mesquite bosques GDFs must be given greater considerntion in the averall water
allocation calculus nrd timing of reductions. Water set-asides far GDEs are meaningless if the “set-aside
water™ sits in o drastically reduced water table, anavailable to the ecosystents o is intended (o suppont.

126-5
‘Thanh yvu for reviewing and considenng my comments. Your efforts are greatly appreciated
Regards,

Garold L. Edwards

3312 Ocotillo Cirle; Box # 1858
Borrego Springs, CA 92004
earoldedwardsapmail.com
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Letter (26

Commenter: Garold Edwards
Date: May 21, 2019

126-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenters
concern regarding the lack of specificity and precision in reporting information on
baseline pumping allocation. In response, the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)
is explicit about how the baseline pumping allocation (BPA) was determined,
including the method to estimate agricultural pumping. Title 23 California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Section 354.18(b) states (emphasis added): “the water budget
shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or estimates based
on data: [...] Outflows from the groundwater system [...].” The methodology was
not developed by Mann, but by the GSA as provided in Appendix F. The reference
to Mann (2014) in Table 4-2 refers only to the estimated water savings that
conservation measures might achieve for the agricultural uses in the Subbasin. The
footnote to Table 4-2 references 2% as simply the percentage of the total BPA for the
agricultural sector that potential water savings consist of. The GSA has edited GSP
Section 4.4 (pg. 4-20) to further clarify that the BPA is partially estimated. The GSA
acknowledges the comments regarding the methodology.

The GSA has recognized that direct measurement is preferable to estimating water
use, and therefore is requiring that all non-de minimis wells in the Subbasin install
flow meters, in accordance with the Metering Plan included as GSP Appendix E2.

126-2 The commenter is referred to the Baseline Pumping Allocation and Pumping
Reduction Program master response. While the GSP does not set specific
groundwater use 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. In response to establishing 2010
through 2014 as the baseline pumping period, the GSA sought extensive 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 be found on the County’s SGMA website at:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SGMA/borrego-valley.html.

draft Fina ndwater Manageme 3 c > oundwater Subbasin
January 2020 Appendix G-429




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

126-3 The commenter is referred to response 126-2.

126-4 The GSA acknowledges the comment on Project and Management Action (PMA)
No. 5 (Water Quality Optimization). As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare
CEQA documentation (after GSP adoption) in advance of considering formal
adoption and implementation of PMA No. 5.

126-5 The GSA acknowledges the comment on the importance of local attractions to the
region’s tourism. The commenter is referred to the master response on groundwater
dependent ecosystems {(GDEs).
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Comment Letter [27

Mark C. Jorgensen

Post Office Box 7

665 Tilting T Drive
Borrego Springs, CA 92004

County of San Diego

Planning and Development Services

C/O Mr. ¥im Bennett

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310

San Diego, CA 92123 May 17,2019

Mr. Bennett:

Thank you for yeur tireless involvement in the development and implementation of the
Borrego Vailey Groundwater Sustainability Plan. Your keen awarcnicss of our valley overdraft
has been key to the progress made by our loca! Bormego Water District and Ratepayers
Commitiee. Mr. Gary Haldeman has held ¢ighteen public mectings so far to inform locel
residents and (o glean opinions and comments from rundreds of local citizens. Here, | offermy
comments to the GSP and | am including data I have gathered from two transects measuring the
health statas of (wo separate mesquite bosques in Borrego and Clark valleys. I will be canducting
at least throe more transects in the Borrego Sink area from Borrego Valley Airport to the
southeast margins of the Sink. My data show that in the Clark Vallcy, a nearby squifer that is
essentially untapped by pumpers, show that approximately 11.8% of the existing mesquite trees
are dead, and in the overdrafted Borrego Sink krea, | counted 53.8% of the mesquites were dead.

[ have been a resident of Borrego Springs for more than farty years and have been
involved in various water meetings and aquifer reports since the early 1980°s. I worked at Anza.-
Barrego Desert State Park for thirty-three years in the capacity of Park Superintendent, Resource
Ecologist, State Park Ranger and State Park Naturatist, I have observed the severe impacts of
aquifer overdraft and have documented those impacts in the Mesquite Bosque as well as in the
drying of Coyote Creek, where the creek campletely dries up at the Second Crossing thess days.
Sipce observing Coyote Creck beginming in 1963, I never saw the Second Croasing dry unti]
seeing it completely dry in three or four summers within the Iast decade.

First 1'd like to state that my comments center around five basie principles:

1) A minimum of 2,000 scre feet of water should be allocated for municipal use
here the Valley This will secure future water deliveries For household and
small busmess use and potentially allow for some future development needs,

2) The tumeframe originally sct in the GSP extends out to 2040 for full
implementation. This schedule far fufl compliance needs to be shortened
considerably to preserve our finite groundwater supply. A twenty year
timeframe allows for continued drawdown by agriculture, golf courses und
houscholds and further jeopardizes our aquifer. My opinion is that & maximum

Subbasin

127-1

127-2
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of cight to ten years shoutd be enforced for ful] compliance. Even in this A
scenario, our aquiler kevels can be expected to decline another twenty fect.

3) Serious considemation necds to be given to water quality an the drawdown
continucs. As the total supply of water in the aquifer decreascs, experts
generally ngree the quality of our potable water will also degrade.

4) The OSP discounts the impact of continued pumping oa Groundwates
Dependent Ecosystems. in fact, the plan states there are no GDE’s in the
Borrego Valley region that fall within the purview of the GSP. Thisisan
absurd point of view. The guidclines set for inclusion of GDE impacts state
that no impacts prior to 2015 can be considered. Docs this do justice to the
known intpects drawdown has obviously had on the Mesquite Bosqus plant
community? Which water consuming faction does this benefit? Certainly not
the small business owners or the residents, but it obviously does benefit the
farmers and golf course operators. To conveniently select 2015 asa cutoff
date for environmental impacts ia ludicrous and defies common sense. Sixty
years of agricultural pumping, without consideration of envirotmental
cansequences, is what has braughi us to this dire situation today, GDE's in
Borrego Sink, Lower Willows of Cayote Canyon and Bomrego Palm Canyon

need (o be embraced not rejected.
%) Thave been commenting for a couple of decades on the data nsed to caleulate 127-2
the natural inflow of water into our aquifer as well ay the estimated pumping Cont,

figures. My problems with the numbers are as follows. The mumbers have
changed over the last fifleen years or 8o, besed on no monitoring stations or
well-heed gauges on agriculture of golf courses. In the 1990 1o carly 2000's
the figures we were given in public forums were that rinfall and runefF into
the valley delivered approximately 4,000-4,500 /T per year. Extraction figures
were considered to be arvind 24,000 aff per year. Todsy, in the absence of
accurate measirements, the figures have changed to natural inflow of 5,700
a/f per year and purnping st about 20,000 a/f per year, Where did thesa data
come from? The Coyote Canyon water gauging station was destroyed by
flashfloods decades ago and when replaced by a new ooe at the Second
Crossing by DWR, the new station quickly went into disuse, I was informed
by DWR. monitors the gzuge never captured low flows or high water events
experienced during flashilood events. The gange in Barrego Palm Canyon
was destroyed in & major flood cvent so data from that location has also been
based on estimates. It appears once again that the changing daia docs ant
benefit the local residents or small business but has a definite henefit to fisture
sllocations to farmers end golf courses, The figure of 5,700 w/f per yesris a
benchmark for furture allocations to residents, farms and golf courses. My
opinion is this figurc is high, based on estimates, and docs not take into
consideratton our persistent droughts or fiture climate change.

[ have concerns with severa) other aspects of the GSP and statements made within it.
General assumplions are made within the Plan stating that water levels in the southeast region of 127-3
Botrego Valley have remained “fairty constant™. Actually, what is constant is the decline of the
aquifer in this ares, es evidenced by two wells menitored in this pertion of the Borrego Sink,

(i
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Wells MW-3 and MW-5, Well MW-3 has declized more than thirteen feet in the last decade and
well MW-5 hes been drawn down by almost mne feet. These wells are located in the
southeastem margin of our aquifer and this stantling decline in indicative of the valley-wide
water table drawdown,

Assumphons ace made about various reglons of the valley and the plan divides e
agquifer intp three regions, North, Central and South. Many of the wells are concentrated in the
narth and south, while [ find tho Central region is grossly under-studicd, and therefore
conclusfons on its status are lacking scientific serutiny, The area north of Bomrego Valley
Airport and east and west of Pegleg Road show virtually oo monitored wells. There are a score
of existing wells that could be studied, but ae not. T suggest the County begin manual
measureraents over lime, or that the County partners with the Borrego Water Disrict to nstall
monitors on the many well-heads available, Several of these which could be studied arg located
on County property at the Borrege Valley Land(ill. Other wells arc privote but could be
monitored with landowner cooperation. Data degived from more widespread wells could
certainly provide a clear picture of what s really happening valley-wide. You have stated thero
are plenty of wells being monitared and you see no need to install more monitoring stations, [
wuould agree there “are plenty of monitored wells" but would argue they are not cvenly spread
throughaut the valley to give us a clear pieture of the severity and widespread characier of the
overdraft,

I thank you for the opportunity to comment during this public comment period and
assume [ will have another chance w preview the final version of the plan before it gaes for final
epproval. I sincerely hope the timeframe of the implementation can be constrained to less than a
ten year period, that GDE's will take a more reslistic role in the plan, that a fair portion of
available water is allocated ta residents end small businesses, and that the figures for natural
inflow snd realistic pumping can be brought into & more rigorous scientific realm.

2%
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Attachment: Mesquite Transect 2019
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Mesquite Transects, 2019

Clark Dry Lake, West Slde, Rockbouse Caxyen Read  GPS CLKMES Elev, 558

Sturt of Transect@ 33.32459N (first mesquite on Rockhouse Canyon Road)
116.2B895W

End of Transect® 33.36090N {Last mesquite north of old rock quarry)
116.30424W

LiveMesquite= 239

Dead Mesquite= 32

Total Mesquitz Counted from Road=271  Percentago of Mcaquite Desdw 11.8%

Barregs Siak off Yaqui Pass Read GPS MESQ.2 FElev, 46%°
(End of YP Roed, turn left, 1* fork in dirt road)
Start of Transect@ 33.2281IN Begin at 1® Fork in dirt R4. W. of YP Road
11633143W
End of Transect@ 33,2341 2N End at Old House
116.32790W
Live Mesquitew 456
Dead Mesquite= 525
Total Mesquite Counted from Dirt RA=981 Ferceatage of Mesquite Deade33.5%

127-5
Cont.
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Letter 127

Commenter: Mark Jorgensen
Date: May 17, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency {(GSA) acknowledges the comments about
the health status of mesquite bosque communities in the Borrego and Clark Valleys.
The commenter is referred to the master response on groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs).

The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s principles and opinions. The GSP
adequately complies with Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and
gives proper consideration to each issue raised, including baseline pumping
allocation (BPA), Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) implementation
timeframe, water quality, GDEs, and the water budget. SGMA legislation does not
require the GSA correct undesirable results that occurred prior to 2015, As stated
in Chapter 3, “it is unfeasible that any PMA [project and management action]
developed by the GSA will result in recovery of the honey mesquite GDE.” It would
require an immediate halt of water use in the Subbasin and an unrealistic reversal
of groundwater level trends.

With regard to the characterization of groundwater levels and the assertion that the
Central Management Area (CMA) has insufficient monitoring data, the commenter
is referred to the response to Letter [24, which raises similar concerns.

The commenter is referred to response to Letters [47 — 189 regarding the GSP’s
implementation timeline.

The GSA note the data provided by the commenter that measure the health status
of the Mesquite Bosque. This information has been considered for inclusion into
Appendix D4 of the GSP.
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Comment Letter [28

From: Don <lagoondon@gmail com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 5:24 PM

Te: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Borrego Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Attachment C t Lelter to Bommega Water District pdf

Attached Is my comment letter on the Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustalnabllity Plan,

Don Rideout
145 RasliSe,
Encinitas, CA 92024
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Comment Letter on Barregoe Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan

Overali the document is well researched and well wntten There is no quesbon that
sustainability must be the goal and that the recommended reductions in water usage are
necassary to ensure that there 15 adequate water available in the fulure for any users

My comments that follow address the question of what happans lo agricuttural land after it is
fallowed The optlons are to convert the land to some type of nondmgated agnculture, to
develop the land for residential purposes, or to preserve the land as open space. Preservation
aof the Jand as open space will require the most planning by BWD.

When frrigation of agneutiural land is discontinued, the effects will depend in part on the type
of agriculture being carmed out. Cirus and palm groves rapresent the majonty of acreage. In
general, tha effects of fallowing wil consist of [nvaston by non-native plants and windblown
dust. Both effects would be very negative for the valley. As the document notes, aclive
revegetalion with nalive desert planis can be very expensiva, reguinng imgation to get the
plants establisked and significant laber to install and maintain the planting.

My recomrmendation Is to pursue passive restoration, The first step should be to hot remove
existing palms or ¢itrus trees The roots of these plants are important in retaining the soil and
preventing windblown dust. The document niates that dead citrus trees will be unsightly, While
ths is true, these dead trees also shads the ground, helping to retain moisture after rain.
Standing dead traes have some wildlife value, and they will serve as a reminder to us aboul
how we got info our current predicament 1281
The naxt step would be to establish a conservancy lo take ownership of the land and have
management responsibibty. | recommend a new conservancy becausa | doubt that BWD or
Anza-Borrego Oesert State Park would be Interested In taking ownership of these lands,
Management of fallowed agncutural land appears to be outside the mission of any existing
governmental or non-governmental entdy in our area. | envision the conservancy as baing
primanty volunteer based to keep costs al a minimum. The conservancy can pursue grants to
camy out functions such as invasive weed remaval, supplemented by volunieers,

In additon, the conservancy can carry out small scale revegetation projects by collecting
seeds and cuttings of native plants from pnvate properties in the vaBey, with permission from
the owners, Plants such as creosole bush, bumo bush, palo verde, ocolillo, chefia, jojoba,
britlebush, and many others can be started in this manner. Some minor irigation may be
required initially, but the quantity will be vastly less than either existing agncuiture, residential
development, or Imigation for dust control, Once these plants become established, they wifl
become self-sustalning without need for irsngation, and they will play a major role In preventing
windblown dust and ivaslon by non-nalive spacies In revegetated areas, remalning dead
trees can be cut down to a slump and allowed o degrade naturally, Brush plles can be
created in selected areas to provide hiding places for reptles, birds, and small mammals, We
will need to have a realistic timelina for passive restoration In my expanence, 10-20 years wili
probably be needed lo get good coverage with natve plants While some residents might
want to sea this happen faster, we must remember that deser plants grow and propagate at
their own rate We will nead to adjust our expectations accondingly Y
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The preblem of invasive plant species Is an encrmous one for the community The best way to A
combat these weeds Is to encourage native plants. We do not want fallow agncultural land to
become a new opportunity for these noxious plants to expand. The conservancy will need 1o
have a sirong program of weed removal o accompany the passive restoration efforts,
Fertunately, it is easier lo keep weeds fram fallow land because we will ba starting with land
that has already been cleared.

As former president of the Anra-Borrego Desert State Park Botany Society, | have some
background in this subject. | would be happy lo volunieer my time to assist with any of these
tasks. | aalize that our first step Is adoption of the plan, However, agncultural land is already [28-1
being fallowed, and we need to be ready to take effactive managemant actons as soon as
passible. Thank you for considering my comments Cont.

Don Rideout
145 Basil St.
Encintas, CA
and

672 Verbena
Borrego Springs, CA kS
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Letter 128

Commenter: Don Rideout
Date: May 21, 2019

128-1 The Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) includes Project and Management
Action (PMA) No. 4 — Voluntary Fallowing of Agricultural Land. As indicated in
the GSP, the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) will prepare policy
development and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
documentation after GSP adoption in advance of considering formal adoption and
implementation of a voluntary fallowing program. The commenter is encouraged
to review the CEQA document and submit comments on PMA No. 4 at that time.
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Commeni Letter 129

Judith R Davis
P.O. Box 993
Marion MA 01738

May 14,2019

County of San Disgo

Panning & Development Services
C/0: Jim Bennet

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310
San Dicgo, CA 92123

Ref: Groundwater Sustairabdity Plan
Borrego Valley Groundwater Basin
Borrego Spnings Sub-basin

Dezy My, Bennett,

1 kave spens ime in the winter m Borrego Spnings for the past eleven yesrs and am an sctive participant in the

Bonegoe comnmuruty, Dunng this time, 1 have leamed first.hand sbout the need to conserve water there. [ have

also lenrned about the Groundwater Sustanabality Plan {GSP) and woold like to share with you same oFnmy muain
aboct the impl ion of the GSP.

The Bomrego Valley aquifer has been drastically over-deafled for meny years. Borego Springs must cotply
with state law, the California Greundwater Ststeinablliny Act, and come Into complixnes by 2040, Current and
historic waler use in the basin has been 28 follows:

= Municipal pumpers {Borrego Water District or BWD) = 1 0%
* R tonal pumpers (Golf )—-20%
» Apnricultaml pumpers (Citrus, palm trees, herb and vegetable farms) = 70%

e carrent OSP seems to recommend an across the boand reduction of 74%4, which would maintain the 129-1
t distnibation percentages. The residential water use has already been et from a reportedd histone high
13,500 acre-Lect/year to the current Jeved of 1,700 acre-fect/year, a eeduction of 50%. The Borrego Springs

memicipal ralepayers hne dme thus through the conscious effort of remaving fountains and swimming pools,

grass and water i aping, and g to low-llow todlets.
In the | #nd agriculiural users have been slow or completely srwilling o make simifar
reductions, continlng 1o dcpldclhnaqulfcr. Clmlymemajormmhnuw the aquifer overdraft has been
and 10 be ags Allhough agr has been an imp part of the community, it is
Lrreasomble 1o assume that farming shotld continue to use 704 of the allocated water.
| Therefore, here are some objectives | believe must be included in the impl ofthe Gi }
Susainabitity Plan. J
“ The Iclpal baseh 3y It fon (BPA) should be no less than the 1,700 acrefeet/year b

purmpirng
currently belmg used by the BWD Ths ia Borrego's only source of drinking water, which should be a
peiotity for the community, This would allow for some himited growth of homes and busmesses.

Baseline puniping allocations (BPAS) sre anguably one of the maost imp k 1 the mplersentation
witness the sng hnlenmung-"l holders to establish the highest BPA posuble. For reasons 129.2
um:ln.r[o feipal , the limef setout in the GSP — 2010 o the e of 2014 — [1 ceralnly the

worst poxxible uterval far BWD. BWD began reducing its usage in 2003, when it pumped 1,926 acre-
feetyear. In 2010, BWD pumped 2,730.5 acre-feet/year, and since then # has continued to resporsibly
reduce its water usage such that currently 1t pumps 1,700 acre-feet/year. v
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Letter 129

Commenter: Judith Davis
Date: May 14, 2019

129-1 The comment provides introductory statements and does not address the adequacy
of the Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), and therefore, no further
response is required or necessary.

129-2 The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenter’s
request that Borrego Water District not be subject to reductions below 1,700 acre-
feet per year, as well as the commenters concermn about using the period from 2010
to 2014 to establish baseline pumping allocations.

While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use 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. In
response to establishing 2010 through 2014 as the baseline pumping period, the
GSA sought extensive 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 be found on the County of
San Diego’s (County’s) Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)
website at:  https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SGMA/borrego-
valley.html.

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

129-3 The GSA acknowledges the commenter’s request to front load groundwater
reductions to a time pertod less than 20 years.

While the GSP does not set specific groundwater use reductions or rampdown
schedule, the GSP includes Project and Management Action No. 3 — Pumping
Reduction Program. As indicated in the GSP, the GSA will prepare CEQA
documentation (after GSP adoption) in advance of considering formal adoption and
implementation of a specific ramp down schedule. The GSP also indicates an
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agreement among the pumpers is a possible scenario where groundwater use
reductions could be developed.

This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft GSP, and therefore, no
further response is required or necessary.
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Comment Letter 130

Fram: carpiowe@coxnet

Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019402 P

To: LUEG, GroundWater, PDS

Subject: Comments on Borrege Valley Draft GSP

Dear Mr Bennett,

1 wish to comment on the draft Borrego Valley ch Basin biltty Plan | speak both as a land use T

professional with a long history in dealing with water Issues 2nd a5 3 £0-year property owner in Borrego Springs. Inan
effort to avokd repetition of comments you have received from others, | will llmat my comments to just a few key polrits:

'wish to comment on the deaft Borrego Valley Groundwaler Basin Sustainability Plan, | speak both 23 a land use
professional with 2 tong history In dealing with water issues and as a £0-year property owner In Borrego Springs. inan
effort to avald repetition of input you have recsived from others, | will tmit my comments to Just 4 few key palnts-

] gf m
mﬁ. Over m of hrsmrtcal wat:r mnsumpllon In the Borrego Valley bs attrihulzble to agﬁmlm With o
restrictions oa pumplng and Hetle incentive to conserve, these interests have taken advantage of their rights
under Califormia water law to effectively drain the g dh basin, thereby assuming primary responsibility
for the current oritical averdraft condition. In return, they have provided only 3 small costribution to the valley's
econonyy In terms of fobs or revenuea. Now, it is proposed that they reduce thelr consumption in the tame
proportion as the rest of the community, While that may seem fair at first impression, it ignores the fact that the
agricuttural land can reducs ¢ ption by selling their property 10 parties who will maintain it as cpen
space of convert it to non-ag wuses. In other words, reducing consumption impaoses litle burden on the
sgriasftaral users; it actually provides them with a profit opportunity which would be unlikely ta exist if there
were not a leglifathve mandate to deasticalty reduce water consumption Consequently, agriculture should bear a
desproportionatety higher percentage burden for reduction ln water consumption.

130-1

»  Becreationg] ysers can be distingyished from ag users. Recreational water users, pnmarily golf courses, are
responsible for about 1B% of total water consumption, Like ag users, they have been free to pump without limit
for macy years, and simllarly bear a disproporticnate responsibility for the tusrent overdraft condition.
However, they may be distingulshed from the ag users While the golf course and hotel interests also have the
option, in theory, of "fallowing” thelr land, they have enormous (nvestisents In thelr operations and they make a
substantiaRly greater contribution te the local econorry, S0 a stronger argument can be macde foe nat burdening
themn to the paint of undermining their economic viabllity

. EMWMWRMMMN
responsible for a mere 10% or 5o of water consumption. Given the very small of exted g 8t

virtually all homes in the valley, 2ty sinificant cutbacks In water usage will sffect primarily indoor useand will
therefore severely impact the health and safety of residents. That alone should invalidate the propased
reductions as applled 1o residential users. Moreover, thit Impact will be sufficlently great as to render mast
homes Incapable of supporting human habltation. Since that Is the only permitted use of those properties, the
cutbacks will conttitute a plete and per latory taking of those properties. The coamty
would then be Kable for the value of all those homes This Is particularly a concern as to spedalized residential
wses such as the Borego fur Ranch which fall Into the category of "other” users. A regulatory taking of thase
properties would subject the county to llability for not only the homes, but for all the fight facilities and other
Improvements as well Given that water usars In this category represent 2 mers fraction of 3 percent of totat
consumptlon, it seems irational and punitive to Impaose on them the same percentage of use reductions to be 4
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130-1

draft 1=
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Letter 130

Commenter: Cary Lowe, PhD, AICP
Date: May 17, 2019

The Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) acknowledges the commenter’s
request to exempt the municipal sector from reductions, and the burden or
reductions to be placed on the agricultural sector.

While the Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) does not set specific groundwater
use reductions or rampdown schedule, 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 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.

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