
Questions 1-4 

 

Processes for evaluating plans and for State intervention 

1. Evaluation of plans:   

There is general consensus that the State should determine whether groundwater management 

plans meet the legal criteria.  It would provide certainty for local agencies and assures the State 

that the law is working properly.    

 Should the state have a limited period to complete the evaluation process?  If so, what is 

an appropriate time period? 

 Some local agencies already have existing plans or programs that likely will comply with 

the substance of the new requirements although not necessarily in the right form.  

Should there be an option to determine whether the plans are the functional equivalent 

of the statutory requirements? 

 

2. Implementation audits   

Once plans are approved, there should there be a process to evaluate the local agencies’ 

progress toward their objectives and milestones.  Some stakeholders have suggested that sub-

basins with a single local agency and a single plan should be permitted to report less frequently, 

partly as an incentive to adopt this approach, and partly because of greater comfort that this 

model will tend to be more successful.   

 How frequently? 

 Should sub-basins with a single local agency and a single plan be allowed to report less 

frequently? 

 

3. When should the State be authorized to intervene? (See 3a and 3b below) 

Carefully defined intervention points would give local agencies certainty that the State will limit 

intervention to appropriate circumstances.  It would also give the State the assurance that it 

can ensure that the statutory objectives are met.  Stakeholders have generally suggested four 

potential points of intervention: 

 Local agencies fail to form a governance structure for the sub-basin after a specified 

time 

 Local agencies fail to adopt a groundwater management plan after a specified time 

 After an evaluation of the plan, the State determines that a plan is inadequate 



 After an implementation audit, the State determines that the local agency is not making 

adequate progress to resolve serious groundwater problems 

 

a. Deadlines for governance and plans 

In the first two points of intervention (above), the State Water Board could intervene only after 

a specified period of time has elapsed for local agencies to form a governance structure and 

adopt a plan (or multiple plans) for an entire sub-basin.  Stakeholders have generally suggested 

that it is reasonable to allow two years for governance and five years for plans (from the 

effective date of the statute).  Are these reasonable amounts of time?      

b. Additional findings for plans and implementation 

In the second two points of intervention, the State Water Board could intervene if a plan, or 

implementation of the plan, has been found inadequate in the evaluation process.  Should 

intervention be further limited to situations where, after consultation with DWR, the State 

Water Board finds that the basin is (1) in a condition of long-term overdraft, or (2) that GW 

pumping is causing significant surface water depletions? 

4. Additional features of an intervention process 

Several other features of an intervention process may help make it more constructive and 

effective.  We would like input on the following concepts: 

 The State Water Board’s findings trigger a 180-day, extendable cure period 

 The State Water Board may assign a mediator during the cure period to help the local 

agencies put their process back on track 

 SWB may suspend the proceeding if the local agency is diligently pursuing its own plan 

or water right holders are diligently pursuing an adjudication 

 SWB must return control to the local agency when it adopts an adequate governance 

structure and plan 

 

 


