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GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Executive
Summary

The SLO Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) was
developed by two Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAS)
formed by the County of San Luis Obispo (County GSA) and
the City of San Luis Obispo (City GSA). The GSAs entered into
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the purposes of
coordinating preparation of a single GSP for the SLO Basin.
The MOA also established the Groundwater Sustainability
Commission (GSC), which serves as an advisory body to the
GSAs consisting of representatives from the County GSA and
the City GSA, as well as representatives from the other
signatories to the MOA (i.e., Golden State Water Company
(GSWC), Edna Valley Growers Mutual Water Company
(EVGMWC), Edna Ranch Mutual Water Company (ERMWC),
and Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company (VRMWC).

IN THIS SECTION

1

Plan Area and Basin
Overview

Outreach

Groundwater
Conditions

Budget
Monitoring Network

Management
Criteria and Actions



Executive Summi

Introduction

This document fulfills the GSP development requirement for the SLO Basin. This GSP describes and
assesses the groundwater condition of the SLO Basin, develops quantifiable management objectives

that account for the interests of stardeser§ b0 iddaissi n o s
a group of projects and management actions that will allow the SLO Basin to achieve and maintain
sustainability in the future.

Plan Area

The jurisdictional boundaries for the GSP correspond to Department of Water Resources (DWR, 2016)
Bulletin 118 basin boundary for the SLO Basin as shown in Figure ES-1. The SLO Basin is oriented in
a northwest-southeast direction and is composed of unconsolidated or loosely consolidated
sedimentary deposits. It is approximately 14 miles long and 1.5 miles wide and covers a surface area of
about 12,700 acres (19.9 square miles). The SLO Basin is bounded on the northeast by the relatively
impermeable bedrock formations of the Santa Lucia Range, and on the southwest by the formations of
the San Luis Range and the Edna fault system. The SLO Basin is commonly referenced as being
composed of two distinct valleys, with the San Luis Valley in the northwest and the Edna Valley in the
southeast. The San Luis Valley includes part of the City and California Polytechnic University (Cal Poly)
jurisdictional boundaries, while the remainder of the valley is unincorporated land. Land use in the City
is primarily municipal, residential, and industrial. The Edna Valley is entirely unincorporated and the
primary land use in the Edna Valley is agricultural. During the past two decades, wine grapes have
become the most significant crop type in the Edna Valley

The primary sources of water supply for uses in the basin include groundwater from the San Luis
Obispo Valley Basin and surface water from Whale Rock Reservoir, Salinas Reservoir, Nacimiento
Lake, and recycled water fromt he Ci t y6s Wa bgeam. WRterasers in the lasinRnclude
municipalities, communities, rural domestic residences, and industrial, environmental, and agricultural
users.
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Outreach Efforts

A Communication and Engagement Plan (C&E Plan) was executed and includes the planned activities
for engaging interested parties in SGMA implementation efforts in the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin.
The goals of the C&E plan are as follows:

1 Create an inclusive and transparent participation experience that builds public trust in the GSP and
optimizes participation among all stakeholders.

1 Employ outreach methods that facilitate shared understanding of the importance of sustainable

groundwater conditions and impacts on stakeholders.
9 Communicate fearly and ofteno and actively identi
1 Develop a cost-effective, stakeholder-informed GSP supported by best-in-class technical data.

Outreach and communication throughout GSP development included regular presentations at GSC
meetings, meetings with community groups, meetings with individual stakeholders, and community
workshops. Comments from stakeholders were collected via the Groundwater Communications Portal
(GCP), SLOWaterBasin.com, and the response to comments were also posted on
SLOWaterBasin.com. and considered in the development of the GSP.

Figure ES-2 provides a summary of the engagement results regarding the stakeholder outreach
touchpoints, stakeholder lists, stakeholder participation, and statistics for the SLOWaterBasin.com
website.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT RESULTS

17 3 4 41 31 21

QUARTERLY STAKEHOLDER NEWSLETTERS EMAIL BULLETINS | EVENT PUBLIC STAKEHOLDER
GSC MEETINGS | WORKSHOPS DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED NOTICES ORGS RECEIVED
HELD HELD TO INTERESTED POSTED DIRECT

PARTIES LIST OUTREACH

519 9/10 30 160+ 70+

SUBSCRIBERS STAKEHOLDER AVERAGE STAKEHOLDER PUBLIC

TO EMAIL LIST GROUPS GSC MTG ATTENDANCE COMMENTS
REPRESENTED ATTENDANCE FOR THREE RECEIVED
ONLIST WORKSHOPS

2.7k 50% 02:33 | 2.15 5.7k

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE PAGES TOTAL PAGE
SESSIONS VISITOR SESSION PER SESSION VIEWS
SINCE LAUNCH | BOUNCE RATE DURATION

Note: The Stakeholder Groups Represented is 9/10 due to the fact that Tribal interests were contacted and informed détetoBiBENt
process, and that they indicated that theyuld engage in the Implementation Phase of the GSP

Figure E. Stakeholder Communication and Engagement Summary
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Basin Setting

The Basin covers approximately 20 square miles, and it is commonly referenced as being composed of
two distinct valleys, with the San Luis Valley in the northwest and the Edna Valley in the southeast.
Average annual precipitation ranges from approximately 18 inches throughout most of the Basin to
about 22 inches in relatively higher elevation areas near the City and Cal Poly. San Luis Creek and its
tributaries (Prefumo, Stenner, and Davenport Creeks) drain the San Luis Valley and its contributing
watershed. East and West Corral de Piedras Creeks drain the Edna valley and its contributing
watershed and join to form Pismo Creek immediately south of the Basin boundary. These creeks
contribute an important component of recharge to the underlying aquifers.

For the purpose of this plan, the geologic units in the Basin and vicinity may be considered as two basic
groups; 1) the Basin sediments; and 2) the consolidated bedrock formations surrounding and
underlying the Basin. From a hydrogeologic standpoint, the most important strata in the Basin are the
sedimentary basin fill deposits that define the vertical and lateral extents of the Basin. These include
recent and older deposits of terrestrial sourced sediments, underlain in the Edna Valley by older marine
sedimentary units. The sediments of the Edna Valley have significantly greater thickness (greater than
300 feet in the deepest parts) than those of the San Luis Valley (about 150 feet in the deepest parts).
The aquifers beneath the two valleys are bounded by a high point in the underlying bedrock which rises
to near the surface in the area along Hidden Springs Road; this bedrock high limits groundwater
movement between Edna Valley and San Luis Valley to the uppermost portions of the aquifer.

The three formations that comprise the Basin aquifers are summarized in the basin setting, from
youngest to oldest (or from top to bottom), are:

1 Recent Alluvium.The Recent Alluvium is the mapped geologic unit composed of unconsolidated
sediments of gravel, sand, silt, and clay, deposited by fluvial processes along the courses of San
Luis Obispo Creek (SLO Creek), Davenport Creek, East and West Corral de Piedras Creeks, and
their tributaries. Alluvium is present at the surface in most of the San Luis Valley, and along the
combined riparian corridor of East and West Corral de Piedras Creeks in Edna Valley.

1 Paso Robles Formatiorthe Paso Robles Formation underlies the Recent Alluvium throughout
most of the Basin, and overlies the Pismo Formation where present. It was deposited in a terrestrial
setting. It is composed of poorly sorted, unconsolidated to mildly consolidated sandstone, siltstone,
and claystone. The Paso Robles Formation is exposed at the surface throughout much of the Edna
Valley, except in the area around East and West Corral de Piedras Creeks, which have deposited
Recent Alluvium on top of it.

1 Pismo FormationThe Pismo Formation is a Pliocene-aged sequence of marine deposited
sedimentary units composed of claystone, siltstone, sandstone, and conglomerate. It is the oldest
geologic water-bearing unit with significance to the hydrogeology of the Basin. The Pismo
Formation is extensive below the Paso Robles Formation in the Edna Valley. Thicknesses of Pismo
Formation up to 400 feet are reported or observed in Edna Valley. The Pismo Formation does not
crop out at the surface anywhere in the Basin.

All three of the geologic formations that comprise the Basin aquifer contain interbedded layers of silt,
sand, gravel, and clay. There are no significant aquitards that vertically separate the three formations in
the Basin over large areas. There may be deposits of clay and silt that are not laterally extensive that
locally separate producing zones of two formations, but there is no recognized aquitard in the Basin
that separates the aquifers over significant areas. In both the San Luis Valley and Edna Valley, wells
are commonly screened across sands of multiple formations. The three formations that comprise the
Basin aquifer essentially function as a single hydrogeologic unit. Eleven geologic cross sections are
presented in Chapter 4 (Basin Setting) that detail the lithology of the Basin sediments.

The primary bedrock formations that crop out in the contributing watersheds to the Basin are the
Monterey formation, the Obispo formation, and the Franciscan Assemblage. While fractures in
consolidated rock may yield small quantities of water locally to wells, these formations are not
considered to be aquifers for the purposes of this GSP.
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Wells screened in the Alluvium and Paso Robles Formation have transmissivities ranging from about
5,000 to 158,000 gallons per day per foot (gpd/ft), and averaging over 42,000 gpd/ft. Wells screened in
Paso Robles and Pismo Formations have transmissivities ranging from less than 1,000 to about 40,000
gpd/ft, and average about 10,000 gpd/ft.

There are several named creeks that flow across the Basin. In the San Luis Valley area of the Basin,
these include SLO Creek, Stenner Creek, Prefumo Creek, Froom Creek, and Davenport Creek, in
addition to smaller tributaries. In the Edna Valley creeks include East and West Corral de Piedras
Creeks (which join to form Pismo Creek just south of the Basin Boundary), and Canada de Verde
Creek in southeastern Edna Valley. The watersheds support important habitat for native fish and
wildlife, including the federally threatened South-Central California Coast steelhead. Groundwater
interaction with streams in the Basin is not well quantified, but it is recognized as an important
component of recharge in the water budget.

The two surface water bodies of significance to the Basin are Laguna Lake and Righetti Reservoir.
Laguna Lake is the only lake within the Basin. It is a naturally occurring lake just north of Los Osos
Valley Road and west of Highway 101. The water in the lake is partially supplied by seasonal flow in
Prefumo Creek, and partially supplied by subsurface groundwater inflow. Righetti Reservoir is a
privately-owned reservoir formed by a dam on West Corral de Piedras Creek about 1.5 miles upstream
from the Basin boundary, which impounds about 900 acre-feet of water, which is used primarily for
irrigation.

Subsidence is the gradual sett !l i rsgbsudacensatenak i ng of t h
movement at depth. It is frequently associated with groundwater pumping and is one of the undesirable

results identified in SGMA. Subsidence has been historically documented in parts of the San Luis

Valley. The most severe subsidence that has occurred in the Basin was in the 1990s along the Los

Osos Valley Road corridor. The subsidence was a result of increased groundwater pumping in

response to the 1987-1991 drought and caused damage to businesses and homes within that area.

The City has discontinued significant pumping in this area, and subsidence has not been observed

since.

Groundwater Conditions

Seven groundwater elevation contour maps that cover the entire Basin are presented, ranging in time
from Spring 1954 to Fall 2019. Regional groundwater flow patterns are consistent across this period of
record, with local declines in groundwater elevations observed in Edna Valley in recent years.

In the San Luis Valley portion of the Basin, the dominant groundwater flow direction is from higher
elevations in the in the northwestern extent of the Basin southeastward toward the discharge area
where SLO Creek leaves the Basin. In the Edna Valley portion of the Basin, the dominant groundwater
flow direction is northwestward from the higher groundwater elevations in the southeastern part of the
Basin (over 280 ft AMSL) to lower elevations in the San Luis Valley. There are also local areas of
discharge coincident with the areas where SLO Creek and Pismo Creek tributaries leave the Basin.
Groundwater elevation contours for Fall 2019 are displayed in Figure ES-3.
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Hydrographs of groundwater elevations in various parts of the Basin display three distinct trends from
data that extends back to the 1950s in some cases. The hydrographs for the wells in the San Luis
Valley indicate that water levels in these wells, although somewhat variable in response to seasonal
weather patterns, water use fluctuations, and longer-term dry weather periods, are essentially stable.
There are no long-term trends indicating steadily declining or increasing water levels in this area. The
wells in the vicinity of Highway 101 and Los Osos Valley Road also display water levels in relative
equilibrium, with the exception of the early 1990s, when drought-related pumping and weather patterns
resulted in noticeable declines in the water levels in this area (hydrographs 2 and 3 on Figure ES-4). A
second distinct pattern is evident in hydrographs from wells in the area immediately east of the
intersection of Biddle Ranch Road and Orcutt Road in Edna Valley, where West Corral de Piedras
Creek enters the Basin (hydrographs 5 and 6 in Figure ES-4). The hydrographs of the two wells in this
area display much greater volatility in response to seasonal and drought cycle fluctuations than the
wells in San Luis Valley, with water levels fluctuating within a range of over 40 feet, as opposed to the
range of 10 to 20 feet in the San Luis Valley wells. However, water levels appear to rebound to pre-
drought levels when each drought cycle ends. Groundwater elevations displayed in these two
hydrographs do not display a long-term decline of water levels. By contrast, several wells in the Edna
Valley display steadily declining water levels during the past 15 to 20 years. Hydrographs for four wells
(hydrographs 7, 8, 9, and 10 on Figure ES-4) in the Edna Valley display groundwater elevation declines
of about 60 to 100 feet since the year 2000. Groundwater elevations in the Edna Valley displayed the
largest historical declines in the Basin. This hydrograph pattern indicates that a reduction of
groundwater storage has occurred over this period of record in the area defined by these well locations.
It is understood that agricultural pumping has increased in Edna Valley during this time period, likely
explaining the patterns of declining groundwater elevations in these hydrographs.

The primary sources of recharge to the Basin aquifer are areal infiltration of precipitation, subsurface
inflow from surrounding bedrock, percolation of surface water from streams, and anthropogenic
recharge (including percolation of wastewater treatment plant effluent, return flow from irrigation, and
return flow from domestic septic systems). The primary sources of discharge from the Basin aquifer are
pumping from wells, evapotranspiration by phreatophytes in areas of shallow groundwater table, and
groundwater discharge to streams.

Surface water/groundwater interactions may represent a significant portion of the water budget of an
aquifer system. A desktop analysis resulted in identification of two areas of SLO Creek that may
seasonally gain water from the Alluvial Aquifer, which are the confluence of Stenner Creek and SLO
Creek, and the reach of SLO Creek downstream from the Wastewater Treatment Plant to the
confluence with Prefumo Creek. Several reaches of SLO Creek are identified that may occasionally
lose water to the Alluvial Aquifer. Groundwater levels in the San Luis Valley part of the Basin are
generally high enough that the creek is connected to the underlying aquifer. Along most of Corral de
Piedras Creeks, by contrast, surface water levels are generally greater than 30 feet above the
groundwater level, and the streams are considered disconnected from the underlying Alluvial Aquifer in
this area. These analyses will benefit from additional surface water monitoring in the Basin which is
identified within Chapter 7 (Monitoring Network). A desktop analysis is also presented that identifies
potential Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in the Basin.

Existing groundwater quality data is presented for Total Dissolved Solids, Arsenic, and Nitrates.
Groundwater quality in the Basin aquifer is generally adequate for use as potable water supply and
irrigation. TDS has a water quality objective goal of 900 mg/lI promulgated in the Basin Plan; water
quality results ranged from 180 to 3,100 mg/l with a median of 613 mg/l, and no trends of increasing
TDS with time were observed. Nitrate (as N) has federally mandated MCL of 10 mg/l; water quality
results ranged from below the detection limit to 80 mg/l; two sampling locations are identified with
nitrate trends that have increased slightly in recent years, but most show no significant increases of
nitrates with time. Arsenic has an MCL of 10 ug/l; concentrations ranged from below the detection limit
to 28 ug/l, with an average value of 2.5 ug/l and a median value of 2 ug/l. Sampling locations with
multiple data points displayed stable or decreasing concentrations of arsenic over the data period of
record.
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Water Budget

A water budget identifies and quantifies various components of the hydrologic cycle within a user-

defined area, in this case the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin. Analytical methods are used

to generate historical and current water budgets. Analytical methods include the application of the water

budget equation and the inventory method using spreadsheets, with groundwater flow estimates based

on Darcybés Law and change in storage calculations b

The simplified expression of the water budget equation is:

INFLOWS OUTFLOW: CHANGHN STORAGE

Separate water budgets are presented for both surface water and groundwater systems in the Basin.
Separate water budgets were prepared for the San Luis Valley and Edna Valley, as well as a combined
water budget for the entire Basin.

All components of inflow and outflow to the groundwater system were analyzed, with annual estimates
of all water budget components generated for water years 1987 through 2019. Components of
groundwater inflow include infiltration of precipitation, infiltration of applied urban water (i.e., lawn
watering, landscaping, etc.), infiltration of applied water, percolation of streamflow, and subsurface
inflow from the Basin boundaries. Components of groundwater outflow include urban groundwater
pumping (municipal, domestic, and industrial), agricultural irrigation pumping, evapotranspiration of
shallow groundwater, groundwater discharge to streams, and subsurface outflow along the alluvial
corridors of the Basin creeks. A summary graph of the annual groundwater budgets from 1987 through
2019 are presented in Figure ES-5. A future water budget is generated from application of the
calibrated integrated groundwater-surface model prepared in conjunction with this GSP.

The three most significant findings of the water budget analysis with respect to the preparation
of the GSP are the following:

1 First, it is documented that agricultural pumping in the Edna Valley has increased significantly in the
period of record of the water budget analysis, from less than 2,500 Acre-feet per year (AFY) in 1987
to over 4,000 AFY in 2015 about a 60% increase. Other components of the water budget changed
as well, but this is the single largest change of the various water budget components evaluated.
This increase in agricultural pumping corresponds to the observed decline in groundwater
elevations in monitored Edna Valley wells.

1 Secondly, the sustainable yield was estimated to be 2,500 AFY for the San Luis Valley and 3,300
AFY for the Edna Valley.

1 Thirdly, an estimate is made of the amount of annual groundwater overdraft for the two valleys of
the Basin. TheSanLui s Val l ey is estimated to have a surpl u
expressed as groundwater discharge to streams in the valley. The Edna Valley is estimated to have
an annual average overdraft of 1,100 AFY. Because the presence of the bedrock ridge beneath the
aquifer between Edna Valley and San Luis Valley limits flow between the subareas, the overdraft in
Edna Valley is not significantly impacted by cond
estimate for Edna Valley may be viewed as an estimate of the gross amount of net pumping
reduction and/or supply enhancement that should be targeted to reach sustainability in the Edna
Valley.

The integrated surface water/groundwater model developed for this GSP was used to create a future
water budget and was used to assess the potential effects of climate change over the SGMA planning
horizon. Effects on the water budget due to climate change were found to be minor.
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Monitoring Network

Monitoring is a fundamental component of the GSP necessary to identify impacts to beneficial uses or
Basin users, and to measure progress toward the achievement of any management goal. The
monitoring networks must be capable of capturing data on a sufficient temporal and spatial distribution
to demonstrate short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related surface water
conditions, and to yield representative information about groundwater conditions for GSP
implementation.

The proposed monitoring network must be able to adequately measure changes in groundwater
conditions to accomplish the following monitoring objectives:

1 Demonstrate progress toward achieving measurable objectives.
1 Monitor impacts to the beneficial uses and users of groundwater.

1 Monitor changes in groundwater conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum
thresholds for sustainability indicators.

1 Quantify annual changes in water budget components.
The monitoring network must provide adequate spatial resolution to properly monitor changes to
groundwater and surface water conditions relative to measurable objectives and minimum thresholds

within the Basin. The network must also provide data with sufficient temporal resolution to demonstrate
short-term, seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related surface water conditions.
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There are three monitoring networks for the Basin: a groundwater level network, a groundwater
guality network, and a surface water flow network.

1 There are 40 monitoring wells in the GSP groundwater level monitoring network (Figure ES-6); 22
wells in the San Luis Valley and 18 wells in the Edna Valley. All of these wells will be used to
generate groundwater elevation maps and hydrographs during ongoing monitoring during the
SGMA planning horizon. Construction information is available for 31 of the 40 wells. Based on the
available information, 16 of the wells are interpreted to be alluvial wells, while the remaining 24
wells tap into the Paso Robles Formation, Pismo Formation, or are mixed aquifer wells that utilize
groundwater from more than one aquifer. Half of the wells are used for irrigation, seven are private
domestic wells, and 13 are dedicated monitoring wells. Data gaps are discussed, as well as
potential future improvements to the groundwater level network.

1 The groundwater quality network consists of nine sites, which are all are Public Water System
supply wells. As such, they have a history of water quality data established that can be used to
compare with future data to assess trends. Water quality for these wells can be accessed using the
GAMA Groundwater Information System. Data gaps are discussed, as are potential future
improvements to the network.

1 Surface water flow monitoring can provide valuable information for the Basin model and for
evaluating potential depletion of interconnected surface water, which is one of the sustainability
indicators. There are six permanent stream gages in or adjacent to the Basin, all within the San
Luis Valley. These existing gaging stations only provide stage data, and not stream flow data. It is
recommended that rating curves be established for these stream gages. In addition,
recommendations are presented for up to five new stream gages to be established in both Edna
Valley, where none currently exist, and San Luis Valley.

A subset of the monitoring network wells is defined as Representative Monitoring Sites (RMS), at which
Sustainable Management Criteria are defined for the purpose of managing the Basin. Ten wells are
identified as RMSs, and Sustainable Management Criteria (SMCs) are established for the relevant
Sustainability indicators as discussed in the following section.
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Sustainable Management Criteria

Defining Sustainable Management Criteria (SMC) requires technical analysis of historical data, and
input from the affected stakeholders in the Basin. Data and methods used to develop the SMC are
presented, and discussion is included describing how they influence beneficial uses and users. The
SMCs presented in this GSP are based on currently available data and application of the best available
science. Data gaps exist in the hydrogeologic conceptual model, and uncertainty caused by these data
gaps was considered when developing the SMC. Due to uncertainty in the hydrogeologic conceptual
model, these SMCs are considered initial criteria and will be reevaluated and potentially modified in the
future as new data become available.

The SMCs include definition of Measurable Objectives (MOs), Minimum Thresholds (MTs), and
undesirable results. These criteria define the future sustainable conditions in the Basin and guide the
GSAs in development of policies, implementation of projects, and promulgation of management actions
that will achieve these future conditions.

SMCs are developed for the following Sustainability Indicators, which are applicable in the
Basin:

1. Chronic lowering of groundwater elevations
Reduction in groundwater storage
Degraded water quality

Land subsidence

Depletion of interconnected surface water

The sixth Sustainability Indicator, sea water intrusion, only applies to coastal basins, and is not
applicable in the Basin.

MTs for the first two Sustainability Indicators, chronic lowering of groundwater elevations and reduction
of groundwater in storage, are defined as minimum groundwater elevations as measured in the ten
wells established as Representative Monitoring Sites in the Basin; the ten RMS locations are presented
on Figure ES-6. MOs are defined as goals considered to be achievable after evaluation of historical
data in the period of record for each RMS, and Interim Milestones (IMs) are interim goals to be
assessed every 5 years when the GSPs are revised. All SMCs were developed after considerable
stakeholder input during public meetings, and public comment to published draft chapters of the GSP.
SMCs for these two Sustainability Indicators are summarized in Table ES-1.

a ks e

MTs for the third Sustainability Indicator, degradation of water quality, are based on existing water
quality regulatory criteria as measured in the nine wells established as water quality Representative
Monitoring Sites (RMSs) in the Basin. (For water quality SMCs, MTs are equal to MOSs). Identified
potential contaminants of concern arsenic, nitrate, and volatile organic compounds TCE and PCE have
federally mandated Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLSs) of 10 parts per billion (ppb), 10 parts per
million (ppm), and 5 ppb, respectively. The MTs for those constituents were assigned to be equal to the
MCLs. TDS has no MCL, but a water quality goal of 900 ppm is promulgated in the RWQCB Basin
Plan; the MT for the constituent TDS was set at this level. MOs are defined as goals considered to be
achievable after evaluation of historical data in the period of record for each RMS. All SMCs were
developed after considerable stakeholder input during public meetings, and public comment to
published draft chapters of the GSP. SMCs for these two Sustainability Indicators are summarized in
Table ES-2 below.

San Luis Obispo Vall&yroundwater Basin San Lui®bispo Valley Basin Groundwa
Groundwater Sustainability Agencies 14 Sustainability Pl



Executive Summi:

Table ESL. Summary of MTs, MOs, andMs for SLO Basin RMSs

RMS MT MO 2020 WL 2027 IM 2032 IM 2037 IM SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR
SAN LUIS VALLEY

SLV09 102 110 119 110 110 110 Subsidence/Water Levels
SLV16 70 100 111 100 100 100 Water Levels/Storage

SLV19 80 110 123 110 110 110 Water Levels/Storage

SLV12 96 105 105 105 105 105 SW-GW Interaction/Water Levels
EDNA VALLEY

EV09 82 164 146 150 155 160 Water Levels/Storage

EV04 160 247 209 219 229 239 Water Levels/Storage

EV13 172 248 215 223 231 238 Water Levels/Storage

EV16 150 190 180 175 180 185 Water Levels/Storage

EV01 263 314 290 314 314 314 SW-GW Interaction /Water levels
EV1l 177 227 219 227 227 227 SW-GW Interaction /Water levels

Note: All water level and interim milestone measurements refer to fall measurements.

Table E. San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Groundwater Basin Water Quality Minimum Thresholds

ID TDS MT (PPM) NO3 MT (PPM) ARSENIC M{PPB) TCE, PCEPPB)
WQ1 900 10 10 5
WQ2 900 10 10 5
WQ3 900 10 10 5
WQ4 900 10 10 5
WQ5 900 10 10 5
WQ6 900 10 10 5
WQ7 900 10 10 5
WQ8 900 10 10 5
WQ9 900 10 10 5

MTs for the fourth Sustainability Indicator, land subsidence, are based on data collected under the
California state program of INSAR data, which measures land subsidence from space using satellite
technology. There is no current measurable subsidence in the Basin. The MT is defined as no more
than 0.1 feet of subsidence due to groundwater extraction in any given year, and a cumulative
measured subsidence of 0.5 feet in any 5-year period.

MTs for the fifth Sustainability Indicator, depletion of interconnected surface water (ISW), were defined
based on the language in SGMA that allows groundwater levels to be used as a proxy in place of the
actual measurement of groundwater/surface water (GW/SW) flux, which is difficult to accurately
guantify. Three RMS wells identified in the Basin are located immediately adjacent to SLO Creek and
West Corral de Piedras Creek and were selected as appropriate RMS wells for ISW. These three wells
have groundwater elevation data for a substantial period of record which indicate that there have been
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no trends of declining water levels in these areas. The management goal of the GSP for these wells is
to prevent groundwater elevations from declining to levels lower than those observed in the historical
record, thereby avoiding any significant increase in depletion of ISW over recent conditions Therefore,
MTs for ISW wells were established at the observed low water level in the period of record, and MOs
were defined at the observed high water level in the period of record, thus maintaining groundwater
conditions near the creeks within the observed range of historical data, which will not induce significant
additional depletion of ISW. Additional surface water gages are proposed for the surface water
monitoring network. When installed, these gages will provide additional data to support these SMCs
and improve the understanding of groundwater/surface water interaction during the implementation
phase.

Projects and Management Actions

The projects and management actions concepts were developed over a series of working sessions with
GSA staff, meetings with GSC members and in six public GSC meetings. Chapter 9 (Projects and
Management Actions) describes the projects and management actions information to satisfy Sections
354.42 and 354.44 of the SGMA GSP Regulations (23 California Code of Regulations Section 350 et
seq.).

A total of seven (7) projects were discussed in detail in this GSP and were centered around
supplemental water sources that could be brought into the SLO Basin to mitigate the overdraft and are
shown on Figure ES-7.

Four of the projects included the State Water Project (SWP) as a supplemental water supply to the SLO
Basin. The Coastal Branch of the SWP conveys potable water from the California Aqueduct to San Luis
Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties and transects the Edna Valley subarea and runs along Orcutt
Road as shown in Figure ES-7. The recent adoption of the Water Management Tools Amendment to
the SWP Contracts by the San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(SLOCFCWCD) and the Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
(SBCWCFCD) presents new opportunities for obtaining SWP water supply and delivery capacity to
Edna Valley.

The remaining three projects utilize the City of SLO recycled water, Price Canyon discharge of treated
water to Pismo Creek, and an adjacent groundwater basin as in-lieu water supply.

The projects were further evaluated with the integrated model to quantify the benefit of the projects with
respect to the SMCs in the Edna Valley. The model results indicate that it is unlikely that any single
project presented will, by itself, maintain water levels above the defined MTs at the RMSs. Therefore,
multiple projects will likely need to be implemented.

The seven projects evaluated as part of the GSP are described in detail in Chapter 9 (Projects
and Management Actions) and included:

1 State Water Project for Edna Valley Agricultural Irrigation

1 Stater Water Project Recharge Basin within the Edna Valley area.

1 State Water Project to the Golden State Water Company

1 State Water Project to the Edna and Varian Ranch Mutual Water Companies
1 City of SLO Recycled Water for Edna Valley Agriculture

1 Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company Arroyo Grande Subbasin Wells

1 Price Canyon Discharge Relocation

The management actions in this plan call for the completion of the proposed monitoring network by
installing new monitoring sites, development and implementation of a groundwater extraction metering
and reporting plan, and the development of a demand management plan.

The proposed projects and management actions are intended to maintain groundwater levels above
minimum thresholds through in-lieu pumping reductions or increased recharge.
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Implementation Plan

This GSP lays out a roadmap for addressing all of the activities needed for GSP implementation
between the years 2022 and 2042, focusing mainly on the activities during the first five years of
implementation (2022 through 2027).

The implementation plan is based on current understanding of the Basin conditions and includes
consideration of the projects and management actions included in Chapter 9 (Projects and
Management Actions), as well as other actions that are needed to successfully implement the GSP
including the following:

1 GSP implementation, administration, and management
1 Funding
1 Reporting, including annual reports and 5-year evaluations and updates

Implementation of this GSP is estimated to cost approximately $965,000 per year for the first five years,
excluding the development of the specific projects listed in Chapter 9 (Projects and Management
Actions). Estimates of future annual implementation costs (Years 6 through 20) will be developed
during future updates of the GSP, which will include the development of the various anticipated
projects. The costs of specific projects and management actions will likely vary year by year, based in
part on needed adaptive management activities.

The GSAs plan to perform a fee study to evaluate and provide recommendations for developing GSP
implementation funding mechanisms. This study will include focused public outreach and meetings to
educate and solicit input on the potential fee structures/funding mechanisms (i.e., pumping fees,
assessments, or a combination of both). It is anticipated that the fee study will cover the costs
associated with the Administration and Finance, Monitoring Network Implementation, and Reporting.
The Fee Study is not anticipated to cover the costs associated with project implementation.

As part of GSP implementation, the GSAs will develop annual reports and more detailed five-year
evaluations, which could lead to updates of the GSP. Chapter 10 (Implementation Plan) describes the
reporting requirements for both the annual reports and five-year evaluations.
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GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Introduction To The SLO Basin GSP

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), Section 1072(
seq, of the StateNater Code, requires sustainable groundwater
management in all high and medium priority basins. The San Luis Obisp
Valley Groundwater Basin (SLO Basin) was designated as a high priority
basin.

To comply with and satisfy the requirements of SGMA, the IN THISCHAPTER
following activities are mandated: §  Purpose of the Plan

1 Forming one or more Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
(GSAs) by June 30, 2017 to cover the entire SLO Basin. In
May 2017, both the City of San Luis Obispo (City) and the
County of San Luis Obispo (County) each formed GSAs within
their jurisdictions, resulting in full coverage of the SLO Basin.

1 Developing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) that
covers the entire SLO Basin and is adopted by the GSAs by
January 31, 2022.

1 Implementing the GSP to achieve quantifiable objectives and
sustainability within 20 years (by 2042).

1 Annual reporting of groundwater conditions in the basin to the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR).

1 Periodic (every five years) evaluation of the GSP
implementation by the GSAs.

1 Basin Overview

1-1



Introduction Téhe SLO Basin GSP Section

1.1. Purpose of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan

This document fulfills the GSP development requirement for the SLO Basin. This GSP describes and

assesses the groundwater condition of the SLO Basin, develops quantifiable management objectives

that account for the i nt er ersuhdwateodsestardeserS BrO iddhaiesi n 6s b
a group of projects and management actions that will allow the SLO Basin to achieve and maintain

sustainability in the future. Appendix A (DWR Element of the Plan Guide) identifies the location in this

GSP where the statutory requirements of SGMA are addressed.

1.2. Description of the SLO Basin

This GSP covers the entire SLO Basin identified as BasinNo.3-009 i n t he DWRDWR,Bul | et
2016). The SLO Basin lies in the southern portion of San Luis Obispo County. The SLO Basin is
comprised of valleys of gentle flatlands and rolling hills ranging in elevation from approximately 100 to
500 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL), surrounded by larger mountain ranges. A terrain map
displaying the SLO Basin boundaries is presented in Figure 1-1, which also displays the watershed
areas of the SLO Creek and Pismo Creek drainages, faults, and nearby groundwater basins
symbolized by the SGMA 2019 Basin Prioritization Phase 1. Average annual precipitation ranges from
approximately 18 inches throughout most of the SLO Basin to about 22 inches in higher elevation areas
near the City and Cal Poly. The SLO Basin is within the watershed areas of the SLO Creek and Pismo
Creek drainages, which are bounded on the northeast by the Santa Lucia Range and on the southwest
by the formations of the San Luis Range and the Edna Fault. The SLO Basin is commonly referenced
as being composed of two distinct valleys, with the San Luis Valley in the northwest and the Edna
Valley in the southeast. The San Luis Valley lies within the SLO Creek drainage, and the Edna Valley
lies predominately within the Pismo Creek drainage with a smaller area within the SLO Creek drainage.

There is a bedrock high that underlies the ground surface between the San Luis Valley and Edna
Valley. The watershed divide and the bedrock high divide are not coincident. The sediments of the
Edna Valley have significantly greater thickness than those of the San Luis Valley. Precipitation that
falls west of the watershed divide ultimately flows to Davenport and SLO Creeks, and precipitation that
falls east of that divide flows to Corral de Piedras Creek or the other small tributaries, which ultimately
flow to Pismo Creek south of the SLO Basin.

San Luis Obispo and Pismo Creeks are the primary surface water features within the SLO Basin.
Significant tributaries to the SLO Creek within the Basin include Prefumo Creek, Stenner Creek, and
Davenport Creek. Significant tributaries to Pismo Creek include both the East and West branches of the
Corral de Piedras Creek. Urban areas within the SLO Basin include the City of San Luis Obispo, Cal
Poly, Edna, and Verde. Highway 101 is the most significant north-south highway in the Basin.

1.3. Basin Information

The DWR prioritized Californiabdés groundwater basins
Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program and released the results in 2014. With the passage of SGMA,

DWR redefined 54 groundwater basins based on requests for basin boundary modifications and

classified the basins into four categories; high, medium, low, or very low priority. At this time the SLO

Basin was classified as a medium priority basin.

DWR later reassessed the priority of the groundwater basins following the 2016 basin boundary
modification, as required by the Water Code, and documented the results in the SGMA 2019 Basin
Prioritization (DWR, 2019)). DWR followed the process and methods developed for the CASGEM 2014
Basin Prioritization and incorporated new data, to the extent data was available, and then amended the
language of Water Code Section 10933(b)(8) (component 8) to include an analysis of adverse impacts
on local habitat and local streamflow.
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Introduction To The SLO Basin GSP Section

DWR reprioritized the basins based on the following components specified in Water Code
Section 10933(b):

1 The population overlying the basin or sub-basin.

1 The rate of current and projected growth of the population overlying the basin or sub-basin.
1 The number of public supply wells that draw from the basin or sub-basin.

1 The total number of wells that draw from the basin or sub-basin.

1 The irrigated acreage overlying the basin or sub-basin.

1

The degree to which persons overlying the basin or sub-basin rely on groundwater as their primary
source of water.

1 Any documented impacts on the groundwater within the basin or sub-basin, including overdraft,
subsidence, saline intrusion, and other water quality degradation.

1 Any other information determined to be relevant by the department, including adverse impacts on
local habitat and local streamflow.

With the addition of component 8, the SLO Basin was moved from a medium priority basin to a high
priority basin not in critical overdraft and is required to submit a GSP to DWR by January 31, 2022.
The change in priority is inconsequential, as medium priority basins are also required to submit a GSP
to DWR by January 31, 2022.

Additional information about how each of these components were analyzed can be found in the 2019
SGMA Basin Prioritization Process and Results Document (DWR, 2019). DWR is required to provide
updates on basin boundaries, basin priority and critically overdrafted basins every 5 years beginning in
2020 as part of the Bulletin 118 updates.
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GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Agency Informatiorg(354.6)

The County, City, the Edna Valley Growers Mutual Water
Company (EVGMWC), the Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company
(VRMWOC), the Edna Ranch Mutual Water Company (ERMWC)
and the Golden State Water Company (GSWC) (each referred to
individually a fParty" and collectively as the "Parties") entered into
a Memorandum of Agreement Regarding Preparation of a GSP
for the SLO Basin (MOA) effective as of January 25, 2018
(AppendixD). The MOAOGs purpose is for
input from the other Parties (Participating Parties, to coordinate
preparation of a single GSP for the entire SLO Basin pursuant to
SGMA and other applicable provisions of law. Figure 2-1 shows
the service area boundaries of each of the Parties and the GSA
areas.

On October 16, 2018, the County GSA gave notice to DWR that it
intends to develop a GSP in collaboration with the City GSA for
the SLO Basin in accordance with California Water Code (CWC)
Section 10727.8 and the Title 23, Section 353.6 of the California
Code of Regulations (CCR).

2-1
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Agency Information (§ 354.6) Section

2.1. Agencies Names and Mailing Addres:

The following contact information is provided for each
groundwater sustainability agency for the SLO Basin pursuant to
California Water Code Section 10723.8.

COUNTY OF SAN LulIs OBISPO
COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER
1055 MONTEREY STREET

SAN Luls OBIspO, CA 93408

ATTENTION: BLAINE REELY , GROUNDWATER
SUSTAINABILITY DIRECTOR

ELECTRONIC MAIL ADDRESS: BREELY@CO.SLO.CA.US

CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

879 MORRO STREET

SAN Lulis OBIsPO, CA 93401-2710

ATTENTION: AARON FLOYD, UTILITIES DIRECTOR
ELECTRONIC MAIL ADDRESS: AFLOYD@SLOCITY.ORG
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Explanation
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Figure2-1. San Luis Obispo Valley Basin GSAs and Participating Parties
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Agency Informatio(g§ 354.6) Section

2.2. Agencies Organization and Managem8&ituctures

The MOA establishes the Groundwater Sustainability Commission (GSC) as an advisory body to the
GSAs and the terms under which the City GSA and County GSA will jointly develop a single GSP, in
coordination with the GSC. The GSC consists of representatives of the GSAs and the Participating
Parties (i.e., EVGMWC, VRMWC, ERMWC, and GSWC). Each member of the GSC shall be entitled to
one vote on any matter under consideration by the GSC. All recommendations submitted by the GSC
to the City GSA and the County GSA shall be supported by a majority of the members, except for the
recommendation to adopt the GSP or any amendments which shall be supported by at least four of the
members.

The MOA provides that City and County staff will collaboratively participate in developing a GSP
through, among other things, providing guidance to the GSP consultant, coordinating with the GSC,
and engaging SLO Basin users and stakeholders. Once the GSP is developed, it will be considered for
adoption by the GSAs (i.e., City Council and County Board of Supervisors) and subsequently submitted
to DWR for approval. The MOA automatically terminates upon approval of the GSP by DWR. The
organization and management structures of each of the Participating Parties are described in the
following sections.

The MOA sets forth the process by which members of the GSC will be appointed / confirmed by each of
the Parties but does not describe the process by which officers will be selected from among those
members. Figure 2-2 shows the names of the current members and alternates appointed in
accordance with the MOA and those selected as chair and vice chair by the GSC, and depicts the
relationship of the GSAs and the Participating Parties and the overall governance structure for
developing the GSP:

COUNTY
“SANLUIS
OBISPO

CITY OFWSLO GSA COUNTY OF SLO

| t
MYCHAL BOERMAN < L > DICK TZOU, PE
Utilities Deputy Director - Water Water Resources Engineer,
City of San Luis Obispo County of San Luis Obispo

GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY COMMISSION

EDNA VALLEY EDNA RANCH °

conry 4 GROWERS AND VARIAN 0, e
oPIsPe MwC RANCH MWC
DAWN ORTIZ-LEGG ANDY PEASE BOB SCHIEBELHUT DENNIS FERNANDEZ MARK ZIMMER
Member Member Chair Member Vice Chair
BRUCE GIBSON AARON FLOYD GEORGE DONATI JAMES LOKEY TOBY MOORE
Alternate Alternate Alternate Alternate Alternate

Figure2-2. Groundwater Sustainability Commission (GSC)
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2.2.1.County of San Luis Obispo

The County is a GSA and Party of the MOA. Members of the County Board of Supervisors currently sit
on the GSC as a member and alternate member. The County is governed by a five-member Board of
Supervisors representing five districts in the County. Board of Supervisor members are elected to
staggered four-year terms.

2.2.2.City of San Luis Obispo

The City is a GSA and Party of the MOA. A member of the City Council and the Director of Utilities
currently sit on the GSC as a member and alternate member, respectively. The City is an incorporated
charter city and operates under "Council-Mayor-City Manager" form of municipal government. The five-
member City Council consists of the directly-elected Mayor and four City Council Members. The Mayor
is elected to a two-year term and Council Members are elected to four-year terms.

2.2.3.0ther Patrticipating Parties in the MOA

2.2.3.1.Edna Valley Growers Mutual Water Company

EVGMWC is a Party of the MOA and nominated a member and alternate member to participate in the
GSC, both of which were confirmed by the County Board of Supervisors. Its member was selected as
Chair of the GSC. EVGMWC represents the majority of the agricultural users in the unincorporated
San Luis Obispo County within the Edna Valley portion of the SLO Basin.

2.2.3.2.Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company

VRMWC is a Party of the MOA and jointly nominated (with ERMWC) a member and alternate member
to participate in the GSC, both of which were confirmed by the County Board of Supervisors. VRMWC
provides water to the residents of unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and serves an area within
the Edna Valley portion of SLO Basin as shown in Figure 2-1.

2.2.3.3.Edna Ranch Mutual Water Company

ERMWC is a Party of the MOA and jointly nominated (with VRMWC) a member and alternate member
to participate in the GSC, both of which were confirmed by the County Board of Supervisors. ERMWC
provides water to the residents of unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and serves an area within
the Edna Valley portion of SLO Basin as shown in Figure 2-1.

2.2.3.4.Golden State Water Company

GSWC is a Party of the MOA and nominated a member and alternate member to participate in the
GSC, both of which were confirmed by the County Board of Supervisors. Its member was selected as
a Vice Chair of the GSC. GSWC is an Investor-Owned Utility regulated by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) and subject to federal Sarbanes-Oxley requirements that hold companies to the

highest levels of transparency . CPUCO6s authority to regul ate water

public utilities subject to its jurisdiction derives from the California state constitution. GSWC provides
water to the residents of unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and serves an area within the Edna
Valley portion of SLO Basin as shown in Figure 2-1.
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2.3. Authority of Agencies

The GSAs developing this coordinated GSP were formed in accordance with the requirements of
California Water Code Section10723 et seq. The resolutions of formation for the GSAs and the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) are included in Appendices B - D. The specific legal authorities
for GSA formation and GSP implementation are summarized below.

2.3.1. Groundwater Sustaability Agencies

ALocal a g e n c yrsuant te CWICeSéction £0@21(p) as a local public agency that has water
supply, water management, or land use responsibilities within a groundwater basin.

2.3.1.1.County of San Luis Obispo

The County was created as described in Government Code Section 460 which states that the state is
divided into counties, the names, boundaries, and territorial subdivisions of which are declared in Title 3
of the Government Code. The County has land use authority over the unincorporated areas of the
county, including areas overlying the SLO Basin. The County is therefore a local agency under CWC
Section 10721(n) with the authority to establish itself as a GSA. Upon establishing itself as a GSA, the
County obtains all the rights and authorities provided to GSAs under CWC Section 10725 et seq. The
City and the County shall each be responsible for adopting the GSP and implementing the GSP within
their respective service areas.

2.3.1.2.City of San Luis Obispo

The City is incorporated under the laws of the State of California. The City provides water supply and
land use planning services to its residents. The City is therefore a local agency under CWC Section
10721(n) with the authority to establish itself as a GSA. Upon establishing itself as a party of the GSA,
the City obtains all the rights and authorities provided to GSAs under CWC 10725 et seq. The City and
the County shall each be responsible for adopting the GSP and implementing the GSP within their
respective service areas.

2.3.2.Memorandum of Agreement

The MOA Parties entered into the MOA effective as of January 25, 2018. The MOA establishes the
GSC as an advisory body to the GSAs and the terms under which the City GSA and County GSA will
jointly develop a single GSP, in coordination with the GSC pursuant to SGMA and other applicable
provisions of law. The GSC members consists of representatives of the GSAs and the Participating
Parties (i.e., EVGMWC, VRMWC, ERMWC, and GSWC). City and County staff will collaboratively
participate in developing a GSP through, among other things, providing guidance to the consultant,
coordinating with the GSC, and engaging SLO Basin users and stakeholders. Each GSC member has
one vote on the GSC. The County Board of Supervisors and the City Council may approve or reject
any advisory opinion submitted by the GSC provided that in every case that the County Board of
Supervisors or City Council rejects an advisory opinion of the GSC related to the contents or adoption
of the GSP it shall do so only after holding a public hearing, at which time the members of the GSC
shall have the right to appear and address the City Council and the County Board of Supervisors. The
MOA automatically terminates upon approval of the GSP by DWR. The Parties may then decide to
enter into a new agreement to coordinate GSP implementation. A copy of the MOA is included in
Appendix D.
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2.3.3.Coordination Agreements

Only a single GSP is developed by the City and County GSAs to cover the entire SLO Basin.
Therefore, no coordination agreements with other GSAs are necessary because there is not multiple
GSPs.

2.4. Contactinformation for Plan Managég 3546)

Name: Blaine Reely, Groundwater Sustainability Director, County of San Luis Obispo

Phone Number: 805-781-5000 (main County directory)

Mailing address: County Government Center, 1055 Monterey Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
Electronic mail address: breely@co.slo.ca.us

2.5. Notices and Communications (8 354.10)

The outreach activities conducted to support GSP development are documented in Appendix E. A
Communication and Engagement Plan (C&E Plan) was executed and includes the planned activities for
engaging interested parties in SGMA implementation efforts in the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin
(Appendix E). Appendix E includes a Communications and Engagement Implementation Workplan for
SLO Basin GSP. The workplan details the target stakeholder categories, developed outreach goals
and evaluation metrics, identified communication priorities schedule, and describes the outreach tools
and materials that were used throughout the GSP development.

The goals of the C&E Plan are as follows:

1 Create an inclusive and transparent participation experience that builds public trust in the GSP and
optimizes participation among all stakeholders.

1 Employ outreach methods that facilitate shared understanding of the importance of sustainable
groundwater conditions and impacts on stakeholders.

9 Communicate fiearly and often, 0 and actively ident
1 Develop a cost-effective, stakeholder-informed GSP supported by best-in-class technical data.

Outreach and communication throughout GSP development included regular presentations at GSC
meetings, meetings with community groups, meetings with individual stakeholders, and community
workshops. Comments from stakeholders were collected via the Groundwater Communications Portal
(GCP), SLOWaterBasin.com, and the response to comments were also posted on
SLOWaterBasin.com. and considered in the development of the GSP. Table 2-1 lists the public
meetings and events that were held throughout the development of the GSP where elements of the
Plan were discussed or considered by the GSC and the GSAs. Figure 2-3 shown below provides a
summary of the engagement results regarding the stakeholder outreach touchpoints, stakeholder lists,
stakeholder participation, and statistics for the SLOWaterBasin.com website.
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Table2-1. List of Public Meetings and bvkshops

EVENT LOCATION DATE TIME
GSC Public Meeting Ludwick Community Center 4/10/2019 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Ludwick Community Center 6/12/2019 03:30PM
Stakeholder Workshop Library Community Room 8/14/2019 03:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Ludwick Community Center 9/11/2019 03:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Ludwick Community Center 12/11/2019 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Ludwick Community Center 3/11/2020 03:30PM
Stakeholder Workshop Zoom Meeting 6/10/2020 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Go toMeeting 71812020 06:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Go to Meeting 9/9/2020 03:00PM
Stakeholder Workshop: Zoom Meeting 10/1/2020 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 12/9/2020 03:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 2/17/2021 03:00PM
GSC Publigleeting Zoom Meeting 3/1/2021 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 3/31/2021 03:30AM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 4/7/2021 03:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 5/5/2021 03:00PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 5/20/2021 03:00PM
GSublic Meeting Zoom Meeting 6/21/2021 03:30PM
GSC Public Meeting Zoom Meeting 8/18/2021 03:30PM

San Luis Obispo Vall&yroundwater Basin
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STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT RESULTS

17 3 4 41 31 21

QUARTERLY STAKEHOLDER NEWSLETTERS EMAIL BULLETINS | EVENT PUBLIC STAKEHOLDER
GSC MEETINGS | WORKSHOPS DISTRIBUTED DISTRIBUTED NOTICES ORGS RECEIVED
HELD HELD TO INTERESTED POSTED DIRECT

PARTIES LIST OUTREACH

519 910 30 160+ 70+

SUBSCRIBERS STAKEHOLDER AVERAGE STAKEHOLDER PUBLIC

TO EMAIL LIST GROUPS GSC MTG ATTENDANCE COMMENTS
REPRESENTED ATTENDANCE FORTHREE RECEIVED
ON LIST WORKSHOPS

Project Website Performance— SLOWaterBasin.com

2.7k | 50% 02:33 2,15 5.7k

TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE PAGES TOTAL PAGE
SESSIONS VISITOR SESSION PER SESSION VIEWS
SINCE LAUNCH | BOUNCE RATE DURATION

Note: The StakeholdeBroupsRepresenteds 9/10 due to the fact thafribal interestevere contacted and informed of the GSP development process, artid¢lgahdicatedhat they wouldengagein
the Implementation Phase of the GSP.

Figure2-3. Stakeholder Communication and Engagement Summary
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GROUNDWATER SUSTAINABILITY PLAN

Description of Plan Are8 354.8

The SLO Basin igriented in a northwessoutheast direction and is
composed of unconsolidated or loosely consolidated sedimentary depos
It is approximately 14 miles long and 1.5 miles widand covers a surface

area of about 12,700 acres (19.9 square miles).

The SLO Basin is bounded on the northeast by the relatively
impermeable bedrock formations of the Santa Lucia Range, and
on the southwest by the formations of the San Luis Range and
the Edna fault system. The bottom of the SLO Basin is defined by
the contact of permeable sediments with the impermeable
bedrock Miocene-aged and Franciscan Assemblage rocks (DWR,
2003). The SLO Basin is commonly referenced as being
composed of two distinct valleys, with the San Luis Valley in the
northwest and the Edna Valley in the southeast.

3-1

IN THISCHAPTER
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SLO Basin
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Jurisdictional Areas
Land Use
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Description of Plan Area (8§ 354.8) Section

3.1. SLO Basin Information

The San Luis Valley comprises approximately the northwestern half of the SLO Basin. It is the area of
the SLO Basin drained by SLO Creek and its tributaries (Prefumo Creek and Stenner Creek west of
Highway 101, Davenport Creek and smaller tributaries east of Highway 101). Surface drainage in San
Luis Valley drains out of the SLO Basin, flowing to the south along the course of SLO Creek, toward the
coast in the Avila Beach area, approximately along the course of Highway 101. The San Luis Valley
includes part of the City and California Polytechnic State University (Cal Poly) jurisdictional boundaries,
while the remainder of the San Luis Valley is unincorporated land. Land use in the City is primarily
single- and multi-family residential, commercial, industrial, and a small amount of land in agricultural
uses. The area in the northwest part of the SLO Basin, along Los Osos Valley Road, has significant
areas of irrigated agriculture, primarily row crops.

The Edna Valley comprises approximately the southeastern half of the SLO Basin. The primary creeks
that drain the SLO Basin are the east and west branches of Corral de Piedras Creek, which join to form
Pismo Creek, draining south out of the Edna Valley into Price Canyon. In the 1960s a private reservoir
with storage capacity of 552 AF was permitted and constructed on West Corral de Piedras Creek
upstream of the Basin, which interrupted the natural runoff from the watershed upstream of the
reservoir; in 1990 this reservoir was permitted an expansion to a storage capacity of 951 AF. Smaller
unnamed tributaries drain south from the SLO Basin in the extreme southeastern part of Edna Valley,
ultimately joining Pismo Creek. Some of the unincorporated lands in Edna Valley are served by various
private water purveyors. The primary land use in the Edna Valley is agriculture. During the past two
decades wine grapes have become the most significant crop type in the Edna Valley.

The physical definition of the SLO Basin boundary is the contact between the unconsolidated or loosely
consolidated sediments and the basement rock of the Miocene-aged formations and Franciscan
Assemblage. There is a topographic high point in the underlying bedrock between the San Luis and
Edna Valley subareas. The watershed divide and the bedrock high are not coincident. The sediments of
the Edna Valley have significantly greater thickness than those of the San Luis Valley. Precipitation that
falls west of that divide ultimately flows to Davenport and SLO Creeks, and precipitation that falls east
of that divide flows to Corral de Piedras Creek or the other small tributaries, ultimately flowing to Pismo
Creek south of the SLO Basin.

The primary weather patterns for the SLO Basin derive from seasonal patterns of atmospheric
conditions that originate over the Pacific Ocean and move inland. As storm fronts move in from the
coast, rainfall in the area falls more heavily in the mountains, and the SLO Basin itself receives less
rainfall because of a muted rain shadow effect. Average annual precipitation ranges from approximately
18 inches throughout most of the SLO Basin to about 22 inches in higher elevation areas near the City
and Cal Poly. Figure 3-1 presents the time series of annual precipitation for the period of record from
1870 to 2018 at the Cal Poly weather station No. 52. The average historical rainfall at this location to
date is 21.69 inches, with a standard deviation of 8.75 inches. The historical maximum is 49.99 inches,
which occurred in 1884. The historical minimum is 4.56 inches, which occurred in 2013.

3.2. Adjudicated Areas

The SLO Basin is not an adjudicated basin.

3.3. Jurisdicbnal Areas

In addition to MOA Parties, there are several entities that have some degree of water management
authority in the SLO Basin. Each entity is discussed below.

San Luis Obispo Vall&yroundwater Basin San Lui®bispo Valley Basin Groundwa
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3.3.1.Federal Jurisdictions
There are no federal agencies with land holdings in the SLO Basin.

3.3.2. Tribal Jurisdiction

The two prominent Native American tribes in the County are the Obispefio Chumash and Salinan
Indian Tribes. The Chumash occupied the coast between San Luis Obispo and northwestern Los
Angeles County, inland to the San Joaquin Valley. They were divided into two broad groups, of which
the Obispefio were the northern group. The Salinan were northern neighbors of the Chumash, and
although the presence of a firm boundary between the Chumash and the Salinan is uncertain,
ethnographic accounts have placed Salinan territories in the northern portion of the County. However,
these two tribes do not have any recognized tribal land in the SLO Basin.

3.3.3. State Jurisdiction

The State of California University system owns and operates land that is associated with Cal Poly

located in the northern edge of the SLO Basin off Hwy 1. Cal Poly is a significant user of local water
resources utilizing both groundwater and surface water. In addition to on-site wells which are used for
landscape irrigation and agricultural irrigation, Cal Poly has water rights to Whale Rock Reservoir which

is primarily used to meett h e ¢ aputphlesvéter needs. Water from Whale Rock is treated at the
Citybds Wat er Tr deliveradgahmough Sharadrinfrasteuctude fromtheCi t y6s Wat er
Treatment Plant to the campus. The City treats the wastewater generated from Cal Poly. There are no
California State Parks or other State-owned lands or entities located within the SLO Basin.

3.3.4.County Jurisdiction

The County of San Luis Obispo and the associated San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District (SLOCFCWCD) (see section under Special Districts below) have jurisdiction over
the entire County including the SLO Basin. The County owns approximately 300 acres of land in the
SLO Basin which is primarily located in the vicinity of the SLO County Airport.

3.3.5.City and Local Jurisdictions

The City is centrally located in the SLO Basin and has land and water management authority over its
incorporated area. The City has three primary water supply sources including Whale Rock Reservoir,
Salinas Reservoir, and Nacimiento Reservoir, with recycled water (for irrigation) and groundwater
serving as supplemental sources. Three major mutual water companies exist in the SLO Basin: Edna
Valley Growers, Varian Ranch, and Edna Ranch Mutual Water Companies. One investor-owned utility
exists within the SLO Basin: Golden State Water Company. GSWC provides groundwater that is
pumped from the Edna Valley Basin to residential and agricultural customers.

3.3.6. Special Districts

The San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water Conservation District is a special act district
governed by the County Board of Supervisors pursuant to the San Luis Obispo County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District Act. It has jurisdiction over all of the County including the SLO Basin
and was established as a resource to help individuals and communities in San Luis Obispo County
identify and address flooding problems with the purpose "to provide for control, disposition and
distribution of the flood and storm waters of the district and of streams flowing into the district...".

San Luis Obispo Vall&yroundwater Basin San Lui®bispo Valley Basin Groundwa
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3.4.Land Use

The County, City, and State have land use authority in the SLO basin within their respective
jurisdictions. Land use information for th@®WEBLO Bas
2014). The 2014 land use in the SLO Basin is shown on Figure 3-2 and is summarized by group in

Table 3-1. All land use categories except native vegetation listed in Table 3-1 are provided by DWR

(DWR, 2014). The areas of the basin that did not have a land use designation were assumed to be

native vegetation.

Table3-1. Agricultural LandUse CategoriesDefined for the SLO Basin by DWR (2014)

LAND USE CATEGORY ACRES
Citrus and subtropical 136
Deciduous fruits and nuts 21

Grain and hay crops 183

Idle 713
Pasture 179

Truck nursery and berry crops 1079

Urban 6,412
Vineyard 1,929
Young perennial 2

Native vegetation <1

TOTAL 10,656
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Figure3-1. San Luis Obispo Historical Annual Precipitation
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Explanation
DWR Land Use Designations
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Figure3-2. San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Existing Land Use Designations
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3.4.1.Water Source Types

Entities in the SLO Basin utilize three types of water sources to meet the demands: groundwater,
surface water, and recycled water. Excluding the City and Cal Poly, all water demand in the SLO Basin
is met with groundwater. Cal Poly has rights to 33.71% of water from Whale Rock Reservoir and the
rest of their water supply comes from local groundwater. The City has an entitlement to water from the
Nacimiento Water Project, rights to Salinas Reservoir (Santa Margarita Lake), rights to 55.05% of water
in Whale Rock Reservoir, SLO Basin groundwater, and recycled water from its Water Resource
Recovery Facility (WRRF). The City has imported supplies from Salinas Reservoir, located near the
community of Santa Margarita, since 1944, Whale Rock Reservoir, located near the community of
Cayucos, since 1961, and Nacimiento Reservoir since 2011. Table 3-2 summarizes the surface water
supply available from each source and Figure 3-3 shows the location of water supply source types
within the SLO Basin.

Table3-2. Summary ofSurface Water Supply SourcesAvailable to the SLO Basin

SUPPLY SOURCES AMOUNT AVAILABLEAFY)
Nacimiento ReservoCity 5,4821

Salinas ReservaiCity

Whale Rock ReserveiCity 4910

Recycled Water City ~1,0001

TOTAL 11,392

1 City of San Luis ObispG@eneral Plan, Water and Wastewater Management Elen2€ii3.
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Figure3-3. San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Water Supply Sources
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