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May 21, 2019  

 

Jim Bennett, Water Resources Manager 

Borrego Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency 

5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310  

San Diego, California 92123 

Sent via electronic mail to PDS.LUEGGroundwater@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 

Re: Comments on Draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan for Borrego Groundwater Basin 

Dear Mr. Bennett,  

On behalf of Clean Water Action, I am pleased to provide the following comments on the draft 
Borrego Groundwater Sustainability Plan.  Our organization has been working on the 
implementation of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) since its inception, 
and has an interest in its successful implementation throughout the state.  We have been 
engaged in groundwater protection efforts since our program opened in California in 1990, and 
have specific expertise in drinking water and stakeholder engagement.  As part of our interest 
in the successful implementation of SGMA, our organization has commented on SGMA 
activities at the state level and on several plans submitted in 2016 as alternatives to 

Groundwater Sustainability Plans.   Our organization co-authored a report on stakeholder 
engagement in SGMA1 and were able to participate remotely in 2 meetings of the Ad Hoc 
Stakeholder Outreach Committee for this Plan.   

Our review of this draft is admittedly cursory; we did not review models or the data used to run 
them, nor did we comprehensively review undesirable results and management actions.  
However, we’re indebted to the Local Government Commission for its more thorough review of 
the plans and have attached their memo to supplement our questions.   

We also understand that this is a draft document and welcome the opportunity to request 
additional information and clarification.  Our questions are limited to governance and 
management actions, stakeholder engagement and drinking water.   

 

                                                        
1 “Collaborating for Success: Stakeholder Engagement for Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
implementation”  Community Water Center, Clean Water Fund and Union of Concerned Scientists, 2015 

https://www.cleanwateraction.org/files/publications/ca/SGMA_Stakeholder_Engagement_White_Paper.pdf
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Notice and Communication (Appendices C, C1) 

 We appreciated the strong commitment to stakeholder 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 in this plan. For instance, how 
successful were efforts to reach all classes of beneficial users? Where is more effort – or a 
different approach – needed? In this area, we are specifically interested in your success in 
reaching domestic well users.  We have the same question about public engagement – how 
successful were your efforts to encourage the “active involvement” of the general public2?.   
Specifically, how successful were your outreach efforts to Spanish-speaking residents in the 

basin? 

It would also be helpful if the plan could identify how input received was incorporated.  Can you 
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 
Appendix F-2 woefully lacking in detail and hope that that can be amended in the final plan. A 
few suggestions; 

 While the MOU in Appendix B-4 clearly states that the Advisory Committee will provide 

input on plan implementation, the plan itself states that the terms of those committee 

members extends only through plan development and completion3. Can you please 
clarify the permanent nature of the AC in the final plan? 

 What are the goals, strategies and tactics for stakeholder outreach and 
communications?   

 At a minimum, a key goal of the plan should be to educate residents and beneficial users 

about the need to raise funds for plan implementation.   

Table 5-2 identifies an annual budget (in 2020 dollars) of $6,000 for outreach. What activities 

will be funded with this budget?  Is it sufficient to accomplish your objectives?   

 

 

 

                                                        
2 Water Code 10727.8  “The groundwater sustainability agency shall encourage the active 
involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the 
groundwater basin prior to and during the development and implementation of the groundwater 
sustainability plan.” 
3 Draft 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 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 plan seems to confuse 
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 Program4. While it 
has not yet been implemented in Borrego Valley, the State Board in 2018 adopted final 

amendments to the East San Joaquin 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 nutrient management plans to limit their 
discharge of nitrates to groundwater.  

   

Projects and Management Actions 

We appreciate the breadth of actions being considered, but have some questions. First, how 

are these actions being prioritized?  If the plan is to reach the Sustainability Goal by 2040 in a 
linear fashion, do all of these measures need to be implemented simultaneously?  Can they be 
prioritized according to cost and perhaps public receptiveness?   

Water trading is an action being considered in basins around the state, but to date, only 
Ventura County has implemented a market and it is still in pilot form. Yet this plan states 
definitively that this is something that it definitely will do.  Is the timeline for implementing this 

plan too ambitious 

We appreciate that the Water Conservation action provides explicit 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 agree with the metering requirement for the pumping reduction program and look forward 
to proposals to ensure that any program to track metered water use is effectively enforced.   

                                                        
4 https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/agriculture/ 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/agriculture/
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We agree that some agricultural fallowing will be necessary to meet the 2040 Sustainability 
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 clarify the intent of the Water Quality Optimization Program? It seems as though this is 
looking at expensive options for treatment or intrabasin transfers in response to water quality 
degradation.  Instead, could you consider accelerating other efforts, such as pumping 
reduction?  For instance, if your monitoring plan indicates that the middle and lower aquifers in 
the Northern Management do contain significant levels of arsenic, you may want to accelerate 
efforts to reach the sustainability goal in that area and protect the upper aquifer.  For nitrate, 

working with the board to implement the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program could help reduce 
excess nitrate being discharged to the vadose zone?  In short a cost comparison looking at 
source protection efforts rather than the mitigation efforts in this program seems like an 
appropriate action. 

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

Sincerely,  

Jennifer Clary         
Water Program Manager       
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