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AGENDA 
Borrego Water District Board of Directors 

Regular Meeting 
October 26, 2011, 9:00 

806 Palm Canyon Drive 
Borrego Springs, CA  92004 

 
 

I. OPENING PROCEDURES 
A. Call to Order 
B. Pledge of Allegiance 
C. Roll Call 
D. Approval of Agenda  
E. Approval of Minutes  

Special meeting of September 20, 2011 (page 3-5) 
Regular meeting of September 28, 2011 (page 6-10) 

F. Comments from Directors and Requests for Future Agenda Items 
G. Comments from the Public and Requests for Future Agenda Items (comments will be limited to 3 minutes) 
H. Correspondence: (page 11-15) 

Letter from C. Stuart 
Letter from B. Mills 
Letter from Diehl, Evans & Company, LLP 

I. Staff Reports:  
A. Financial Reports – September 2011 (page 16-34) 
B. Manager / Operations Report (page 35-70) 

J. Attorney’s Report 
 

II. CURRENT BUSINESS MATTERS  
 
A. Solar presentation by Lane Sharman  

 
B. Discussion of Best Management Practices for commercial and irrigation customers. 

 
C. Discussion and possible action regarding the San Diego County Proposed Groundwater Ordinance Amendment and BWD 

MOA (page 71-86) 
 

D. Discussion of General Counsel's research regarding potential mechanisms for collecting water extraction fees. (page 87-117) 
 

E. Discussion and possible approval of Resolution 2011-10-02 Cal Pers Second Tier Plan 
 

F. Discussion and possible approval of Resolution 2011-10-01 revising the schedule of Regular Meetings (page 119-120) 
 

III. COMMITTEE REPORTS & PROPOSALS 
Ad Hoc Committees 

1. Audit Committee    (M. Brecht, L. Brecht)  
2. Due-Diligence    (M. Brecht, L. Brecht) (page 121-122) 
3. Strategic Planning Committee/IRWM  (Hart, L. Brecht) (page 123-139) 
4. Executive Committee (Cameron)  (Estep, Hart) 
5. Operations & Management Committee  (M. Brecht, Hart) 
6. Asset Ad Hoc Committee   (Hart, M. Brecht) 
7. Christmas Circle Committee   (Estep, Hart) 
8. Negotiating      (Estep, M. Brecht) 

 
IV. STAFF REPORTS 

A. Water and Wastewater Operations Report – September 2011 (page 141) 
B. Water Production/Use Records – September 2011 (page 142-145) 
C. Year to Date Meter Installations (page 146) 
D. Meter Installation History (page 147) 

 
V. INFORMATIONAL ITEM 

 
 



Agenda: September 28, 2011                                                    
All documents available for public review are on file with the District’s secretary located at 806 Palm Canyon Drive, Borrego Springs, CA   92004        2 
 

VI. CLOSED SESSION 
A. Conference with Real Property Negotiators pursuant to Gov’t Code section 54956.8 

Property:   199-080-21 
Agency negotiators:  Lee Estep, Beth Hart, and Jerry Rolwing 
Negotiating party:  Jack Cameron 
Under negotiation:  price and terms 

 
 

VII. CLOSING PROCEDURE, Adjournment    
The next Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors is scheduled for November 16, 2011 at the Borrego Water District.  
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Anza Borrego Desert Planning Region 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 

 
Tuesday September 20, 2011 

1:00 – 3:30 p.m. 
 

Borrego Water District (BWD) 
806 Palm Canyon Drive, Borrego Springs, CA  92004 

 
NOTES 

Action items are shown in italics 

Attendees: 
Jerry Rolwing, BWD 
Lyle Brecht, BWD 
Beth Hart, BWD 
Anna Aljabiry, DWR 
Lauma Jurkevics, DWR 
Michael Rodriques, Anza- 
Borrego Desert State Park 
Brad Ray, Seley Ranches  
 

Judy Meier, Borrego Sun  
Clark Shimeall, Resident 
Don McKelvey, Resident 
Dale Schafer, Center for 
Collaborative Policy 
Tish Berge, RMC 
Rosalyn Prickett, RMC 
Crystal Mohr, RMC 
 

Non-Participating 
Observers 
Eleanor Shimeall, BWD 
Marshal Brecht, BWD 
 

Agenda:   
Welcome and Introductions 

• The group made self introductions, and Tish Berge gave an overview of the 
meeting agenda.  

Review Outcomes of Last Meeting, July 19, 2011  
• Jerry Rolwing discussed the previous meeting, which was a Special Meeting of 

the Board of Directors of Borrego Water District (BWD) held on July 19, 2011.  
• Mr. Rolwing noted that during the previous meeting the group discussed the 

IRWM process that has been completed to date within the Anza Borrego Desert 
(ABD) IRWM Region (Region). This process included development of a draft 
IRWM Plan and submittal of a Planning Grant application in 2010, which was not 
funded by Department of Water Resources (DWR). 

• Mr. Rolwing explained that at this meeting the group discussed that now is a 
good time to re-group and move forward with the Region’s IRWM process, 
including hiring RMC to write a Planning Grant Round 2 application and 
increasing stakeholder input in the process. 

• The group discussed stakeholders that they would like to add to the process, 
including: 

o Majestic Pines Community Service District (CSD); 
o Canebrake County Water District (CWD); 
o Jacumba CSD; 
o Terwilliger Valley located in the northern portion of the Region; 
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o Salton CSD; 
o Golf course interests; 
o Business interests; 
o More agricultural interests; and 
o More residents. 

• Lyle Brecht inquired about two deliverables from the July 19th meeting, including 
a letter of invite to all potential stakeholders and a draft MOU to participants of 
the IRWM Program.  

• Mr. Rolwing noted that the invite has been sent out, and that they have received 
a draft MOU from DWR that could be modified for the Region.  

• Dale Schafer noted that the stakeholder focus is recommended to engage other 
players that were not previously included in the process and increase general 
participation.  

• Ms. Schafer gave an overview of outreach activities completed to date, which 
include multiple interviews with representatives of such organizations as the golf 
community, State Parks Department, Chamber of Commerce, Community 
Sponsor Group, and the Resource Conservation District of San Diego County. 
She noted that there is a lot of support, and that people would like to work 
together to achieve consensus. Many people felt that previous IRWM decisions 
were made by a few players and did not necessarily have regional buy-in. 

• Dale Schafer to send Jerry Rolwing a list of all stakeholders on her contact list to 
ensure that they are also on the IRWM stakeholder list.  

• Ms. Schafer noted that she is currently working with Ali Taghavi for RMC-Wrime 
on developing a scope for technical support.  

• Tish Berge noted that she spoke with Mr. Taghavi, and he is recommending that 
the Region produce a “State of Basin” report, which provides better definition of 
the existing groundwater overdraft issue and also provides possible solutions.  

• There was a question if the State of Basin report would need to cover more 
groundwater basins than the Borrego basin and discuss issues within other parts 
of the Region. It was clarified that while the IRWM Plan must cover all issues 
throughout the Region, special studies in the Planning Grant application and 
individual projects can be focused to address a specific issue within a specific 
geographic location. 

IRWM Goals and Objectives  
• Tish Berge provided an overview of DWR’s Program Preferences, which IRWM-

related items such as the IRWM Plan and IRWM grant applications must meet to 
be successful. 

• Anna Aljabiry noted that it is not enough to simply use the key words expressed 
in the program preferences, but rather that applications and plans will only 
receive points for meeting the program preferences if they include language that 
clearly demonstrates how the preferences are met.  

• Rosalyn Prickett added that often IRWM regions evaluate items through the lens 
of DWR’s Program Preferences at the beginning of the process as part of the 
project or study selection process to ensure that these items truly meet such 
preferences. 
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• Tish Berge then provided an overview of the Region’s current goals and began a 
discussion with the group on how they would potentially like to expand on the 
existing goals or determine new goals.  

o Lyle Brecht noted that the overall vision/purpose of the IRWM Program is 
to solve a fairly large, looming, complicated, and expensive problem 
(groundwater overdraft) in a sustainable way. He noted that the Region is 
currently reaching an economic cliff regarding this issue where if they do 
not do something the problem will become increasingly (possibly 
prohibitively) expensive by requiring such things as additional treatment 
and land use changes. On this note the Region needs to establish a 
managed basin to avoid potential future costs. Mr. Brecht added that while 
the Borrego basin does not cover the entire Region, it does supply water 
to most of the Region’s population.  

o Mr. Rolwing added that he would like to add groundwater quality and flood 
control into the list of the Region’s main issues.  

o Clark Shimeall noted that parts of the Region, specifically Canebrake are 
on the verge of having no water. Due to infrastructure issues and the 
reliance on a single groundwater well, this region is a small disaster 
(earthquake, storm, etc.) away from losing their entire water supply. 

o Beth Hart noted that she would like to add the idea of exploring such 
options as using the Borrego basin as a storage basin for San Diego 
County, which would require establishing a pipeline or route for bringing in 
and retrieving water.  

o Lyle Brecht noted that he has heard that no other region will be involved 
with storage and recovery or other groundwater activities until the Borrego 
basin is managed.  

o Rosalyn Prickett noted that there is an opportunity to establish 
relationships with neighboring IRWM regions, and that the IRWM program 
is a good opportunity for meeting with other regions to discuss potential 
inter-regional ideas. 

o Don McKelvey noted that the Region is missing a large potential revenue 
source in terms of flood insurance. He noted that there are likely other 
revenue streams available, which the Region should explore. 

o Beth Hart noted that on the topic of flooding, flood retention basins on 
such areas as Coyote Creek should be explored to look at costs, 
feasibility, and analyze if flood flows could be captured and reused. 

o Lyle Brecht noted that in addition to overdraft, groundwater pumping could 
exacerbate water quality issues. It was noted that it is possible that 
reducing groundwater pumping could allow contaminants from agriculture 
or other sources to seep deep into the groundwater aquifer. It was also 
noted that while there are high nitrates in some groundwater wells, nitrates 
have been found in the local groundwater for a long time and it is possibly 
due to natural rather than man-made sources.  

Meeting Goals and Objectives 
• Tish Berge presented the proposed goals and objectives for the meeting at hand, 

and inquired if anybody in the group had additions.  

AGENDA PAGE 125



o Lyle Brecht asked about how the Region is to prepare a vetted Planning 
Grant Proposal with review and input. He would like to ensure that the 
stakeholders have a chance to review the application before it is sent to 
DWR.  

o Beth Hart added that as a member of the Board of BWD, she would like to 
know how she can be involved to help and support the Region in this 
application process.  

o Tish Berge replied that she would like to ensure that there is an 
appropriate amount of time between soliciting/receiving input and 
preparing the comprehensive application package, especially when 
considering that the application needs to be completed on a fairly short 
timeline.  

o Dale Schafer noted that from her perspective the team can help the 
process by getting stakeholders to the table and increasing participation. 
She added that the group needs to work on getting the community on-
board with the IRWM Program, and making sure that everyone knows this 
is not just a water district issue, because the issues at hand impact 
everyone.  

o Lyle Brecht inquired if the work with Ali Taghavi regarding the State of the 
Basin report would be compiled in time to include within this process? He 
noted that he is interested in addressing this issue through a data-driven 
process.  

o Anna Aljabiry noted that the technical assistance grant for Mr. Taghavi’s 
work is currently held up at the Department of General Services (not 
DWR). The noted that this is a long process, and she is unable to estimate 
when the grant contract will be finalized.  

o Mr. Lyle Brecht noted that in the future the Region will need to address 
these types of bureaucratic issues that are potentially hindering work. 

IRWM Plan and Funding Opportunities  
• Rosalyn Prickett introduced this item and gave an overview of the Purpose of an 

IRWM Plan.  
• Ms. Prickett also discussed IRWM Plan Update requirements, and noted that the 

scope of the Planning Grant Application will be sure to include all of the latest 
IRWM Plan requirements. She noted that while the DWR requirements denote 
what items must be included in the Plan, they do not dictate how these things are 
accomplished. In this way the Region has flexibility to adopt DWR’s requirements 
to their specific issues and goals. 

o Beth Hart inquired if the IRWM Plan requirements are something that 
stakeholders should be familiar with and understand. 

o It was noted that while a general understanding of the guidelines may be 
helpful, stakeholders do not need to go through and clearly understand the 
entire guidelines package. 

• Ms. Prickett then explained the difference between planning projects and 
implementation projects with respect to the IRWM Program.  
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o Lyle Brecht noted that from a political perspective the Region has been 
“studied-out,” and they would prefer not to use that term and instead refer 
to studies as “plans/alternatives development.” 

o Ms. Prickett noted that both the Planning Grant and Implementation Grant 
applications must contain a 25% funding match, which can be sourced 
from a variety of non-state sources (including federal sources). 

o Anna Aljabiry noted that there is a waiver of the funding match for 
disadvantaged communities (DACs), which are defined as communities 
with median household incomes less than 80% of the statewide average.  

o Rosalyn Prickett noted that as a general rule, individual projects and 
plans/alternatives development may request a DAC waiver, but the overall 
application package must have a 25% match. This means that other 
components of the application will need to put forth more than a 25% 
match to make up the difference.  

o Anna Alajbiry noted that while Rosalyn is correct in her assessment, the 
25% overall match policy is a general rule, and DWR is open to working 
with the region on this issue. 

o Lyle Brecht asked how the budgets are generally scoped for work. Do 
individual proponents do this?  

o Rosalyn Prickett responded that generally it is recommended that the folks 
slated to complete the work also complete the budgets. If this is not an 
option, RMC can work with the RWMG to complete detailed and accurate 
budgets. 

o Rosalyn Prickett also noted that the plans/alternative development must 
be relevant to and included within the IRWM Plan. These items must also 
have a direct nexus to water issues.  It was asked if these items could 
include legal analysis. Rosalyn Prickett responded that scopes can be 
beyond engineering studies, but that the outcomes must be weaved into 
the IRWM Plan.  

• Ms. Prickett then gave an overview of eligible applicants, noting that the Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park qualifies as an eligible applicant.  

Review of Prop 84 Planning Grant Round 1 Submission   
• Jerry Rolwing gave an overview of the previous Planning Grant Application, 

noting that it scored 36 points, which was not enough to be funded.  
• Anna Aljabiry noted that more detail needs to be included within the Work Plan 

and Schedule. There needs to be more information to describe to DWR what will 
actually be done, and what the work will achieve. 

• Dale Schafer noted that she thinks the process should include stakeholders as 
much as possible to increase success. 

Development of Prop 84 Planning Grant Round 2 Submission  
• The group discussed the proposed schedule, and Anna Aljabiry noted that while 

DWR is not certain when the final Project Solicitation Package (guidelines) for 
the Planning Grants will be released, they are working on finalizing the February 
2012 deadline. She added that DWR anticipates the next round of Proposition 1E 
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applications to be due in June 2012, and the next round of Proposition 84 
Implementation grants to be due in October 2012. 

• Next, Tish Berge led the group in a discussion regarding submittal of the next 
(Round 2) Planning Grant Application. 

o Ms. Berge noted that the main focus will be on the Work Plan, and that 
RMC wants to ensure that there is consensus regarding tasks and 
plans/alternatives development. 

o Anna Aljabiry noted that if the group is looking to obtain Proposition 1E 
funding, they will need to have an IRWM Plan adopted by June 2012, and 
any projects proposed for funding will need to be within the Plan.  

o It was asked if the Plan has to be amended every time new stakeholders 
or projects are proposed. 
 Rosalyn Prickett replied that generally IRWM regions have a “living” 

project database that is open to be amended without requiring 
IRWM Plan amendment. 

o The group then discussed the feasibility of having an IRWM Plan in place 
by June 2012. The group noted that while this is a tight timeframe, it has 
been done in other regions. 

• Tish Berge provided an overview of the (proposed) items within the Preliminary 
Draft Work Plan Outline: 

o Task 2-1:  Integrated Flood Management through Invasive Species 
Control 
 The group noted that flooding is a serious issue, which is 

anticipated to increase with climate change. Therefore, this 
plan/alternatives development will include a climate change 
component. 

 As far as invasive species are concerned, the group discussed 
tamarisk and Saharan mustard. The group was unclear if these 
invasive species pose issues relating to groundwater supply and 
flooding. These hypotheses could be explored within the 
plan/alternatives development. 

 It was also mentioned that cane in Canebrake can cause a lot of 
damage relating to floods. 

 The idea was brought up of including retention basins within this 
plan/alternatives development.  

 The group discussed issues relating to flooding, and how flood 
diversion could potentially alter existing hydrologic patterns. 
Analysis will have to take these issues into consideration, 
especially when concerning re-routing water within the Anza-
Borrego Desert State Park. 

o Task 2-2:  Develop a Comprehensive Groundwater Management Program  
 The idea behind this plan/alternatives development would be to 

take the region a couple steps further toward groundwater 
management. 

 It was noted that this item should be considered as a portion of a 
future Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP). It should include 
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analysis of mechanisms (and their costs) of how to implement a 
GWMP and how to get all users to pay for a sustainable 
groundwater solution. 

 It was inquired about who is going to manage coordination between 
this item and the State of the Basin report. Generally RWMG staff 
will take care of managing these efforts, but RMC can help manage 
as long as these efforts fit within the budget. 

 The group discussed information sharing, and the need to develop 
a database or other mechanism for gathering and storing 
information so that it can be easily shared with stakeholders. The 
group decided that at this point meetings are the best place for 
information sharing. 

DWR Report  
Please refer to conversation above. 
Next Steps 

• Lauma Jurkevics noted that DWR anticipates releasing a Climate Change 
handbook in October 2011. 

• Meetings: 
o The group discussed best days to meet and how many stakeholder 

meetings should be held. It was noted that one per month (4) prior to the 
Planning Grant Application may not allow enough time for stakeholders to 
provide input and maintain involvement. The group decided that they 
would convene one full stakeholder meeting per month with ad-hoc 
workgroups as necessary.  

o RMC to put together a proposed calendar (schedule) to share with the 
group. RMC to also provide guidance to Jerry Rolwing regarding 
coordination. 

o RMC to provide information to group regarding improvements that can be 
made to website to increase information sharing capabilities.  

• Mr. Don McKelvey noted his concern for potential environmental roadblocks and 
how policies such as climate change analysis would impact the Region. 
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Anza Borrego Desert Planning Region 
Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan 

 
Tuesday October 11, 2011 

2:00 – 4:30 p.m. 
 

Borrego Water District (BWD) 
806 Palm Canyon Drive, Borrego Springs, CA  92004 

 
DRAFT NOTES 

Action items are shown in italics 

Attendees: 
Jerry Rolwing, BWD 
Lyle Brecht, BWD 
Marshal Brecht, BWD 
Abby King, Borrego Springs 
Community Sponsor Group 
Linda Haddock, Borrego 
Springs Chamber of 
Commerce 
Kathy Dice, Anza-Borrego 
Desert State Park 
Ray Schindler, Consultant 
 

Mike Spieckerman, 
Roadrunner Tree Farm 
Jim Warner, De Anza 
Country Club 
Jim Engelke, Resident  
Don McKelvey, Resident 
Dale Schafer, Center for 
Collaborative Policy 
Tish Berge, RMC 
Crystal Mohr, RMC 
 

Attending by Phone:  
Anna Aljabiry, DWR 
Jennifer Wong, DWR 
Vicki Long, Elsinore-
Murrieta-Anza Resource 
Conservation District 
(EMARCD)  
Pam Nelson, EMARCD 
Anthony Barry, San Diego 
County Flood Control 
Ali Taghavi, RMC-WRIME 
 

Agenda:   
Welcome and Introductions 

• The group made self introductions, and Jerry Rolwing welcomed the group. 
• Tish Berge provided an overview of the agenda, noting that there were a few 

changes to the meeting agenda. Such changes include the following: 
o Addition of a stakeholder exercise;  
o Brainstorming on regional issues; and 
o Discussing the Regional Alternatives Development Projects. 

Review Outcomes of Last Meeting, September 20, 2011  
• Jerry Rolwing provided an overview of the Anza Borrego Desert (ABD) IRWM 

process, which was started about a year ago. He noted that the Region applied 
for a Planning Grant in 2010, but was not awarded. Since that time, the Borrego 
Water District (BWD) has had a change in the Board of Directors, has a new 
General Manager, and has hired RMC Water and Environment to write another 
Planning Grant application.  

• Mr. Rolwing noted that the Region would like to provide a more robust and 
complete Planning Grant application this round, and he is very appreciative to all 
those who are participating in this meeting today in person and via conference 
call. 
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• Mr. Rolwing explained that representatives from the Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza 
Resource Conservation District (EMARCD) will be attending the meeting by 
conference call. He explained that a portion of the Anza-Terwilliger Valley in 
EMARCD’s jurisdiction lies within the northern area of the ABD IRWM Region, 
within the upper watershed area of Coyote Canyon.  When the Anza-Terwilliger 
area has flooding issues, silt comes down into the ABD Region through Coyote 
Canyon and potentially creates water-related impacts. Mr. Rolwing noted that 
due to these circumstances, the Region could potentially work together with 
EMARCD on a regional project to address these issues. 

o Some clarification was requested regarding EMARCD and the Anza-
Terwilliger area, the following are those clarifying statements: 
 The Anza-Terwilliger Valley itself is not located within the ABD 

Region, but rather within the Upper Santa Margarita Watershed 
IRWM Region; 

 Projects that would be required to address flooding and siltation 
would likely be implementation projects rather than planning 
projects, and would therefore likely not be suitable to include within 
the Planning Grant application. However, the Region will be sure to 
address flooding and siltation issues within Coyote Canyon within 
the background section of the Planning Grant application. 

• Mr. Rolwing also noted that at the previous meeting, the group decided on 
tentative times to meet in the future. It was decided that the second Tuesday of 
the month would work, and that is what is proposed for future meetings. 

• There was a comment that in order to increase participation and have more 
people attend meetings, the Region will need to do more than send out 
reminders via email. There was a suggestion to follow-up email notices with 
personal phone calls to folks considered to be key stakeholders. 

DWR Report 
• Anna Aljabiry noted that DWR has more clear dates and preliminary award 

amounts for upcoming grant cycles as follows: 
o Planning Grant (Round 2) applications are anticipated to be due in 

February of 2012. DWR anticipates making $9 million available in this 
round of funding. 
 The Project Solicitation Package (PSP), which constitutes the 

guidelines for the application process, will be available for public 
review. DWR will hold five meetings to discuss the PSP, of which 
Chino would be the closest to Borrego Springs.  

o The PSP for the Local Groundwater Assistance (LGA) Program will be 
open for public review in January of 2012 and finalized in March of 2012. 
DWR anticipates that applications will be due in May 2012. 
 For this program, a total of $4.7 million will be available this round, 

with a cap of $250,000 per application. 
o Implementation Grant (Round 2) applications are anticipated to be due in 

Fall of 2012. DWR anticipates making $131 million available in this round. 
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o Proposition 1E Grant (Round 2) applications will likely be due in Summer 
of 2012. DWR anticipates making between $50 million and $107 million 
available. 

• Anna Aljabiry then asked the group if they had any questions on these items: 
o Who can apply for Proposition 1E funding? What are the restrictions?  

 Anna Aljabiry noted that individual project sponsors can submit 
applications as long as projects lie within designated IRWM regions 
and are included within an IRWM Plan. 

o Do LGA projects have to be included within an IRWM Plan? 
 Anna Aljabiry responded that no, they do not. 

Meeting Goals and Objectives 
• Tish Berge presented the proposed goals and objectives for the meeting at hand, 

and inquired if anybody in the group had additions. The group did not have 
additions. 

Planning Grant and IRWM Schedule 
• Tish Berge presented this item, noting that at the previous meeting a question 

was asked regarding what the overall schedule for the planning grant application 
and IRWM Plan Update would look like. A draft of what the overall schedule may 
look like was provided as a meeting handout. Tish Berge also noted that a more 
detailed schedule of the IRWM Plan Update will be included within the Planning 
Grant application. 

• A question was asked if the schedule will be updated to include the more precise 
grant dates provided by Anna Aljabiry.  

o RMC to update overall schedule with revised DWR grant dates. 
Governance 

• Dale Schafer provided an overview of governance, noting that the Region is 
currently working on a Planning Grant application that will assist in development 
of an IRWM Plan to guide water management within the Region, and particularly 
within the Borrego groundwater basin. The fact is that these planning processes 
are anticipated to occur over multiple years, and establishing a governance 
system and structure for the Region’s IRWM program will not happen overnight. 

• Ms. Schafer noted that the first thing the group must decide is:  who are going to 
be the stakeholders that drive this process, starting with establishing what a 
stakeholder is. She noted that the process must be driven by and inclusive of 
stakeholders. The general idea is to get a representative group of people that are 
willing to put time in to come to meetings and participate in the IRWM process. 

• Ms. Schafer explained that as far as formal decision-making goes, the Region 
does not have to include all stakeholders within official voting, but that they 
should have a lot of input in the process. Ms. Schafer then solicited input from 
the group regarding what a stakeholder is, the following is the discussion on this 
topic: 

o It was noted that a stakeholder is somebody that has “skin in the game,” 
meaning somebody who has a deep and abiding interest in regional water 
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issues. For example, folks that would be economically impacted by water 
supply issues, such as homeowners and homeowners associations.  

o The question was brought about if there are limitations from DWR’s 
perspective with regards to defining stakeholders as those that have 
economic interests in water-related issues. 
 Anna Aljabiry of DWR noted that from DWR’s perspective anybody 

can be a stakeholder, and it is not their desire to interfere with any 
region’s definition of a stakeholder. She noted that the main thing 
for the region to consider is who they would like to be a part of their 
decision-making body. 

• The group then had a discussion regarding the definition of a stakeholder, the 
following is the discussion on this topic: 

o Somebody who has skin in the game, meaning they are going to be 
impacted directly by the outcome of the IRWM Plan. In other words, 
somebody who has a stake in the outcome of the Plan.  

o Those whose actions may impact water-related resources in the Region. 
o Somebody who is willing to participate in the process; specifically 

somebody who is willing to commit to attending meetings and being 
involved. 

o Potentially the stakeholders do not have to be individual people, but rather 
a group. Within each stakeholder group there can be a designated person 
that is selected to represent the group.  

o There should be a limitation regarding the number of people with the same 
interests who are allowed to participate and vote. Too many people from 
one group could skew the outcome. 

o At the same time, the group would like to hear divergent view points and 
increase participation as much as possible.  

• Next, the group went through an exercise of defining stakeholder categories that 
should be included within the process (note that bold stakeholder groups 
indicate that this group was not represented at the meeting): 

o Anza-Borrego Foundation 
 This group could be combined with others such as Resource 

Conservation Districts (as an environmental stakeholder group), or 
with the State Park as an interest dedicated to issues specific to the 
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. 

o Homeowners Associations 
o School District 
o Commercial Development 

 It was noted that this is not a cohesive or organized group at this 
time. 

o Residential Development  
 It was noted that this is not a cohesive or organized group at this 

time. 
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o Resource Conservation District of Greater San Diego County 
 It was noted that the role of this group may be similar to the County 

in that they are more of an advisor than a stakeholder group. 
o Outlying communities within the Region:  Canebrake, Ocotillo Wells, 

Jacumba, Boulevard. 
o Ocotillo Wells State Vehicular Recreation Area (HOV Park) 
o Majestic Pines CSD 
o Jacumba CSD 
o Canebrake CWD 
o Salton CSD  

 Note, this jurisdiction is not located within the Region. 
o Tribal Representatives: 

 Ramona Band of Cahuilla Indians; 
 Campo/Manzanita band of Indians. 

o Lodging Interests 
o RV Park Interests 
o Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 
o Borrego Water District  
o Developer Interests 
o Agricultural Interests 

 It was noted that the Agricultural Alliance for Water and Resource 
Education (AAWARE) may be re-forming. 

o Golf Course Interests 
o Community Sponsor Group 
o Chamber of Commerce 

 It was noted that while the Chamber of Commerce does not at this 
time speak for all business interests, they can be responsible for 
communicating information to the business community.  

o County of San Diego  
 Anthony Barry of San Diego County Flood Control noted that the 

County sees themselves as an advisor rather than a stakeholder 
within this process.  

o Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza Resource Conservation District 
 Note:  this RCD does not have jurisdiction within the Region.  

• The group reviewed the stakeholder list, noting that it is very large and unlikely to 
form before the Planning Grant application is due in February 2012. However, 
this can be a good stakeholder list moving forward, as the Region will try to get 
the most people from this list (and others) together as possible to commit to 
being involved in developing the IRWM Plan.  

• Dale Schafer then led a conversation regarding next steps to address the 
Region’s governance structure.  

o Ms. Schafer recommended convening a Governance Workgroup to start 
investigating various governance plans, and find the best plan for the 
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Region. The desired deliverable from this workgroup would be to develop 
a proposal that could be taken to the larger stakeholder group (when 
formed), and this would be signed or otherwise formalized. 

o The group then reviewed two governance proposals that were made 
available at the meeting, including a charter for the Imperial IRWM as well 
as Governance Principles that were modified from the Mokelumne-
Amador-Calaveras (MAC) IRWM Region. The group decided that a formal 
Governance Workgroup should be formed to discuss governance issues, 
but that the workgroup should be given direction with regards to what is 
expected from them.  
 The next e-mail sent out for IRWM-related activities will include a 

request to form a Governance Workgroup, and will include 
guidelines for what the committee is expected to achieve. 

o The group then discussed what the goals of the Governance Workgroup 
should be, the following provides an overview of that discussion: 
 Perhaps they should establish a draft charger, which will be a road 

map for how the IRWM stakeholders will work together. 
 The workgroup’s deliverable should be a draft governance 

document that is proposed to the larger stakeholder group. 
 Should the workgroup be in charge of recruiting people to serve as 

representatives for the various stakeholder groups? 
 Perhaps the charter could identify desired stakeholder groups, 

potential representatives, and their alternates.  
 Dale Schafer will find out if she can help out with this effort through 

her contract with DWR.  
Regional “Big” Issues  

• Tish Berge provided an overview of the goal of this process, which is to hold a 
brainstorming exercise to identify water-related issues within the Region. 

• Dale Schafer added that the consultant team is looking to the group to identify 
the big issues and goals of the Region, which will be identified and addressed 
through the IRWM Plan.  

• Through brainstorming, the group decided there are four big issues: 
o Water Supply 
o Water Quality 
o Flood Control 
o Environmental Integrity 

• The next step in this exercise involved prioritizing the four regional issues. The 
group was divided into three subgroups. Each subgroup spent some time to talk 
about the issues and determine how the four big issues rank in terms of 
importance. The group then shared their results, which are as follows: 

o Water Supply:  chosen by all four groups as the main (highest priority 
issue); 

o There was no agreement among the subgroups regarding what would be 
the second-most important issue (one vote water quality, one vote flood 
control, and one vote environmental integrity); 
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o There was some agreement for the third-most important issue (two votes 
for flood control, one vote for water quality);  

o There was also some agreement for the fourth-most important issue (two 
votes for environmental integrity, one vote for water quality).  

• Ali Taghavi then joined the meeting via conference call to discuss if there is 
agreement within the group on what work he can provide to the Region through 
the technical assistance contract he has with DWR. The following is an overview 
of his presentation to the group: 

o At this point Mr. Taghavi has interviewed and spoken with many people 
within the Region. His conclusion is that there is little consensus, and in 
some cases no consensus with regards to the issues (particularly 
groundwater) that the Region is grappling with. 

o Ali surmises that he needs to go back to the science and the fundamental 
technical basis of the issue before the Region can move forward with 
solving their groundwater issues. 

o In order for Ali to move forward with scoping out what DWR can assist the 
group with the following needs to be done:  need to collect all of the data 
and information available, go through it in a stakeholder process to agree 
on the basis of the issue, go through with formulation of the problem to 
defining the problem and the scope (depth of the problem).  
 Will rely on USGS and past studies to the extent that data and 

information is available.  
 Need to not just focus on the Valley floor, but groundwater 

throughout the Region. 
 Part of this work would be to complete technical work as necessary 

for the Planning Grant application. Following the submittal (of the 
application), it would be beneficial to go forward with the 
information gathered in a stakeholder process (open process) 
before work can be done on the formal IRWM Plan or the 
groundwater-related alternatives development being proposed 
within the Planning Grant application.  

 Mr. Taghavi proposes the following work product would come out of 
his technical assistance work (through the existing DWR contract):  
A State of the Basin report, which gets the Region to agree on what 
the current state of the basin is. In particular, this work product will 
address:  the scale of overdraft, and how the Region can move 
forward in managing the basin in a sustainable manner.  

• Mr. Taghavi then solicited questions from the group. The following is an overview 
of the discussion: 

o How would you address this issue in a more regional fashion (not just 
analyzing the Valley floor)? 
 Mr. Taghavi noted that while most of the data is available for the 

Valley floor, given that the Region is involved with a regional 
process (IRWM), they need to start addressing groundwater in the 
rest of the region as well to see what the most effective areas are 
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and where the most “bang for the buck” is with regards to 
addressing groundwater. 

 Despite the regional focus, because the majority of the region’s 
population lives in the Valley floor, the focus of the State of the 
Basin would be this area.  

o Will this study be looking at interregional issues, such as those in the 
Anza-Terwilliger area north of the Anza Borrego Desert IRWM Region? 
 Mr. Taghavi noted that the Region needs to focus on its own 

challenges before they can start looking at interregional issues. 
While these interregional issues may be important, they are not the 
priority at this time.  

o There are still obviously things we do not know about the basin, and 
therefore these things cannot be resolved by looking at past studies. Such 
unknowns include: 
 Comprehensive understanding of groundwater quality; 
 Economic impact(s) as they relate to water quality and/or 

groundwater overdraft;  
o Given that there are unknown pieces of information, would those 

unknowns be addressed and called out for future studies as part of the 
IRWM process? 
 Mr. Taghavi noted that as we see where there are data gaps and 

missing pieces of information, we will definitely make 
recommendations for future actions to address such shortfalls. 

o It is a common question that people ask:  why now? Why is groundwater 
such a large issue now? The economic impacts will likely answer the why 
now question, because it is likely that they will show that if something is 
not done soon, it will become prohibitively expensive to resolve the 
Region’s groundwater issues. 
 Mr. Taghavi noted that in addition, there are many economic and 

financial incentives to looking for solutions and options. The IRWM 
program is such an incentive, and going through this process will 
potentially bring money into the Region.  

o Is it necessary to get consensus on these issues now? 
 Ms. Dale Schafer noted that most people agree that there is an 

overdraft issue, but there is a serious discrepancy regarding the 
details resulting from this conclusion such as how much water is 
left, how long the Region has before water is inaccessible, and 
what the basin’s future is. The purpose of this work is to begin 
resolving groundwater issues, which must start with agreeing on 
the current state of the groundwater basin.  

o Mr. Taghavi noted that he will not be starting from scratch or going 
through a detailed analysis of the geology/water data. The point will be to 
present work that has been done to date to set the issue within the right 
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policy context. He added that rather than providing the group with a 
conclusion and next steps, he would like to work with stakeholders to 
develop a conclusion to ensure that everybody is on the same level and 
will not be fighting over the science. The goal at the end of this process 
will be an agreement on the current conditions of the basin.  

o How much information do we need to have regarding the other basins 
within the Region? 
 Mr. Taghavi noted that ultimately the IRWM Plan needs to at least 

demonstrate that work will be done in other regions, and therefore 
will show where data gaps are throughout the Region. The IRWM 
Plan needs to address the entire Region, even if there is not robust 
information available.  

o What about the regions and places in the region that do not want to be 
involved? During the last round of planning grant funding we were led to 
believe that while we cannot force them to be involved, we have to make a 
good faith effort to get regional stakeholders involved.  
 Ms. Tish Berge noted that RMC will be sure to provide information 

within the work plan that demonstrates outreach to groups outside 
of Borrego Springs. The group could also decide to include further 
outreach to other areas as a task within the Work Plan for the 
Planning Grant.  

o Ms. Dale Schafer inquired if the group was in agreement with Mr. 
Taghavi’s proposed “State of the Basin” plan.  
 It was added that if the USGS study is released during this process 

(anticipated December 2011), the State of the Basin should be sure 
to include this information.  

 Nobody present was opposed to Mr. Taghavi’s proposed scope of 
work (State of Basin Plan). Mr. Taghavi will move forward with 
formalizing a scope and getting it into DWR.  

• The group continued a discussion on outreach and involving others within the 
region. A suggestion was made to include a more personal touch in outreach 
efforts, such as following up email invitations with phone calls.  

• Mr. Rolwing noted that there is a substantial amount of mistrust for the Borrego 
Water District and DWR from other areas (particularly Canebrake CWD), which 
will need to be overcome. 

Regional Alternatives Development Projects  
• Tish Berge provided an overview of this item. The Alternatives Development 

Projects (planning studies according to DWR) will be components of the Planning 
Grant application. These projects will need to have individual work plans, 
budgets, and schedules similar to a regular scope of work. In addition, each 
project must be supported with background information that describes the need 
for each project. Due to the amount of work that needs to be done to formalize 
these projects, it is proposed that a Work Plan Committee is formed.  
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• The group then discussed the potential Work Plan Committee. The following is a 
summary of that discussion: 

o What kinds of minds are you looking for? Highly technical? 
 Ms. Berge noted that while these items are technical, there is also a 

substantial amount of content and background needed to develop 
the work plan.  

 Ms. Berge added that there is not a formal governance structure, so 
the group will need to facilitate as much stakeholder input as 
possible, but will need to also get something completed by DWR’s 
timeline. There will always be more chances to refine and develop 
further planning studies in the future as IRWM planning is an 
iterative process. 

o How far can we go with this? What is the scope of these projects? 
 Ms. Berge replied that this is very broad. The Planning Grant 

application essentially sets a “plan to plan” in that it proposes future 
planning-related work that will be done when developing the IRWM 
Plan.  

o Ultimately these projects will be seen as “hole-closers” in that they will be 
soliciting answers to very practical questions and issues within the Region. 
These projects will be answering the “so what” of issues raised within the 
background section of the work plan.  

o Who will be willing to participate in development of the Work Plan? This 
will involve holding two conference calls before November 8th (next full 
Anza Borrego Desert IRWM Meeting).  
 Lyle Brecht of BWD volunteered;  
 Vicki Long of EMARCD volunteered;  
 Linda Haddock of the Chamber of Commerce volunteered;  
 Kathy Dice will ask John Peterson of the Anza-Borrego Desert 

State Park if he would like to participate. 

Next Steps 
• Tish Berge noted that the next meeting is scheduled for November 8th, 2011. 
• Jerry Rolwing to send future meeting dates to the stakeholder group and include 

information about the Governance Workgroup.  
• A question was raised about the Governance Workgroup, how will these 

meetings be conducted?  
o Jerry Rolwing will ask Beth Hart of BWD if she would like to be involved. 
o Dale Schafer will contact Kathy Dice (and other participants) regarding this 

committee. 
• Tish Berge wrapped up the meeting by inquiring if folks got what they wanted out 

of the meeting.  
o Participants responded that this has provided a solid road map of where 

this process is headed.  
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