I
Response to Public Comments

SLO Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability (GSP) Public Comments
Last Updated: 9/29/21

ID

Name

Comment
Subject

Comment

Date/Time

Response

1

James
Waldsmith

GSP
Chapters
1&2DRAFT

Could you send me a copy of the presentations presented on 9-11-19 in PDF format?
In reviewing the available download of chapters 1 and 2 I do not find any of the
Hydrology data presented. Please confirm receipt of this communication.

9/14/2019
13:24

Yes.

Toby
Moore

GSP
Chapters
1&2DRAFT Agency
Informatio
n

Golden State Water Company is of the opinion that an advisory body, similar or with
the same structure of the current Groundwater Sustainability Commission (GSC), may
be beneficial and perhaps necessary for GSP implementation. The MOU establishing
the GSC contemplates this and does have language stating the following, "Depending
on the content of the GSP the Parties may decide to enter into a new agreement to
coordinate implementation." Inclusion of this language in Section 2.3.2 is
recommended. Please consider the addition of the following text before the last
sentence in Section 2.3.2. "The Parties may decide to enter into a new agreement to
coordinate GSP implementation."

10/31/201
9 9:17

The text is updated accordingly.

SLO Basin
GSP
Chapters
3&4DRAFT

3.1 SLO Bain Introduction - We need to include the history of the Edna Valley Basin. In
the 1950's - 1960's the East branch of the Corral de Piedra creek was dammed to
install a 500 acre foot reservoir. In the 1970's, this dam was raised for a 1000 acre foot
reservoir. This dam removed all flow of water into the Edna Valley Basin as the water
was used for crop irrigation outside of the Edna Valley Basin. The flow downstream of
the dam is not properly managed by the owner of the dam and the state water board.
This has greatly reduced the re-charge of the Edna Valley Basin for the past 50 years.
3.4.1 Water Source Types - This states " Excluding the Edna Valley Golf Course, all
water demand in the SLO Basin are met with groundwater" - This needs to be clarified.
The Golf course uses ground water to irrigate the course, and the golf course sells
groundwater water to Golden State Water Company for residential use.
3.4.2 Water Use Sectors - Industrial - The ground water wells that supply water to the
Price Canyon Oil Field are just outside of the basin boundary. Why are these wells not
considered to use groundwater from the Edna Valley Basin since a natural flow from
the creek passes adjacent to these wells?
3.6.1.3 We are monitoring the flow of San Luis Obispo Creek as surface water leaves
the San Luis Basin. Why not monitor the flow of the other major creeks, east and west
Corral de Piedra at the edge of the Edna Valley Basin to determine the flow that is
leaving the Basin? Or better yet, the flow that could be coming into the basin below the
Dam on the East side of the valley.

2

3

4

George
Donati

Toby
Moore

Communic
ation and
Engageme
nt Plan

Appendix B of the plan describes the Groundwater Communication Portal's
functionality which includes a repository of comments provided by stakeholders.
However, it does not indicate whether the comments submitted will be visible or
available via other means for stakeholders to review. Currently there appears to not be
such functionality. As a member of the Groundwater Sustainability Commission, I feel
this functionality is helpful and would encourage its implementation.

3.1 The text is amended to include mention of the
construction of the reservoir on West Corral de Piedras
Creek. Self-reported outflows from the Righetti Reservoir
are discussed in further detail in Chapter 6- Water Budget.
3.4.1 Comment noted. The text is updated to make the
clarification.
1/30/2020
8:10

3.4.2 The Price Canyon Oil Field wells are outside of the
SLO Basin and not under the jurisdiction of the GSP.
Additionally, they are screened in bedrock formations which
are not part of the Basin sediments.
3.6.1.3 Comment noted. Chapter 7 Monitoring Network
identifies the lack of a stream gage on East and West Corral
de Piedras as a data gap and recommends additional gages
be installed and monitored as part of the Implementation
Plan.

8/29/2019
9:20

Noted. The comments will be posted to SLOwaterbasin.org
at the conclusion of the public comment period associated
with the Chapter or technical memorandum. In addition, all
public comments and responses are to be included as an
appendix to the final GSP.
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Name

Sally
Kruger

Mark
Capeli

Comment
Subject

Comment

General
Comments

Hi there, saw you on the GSP call yesterday and don't know if you know that we used
to live on Righetti Road just down from the Righetti dam and had a creek (WCDPC)
running through our property that used to have lots of steelhead in it. Unfortunately,
between climate change, droughts and the dam, the steelhead have pretty much
disappeared. I found yesterday's meeting to have a very interesting figure in it. The
one that estimates a sustainable basin for the SLO Valley is estimated to be 5600 AF.
The Righetti dam has State water right permits to hold back 991 AF. (The largest
private reservoir in the State) Of course, their property and the dam are not within the
boundaries of the watershed for which the plan is being developed. But I couldn't help
but be astonished that the permits allow them almost 20% of the water needed to
maintain the whole slo water basin and all the vineyards and ag as well as residents
contained in it. I've spent a great deal of my time and energy working with Creeklands
conservation, CDFW and SWRCB over the last 15 years to try to restore the water and
the fish. I'm sure you would know as many of the city's projects have very long time
lines. We now live in town, but I continue to work on "my" creek. Just some interesting
info for you. Again, thanks, Sally

SLO GSP
Chapter 5
-- DRAFT
- 5.8
Potential
Groundwa
ter
Dependen
t
Ecosyste
ms
See letter
dated May
29, 2020
appended
to the
Response
to
Comments
.

Enclosed with this letter are NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
comments on Chapter 5: Groundwater Conditions of the San Luis Obispo Valley
Groundwater Basin (SLO Valley Basin) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP).

Date/Time

Response

6/29/2020
12:53

Comment noted. Thank you for the information. One point
that needs clarification is that total storage capacity of the
reservoir is not equivalent to the annual allowable diversion;
Self-reported outflows from the reservoir in recent years
average 350 AFY. The terms of the surface water diversion
permit associated with Righetti Reservoir are under the
purview of the State Water Board. To the extent that any
review of the permit conditions results in any additional
water being released to West Corral de Piedras Creek, it will
be beneficial to the basin.

5/29/2020
14:59

1. Graphs #1, #3, and #4 do not include data for recent
years. However, data from other wells in the vicinity and
knowledge of groundwater use patterns in the SLO Creek
Valley support our statement that no trends of declining
groundwater storage is evident. The data gaps are
recognized. Ground surface elevation will be included on the
graphs when finalized.
2. Page 24 Chapter 5 references areas identified by
Stillwater Percolation Zone Study with "naturally high
percolation potential that through management actions
...could enhance local groundwater supplies...". The
management actions referenced here would be recharge
basins. The source of the recharge water is not indicated,
and any diversions from the natural creek would be
evaluated in light of potential effects on steelhead habitat.
3. Comments were made regarding identification of GDEs
based on a 30-foot depth to water. This is a desktop
evaluation threshold based on TNC guidelines to identify
potential GDEs. Additional GDE field characterization is
recommended in the monitoring plan for streams and creeks
in the Basin. The TNC threshold is not specific to oaks, so
that comment is removed.
4. If groundwater elevations have not declined below
historical levels in the vicinity of a stream, as is the case
along SLO Creek, this is an indicator that anthropogenic
activities have not resulted in lowered water levels. If water
levels are consistent over the past 30 years, it is implied as
per Darcy’s Law that stream conditions have not been
impacted in this area due to groundwater usage.

2

ID

Name

Comment
Subject

Comment

Date/Time

Response
Additional stream corridor characterization and monitoring is
recommended in Chapter 7, Monitoring Networks.
Few wells have complete periods of record, but
comparisons with nearby wells that span the gaps in the
period of record, and knowledge of groundwater use
patterns in the area, can illuminate the conditions along a
stream corridor.

7

8

Steph
Wald

General
Comments

Ch 5 comments Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Chapter 5 Groundwater
Conditions of the SLO Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan. We previously provided
comments dated January 7, 2018, in the earlier phases of the development of the SLO
Valley Basin. Those comments provided direction on a framework for addressing
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) under SGMA by The Nature
Conservancy. Thank you for utilizing the framework and careful consideration of GDE's
in Chapter 5.Regarding the integration of technical datasets on GDE's, Figure 5-15
identifies potential GDEs and that those identified are not yet verified. While a
monitoring network for future planning efforts may verify GDEs through subsequent
field reconnaissance, I would suggest that project development could be informed by
having GDE verification sooner rather than later. If this is not possible, and there isn't
enough data to label them unlikely GDE different language to label them might be
appropriate such as less likely GDEs. Page 25, second paragraph, second sentence,
add The Stillwater study identifies much of the drainage area of East and West Corral
de Piedras Creeks, as well as area of alluvium of smaller streams to the southeast, as
having high recharge potential. Thank you.

Toby
Moore

DRAFT_S
LOGSP_M
odeling_T
M
No.1.pdf Section 5.
MODFLO
W:
Groundwa
ter Flow
Model

In section 5.1.5 "Well Pumpage", the memo identifies that the model will estimate well
extractions for all wells except those owned and used for "municipal pumpage by the
City will be represented in the specific wells owned and operated by the City". Golden
State Water Company (GSWC) also owns and operates a public water system (GSWC
- Edna System) and their municipal well extractions are metered and should be inputs
into the model as opposed to estimates. Suggested text: "CHG estimates of historical
well pumpage developed for the water budget analysis will be incorporated into the
historical calibration of the groundwater model. Municipal pumpage by the City and
Golden State Water Company (GSWC) will be represented in the specific wells owned
and operated by the City and GSWC, respectively."

6/1/2020
14:24

Comment noted. Chapter 7 includes a recommendation for
the GDE's to be further evaluated in the Implementation
Phase of the GSP.

6/15/2020
16:41

Metered pumpage for Golden State MWC, Edna Ranch
MWC, and Varian Ranch MWC are included in the model.
Text is changed to reference all municipal supplies.
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JeanPierre
Wolff

Howard
Carroll
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General
Comments

Dave, Sometime ago I mentioned to you that within the Edna Valley watershed there
are several permitted reservoirs diverting surface water flow from the creeks flowing
into the basin. As such these diversions impact the ecosystem and groundwater
recharge through percolation. The largest of these privately owned reservoirs is the
Righetti reservoir which in 1990 was granted a 4th SWRCB permit which nearly
doubled the allowable capacity from 552 AF to 951 AF. The four permits are 20496,
15444, 14086 and 12887 West Corral de Piedra Creek. These permits are regularly
reviewed by the SWRCB when expiring and part of the permit extension/renewal
process includes an evaluation of potential impact on the downstream hydrology and
ecosystem, in this case the threaded steelhead trout habitat is mentioned in previous
studies and reports. Additionally, since the SLO Basin and Edna Valley is now a DWR
designated high priority basin this additional information needs to be part of the record.
When comparing and contrasting the annual basin recharge deficit versus upstream
surface water diversion, the impact of a 951 AF reservoir and to a smaller extent the
cumulative effect of other smaller reservoirs should not be ignored in the sustainability
plan. As an example, the groundwater basin study being currently performed for the
Arroyo Grande Basin does include the impact of Lopez Lake discharge flow rates for
basin recharge and its ecosystem. I respectfully suggest that this consideration and
evaluation be made part of the Sustainability Plan. Feel free to circulate my input to
your colleagues collaborating on the work product. Regards, Jean-Pierre Jean-Pierre
Wolff Ph.D. Grower and Vintner

6/29/2020
12:56

Our understanding of the permit is that a total storage
capacity of 951 AFY is allowed as storage. Details of
required outflow releases through the dam are specific to
the permit conditions. The current permit relies on selfreporting of downstream flow releases by the dam operator.
This is what is simulated in the model and the water budget,
in the absence of more specific data. Chapter 6 (Water
Budget) indicates that recent self-reported releases average
about 350 AFY. The terms of the surface water diversion
permit associated with Righetti Reservoir are under the
purview of the State Water Board. To the extent that any
permit review results in any additional water being released
to West Corral de Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the
basin.

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f

Groundwater Sustainability Plan SLO Basin have reviewed the exhibits and
participated in your video presentations, but as a small farmer in the Edna Valley (25
acres) I do not possess the technical information nor the practical insight of my
neighboring agricultural operations. Mr. George Donati, General Manager of Pacific
Coast Farming, has farmed over two decades in the Edna Valley and during that period
managed over 2,000 acres of irrigated crops. I value the science and broad overview
of farming operations he brings to the group. Recently, I reviewed his comments to
Chapter 6 and support his recommendations for investigation, analysis of points of
conflict, clarification and study he has brought to your attention. With both the
diversified population overlying the SLO Basin and the long-term impacts of the GSP, it
becomes essential to devote time and resources to respond to questions and
suggestions. Howard Carroll2175 Biddle Ranch Road San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

9/30/2020
12:40

Comment noted. We also appreciate Mr. Donati’s
experience and contributions to help us try to clarify this
difficult chapter.
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Name

Brent
Burchett

Brent
Burchett

Comment
Subject

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f — Part 1

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f — Part 2

Comment
Certainly the preparation of this Chapter 6: Groundwater Budget is a complex task, and
we remain willing to partner with staff and stakeholders in the SLO Basin to improve
the current draft that is presented for comment. San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau
respectfully submits several suggestions and questions here for further discussion. We
caution there is still insufficient data to paint a fully accurate picture of what is occurring
in the Basin and what policies will actually achieve our mutual goal of achieving
groundwater sustainability. Absent critical data that we all might wish existed, we
should use a more robust monitoring network going forward to learn from actual
outcomes of different management decisions across the Basin. Our groundwater
challenges were not created overnight, and we have to be realistic about what we
know is occurring, and what is simply our best guess today in 2020. This Groundwater
Sustainability Plan will require long-term cooperation and open communication among
the agriculture community, and the more realistic and forthright we can be about our
current data strengths and weaknesses, the better we can find a path forward that
works for everyone. The conclusion that the Edna Valley Subbasin is in 1,100 AFY
overdraft is not fully supported by this document. We are disappointed that there
appears to be a general presumption that over-pumping in Edna Valley is occurring
and a partial narrative is presented here to support that presumption. For example, it is
unclear why the Boyle analysis from 1991 is relied on for some areas but not in others.
Look at Page 9, Table 6-2: Historical Water Budget -Edna Valley Subarea. This table is
significant and will likely be a key reference point for the development of regulations for
the Basin. Unfortunately, Table 6-2 currently suffers from a lack of data. We are
concerned about the figures for precipitation versus stream inflows for 2010-2019. In
2011, 2016, 2017 and 2019, inflows are reported as less than outflows. This seems
counter intuitive. It appears that there is only one stream for actual data for this period.
It appears that a third of the years show stream outflows greater than inflows (1993,
1997, 2000, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2011, 2016 and 2019). All of these years except
2016 are wet or above-normal precipitation years. What factors might cause this
difference between outflows and inflows, is it infiltration? Please explain how the of
Precipitation figures were derived for Table 6-2.
On Page 31, the use of Department of Water Resources assumptions on precipitation
infiltration for the Arroyo Grande-Nipomo Mesa area of the Santa Maria groundwater
Basin and reference to the Paso Robles groundwater Basin are troubling. Heavy clay
soils (soils consisting of more than 50 percent clay) are the predominant soil type in the
Edna Valley Subbasin. To use Arroyo Grande or Paso Robles average soil types (that
are generally sandy or calcareous, respectively) to presume 11-13 inches of
precipitation are required before percolation occurs into the Edna Valley is inaccurate.
Another example of insufficient data is on the discussion of surface water diversions on
Page 30. Reported annual surface water diversions ranged from 14 acre-feet to 900
acre-feet, with average annual diversion over the base period estimated at 350 acrefeet per year (AFY). What specific data points were used to derive this 350 AFY
average? Was this data self-reported by the reservoir owner? This diversion is
significant as it affects the largest stream coming into Edna Valley. The description on
Page 22, Section 6.3.1 Historical Time Period, does not make sense. What was the
basis for selecting certain years for groundwater storage calculations? The interval
between those years is not consistent and excludes 2016. By excluding 2016, it
suggests that the 2014 low point will not be the low point going forward, while an

Date/Time

Response

9/30/2020
18:35

1. The 1100 AFY deficit value is supported by pumping
estimates and water level trends. We relied on the Boyle
Report for some historical data.
2. Table 6-2 Diversion of inflow to reservoir and basin runoff
are the contributing factors.
3. Because all streams have increased watershed area in
the downstream direction, it is not unreasonable to observe
outflows exceeding inflows for wet years. In wet years the
runoff from the basin contributes significantly to stream
outflow. Outflow on SLO Creek may be greater due to
WWTP effluent.

9/30/2020
18:35

1. These values are based on field studies by Blaney in
Ventura County and the Lompoc Valley (less sandy
conditions than the Nipomo Mesa), which were considered
applicable by DWR and Fugro to central coast basins. We
are making the same assumption.
2. Yes, the self-reported diversions from 2010-2018 were
correlated with precipitation. Reservoir evaporation was
also factored in.
3. The years selected for estimating storage using the
specific yield method were to determine storage at the
beginning and ending of the base period and to illustrate
storage trends. This is mentioned on page 22. The specific
years selected do not change the overall decline in storage
over the base period or the estimated overdraft. Yes, 20162019 shows an upward trend in storage in the water budget,
but this was also a wet period that followed a severe
drought. Overdraft takes into account both wet and dry

5

ID

Name

Comment
Subject

Comment

Date/Time

equally valid point could be made that the 2016-2019 trend indicates an upward trend
in storage. If storage is increasing, is the Basin really in overdraft? On Page 49, Table
6-14, the exclusion of 2016 paints an inaccurate picture. If 2016 was included, the
significant increase from 2016-2019 would be apparent, an increase that was likely due
to greater rain coupled with conservation efforts. Since the SLO Subarea was stable
from 2014-2016, the 5,970 acre-feet increase is in the Edna Subarea, probably rising
from 10,000 acre-feet in 2016 to 105,630 in 2019. The absence of 2016 is problematic.
On Page 26, Table 6-6: Land Cover Acreages, why are the totals for Irrigated
Agriculture different than those presented in Table-5: Irrigated Agriculture Acreages?
We look forward to continued dialogue with all of the stakeholders and appreciate
consideration of our comments.

13

14

Response
periods.
Most of the annual diversion amount is from Righetti
reservoir, which is self-reported.
4. Including 2016 will not change the overall loss in storage
over the base period, which is the main factor in overdraft.
The water budget does show an increase in storage from
2016 to 2019.
5. Table 6-6 and Table 5 Irrigated Agriculture Acreages are
not different for years that appear in both tables.
In much of Edna Valley, Fall 2015 was the low point in
groundwater elevations.
Water budget calculations and storage calculations were
made for years which had the most robust data, and
interpolated in between these years consistent with other
observed trends,
Yes, there has been some recovery in the 2016-2019
period, but the evaluation is over the long term starting in
1987.
Consistent declining water levels indicate Edna Valley is in
overdraft.

Howard
Carroll

Workshop
#3
Sustainabl
e Goal
Setting

Sustainable Goal Setting Comments: I have reviewed the options for both the Minimum
Thresholds (MT), the Measurable Objectives (MO) and the respective diagrams and
charts. It appears some off the options are a step backwards in the management of
our water. I endorse goals that will allow agricultural operations to continue in a
sustainable envelop rather than force a reduction of agricultural operations when we
are above the water levels in last year of the 2015 drought. Therefore, I support MT
alternative #3 and MO alternative #4.I believe the long-term solution to the MT and MO
of the Edna basin is by enhancing the water resources that are available. Importing
recycled water from the City of San Luis Obispo, move the release point of reverse
osmosis treated water from Sentinel Oil upstream and look carefully at the storage and
releases of the Righetti Dam. Private and governmental cooperation could make these
options a reality and really provide sustainability for our water basis.

10/27/202
0 16:00

Your endorsements for the SMCs are noted. Two of the
projects you mention (City recycled water and Sentinel Peak
discharge as supplemental sources) are included in the
Projects and Management Actions chapter. The terms of the
surface water diversion permit associated with Righetti
Reservoir are under the purview of the State Water Board.
To the extent that any review process of this permit results
in any additional water being released to West Corral de
Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the basin.

Fintan du
Fresne

Workshop
#3
Sustainabl
e Goal
Setting

Firstly, I greatly support efforts to collectively manage this very important resource. My
background is in geology and I have been involved in grape growing the Edna Valley
for 15 years now. As a geologist I have a deep concern with establishing thresholds
and objectives on such a limited data set. Both the number of wells used and the
limited length of most well data do not allow a scientifically rigorous record of the basin
to be established. With this in mind, if MT and MO must be set to comply with SGMA,
we should at this stage use those that allow the greatest flexibility: MT 3 and MO 4.

10/30/202
0 9:00

Your comments on the proposed SMCs are noted. The
period of record of available data is used in establishing
SMCs, and this data will improve in the future with an
expanded monitoring well network.
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Workshop
#3
Sustainabl
e Goal
Setting

As the manager of an agricultural business within the Edna Valley, the sustainability
and livelihoods of many of my employees, vendors, and business partners rest upon
our ability to continue to operate and farm securely into the future. We operate several
water wells to support our business, and have put in place best practices to preserve
and conserve our water resources. Our farming operations have been certified under
an audited Sustainability program since 2014, and our production process and facility
have just this year attained a Sustainability certification as well only the fourth winery to
achieve this level of certification. What I have learned from our process of continuous
improvement is that in order to make good decisions, it is necessary to measure
consistently and accurately over a long period of time, in order to understand trends
and priorities. In the process of seeing the water budgets in development, I have
concerns that not enough data has been collected to lock the basin into restrictions
based on estimates and questionable data. For this reason, I would urge adoption of
the Minimum Threshold alternative #3, and the Measurable Objective Alternative #3 for
the time being. Together with collection of data over the first five years, we will have a
stronger basis to enact future guidelines for the basin. What does make sense today is
for our basin to seek supplemental water sources that have been identified, such as
recovered water from the city of San Luis Obispo, and to pursue mandated releases
from reservoirs that trap and deprive the basin of its natural recharge. Meanwhile, we
and other users will continue to pursue strategies of water use reduction, reclamation
and storage, and reduction of landscape and crop demands as replanting decisions are
made.

10/30/202
0 11:18

Water budget calculations and storage calculations were
made for years which had the most robust data, and
interpolated in between these years consistent with other
observed trends.
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Jeanne
Blackwell

George
Donati

Chris
Darway

Comment
Subject

Comment

General
Comments

Can you really have a discussion about groundwater protection without recognizing the
constant threat of over a million gallons a day of toxic, radioactive waste, man made
chemicals, hydrogen sulfide to mention just a few that is deposited each day at the
Arroyo Grande Oil Field that sits on 3 active fault lines? This water could potentially
reach any ground water in the county and contaminate it. Once the groundwater is
contaminated and with the construct of the fault lines no water anywhere in the county
is safe. And the reason for that is none of the wells at the Arroyo Grande Oil Field have
been certified safe by the EPA Class I Underground Injection Control program
mandated under CFR 144.11. So, the biggest threat to our water is the elephant in the
room and I would like to know if you are going to address this issue. Every community
and municipality's ground water in SLO County is threatened with irreversible and
irreparable water damage because of the unlicensed, un permitted, illegal and unlawful
dumping of toxic waste in the unincorporated areas of SLO county. The Board of
Supervisors is the lead agency and responsible for allowing the Oil to operate without
permit or license. It seems to be it would behoove every municipality that depends on
clean, unencumbered groundwater would demand the Board of Supervisors get the
proper and necessary certification and official verification that the Arroyo Grande Oil
Field is safe to dispose of radioactive toxic and other hazardous waste without fear or
threat of contamination for 10,000 years or until the toxic waste becomes inert,
whichever comes first. I would like to know what you intend to do about the illegal
dumping in our backyard. Thank you.

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f - 6.3.5
Total
Groundwa
ter in
Storage

General
Comments

Date/Time

Response

6/29/2020
14:15

The Arroyo Grande oil field is outside of and downgradient
from the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin,and is
not regulated under SGMA. Additionally, those wells are
completed in bedrock formations which are not part of the
Basin sediments. Under appropriate operations and
permitted conditions, oil field extractions operations are not
anticipated to endanger water supply or quality in SLO
Basin. Effluent from the Sentinel Peak water treatment plant
has undergone tertiary treatment and is being considered as
a possible supplemental water source for the Edna Valley
agricultural stakeholders under the Projects and
Managements Actions evaluations.

Safe yield is determined by stopping storage and water level
declines; it is not a function of total groundwater in storage.

To: Dick Tzou and all Consultants — My biggest question for the Edna Valley Basin,
how can these consultants come up with a Sustainable Yield of less than 3500 AFY in
a basin, when the Basin contains Groundwater Storage Estimates of an average of
120,000 AF? This Sustainable yield is only 3% of the storage. If you read the
paragraphs below table 6-14, they explain why they increased the groundwater storage
to a much higher number in the Edna Basin than previous consultants. It used to be
34,000 AF of storage. However even with this 3.5X increase in storage, the
sustainable yield did not increase at all. In fact it decreased. These numbers do not
make sense at all to me.

9/28/2020
13:53

The graph for pumping does not have an accurate trajectory for two reasons: (1) the
trajectory for 2007 to 2019 should be down and not up; and (2) the trajectory being
down since 2015 is dramatic. Conservation measures after drought.

9/29/2020
16:48

The sustainable yield estimate is the level of pumping that
would not result in continued decline in water levels or
groundwater in storage.
Safe yield is not a function of total Basin groundwater in
storage. For example, Paso basin has about 30million AF
storage but only 60,000 AFY safe yield (0.2%).
Consistent declining water levels indicate Edna Valley is in
overdraft.
Assuming we are talking about Figure 6-8, the trajectory for
groundwater extraction is shown as decreasing pumping
from 2007-2019. The visual trajectory appears “up” only
because the bars are below the zero line, so a decreasing
trajectory is toward the top of the page.

8

ID

19

20

21

Name

Chris
Darway

Chris
Darway

Earl
Darway
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General
Comments

Why is 2016 data being excluded? I keep rereading the Water Budget material and
came across the reasoning for those years at p 22: "These years include the
beginning and ending years in the base period, along with sufficient intervening years
to characterize change in storage trends through the base period". This is highly
discretionary. Look at the intervals between the years chosen: 4,5,3,7,6,3 and 5
years. More important, by excluding 2016, they allow the argument that the 2014 low
point will not be the low point going forward, when an equally valid point is that the
2016-19 trend indicates an upward trend in storage. If increasing storage, where is the
overdraft?

9/29/2020
16:49

Hydrologic base periods are selected according to several
criteria, including length of record, inclusion of at least one
extended wet period and dry period, beginning and ending
at a similar point in the cumulative precipitation curve, etc.
However, 2016 data is not excluded. Tables 6-1, 6-2, and 63 present estimates for all water budget components for
every year from 1987-2019.

General
Comments

On page 44 why did you choose the years shown in table 6-14? There were 21
representative wells (note some of our wells weren't developed until the early 1990s
and then select the years for water levels without any explanation as to why those
years?

9/29/2020
16:50

The years presented in Table 6-14 are years for which water
level maps were generated, which were then used to
estimate changes in storage based on the water levels
between those years. Often it is not easily discernible in a
basin scale water level map to see water level changes
between successive years

9/29/2020
16:51

Safe yield is not dependent on the total amount of
groundwater in storage. The sustainable yield estimate is
the level of pumping that would not result in continued
decline in water levels or other undesirable effects. Safe
yield is determined by stopping storage and water level
declines; it is not a function of total groundwater in storage.
For example, Paso basin has about 30million AF storage
but only 60,000 AFY safe yield (0.2%).

General
Comments

How can consultants come up with a Sustainable Yield of less than 4000 AFY in a
basin, when the Basin contains Groundwater Storage Estimates of an average of
120,000 AF? This Sustainable yield is only 3% of the storage.
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To Dick Tzou and all Consultants, Again in the Groundwater Budget, I find estimated
and incorrect Data. Or, I do not understand the Data. My questions are below:
Groundwater:
1. I do not see where streambed infiltration is counted here? Why not if over 5000 AFY
flows through our streams?
2. Explain all these inflow and outflow numbers? Are they estimates?
• Page 5. This map may need to be updated. This map shows irrigated acres inside
and outside the basin. How is this going to be managed by SGMA? Wells outside of
the basin DO affect the basin. How are these wells going to be managed by SGMA?
• Page 26. Table 6.6. Land Cover. Why is Irrigated AG in the Edna Valley, 2001 2016,
a different total in this table than the subtotal of irrigated AF in Table 6.5? 237 acres of
Developed Urban. Is this homes and businesses?
• Page 27. Stream inflow to Basin. No mention here of the Dam preventing stream
inflow to the Edna Basin.
• Page 30. Stream inflow was adjusted due to the Dam. However you used 2010 to
2018 as an average for the entire 33 years.
Maximum diversion of 900 AFY does
not make sense in the big rain years with over 5000 AFY flowing out of the creeks. And
this includes ET? According to your water budget ET of precipitation amounts to a 58%
- 90% loss. Please check these numbers.
• Page 31. ET of Precipitation. You are using Arroyo Grande/Nipomo Mesa (Sandy
Soils) and Paso Robles to estimate how much rain we need to have before infiltration
starts. Edna is mainly heavy clay soils and is no comparison to sandy/ calcareous soils.
Using 11-13 rain before percolation is not correct.
• Page 36. Table 6-8. This data does not make logical sense. Lots of Assumptions
here. We need real Data!
• Page 40. Urban groundwater extractions. Are the individual homeowner wells being
counted here? Does the septic leach field counter the extraction? How much ground
water does the golf course use?
• Page 41. Agricultural Groundwater Extractions. These are all Estimated! Why not get
real data and then use real data to determine groundwater extractions.
• Page 43. Table 6-11. Consumptive Water use. Are you using the low, med or High
to estimate water use?

Date/Time

Response

9/30/2020
11:50

1. Streambed infiltration is counted under
groundwater/surface water interaction (Section 6.3.3; page
30). On the main tables (6-1 to 6-3), is it shown as an
outflow item from surface water budget and inflow item for
groundwater budget.
2. Explanation of all the inflow and outflow numbers are
presented in Chapter 6. Inflow and outflow items are
estimates derived from hard data such rainfall, water levels,
temperature, irrigated acreage, aerial imagery, municipal
pumping, surface water deliveries, and WWTP discharges.
3. Acreages shown outside the basin are irrigated by wells
located in the basin. These may be updated as new
information comes forward. Management of wells outside
the basin are not under the purview of SGMA.
4. The acreage totals for the overlapping years in these two
tables (2011, 2013, and 2016) are not different, they are the
same. Yes, 237 acres are homes and businesses.
5. Reservoir impacts to streamflow is presented in the very
next paragraph, although because of the need to insert two
figures, the chapter text resumes on page 30.
6. The dataset was from 2010 to 2018, so not just those two
years. Rather than an average, the dataset was used to
correlate reported diversions with rainfall.
7. Maximum diversion is self-reported by reservoir operator
and based on limit of reservoir size, not amount of rainfall.
8. These values are based on field studies by Blaney in
Ventura County and the Lompoc Valley (less sandy
conditions than the Nipomo Mesa), which were considered
applicable by DWR and Fugro to central coast basins. We
are making the same assumption.
9. The data indicates lower thresholds for irrigated land,
which makes logical sense. Local field studies for infiltration
thresholds were not part of scope of work for this planning
document. They could be done in the future.
10. Yes, individual homeowners are counted and septic
return flows partially counter the extraction. The golf courses
are irrigated in part with recycled water and in part with
groundwater, which are accounted for separately in the
water budget. Golf course groundwater use is included in
groundwater extractions (Urban). Recycled water use on
golf courses is accounted for through the ET of applied
water (urban) and infiltration of applied water (urban).
11. Yes, metering agricultural wells for groundwater use
would be useful.
12. Each year has a specific value based on the daily soil
moisture budget (Figure 6-17). The low, medium and high
values are shown in the table for perspective.
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• Page 49. Table 6-14. Groundwater storage. This is our reservoir to use when in
drought years and this can be replenished in large rainfall years. If this is truly
groundwater storage, then we can re-fill this reservoir in the wet years, and use it in the
drought years. Correct? How did 3300 AF sustainable yield get calculated from a
120,000 AF reservoir?
• Page 50. Change in Storage 1987-2019. The Edna Valley shows a 27,000 AF decline
over these 33 years, which is less than 100 AF/year. They state this is reasonable.
However they again omit the fact that the 1000AF dam does not let water into our
basin. If they calculate this loss, the Edna Valley actually has gained storage over the
past 33 years.
• Page 53. Table 6-17. Estimated Overdraft. These numbers are not real data.
They cannot use the Boyle study for some of their data, and then not use the Boyle
study for the conclusion of available water at 4,000 AF/year.
• Page 56. Current Water Budget. 1. Current years (2016-2019), Rain increased by
1500 AFY. 2. Stream flow INTO our basin decreased by 140 AFY. How can this be? 3.
Groundwater extractions. Where do they get these numbers. They are not reasonable
to go higher in wet years of 2016-2019 when Ag Irrigation is much less. 4. Streamflow
OUT of the Basin. In the 33 year total of 3580 is only 50 AFY less than the inflow into
the Basin. This would mean that there is only 50 AFY of infiltration into the basin????
However the Groundwater Budget shows 1890 AFY infiltration.???
Thank you, George Donati

Date/Time

Response

9/30/2020
11:50

1. If the replenishment in wet years does not balance the
storage loss in dry years, no amount of storage will be
sustainable. They are not directly related. The 3,300 AFY
yield is based on being able to balance the elements of
inflow and outflow over long-term climatic conditions (wet
and dry).
2. A decline of 27,440 acre-feet over 33 years is 830 AFY
loss in storage, not less than 100. The reservoir is
estimated to withhold an average of 350 AFY of surface
inflow to the basin, so removing the reservoir would only
partially offset the loss in storage.
Sustainable yield is calculated on a pumping amount under
which continued declines will not occur.
3. The Boyle report was used to fill some of the historical
surface water (imported water) data which came from City
records. The conclusions of the Boyle report are provided
as a comparison to the current water budget.
4. The reservoir on West Corral de Piedra Creek diverted
enough streamflow to cause inflow to go down while rainfall
increased.
5. Average Ag irrigation from 2016-2019 was greater than
during the base period (Table 6-19), so extractions going up
makes sense.
6. There is an estimated 510 AFY of average stream
infiltration in the basin (Table 6-19). The difference between
stream inflow and stream outflow is only 50 AFY because
there is significant surface water runoff within the basin,
especially during high rainfall years.
Additional declines which may be feasible for deep
agricultural wells may not be feasible for shallower domestic
wells.
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Draft SLO GSP Chapter 6 Comments:
• Page 7, first paragraph SLO Basin fills quicker and basin becomes full, preventing
further recharge. When this occurs does some water flow back into the Edna basin if it
is still not full? This would provide additional credits in wet years to the Edna basin.
• Page 17, 6.1.1 Is the Base Period truly representative of the basins? Prior to 1987
was a very wet period, followed by a very dry period (1987 through 1991). The period
chosen contains two extended droughts with individual wet years between. Wouldn't it
make sense to have a wet period to balance the two extended droughts?
• Page 19, 6.1.1 Rainfall totals are based on Cal Poly records with an attempt to
balance with data from the gas company. This information slights the Edna basin
where growers have historical data showing an average of 20% more rainfall than the
numbers being used. Shouldn't we balance these number with additional data from
south of the Edna basin? Possibly Arroyo Grande or Lopez Lake?
• Page 31, Evapotranspiration of Precipitation Assumption that no water infiltrates
when precipitation is below 11 inches. This does not account for heavy rain events
early in the season that do penetrate below the crop root zone. Nor does it account for
the fact that the crop is potentially already saturated from an irrigation allowing
precipitation to penetrate much quicker. Basing this data from the Nipomo Mesa,
which has much more wind than the Edna basin, also lowers the reliability of the
numbers.
• Page 33, Stream Outflow from Basin - Outflow on Pismo Creek is all based on data
from two years at the end of a drought period (91). These years are not representative
due to the lower water levels in the basin after a drought. So much of stream outflow is
dependent on the intensity of the rain event. Actual data needs to be collected to
determine when flows happen and at what volume in correlation with storm events.
• Page 34, Infiltration These infiltration numbers do not take into account cultural
practices that enhance infiltration and minimize runoff, such at soil chiseling, ground
cover between rows, contouring of rows to catch water flow, and drains to catch flows
and recycle to reservoir storage. Also, assumptions that no water infiltrates after 30of
rainfall does not consider the timing and intensity of rain events
• Page 37, Subsurface inflow. Water flows down gradient from the south end of the
Edna basin, through the basin and out either Pismo Creek or into the SLO Basin. The
model has flows out of Edna basin even during drought periods when the gradient
should be reduced. Does the model consider this fact and reduce outflows to
compensate for lower groundwater levels in the Edna basin?

Date/Time

Response

9/29/2020
10:52

1. No, there is not enough pressure for groundwater in SLO
Valley to flow upgradient into Edna Valley.
2. Figure 6-10 shows base period covers three dry periods,
three wet periods, and one average period. It is balanced.
3. The spatially balanced average annual precipitation data
in Figure 4-3 (Chapter 4) does not show the Edna Valley as
having more rainfall than Cal Poly (actually less). The
Figure supports using the Gas Company location for
estimation of rainfall in the Basin.
4. The 11 inches is for agricultural fields and accounts for
irrigation – otherwise the number is 18 inches (Table 6-8).
Heavy rains in the early season are more likely to create
runoff than infiltration – the soil moisture deficit needs to be
met before infiltration can occur.
5. Outflow is not all based on two years of data, but only
those two years can be used to check the numbers. Yes,
we need stream flow data.
6. Agreed. The methodology does not account for individual
grower practices or specific rain fall patterns.
7. Yes, that is considered, and the flow from Edna to SLO is
an annual average based on high and low values (Page 39).
Water does not flow from SLO Valley to Edna Valley; the
hydraulic gradient is to the northwest.
The Cal Poly data is the most robust dataset available in the
basin. Average isohyetal contours based on long term
records, and data from the Gas Company rain gage are
used to estimate rainfall in other parts of the Basin.
Base period selected based on several criteria, and must
include at least one wet period and dry period, start and end
on similar climatic conditions, etc.
Additional stream flow data will be recommended to be
collected as part of the implementation plan.
The annual time step of the water budget requires some
simplifying assumptions.
The hydraulic gradient remains northward from Edna Valley
to SLO Valley even in times of drought (see water level
maps in Chapter 5).

12

ID

25

Name

Keith
Watkins

Comment
Subject

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f - Part 2

Comment

• Page 49, Table 6-14 Groundwater Storage. From 1986 to 2005 (19 years) the
average annual change was -349 ac-ft per year. Are we putting too much of an
emphasis on the lowering of levels during the drought with this current evaluation?
With Edna basin storage of over 105,000 ac-ft, setting target water levels lower than
current pumping levels seems prudent to allow for sustainable agricultural operations
and protection of the basins.
• Page 53, 6.3.8 Utilizing Et to establish groundwater usage is not accurate when
many growers utilize various methods to determine crop water demand. Many
permanent crop growers utilize deficit irrigation to improve crop set, improve fruit
quality, or meet winery demands.
• Page 56, Table 6-19 - The current model assumes higher ag extractions, even with
more acreage coming out of production? Stream inflows decrease even with an
increase in precipitation. Stream outflows increasing, even with decreasing inflows.
For the last four years, the model still shows a reduction in groundwater, even though
we are showing a rise in the water levels (Table 6-14)? With so much contrary
information, we need to build good data base to build our program on. We should take
the next five years to build good information and use it to make the correct decisions
on whether the basin is truly in a deficit position. Using data developed to substantiate
the hypothesis does not create good policy.

Date/Time

9/29/2020
10:52

Response
1. This will be evaluated in Chapter 8 - Sustainable
Management Criteria.
2. The methodology used is the industry standard for
estimating crop demand and is supported by DWR BMPs. It
may not address specific grower practices but, short of
water meters, is the most efficient way to evaluate demand
on the basin scale.
3. There was still more average acreage from 2016-2019
than for the 1987-2019 base period (Table 6-5).
4. Stream inflow was less because of the upstream reservoir
diverting flows after the drought. Stream outflow was more
because the precipitation was greater and created more
runoff. Without the reservoir, both the inflows and outflow
would have been greater in 2016-2019, compared to the
base period.
5. The rise in water levels mentioned is based on comparing
2014 storage to 2019 storage in Table 6-14 which is from
the specific yield method. The reduction in groundwater
over the last four years (2016-2019) is from the water
balance. These are two different time periods and two
different methods.
The information is complex and may appear contrary. The
status of the basin and magnitude of the deficit is based on
accepted methodologies in accordance with DWR BMPs.
Yes, we need to build good data to make the correct
decisions. It would not be unreasonable to take the next
five years to build on the available information and use it to
make informed decisions on whether the basin is truly in a
deficit position, provided that the actions taken do not result
in avoidable, undesirable consequences.
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General
Comments

Comments on Chapter 6 of SLO Valley Basin GSP1)
• Table 6-4: Historical Base Period Rainfall. This table causes me to challenge the
credibility of the entire GSP. What kind of farmer, engineer, doctor, banker or venture
capitalist is going to make critical decisions when more than 25% of the foundational
data supporting the proposal is manufactured? Furthermore, to apply a simple constant
value of 90% to all categories of the data seems like a bit of a "short cut" and a tad
irresponsible. If we must follow this example of "creating datum", then I suggest doing
an extrapolation for each of the year categories, e.g., dry, wet, Above Normal, Below
Normal. I did a simple regression between Cal Poly and the Gas Co and sure enough it
was close to a 90% relationship in the "wet" years. However, other years had lesser
values with "dry" years having the lowest relationship of only 83%. Another oddity is all
of the years are categorized into one of four categories: wet, dry, above normal or
below normal. This states that a "normal" year does not exist where the measured
rainfall fell within an expected range. Lack of a "normal" group will skew the data such
that EVERY datum is abnormal and normalcy can never be observed or measured.
Lack of a normal range immediately causes bias in the analysis of the data. To
summarize, this table causes me to be skeptical of other data and conclusions set forth
in this chapter.
2) For the Edna Valley subarea, several streams that provide critical recharge via
percolation are impacted by private reservoirs totaling more than 900AF. While I
believe that these reservoirs are permitted and well-maintained by the owners, data is
not presented regarding the outflow from those reservoirs/dams which could impact the
recharge of the Edna Valley subarea. I would like to see "credible data" be included
into this model reflecting the effect these private water storage facilities are or are not
having on the Edna Valley subarea.
3) While "the estimated average specific yield value for the Edna Valley subarea is also
close to 30 percent greater for GSP storage calculations." (Section 6.3.5), where is the
updated/revised sustainable yield for this newly sized subarea? Respectfully, George
Christensen Vegetable grower

9/29/2020
17:11

1. The correlation between rainfall at Cal Poly and the Gas
Company is robust (R2=0.9625) and used appropriately for
adjusting annual rainfall to better represent the basin. The
DWR classification for assigning the “type year” don’t
include normal years.
2. The self-reported groundwater diversions from the
reservoir were used in the water budget and summarized on
page 30.
3. The updated/revised sustainable yield for the Edna Valley
is 3,300 AFY (section 6.3.7.) Note that storage and
sustainable yield are not directly related.

Workshop
#3
Sustainabl
e Goal
Setting

We need to have accurate data before making decisions. Are there plans to install
monitoring wells? if so, how much time is needed to get accurate information from
those wells? Seems like we are using a lot of guesswork to create a very impactful
policy. I don't think it is wise or fair to make policies that end up being too drastic.
Proposed Monitoring Level No. 2 (Higher than drought levels) is too drastic. The goal
should be to adopt reasonable polices and resource management so that the Edna
Valley reaches a level of sustainability for all stakeholders. Agriculture is precious to
the Edna Valley and San Luis Obispo. Let's help sustain it, not destroy it.

10/29/202
0 10:28

Comments on alternative SMC proposals are noted, and
were discussed and considered during public GSC meetings
We are improving the dataset with about 40 wells in the
GSP monitoring network.
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1. Since 2008 the Edna Valley Growers have been asking the City of SLO to sell to us
some of their tertiary treated water since we had heard that they are dumping it down
the SLO creek to the ocean. We have gone through 1 long period of drought recently
and we could have used that water during the drought rather than lowering our water
table. The City continues to put up road blocks to sell us water. If we had this water
available, we would not be in an overdraft of our basin .
2. The Righetti Dam releases into the creek need to be enforced. This is over 600 acre
feet of water that should be flowing into the creek and into the basin.
3. Golden State Water needs to look into purchasing water from the State Water
Pipeline so that they are not using water from the Edna Valley Basin. Golden State
currently has a Selenium issue with their water. This could alleviate this Selenium
issue to all other Domestic water users in the Basin.
4. We need to Augment Water storage in the basin with Sentinel Peak Resources R.O.
water. This RO water is currently dumped into the Pismo Creek and flows to the ocean
due to little to no percolation in this area. We propose to move the discharge point of
this RO water further up the Corral de Piedra Creek so that this helps to maintain a live
stream for fish and at the same time recharge the basin.

10/30/202
0 9:21

Each of the projects listed is evaluated as part of the
Projects and Management Actions Chapter (Chapter 9).
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As we consider setting key goals and targets for management of the SLO Basin, goals
that will likely have huge impacts on our future sustainability, I think two key issues are
not receiving enough consideration. First, much of the data that forms the basis for
decision making is incomplete, erroneous or contradictory. Second, not enough
consideration is given potential supply enhancements that could materially affect the
safe yield of the basin. Because of this, I favor a moderate approach to goal setting in
the near term to learn more about how our basin responds to adaptive management
practices over the longer term. For instance, much of Chapter 6 of the draft GSP is
composed of estimated values. More significantly, it appears that the saturated
thickness for well 31S/13E-27MO3 is dramatically understated at 60 feet when in fact it
is 280 feet. This data is then interpolated to conclude that the saturated thickness for
all wells in the Edna Valley is much less than it is. This in turn leads to a
recommendation of drastic reduction in pumping in the Edna Valley, potentially to the
MT2 level, which could be insufficient to support existing agricultural operations.
Representative monitoring wells need to be selected and accurate drilling logs need to
be reviewed so that we have a more accurate data and can base management
decisions on that data. Meanwhile, there are a number of opportunities to enhance
water supply in the basin that haven't received enough consideration. A group of Edna
Valley growers has tried to purchase tertiary treated water from the City of San Luis
Obispo since 2008. This could add 600-1000 AF to the basin supply. The same Edna
Valley growers are in discussions with Sentinel Power to move their discharge point for
RO treated water, a byproduct of their petroleum operations, further up the Corral de
Piedra creek and adding as much as 1000 AF to the basin. The Righetti dam has
operated inconsistently with the permit issued by Department of Water Resources.
Ensuring that their releases comply with the permit would add 600 AF to the basin and
enhance the Corral de Piedra creek fish habitat. Golden State Water is struggling with
elevated Selenium in their wells: they should purchase the State Water they are
entitled to, which would both alleviate their Selenium issue and enhance the supply of
the basin. Farmers have adopted conservation measures including pressure
compensating drip irrigation and the use of highly efficient micro sprinklers. Let's make
sure that domestic users are as focused on conservation as farmers. True
sustainability is a long game, with a horizon of 20 years as opposed to 5. We shouldn't
make critical decisions now based on incomplete or erroneous data. At the same
time, we need to explore every viable opportunity to enhance the water supply of the
basin. Making bad decisions now could have devastating impacts on agriculture in the
Edna Valley, one of our county's critical industries, as well as the foundation of San
Luis Obispo's green belt, which is a defining characteristic of the city.

Date/Time

Response

10/30/202
0 9:40

We are improving the dataset with about 40 wells in the
GSP monitoring network and proposed stream gages in
Edna Valley. Construction Data for Well 27M03 has been
corrected. The Projects and Management actions involving
supplemental water sources that you mention are being
considered in Chapter 9.
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I do not see where streambed infiltration is counted here? Why not if over 5000 AFY
flows through our streams? In aerial images for this small valley. Irrigated Ag acres.
This page needs to be checked for accuracy. We do not want to rely on aerial images
for this small valley. Urban groundwater extractions. Are the individual wells factored
here? Does the septic leach field counter the extraction? How much ground water does
the golf course use?

9/28/2020
14:08

Chris
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Why is 2016 data being excluded? I keep rereading the Water Budget material and
came across the reasoning for those years at p 22: "These years include the
beginning and ending years in the base period, along with sufficient intervening years
to characterize change in storage trends through the base period". This is highly
discretionary. Look at the intervals between the years chosen: 4,5,3,7,6,3 and 5
years.

9/29/2020
16:47

General
Comments

1. Since 2008 the Edna Valley Growers have been asking the City of SLO (using Rob
Miller with the Wallace Group) to sell to us some of their tertiary treated water since we
had heard that they are dumping it down the SLO creek to the ocean. We have gone
through 1 long period of drought recently and we could have used that water during the
drought rather than lowering our water table. The City continues to put up road blocks
to sell us water. If we had this water available, we would not be in an overdraft of our
basin ( if we are at all).
2. The Righetti Dam releases into the creek need to be enforced. This is over 600 acre
feet of water that should be flowing into the creek and into the basin.3.Golden State
Water needs to start purchasing water from the State Water Pipeline so that they are
not using water from the Edna Valley Basin. Golden State currently has a Selenium
issue with their water as brought up by Toby Moore in the Workshop. This could
alleviate this Selenium issue to all other Domestic water users in the Basin.
4. We need to Augment Water storage with Sentinel Peak Resources R.O. water by
discharging the water that is currently going out to the ocean, further up the Corral de
Piedra Creek.
7. Corral de Piedra creek needs to be brought back to life to save the fish. If this were
done using surface water, then our basin would be in a plus balance.
8. During the last drought, very few domestic wells went dry (these were old wells that
were not drilled to a sustainable level). Those unsustainable wells have been replaced.
We can get through the next drought with MT's below the last drought levels.

10/30/202
0 11:47

James
McGarry

Date/Time

Response
Streambed infiltration is labelled as GW/SW interaction in
Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3.
Aerial images are reasonably accurate for this purpose.
Yes, they are. Yes, total estimated pumpage from the water
budget was distributed equally to all well locations provided
in county well GIS data. . Golf Course use is included as
part of Urban Demand per DWR Water Budget BMP and not
reported separately.
2016 data is not excluded from the water budget. Tables 61, 6-2, and 6-3 present estimates for all water budget
components for water years 1987-2019.Groundwater
storage is estimated by the water budget for all years using
all the available data over the base period. The years
selected for estimating storage using the specific yield
method were to calibrate the beginning and end of the base
period and to illustrate storage trends. They do not change
the overall decline in storage over the base period or the
estimated overdraft.

The projects listed are evaluated as part of the Projects and
Management Actions Chapter 9.
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Edna Ranch Mutual Water company (East) / Public Comment SLO Basin GSP —
Stakeholders Workshop #3 — 10/01/2020 Edna Ranch Mutual Water Company (East)
appreciates the opportunity to provide the following comments. We recognize the Basin
faces challenges and we encourage a collaborative process whereby SGMA employs
science and up to date accurate information to best determine a sustainable plan for all
users. Observations:
1) in our initial review, there appears to be incomplete data which requires the
consultant to base their conclusions on estimates, For example:
A) There is a lack of data for stream inflows and outflows
B) A lack of well drilling logs
C) A lack of monitoring wells to accurately measure water levels
D) The representative well most relevant to our MWC is 315/13E-27M03, which is
depicted on page 26 of the workshop #3 materials. We understand the actual drilling
logs show saturated thickness of 280 feet rather then 60 feet mentioned Suggestions:
2) Robust stream gauges, procurement of all well drilling logs for all representative
wells, robust well metering locations and strategically located monitoring wells.
3) In the first 5 years, we should fully develop all revenant scientific data and at the
same time, proceed cautiously given the lack of data, and the necessary reliance or
guesses and estimates, that could be considered unreliable.4) In reviewing the Paso
Robles GSP, we note there is a 5 year period of improved monitoring and fact
gathering before any policies are implemented. We encourage Edna Valley adopt the
same approach during the first 5 year period. We also recommend during this period to
fully explore all augmentation opportunities and conservation measures.

Date/Time

Response

10/31/202
0 9:45

As part of the monitoring network the GSP will recommend
additional stream gages. We are improving the dataset with
40 wells in the GSP monitoring network and will collect a
robust dataset in the 5 years following the development of
the GSP. Well construction data for 27M03 has been
corrected.
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5) SGMA requires a minimum of 10 years for the historical analysis. If the 10 year
period had been adopted, the trend for groundwater pumping would be decreasing
rather than increasing when using the 33 year model as depicted on Page 29 of 127 in
Chapter 6 of the water budget.
6) Actual City of SLO greenbelt extends out to Edna Ranch. The City in 2014 adopted
a policy in support of providing recycled water use within the City's Greenbelt. What is
the status of this policy implementation?
7) The last page of the Workshop #3 materials projects an augmentation of 500 AFY
that would raise the water levels by 33 feet. If the City could provide up to 1000 AFY of
recycled water, it appears the water levels would increase for our representative (MO3)
to 1995-99 levels as depicted in the graph on page 26.
8) Chapter 6 of the water budget, page 25 (70 of 127) shows there are 453 acres of
row crops. Page 43 (88 of 127) indicates row crops (overhead sprinklers) use a median
of 1.6 AFY and vineyards (drip irrigation) use 0.6 AFY. Does this mean that if row crops
converted to drip irrigation there would be a corresponding reduction of 453 AFY? If
row crops converted from overhead sprinklers to drip, would this not achieve a savings
of 453 AFY? It appears a lot of water could be saved by converting overhead sprinklers
to drip irrigation.
Respectively Submitted By Edna Ranch Mutual Water Company (east) Board Of
Directors

General
Comments

There are two lines of numbers that are curious. 1/3 of the years show stream outflow
exceeds inflow: 1993, 1997, 2000, 2001, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2011, 2016, and 2019. All
these years are Wet of Above Normal, except 2016 Below Normal. Is this due to
infiltration and / or GW/SW intersection? Does this make sense to you? Similar
question regarding ET evaporation: In 8 Dry years, the evaporation essentially
equaled the precipitation:
Precip
ET Evaporation1987
6780
66101990
5960
58602007
3810
38002009
5170
51002013
4640
46002014
4590
45502015
5230
51602018
6130
6020
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10/31/202
0 9:45

The management actions listed here will be considered in
chapter 9/Projects and Management Actions. It will consider
irrigation efficiency as a management action. However, it
should be noted that increased irrigation efficiency also
results in reduced irrigation return flows, so the net impact
on the aquifer may not be significant.

9/30/2020
19:01

1. All streams increase in watershed area in the
downstream direction. In wet years the runoff from the
basin contributes significantly to stream outflow.
2. 2016 followed a severe drought, and diversion of inflow to
the upstream reservoir was a contributing factor.
3. Since there is a need to overcome the soil moisture deficit
before infiltration can occur, there is a minimum rainfall
threshold the must be met every year. In dry years, this
minimum can take of most or all of the available
precipitation. That’s why there’s often little recharge in dry
years.

9/30/2020
19:01

Not finding referenced gain on page 29, but storage
increase between 2016-2019 is estimated by water budget
in Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3. Focusing on a partial rebound
following severe drought doesn’t resolve big picture
declines. We must evaluate a long-term time period.

The numbers above don't make sense.

36
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Page 29 shows a gain of 5970 AFT for years 2016 -2019. The graph shows an upward
trajectory for Edna. Table 6-14 should show the amount of storage for 2016. By not
doing so, we miss the great increase from 2016-2019--most likely due to greater rain
plus conservation efforts. Since the SLO subarea was stable during 2014-2016, the
5970 increase is in Edna--probably rising from about 100,000 AFT in 2016 to 105, 630
in 2019. Impressive and not apparent because 2016 numbers are not shown.
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Revision Needed For Representative Well 31S/13E-27MO3: Page 22 of the materials
presented at Workshop #3 depicts a graph of the Baggett Main Well--31S/13E-27MO3-a well at Edna Ranch. I believe the well log for this well was made available several
years ago but in any event, I have recently forwarded the drilling log to David O'
Rourke. In fact, the drilling log shows an actual depth of 400 feet with sands all the way
to 400 feet. Bedrock was not encountered. Please revise the graph to show the well
depth at 400 feet and al least 280 feet of Saturated Thickness--- instead of 60 feet.
Thank you

10/26/202
0 13:48

Comment noted, model and hydrograph have been
corrected to reflect this.
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As a property owner in the Edna Valley, I fully support MT-3 and MO-4. Additionally, I
am in favor of a 5 year period of collecting good, reliable data of the water basin and
exploring all options to utilize recycled SLO water for farm irrigation purposes which
helps this basin as well as allows the city of SLO to sustainably discharge its treated
water.

10/30/202
0 10:44

Comment on preferred SMCs is noted, and was discussed
in public GSC meetings. Improved data collection will be a
high priority in the implementation plan.

Draft_SLO
_GSP_Ch
apter_6.pd
f

My family has farmed wine grapes and vegetables in the Edna Valley for more than 30
years. During this time, we've made numerous changes to reduce our water
consumption and preserve this most precious resource. As I've reviewed the various
documents in the Water Budget Chapter of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the
SLO Basin, I'm struck by the complex and often contradictory nature of the data that
underpins many of the findings and likely future decisions. My concern is that
significant changes are contemplated based on erroneous or missing data, and this
could have potentially devastating impacts on agriculture in our region. I encourage
you to slow down and adopt a more adaptive approach that relies on better data to
guide decision making. This should start with a robust and accurate monitoring system
where stakeholders can monitor progress and agree on best practices to achieve
mutually agreed upon objectives. The consequences of getting this wrong could not
only destroy the livelihood of those of us farming in the Edna Valley, but have lasting
negative impacts on land use in the valley. Just as my family has relied on an adaptive
and evolving approach to manage our resources, so should we all as a group going
forward.

9/29/2020
15:23

The monitoring well network has been expanded from 12
wells to 40 wells, and will provide better data during the first
5-year implementation period. The importance of agriculture
to the local economy is understood by the GSAs.
The SGMA legislation mandates a specific timeline. A plan
with recommended SMCs must be filed by January 2022.
Adaptive management through the 20-year planning period
based on additional data is planned.

ID
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Comment

To: Dick Tzou and all Consultants George Donati comments: I have reviewed the data
in the Water Budget (Chapter 6). I find that much of the date is estimated, inaccurate,
contradictory, and possibly manufactured. Many of my findings are outlined below. I
have farmed in this valley since 1996 using ground water on permanent crops. We
need to slow down our Sustainability Plan process so that we can gather accurate data
to be able to make the correct long-lasting decisions. We need to have time to gather
accurate data as the basis for our Sustainable plan. This will protect all homeowners,
landowners, Farmers and residents while we accurately sustain the Edna Valley Basin.
Again, below are my findings of data that I am questioning. Page 6. SLO subarea
surface inflow watershed is 28,823 acres. Edna subarea inflow watershed is 10,145
acres. Edna is only 35% as big as SLO. Page 9. Figure 6-2. Surface Water:
1. Is the stream inflow above the Righetti dam or below? If below, then this cuts a lot
of our watershed out of the equation.
2. What is ET of Precipitation? Why is this number almost always about 90% of total
precipitation? This means that 90% of rainwater is evaporated during cloudy and rainy
weather? Please explain.
3. Where is the stream inflow measured? Stream Inflow of 5480 AFY (2019) calculates
into 3400 gallons per minute of water flowing into our basin below the dam in the creek
for 365 days, 24 hours per day??? Or is this above the Dam? Can this be correct
when we see no water flowing in these creeks?
4. Stream Outflow is higher than stream inflow? Where is this additional water coming
from?
5. Riparian ET. How can this be the same number every year when we had long years
of drought and no streamflow for many years?
Thank You, George Donati

Date/Time

9/30/2020
12:09

Response
Your comments on slowing down timeline for GSP submittal
is duly noted. However, the SGMA legislation mandates a
specific timeline. A GSP must be filed by January 2022,
which will also include an adaptive management approach
in implementing the plan in the next 20-years. The Edna
Valley contributing watershed is smaller than the SLO Valley
contributing watershed area, so the inflows into Edna Valley
are smaller.
1. The stream inflow is below the Righetti Reservoir.
2. The estimated ET of precipitation is based on the
minimum infiltration thresholds (ET of rainfall prior to deep
percolation or runoff). On average, 74% of rainfall is
estimated to evaporate (not 90%), while only 67%
evaporates during a wet period (Table 6-20). These are
reasonable values.
3. Stream flow on west corral de Piedra is estimated below
the dam. The inflow is for all drainages, not just below the
dam. Stream flow is intermittent within a wide range, from
dry to peak flows of over 1,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs)and mean daily flows of over 700 cfs (over 300,000
gallons per minute) recorded on Pismo Creek. During the
high flows, much of the water passes through the basin. It
would only take about 35 days with high flows (say 80 cfs
average) to deliver 5,480 acre-feet of water. Yes, the
creeks are dry most of the year.
4. The additional water is from Runoff from within the Basin.
5. It’s a small enough number compared to the surface
water budget to use as average over most years. During
severe drought years it was reduced (Table 6-2).
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NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service respectfully submits the following comments
regarding the "Draft Options for Basin Sustainability Goals Workshop Presentation
Slides" presented to the public via webinar on October 1, 2020. We previously relayed
these concerns via public comment during the September 9, 2020, SLO Groundwater
Sustainability Meeting. Specifically, we are concerned that the SLO GSA continues to
promote sustainable management criteria for streamflow depletion impacts that may be
insufficiently protective of South-Central California Coast steelhead, listed as
threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. Per SGMA regulations, the
required metric for the undesirable result of interconnected surface water (ISW)
depletion is the rate or volume of surface water depletions caused by groundwater use
that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water and may lead to
undesirable results (California water code 23 CCR 354.28(c)(6)). SGMA requires that
if a proxy metric is used, then significant correlation must be established between the
two metrics (CCR 354.36(b). Unfortunately, the October 1 Workshop Presentation
("Draft Options for Basin Sustainability Goals") continues to propose utilizing
groundwater elevations experienced during our recent historical drought as a proxy for
ISW depletion, despite there being no identified correlation between those groundwater
elevation and "adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water". Identified
beneficial uses of San Luis Creek, Pismo Creek, and many other streams traversing
the basin are designated by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(CCRWQCB) 2017 Basin Plan, and include preserving cold water habitat (COLD),
steelhead migration (MIGR), steelhead spawning and rearing (SPAWN), and protecting
threatened and endangered species (RARE).The proposed sustainable management
criteria neither analyzes nor establishes any ecologically-meaningful relationship
between groundwater levels and impacts to these beneficial uses of surface water.

10/28/202
0 11:02

The GSP monitoring network identifies stream gages on
SLO Creek and East and West Corral de Piedras and will be
considered for MO's and MT's once data has been
collected. Water level data in alluvial wells in SLO Valley
indicate there has been no historical declines in water levels
that would impact SLO Creek. Water level data in alluvial
wells in Edna Valley and anecdotal information from
residents indicates that Corral de Piedras Creeks go dry
every summer, and are seasonally disconnected from the
underlying aquifer.
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ISW depletion impacts instream aquatic habitat primarily by reducing groundwater
accretion to a gaining stream, or accelerating ISW depletion from a losing stream. The
impacts can be both physical (e.g., pool volume shrinks as water surface elevation
declines) and chemical (e.g., water quality can suffer as pools and riffles lose
connectivity). Thus, the appropriate method to determine whether pumping is having
significant and unreasonable adverse impacts on beneficial uses of surface water and
setting protective management criteria is to understand the level of impact (i.e., volume
of ISW depletion) and how habitat quality and functionality change because of that
impact, all evaluated on an ecologically pertinent time-scale. Further analysis is
required throughout the SLO groundwater basin to establish localized relationships
between ISW depletion and the instream habitat characteristics that result. Addressing
these impacts will require data and analytical tools that the SLO GSA may not possess
at this time. Thus, NMFS recommends the developing Groundwater Sustainability
Plan elaborate sufficiently as to when, where, and how data informing streamflow
depletion impacts will be collected during the first few years of GSP implementation,
and clearly commit to developing a detailed analysis plan with interested stakeholders
at a later date. The sustainable yield presented at the workshop is fatally flawed. Per
SGMA regulations and guidance, sustainable yield can only be achieved if the basin is
sustainable (i.e., avoiding all undesirable results, including depletion of ISW). As
explained above, the proposed sustainable management criteria for ISW depletion (i.e.,
groundwater elevations consistent with extreme drought conditions) likely will not avoid
adverse impacts on beneficial uses of surface water; thus, the presented sustained

10/28/202
0 11:02

The GSP monitoring network identifies stream gages on
SLO Creek and East and West Corral de Piedras and will be
considered for MO's and MT's once data has been
collected.
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yield estimates are likely invalid and inconsistent with SGMA regulations. Finally,
excluding streams as "disconnected from groundwater" based upon a one-time 30-foot
depth to groundwater measurement is a concept developed for discerning impacts to
riparian vegetation (rooting depth for oak trees), and is not appropriate for analyzing
threats to ESA-listed steelhead and their habitat.
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These comments are in regard to the October 1st Stakeholder Workshop #3
presentation slides on Minimum Thresholds (MTs) and Measurable Objectives
(MOs):We note on Slides 22 through 27 that the MT(1) for most of the representative
wells is set at or near the lowest recorded water level for each well. However, on slide
27 for VRMWC Well #1 your team has recognized that this well has historically shown
no ability to recover (other than seasonal partial recovery) over the long term. The MT
for this well on slide 27 is set at 160 feet. Thus, in theory, we assume this setting would
provide time for the GSA to take actions per the GSP that would reverse the long-term
declining trend at this end of the aquifer. At our current rate of long-term decline, a
Minimum Threshold of 160 feet for VRMWC Well #1 provides approximately 5 years of
continued decline before reaching this MT. While we would prefer to halt this negative
trend much sooner than 5 years from now, we understand the reality of the situation
and it will take time to implement actions and fund projects to turn this around. We
therefore concur with 160 fee as an acceptable MT for VRMWC Well #1, as long as the
GSP sets a Measurable Objective that is at least 20 feet above the MT for this well.
The MO2 for this well, to incorporate some recovery over the drought years, appears to
be in an appropriate range to help provide a sustainable source of water for the long
term at this far end of the basin. As shown in the attached chart of our Well #1 water
table, as recorded at the lowest level each year since 1988, our water table was
declining at an average annual rate of 1.4 feet per year. But since 2003, and over the
last 17 years, that decline increased to over 4.24 feet per year on average, which is a
300% increase. The Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company and the residents of the
Varian Ranch Development undertook a conscientious water conservation effort over
those years which has resulted in the average water use per connection at Varian
Ranch declining by over 40% compared to the years prior to 2003.Therefore, we would
also ask the GSA to study if the steady decline in the water table at this well may be
the result of heavier water use over the last 17 years with the increased number of
vineyards and citrus groves that have been developed in the Edna Valley. While we
recognize the economic vitality of the agricultural industry to our community and we
certainly wish to work with our Agricultural neighbors in maintaining their operations,
the water use of the 48 homes at the Varian Ranch development is deminimis when
compared to all other uses in the basin and this fact needs to be addressed as the
GSP is developed to bring the entire valley into a sustainable condition. We also
encourage the GSA to fully explore all augmentation opportunities that may be
available from within and outside the basin.

10/30/202
0 17:57

Comments on proposed SMCs are noted and were
discussed at GSC public meetings. Projects and
Management Actions will discuss proposed augmentation
possibilities to address the groundwater declines. It is
recognized that Varian MWC pumping is a small amount
when compared to agricultural pumping amounts.
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I am a property owner in Edna Valley and have a serious interest in how our water will
be handled in the future. Please see my comments below. I am in support of the MT #3
which addresses the lower water levels than recent low droughts and MO #4 which
addresses the Edna Valley wells the best. It is in everyone's best interest to adopt a
water conservation program for all domestic and ag wells within the first 5 years of the
GSP. This would be equitable for all users to use the most efficient practices. The most
sensible approach to coming up with a successful long term plan starts with collecting
accurate data versus using estimates or skewed models. I appreciate all your energy
throughout this most important task. Sincerely, Peter Orradre

11/1/2020
14:19

Comment received, SMC priorities are noted, and were
discussed in public GSC meetings.
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Thank you the opportunity to comment. I have lived in the Edna Valley for 40 years. I
appreciate the hard work of the consultants and staffs to develop the data on which we
are to make decisions. But they had a disadvantage due to lack of data. For example,
no real stream gauges or monitoring wells. Just production wells; and for those,
incomplete drilling logs.. Incomplete rain records for this Valley. Not their fault but we
need more information. As with the Paso Basin we need to use the first 5 years to
develop full and complete data, especially reliable water level data. I have offered one
of my inactive wells for monitoring. I join my neighbors in advocating for MT-3 and MO4 for the first 5 years. I also applaud the efforts of those actively working on bringing in
new water, especially recycled water from the City of San Luis Obispo, This will benefit
all of us. I also support identifying and implementing all feasible conservations
measures. Working together we can reach sustainability. Barbara Baggett

11/1/2020
11:02

Data will be collected in the first 5 years with a monitoring
well network increased from 12 to 40 wells, as well as
proposed stream gages. Comments on proposed SMCs are
noted and were discussed at public meetings. New water
sources are evaluated in Chapter 9, Projects and
Management Actions.
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As the CFO for an agricultural business, I oversee several Commercial, Industrial,
Agricultural and Residential properties which depend upon water security for their
ability to operate and as a large portion of their real estate value. We are careful and
aware users of our water resources, and have put into place many conservation
measures such as conversion to low-water use landscaping, calibration of our crop
irrigation systems, and improving water storage and distribution systems to maximize
efficiency. As the Edna Valley Basin begins to build a structure to regulate and manage
our shared resources, I think is important to proceed with caution and seek robust data
over the next several years. In considering the options laid out, I support the adoption
of the Minimum Threshold alternative #3, and the Measurable Objective Alternative #4,
in order to allow users security in their operations as this information is collected.
Additionally, it makes sense to identify and pursue outside supplemental water
sources, many of which have been identified already, to improve the water security of
our basin. Together with conservation, storage, and distribution improvements, we can
work together to preserve our property values and agricultural traditions into the future.

10/30/202
0 14:32

Comments on proposed SMCs are noted and were
discussed at public meetings. Supplemental water sources
are evaluated in Chapter 9, Projects and Management
Actions.
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Gentlemen: I have been following this issue for a while and very pleased that this
seems to be moving ahead. I am a resident of the Edna Valley for 20 years with a 40
acre parcel just outside of the SLO Greenbelt. The property has little water beneath it
down 500' to well below sea level, because it is all Monterey formation and holds water
only in the limited fractures. I have three comments on the work to date:
1) I believe that the City of SLO needs to be much more active in giving it's reclaimed
sewage water to help the Edna Valley basin. After all, it has declared almost the entire
length of the Valley as IT'S greenbelt. So it would follow that the city should help keep
it green and in agricultural crops. It doesn't, directionally it will push or even force
landowners to convert their flat land to a higher and better use, like higher home
density or industrial projects. And despite SLO making objections at that time that it is
part of "their" greenbelt and that use should not be allowed suddenly has little basis or
foundation. The argument by the developer would be very simple. SLO kept the water
and would not allow it to be used to keep the Valley green and in agriculture, so SLO
not only has lost the right to object, but by its actions or lack thereof, have in fact
endorsed the project. They, the City, has done nothing to help hold the Greenbelt as a
green belt.
2) We know the story of the Righetti dam. The owners/controllers must require and
enforce the requirement for it to release the water that it is required to release which
was part of it's building/development permit. I can not understand that the regulators
have not enforced this permit requirement or whatever the document was that made
the release requirement.
3) The backup data being relied upon to justify these actions and projections are filled
with assumptions. Since so much is at stake here, and if the assumptions are wrong,
the underpinnings of the program are gone and much money has been wasted. I agree
with the concept that everything should be held in abeyance for 5 years, to see how
accurate those projections were, and then discard the ideas found to be based on
events/situations that did not occur, and focus on those that predicted properly and
accurately. Thank you very much for your time, and thank everyone involved for
donating so much of their time to move this forward.

Date/Time

11/1/2020
16:35

Response

The City of SLO recycled water program is considered as a
potential supplemental supply in Chapter 9.
The terms of the surface water diversion permit associated
with Righetti Reservoir are under the purview of the State
Water Board. To the extent that any review process of this
permit results in any additional water being released to West
Corral de Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the basin.
Additional data will be collected from a much-improved
monitoring well network and stream gages in the first 5
years.
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11/2/2020
11:56

The integrated groundwater/surface water model used is
based on observed collected data from the basin including
rainfall, water levels, municipal pumping volumes, irrigated
acreage, and other data specific to the basin. The data
management plan will increase monitoring wells to over 40
and fills in data gaps over the next 5 years.
City recycled water and Sentinel Peak water are considered
as potential supplemental supplies in Chapter 9. The terms
of the surface water diversion permit associated with
Righetti Reservoir are under the purview of the State Water
Board. To the extent that this process results in any
additional water being released to West Corral de Piedras
Creek, it will be beneficial to the basin.
Improvement of irrigation efficiency is considered as a
management action in Chapter 9. However, it should be
noted that improvements in this areas result in decreased
amounts of irrigation return flow, so the net impact to the
aquifer may be less than anticipated.
Comments on proposed SMCs are noted.

There are four main points which I would like to make.
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1) Credibility of data. Today's models are not based on observed or collected data. A
significant portion of the data has been generated and interpolated from "similar" sites.
I strongly urge the team to prioritize the collection of credible data from the monitoring
wells for the next 5-7 years. After that date is analyzed and added into the models, we
will need to re-evaluate.
2) Aggressive, regular replenishment of the Edna Valley aquifer. Over the next 5-7
years, I would like to see the team focus on these 3 initiatives that could significantly
recharge the Edna Valley aquifer: (a) reach an agreement with the City of SLO for the
discharge from the waste water treatment plant; (b) engage with Sentinel and land
owners to move the Sentinel discharge location to a more advantageous location; (c)
work with the Righetti ranch to release sufficient water to have a year-round steady
flow in the Corral de Piedra Creek.
3) Agricultural Conservation. Provide seminars and information about new/modern
water conservation equipment and process for the growers in the Edna Valley.
4) Based upon the points I have outlined above, I strongly support MT-3 and MO-4 for
the next 5-7 years when we can re-evaluate AFTER we have gathered actual data.
Respectfully,
George Christensen
Vegetable Grower
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11/2/2020
12:05

Additional data will be collected in the first 5 years through
improved monitoring well and stream gage networks. The
projects that you mention are considered as potential
sources for supplemental water. Comments on proposed
SMCs are noted.

Dear SLO Water Basin GSC:
Phase 2 Cellars, LLC dba Tolosa Winery appreciates the opportunity to provide input
on the SLO Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan. As we acutely feel the
encroachment of commercial development right up against our surrounding vineyards,
it is more important than ever to take steps which allow agriculture in Edna Valley to
thrive as well as to protect the city's™s defining green belt.
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Setting the key goals and targets for management of the SLO Basin is the essential
foundation of sustainability of the basin and of our critical agriculture industry. It must
not be done on incomplete or erroneous data, and time should be taken to make sure
data is accurate upon which to base management decisions. We are in favor of taking
the first 5 years to gather good data, including improved monitoring that includes:
stream gauges, strategically located monitoring wells, review of the drilling logs of each
monitoring well, and ideally, robust monitoring of water levels in all wells every month
of the year.
While this data is collected and analyzed, we need to proceed cautiously with no
required reduction in pumping; MT-3 is the most appropriate threshold. We also believe
there is more that can be done to augment our basin. Opportunities include: Obtaining
tertiary treated water from the City of SLO, rather than that valuable water being
dumped to the ocean; Adoption of water conservation measures by all users in the
Basin, not just by agriculture; Releases from the Righetti Dam into the West Corral de
Piedra Creek, as required; Golden State Water purchasing water from the State Water
Pipeline instead of using water from the Edna Valley Basin; Sentinel Peak Resources
could discharge their R.O. water further up Corral de Piedra Creek, rather than the
current discharge that goes out to the ocean.
With all of these opportunities for augmenting the basin, we believe that MO-4 is the
logical objective.
Thank you for your consideration.
June R. McIvor
President & CEO
Phase 2 Cellars, LLC dba Tolosa Winery
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Comment
These comments are submitted on behalf of the San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau
to provide additional stakeholder input on the Draft Options for Basin Sustainability
Goals Stakeholder Workshop #3 (October 1, 2020) Presentation Slides.
Based on feedback from farmers in the SLO Valley Basin, we recommend Minimum
Threshold 3 and Measurable Objective 4. We share the goal of all basin stakeholders
to achieve sustainability for all users, whether residential, municipal, or agricultural. As
we detailed in comments submitted on September 30, 2020 regarding Chapter 6Groundwater Budget, there are currently too many significant data deficiencies to
proceed down a path of immediate cuts to farmers in the Basin. The current reliance
on production wells as a data source creates inaccurate information for GSA decisionmakers, and should be replaced over the next five years with monitoring wells.
Our initial priority needs to be building a monitoring network to guide our actions in the
decade to come. As we have not exhausted opportunities to supplement our existing
water resources with sources like tertiary treated water from the City of San Luis
Obispo, State Water, or water being released into the ocean, it would be reckless to
balance the Basin solely on the backs of our farmers. Adopting Minimum Threshold 2
(Higher Water Levels than Recent Low Drought Water Levels) for any or all wells may
be politically expedient, but such an approach could fail to actually achieve
sustainability if assumptions about groundwater impact from specific farms or areas in
the Basin are miscalculated.
We do not want additional data monitoring for the sake of delaying negative impacts to
agriculture. Rather, our Farm Bureau wants farming in the Edna Valley to remain
viable for the next generation, and our City and County leaders have an obligation to
sustain Edna Valley agriculture's essential contributions to our City and County's
economy and quality of life. We know farmers will have to participate in a more robust
well monitoring network, and we may have to make changes that affect agriculture, but
let's equip our GSA to do so armed with better information than we have today.
Some Additional Water Augmentation Suggestions:
The ag community has been and continues to be committed to pursuing various
feasible water augmentation projects. In addition to those that are under discussion, I
would like the consultants and staff to consider the area under the Edna sub basin--the
bedrock--as a potential source of water for our sub basin. Our sub basin does have
active faults and may have water flows in the bedrock with enhanced recharge--or
even a large captured pool of water. Can we initiate surface reconnaissance
employing geophysics--e.g. seismic, magnetic, ground penetrating radar etc?
Favorable indicators would justify deep drilling in the hope of locating important
additional water sources. Also, the written materials presented to date show a good
number of wells that extend into the bedrock, and in some cases, quite deep. Can we
evaluate the drilling logs and production records of these wells to develop information
to supplement our reconnaissance efforts?
Additionally, would it make sense to explore potential important water sources not yet
tapped up in our watersheds? I would appreciate our consultants and staff views on
this as well.
Thank you for you consideration.
Bob Schiebelhut

Date/Time

Response

11/2/2020
12:10

Comments on proposed SMCs are noted. The well
monitoring network has been improved from 12 wells to 40
wells. potential projects mentioned for supplemental water
are being considered in Chapter 9. The significance of
agriculture to the local economy is recognized by the GSAs.

11/2/2020
16:29

Additional water from bedrock wells is possible. The
applicability of surface geophysical method to identify
fracture patterns would need an independent evaluation. It
should be noted that groundwater from deeper bedrock
wells is often of relatively poorer quality than shallow wells,
due to increased mineralization of the groundwater that
occurs during prolonged exposure to the surrounding
bedrock. Comment Noted.
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11/2/2020
17:42

The terms of the surface water diversion permit associated
with Righetti Reservoir are under the purview of the State
Water Board. To the extent that any review of the permit
conditions results in any additional water being released to
West Corral de Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the
basin.
The State Water and Sentinel Peak projects are evaluated
in Chapter 9.

11/2/2020
17:49

Comments on proposed SMCs are noted. Water
conservation is nearly always the cheapest alternative to
reduce groundwater pumping, and water augmentation will
be integral to future management of the Basin. Management
of Righetti Reservoir could improve the conjunctive use of
SW and GW resources in the Basin and contributing
watershed.

The Righetti Dam releases into the creek need to be enforced. This is over 600 acre
feet of water that should be flowing into the creek and into the basin.

52
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Setting

Golden State Water needs to start purchasing water from the State Water Pipeline so
that they are not using water from the Edna Valley Basin. Golden State currently has a
Selenium issue with their water as brought up by Toby Moore in the Workshop. This
could alleviate this Selenium issue to all other Domestic water users in the Basin.
We need to Augment Water storage with Sentinel Peak Resources R.O. water by
discharging the water that is currently going out to the ocean, further up the Corral de
Piedra Creek.
Corral de Piedra creek needs to be brought back to life to save the fish. If this were
done using surface water, then our basin would be in a plus balance.
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I would like to take this opportunity to express my appreciation for the significant effort
put forward by the County of San Luis Obispo, the City of San Luis Obispo, the
representatives of the Edna Valley, the consultants and the numerous volunteers who
have contributed to this GSP thus far. When addressing water, the history of California
has shown that it is at times challenging to decouple emotions and personal interest
from science. In addition, the accurate projections of drought impact to hydrological
models requires allowances for margin of error due to unknowns.
Based on the various scenarios presented at the GSP workshop of October 1, 2020 I
suggest that the Minimum Threshold alternative should be MT-1 based on the most
recent significant drought. The Measurable Objective alternative should be based on
M-4 allowing time to address and implement water conservation measures, water
augmentation alternatives and applied innovation in water technology.
During this ongoing GSP development, I suggest that a refresher evaluation be made
in the Edna Valley agricultural land use and its associated ground water extraction to
validate the various models assumptions.
The successful implementation of the GSP will require three distinct efforts and course
of action.
Firstly, water conservation will need to become an integral part of the solution in order
to meet the MO and MT. The agriculturists of the Edna Valley have already
demonstrated some of these initiatives with ongoing implementations.
Secondly, water augmentation must be addressed sooner than later. This year, our
Governor has made a priority for California to reduce the impact of droughts and
climate change through water portfolio diversification. The San Luis Obispo and Edna
Valley Basin is in a unique position to address this issue. A good example are the
opportunities for recycled water from the City of San Luis Obispo recently upgraded
water treatment plant with its emphasis on recycled water and the nearby Price
Canyon oil fields high quality recycled water production through reversed osmosis
technology. Another opportunity of water augmentation is improved management of
the upstream reservoir permittee to leverage conjunctive benefits of West Coral de
Piedra Creek such as the downstream public trust surface water aquatic environmental
benefits and ground water recharge through percolation.
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Lastly, technology innovation will need to become part of the long-term solutions such
as precision farming utilizing soil moisture sensors, local weather stations, accurate
well monitoring to name a few.
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Comment
1. Page 29 shows a gain of 5970 AFT for years 2016 -2019. The graph shows an
upward trajectory for Edna. Table 6-14 should show the amount of storage for 2016. By
not doing so, we miss the great increase from 2016-2019--most likely due to greater
rain plus conservation efforts. Since the SLO subarea was stable during 2014-2016,
the 5970 increase is in Edna--probably rising from about 100,000 AFT in 2016 to 105,
630 in 2019. Impressive and not apparent because 2016 numbers are not shown.
2. There are two lines of numbers that are curious. 1/3 of the years show stream
outflow exceeds inflow: 1993, 1997, 2000,2001,2003 , 2005, 2006, 2011, 2016, and
2019. All these years are Wet of Above Normal, except 2016 Below Normal. Is this due
to infiltration and / or GW/SW intersection? Does this make sense to you?
Similar question regarding ET evaporation: In 8 Dry years, the evaporation essentially
equaled the precipitation:

Date/Time

Response

11/3/2020
13:39

Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3 present annual water budgets for all
water years from 1987 to 2019. Table 6-14 only indicates
years for which water level maps were generated to
estimate changes in storage between those years. It is often
not possible to see significant changes in water levels in a
basin scale map from year to year.
Stream outflow could exceed inflow because there a greater
area of contributing watershed; so that fact that wet years
show greater SW outflow is not problematic.
In dry years, ET can be approximately equal to precipitation,
indicating most water is being used or evaporated, and little
runs off.

Precip ET Evaporation
1987 6780 6610
1990 5960 5860
2007 3810 3800
2009 5170 5100
2013 4640 4600
2014 4590 4550
2015 5230 5160
2018 6130 6020
The numbers above don't make sense.
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How can consultants come up with a Sustainable Yield of less than 4000 AFY in a
basin, when the Basin contains Groundwater Storage Estimates of an average of
120,000 AF? This Sustainable yield is only 3% of the storage.

11/3/2020
13:40

11/3/2020
13:40

11/3/2020
13:41
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Why is 2016 data being excluded? I keep rereading the Water Budget material and
came across the reasoning for those years at p 22: "These years include the beginning
and ending years in the base period, along with sufficient intervening years to
characterize change in storage trends through the base period". This is highly
discretionary. Look at the intervals between the years chosen: 4,5,3,7,6,3 and 5 years.
More important, by excluding 2016, they allow the argument that the 2014 low point will
not be the low point going forward, when an equally valid point is that the 2016-19
trend indicates an upward trend in storage. If increasing storage, where is the
overdraft?
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The graph for pumping does not have an accurate trajectory for two reasons: (1) the
trajectory for 2007 to 2019 should be down and not up; and (2) the trajectory being
down since 2015 is dramatic. Conservation measures after the drought.

Safe yield is not a function of groundwater in storage. For
example, Paso basin has about 30million AF storage but
only 60,000 AFY safe yield (0.2%). Safe yield is determined
by stopping storage and water level declines; it is not a
function of total groundwater in storage. Sustainable yield
and storage are not directly correlated.
2016 data is not excluded from the water budget.
Groundwater storage is estimated by the water budget for
all years using all the available data over the base period in
Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3. The years selected for estimating
storage using the specific yield method were to calibrate the
beginning and end of the base period and to illustrate
storage trends. They do not change the overall decline in
storage over the base period or the estimated overdraft.
Yes, 2016-2019 shows an upward trend in storage in the
water budget, but this was also a wet period that followed a
severe drought. Overdraft takes into account both wet and
dry periods.
Assuming we are talking about Figure 6-8, the trajectory for
groundwater extraction is shown as decreasing pumping
from 2007-2019. The visual trajectory appears “up” only
because the bars are below the zero line, so a decreasing
trajectory is toward the top of the page.
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On page 44 why did you choose the years shown in table 6-14? There were 21
representative wells (note some of our wells weren't developed until the early 1990's)
and then select the years for water levels without any explanation as to why those
years?
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Additional comment: Page 29 shows a gain of 5970 AFT for years 2016 -2019. The
graph shows an upward trajectory for Edna. Table 6-14 should show the amount of
storage for 2016. By not doing so, we miss the great increase from 2016-2019--most
likely due to greater rain plus conservation efforts. Since the SLO subarea was stable
during 2014-2016, the 5970 increase is in Edna--probably rising from about 100,000
AFT in 2016 to 105, 630 in 2019. Impressive and not apparent because 2016 numbers
are not shown.
I am directly affected by the sustainable groundwater planning underway for the Edna
Valley. I purchased 10 acres on Tiffany Ranch Road at the south end of the Edna
Valley in 1996. There was no vegetation or structures on the land. There was a well
that was drilled in 1989 to 115 ft. This well yielded fresh, abundant water from 60+ ft.
below the surface when I began pumping
in 1997 when I built my home on the property. In 2016 my well ran dry. It cannot be
recharged and no further drilling is
possible in that location. When I bought my property in ‘96, most of the land was dry
land farming and cattle ranching. As documented, there has been exponential growth
of irrigated agriculture on most of the land now surrounding my 10 acres and
throughout Edna Valley. (I should note that I know of at least two neighboring wells that
have also gone dry.)
In 2016, after consultation with Tim Cleath, I was fortunate to find potable water after
drilling to 300 ft in the corner of my property farthest from the original well. My
understanding is that this is the only area on my property where a productive well can
be placed. The cost of drilling, laying new water and electric pipes, etc. exceeded
$30,000 four years ago.
I am concerned that if present levels of demand for drawing on the Edna Valley water
continue to expand, even my new well will not be sustainable. If the new well should
fail, then my property will lose all value and will not be habitable. The excellent and
thorough hydrogeologic mapping of the Edna Valley clearly shows that in the south end
of the valley where my property is located, there is poor recharge available compared
to other areas such as Coral de Piedra.
Therefore, I strongly urge those who represent individual property owners such as me
to support sustainability goals based on the data provided, and on consideration of
drought resilience and equitable distribution of risk and cost. Minimum Water Levels
should go no lower than levels observed at the 2015 drought culmination. According to
all projections from climate scientists, the extremes of heat and drought we are now
experiencing will likely only increase. It would be foolish to ignore this data. For this
reason, I believe that we should plan for minimum higher water levels than recent
recorded low drought water levels: Minimum Threshold Alternative #2.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Date/Time

Response

11/3/2020
13:43

The years selected for estimating storage using the specific
yield method were to determine storage at the beginning
and ending of the base period and to illustrate storage
trends. This is mentioned on page 22. The specific years
selected do not change the overall decline in storage over
the base period or the estimated overdraft.

11/3/2020
13:43

Not finding referenced gain on page 29, but storage
increase between 2016-2019 is estimated by water budget.
Yes, 2016-2019 shows an upward trend in storage in the
water budget, but this was also a wet period that followed a
severe drought. Overdraft takes into account both wet and
dry periods.

11/17/202
0

Comments on proposed SMCs are noted and were
discussed at length during public GSC meetings. It is
documented that smaller wells or wells on the margin of the
basin have gone dry due or been removed from production
due to declining water levels.
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January 22, 2021Comments on Chapter 7 - Monitory Networks for the SLO Basin GSP
George Christensen Vegetable grower and resident - Edna Valley. A successful
groundwater sustainability plan needs to include ALL consumers of the SLO basin. It
has been brought to my attention that the currently proposed SGMA regulations only
apply to MOST consumers of water in the SLO water basin, not ALL consumers. I
believe that there are several hundred residential/domestic consumers who are not
included in the scope of the SGMA. This is unreasonable as those unregulated
consumers can and will certainly impact the basin's performance. If the SGMA is to be
equitable, it must encompass all consumers including domestic/residential,
commercial, industrial and agricultural in the SLO basin. Not representing all members
from each group is unfair to both the regulated and unregulated groups. All
consumers, regardless of size/capacity must be considered and included in the GSP.
The challenge of shallow domestic wellsite has been said many times that one of the
major goals of the GSP is to protect/prevent residential wells from going dry in drought
conditions. While this is important, it cannot be the primary overriding goal of the GSP.
Shallow residential wells have always been a concern during drought conditions in the
Edna Valley. Homeowners with shallow wells are victims of poor decisions usually due
to lack of information. 'Right sizing a residential well is the responsibility of the
homeowner similar to ensuring the main electrical panel is sized large enough to
support normal household operation. Just like upgrading the electrical panel on older
homes is sometimes required to support changes in the home/lifestyle, so is upgrading
the well to ensure an adequate water supply. The onus to remove the risk of
residential wells going dry is solely on the homeowner, not on the homeowner's
neighbors. It would be unfair to penalize the homeowner's neighbors simply because
they failed to right size their well. I suggest that official guidelines/recommendations be
generated for both new and existing homeowners in the Edna Valley to help them right
size their residential well. The Righetti reservoir: Edna Valley basin's single biggest
influencer.
The Righetti reservoir has been around for 50+ years and in that time it has had a
significant impact on the Edna Valley basin. The challenge is to understand what kind
of impact, the size of the impact and mechanics of the impact. There are many
theories and postulations, but none that I have found based upon actual hard facts. I
believe that the reservoir has a significant impact on the Edna Valley basin but I lack
data to substantiate that belief. I strongly encourage the GSP to include streamflow
meters both in the watershed area above the reservoir and in the West Corral de
Piedra creek immediately below the reservoir to improve our understanding of the
impact of the Richetti Reservoir. Only then can we include the reservoir in the GSP.
Good Data enables Good decisions And of course the corollary to the above statement
is that poor or incomplete data will drive bad decisions. This is evidenced in several
places in Chapter 7, but I will specifically focus upon Table 7-1.There are 18 wells
listed for the Edna Valley. 9 of the 18 wells (50%!!) are missing either well depth,
screen intervals or both. How can we expect good decisions when 50% of the critical
data is missing? There isn't any way a credible prediction of wells going dry can be
made with these critical pieces of data missing. EV-10 is indicated to have a State Well
Completion Report. If that is true, then why isn't First Data Year, Last Data Year, Data
period and Data count included? Is this just a simple oversight or a sign of a less than
thorough inspection of data presented to the public? The summary is simple: We do
not have enough high fidelity, accurate data today to drive major decisions.

Date/Time

Response

1/22/2021
14:50

All well users are included in estimates of Basin pumping.
However, domestic users who pumps less than 2 AFY (de
minimums extractors) cannot be required to be metered by
SGMA. Improved data on location of these wells would be
useful. It is up to the GSAs to decide how deminimis
extractors will be incorporated in the management of the
basin via the GSP or with other regulation.
Most shallow wells were right-sized for conditions at the
time of installation and provided adequate production for
domestic use at the time.
Stream gages have been proposed for Streams in Edna
Valley. The terms of the surface water permit for Righetti
Reservoir are under the purview of the State Water Board.
To the extent that process results in increased releases to
Corral de Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the Basin.
It is anticipated that a program will be implemented to
improve data on the construction of the monitor wells.
However, the primary data gathered from these wells in the
future is water level data, which will be dependable and
useful in basin management.
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Developing an adequate monitoring plan is crucial to developing operational plans for
maintaining our basin. To develop good information, we need to invest in several new
monitoring wells and track them for multiple years to be able to really know what our
groundwater levels are doing. Chapter 7.1.2--The list of criteria is in many respects too
vague. What does "proximity and frequency of nearby pumping wells" mean?
Specifically, what is the minimum distance from other wells? How much "frequency" of
nearby wells mean is allowed? What does "spatial distribution relative to the
applicable sustainability indicators" mean? Same questions for "Groundwater use" and
"impacts on beneficial uses and Basin users." In other words, how are we to know how
to apply these criteria to evaluate the selection of the Representative Wells?

1/26/2021
8:43

Most of this text comes from the DWR BMP documents. We
wouldn't want a monitoring well immediately adjacent to an
active pumping well, but there is no set numerical distance
criteria. Spatial distribution simply means not clustering too
many wells in one area. Most of these are considerations to
be considered holistically in concert with one another while
developing the monitoring network. We believe the new
monitoring network of 40 wells adequately addresses these
criteria.

1/27/2021
13:03

Most of this text comes from the DWR BMP documents. It
would not be desirable to have a monitoring well
immediately adjacent to an active pumping well, but there is
no set numerical distance criteria. Spatial distribution simply
means not clustering too many wells in one area. Most of
these are considerations to be considered holistically in
concert with one another while developing the monitoring
network. We believe the new monitoring network of 40 wells
adequately addresses these criteria.

1/27/2021
13:06

The primary reason for keeping this well is to document the
presence of the groundwater divide between the SLO Basin
and the Arroyo Grande Sub-basin.

1/27/2021
13:11

Ultimately the goal is to have a dedicated monitoring well
network. However, we must begin with what we have
access to. There is no reason active wells cannot be used
as monitoring wells as long as care is taken to ensure that
wells are not pumping at the time of monitoring. This has
been part of the data collection protocols for existing County
groundwater level data. If a well is deep enough to intersect
the water table, it is deep enough to monitor. Staff do not
agree that the one dedicated monitoring well outlined by the
commenter does not meet the criteria to be an official
monitoring well. This well has no pump, known construction
details, and a dependable boring log.
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Chapter 7.1.2--The list of criteria is in many respects too vague. What does "proximity
and frequency of nearby pumping wells" mean? Specifically, what is the minimum
distance from other wells? How much "frequency" of nearby wells mean is allowed?
What does " spatial distribution relative to the applicable sustainability indicators"
mean? Same questions for "Groundwater use" and "impacts on beneficial uses and
Basin users." In other words, how are we to know how to apply these criteria to
evaluate the selection of the Representative Wells?
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Table 7.1 -- Why monitor a well outside the Basin in Arroyo Grande water basin -- EV18? 52 years of records and no depth of monitoring info.
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7.2.1 Groundwater monitoring. This states there are a total of 40 monitoring wells in
both basins. This states that there are 18 monitoring wells in the Edna basin, however,
when I look at the detailed information in table 7-1, of the 18 "monitoring wells", only 6
of these wells are deep enough to be used to monitor our groundwater, 4 of these 6
wells are being used of Ag irrigation, and 1 is a public supply well for GSW. This leaves
only 1 well that is an official monitoring well as described in 7.1.2. and this well does
not meet the criteria outlined to be an official monitoring well. We need to establish
official monitoring wells that meet the criteria before we move forward.
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I have 3 comments and 1 question:1.Chapter 7.1.3. Scientific rational -SGMA
regulations require that the GSP identify sites that do not meet BMPs. Also, if wells
lack construction info, the GSP shall include a schedule to acquire monitoring wells
with all the necessary information. As Table 7-1 shows, there are many wells that do
not have BMP's and lack construction information. We need this data on the individual
wells please.2.Table 7-1. San Luis valley has 11 monitoring wells that are not being
used for other purposes. All of these wells are less than 100 ft deep. Not sure if this is
deep enough to qualify the criteria. Edna Valley area has only 2 monitoring wells that
are not being used for other purposes. One of these wells is very shallow at only 150 ft
deep. EV 14 is a monitoring well and is the only well that meets the criteria in the entire
Edna basin. Many wells outlined in table 7-1 are missing information which is required,
or they are being pumped for Ag or Domestic purposes and will not give accurate data
for monitoring the Edna basin. Should we have more proper monitoring wells so that
we can monitor our ground water properly? Can we use the first 5 years to set this
up?3.Table 7-2. They are asking for a monitoring well east of Crestmont road. John
Silva's property, just east of the intersection of Crestmont and Hwy 227 has 4 wells and
one of these could work. Please contact me if you are interested in one of these wells.
Question - Just below this comment box on your web site there is a statement -While
attachments (e.g., letters) will be read and considered, individual comments entered
using the form will receive a response for each comment. I have never received a
written response to any of my previous comments. Is there a plan to do this? Thank
you, George Donati

DRAFT
Chapter 7
Monitoring
Networks

Many in the Edna Valley believe that the SGMA process should include consideration
of the actual impact of the Righetti reservoir on the Edna sub basin. There has never
been a hydrology connecting the two. The State recognizes the nexus between the
two. On February 21, 1991, the State Water Resources Control Board expressly
reserved jurisdiction to modify the terms of the Righetti permits based on "the findings
of the hydrology study now in progress of the Pismo Ground Water Basin and the Edna
Valley. The study will include a safe yield estimate of the basin" (State Water
Resources Control Board Order WR 91-02, page 8). The referenced study was never
completed even though 30 years has passed. SGMA requires an appropriate study of
the relevant factors to determine safe yield, and therefore our process should include a
complete review of the impact of the Righetti reservoir on the Edna sub basin. In
Chapter 7, page 119, the chart states that the Righetti Reservoir (one of the largest
privately owned in California) is a beneficiary of about 21% of the Pismo watershed.
The important watershed for determining the actual impact of the Reservoir is the West
Corral de Piedra watershed. The State Water Resources Board's Decision 1672 (dated
November 27, 1990 found that the Righetti Reservoir captures the stream flow of
approximately 3000 acres of the 5300 acre West Corral de Piedra watershed--57%, not
just 21%. This higher percentage reflects the substantial impact of the reservoir.
Chapter 7.2.3.1 recommends two gauges for West and East Corral de Piedra at Orcutt
Road. Why not a gauge above the Righetti Reservoir to better determine the actual
stream diversion, rather just "estimating"? If we are to pay for measuring well #EV-18
which is outside the Basin, why not pay for a new gauge above the Basin, in the
watershed for West Corral de Piedra?
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1/27/2021
13:53

An ideal monitoring well is a well that meets all criteria, and
a goal would be to move toward a complete network of
dedicated monitoring wells. However, this should be
considered a goal, not a requirement. We must move
forward with what is available. There is nothing wrong with
using active wells as monitoring wells as long as the wells
cease pumping prior to the monitoring event. This has been
part of the data collection protocols for existing County
groundwater level data. Shallow wells (150 feet or less) are
adequate for monitoring as long as they intersect the water
table. We were unaware of the Silva well, that could be
useful, we will contact you regarding that well. Yes, we are
posting all initial responses to comments online for viewing.
We will also incorporate the responses or any changes into
the chapters as appropriate when they get finalized as a
compiled document.

1/28/2021
16:32

The terms of the surface water diversion permit associated
with Righetti Reservoir are under the purview of the State
Water Board. To the extent that any review of the permit
conditions results in any additional water being released to
West Corral de Piedras Creek, it will be beneficial to the
basin.
Monitoring well EV-18 is intended to document the
groundwater divide between Edna Valley in SLO Basin and
the Arroyo Grande Subbasin.. Stream gages in Edna Valley
are proposed.
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A consistent concern for me is that we don't have enough data to make informed
decisions about pumping restrictions. Let's take the prudent approach of studying our
basin over the next 5 years to insure that we don't make rash decisions that threaten
the sustainability of agriculture in the basin. In particular, we need representative
monitoring wells. Landowners, myself included, are willing to provide locations for
these wells. We also need a better understanding of the amount of diversion that is
occurring as a result of the Righetti Reservoir. In-stream gauges should be installed
both above and below the dam to quantify the diversion and ensure compliance with
state permits.

1/30/2021
8:50

The monitoring well network has been increased from 12 to
40 wells. If there are additional locations available for MWs
in areas with data gaps it could be helpful as we
contemplate installation of new dedicated MWs. We will stay
in touch.
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Page 29: The draft Chapter 8 indicates the basin will be considered to have
experienced undesirable results if any of the monitoring wells exceed the minimum
threshold for two consecutive fall measurements. The standard of failing two
consecutive fall measurements is not explained, and thus appears arbitrarily.
Steelhead migration, spawning and rearing (beneficial uses of surface water as set by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board1) are biological processes that can be
impacted by a single streamflow depletion event. SGMA regulations require a minimum
threshold be used to define an undesirable result, in this case streamflow depletion
resulting in significant and unreasonable impact to beneficial uses of surface water. For
a beneficial use such as steelhead rearing, a depletion of adequate streamflow can
result in steelhead mortality, and is therefore irreversible. We therefore recommend
that the standard for determining undesirable results be expressed in terms of
minimum pool depth and/or surface flow during the summer and fall base flow periods.

6/3/21

The standard of two consecutive fall measurements was
adopted to avoid triggering any far-reaching management
actions such as pumping reductions on the basis of a single
dry season. As has been discussed, groundwater systems
react very slowly to changed conditions, and it was judged
appropriate by the GSC and GSA members to utilize two
consecutive measurements to avoid triggering any actions
based on temporary conditions. Additionally, in the future
more wells in the network will be equipped with transducers
to gather continuous monitoring data. It may be appropriate
to prioritize monitoring wells designated for depletion of ISW
for transducers. At that point, the definition of the MT may
need to be revised, as continuous data will be available.
This text will be updated for clarification in Chapter 8.

The GSP is intended to be a groundwater monitoring plan.
Because there are numerous factors that affect instream
flow conditions (rainfall, temperature, ET, etc.), it is not
within the ability of this GSP to mandate instream flow
conditions such as pool depth as an MT. The objective of
the plan with respect to interconnected surface water is to
manage groundwater such that there is no significant or
unreasonable increase in depletion of ISW. As such, MTs
are defined to disallow water levels from declining lower
than recently historically observed conditions. Stillwater
Sciences has prepared a TM on GDEs in the Basin that will
be included as an appendix to the GSP.
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Comment

Page 29: Groundwater elevations may be necessary as a proxy for streamflow
depletion due to a lack of data gathered to this point. However, there appears to be no
attempt at correlating groundwater elevation thresholds with impacts to beneficial uses
of surface water. In fact, many of the groundwater elevation minimum thresholds are
set at the lowest (or below the lowest) groundwater elevations ever recorded within the
basin. These thresholds are likely associated with severe groundwater over-pumping
during dry periods, when groundwater depletion was greatest, and surface water
discharge the lowest. Managing streamflow depletion conditions comparable with the
severest drought conditions is not protective of surface water beneficial uses that
support ESA-listed steelhead, and likely would result in adversely affecting steelhead
and its identified critical habitat (see enclosed steelhead critical habitat and intrinsic
potential maps for San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek). If the GSAs uses
groundwater levels as a proxy for streamflow depletion, it should explain how the
chosen minimum thresholds and measurable objectives adequately avoid adversely
impacting surface water beneficial uses that support steelhead survival throughout the
SLO Basin. If that effort proves problematic due to a lack of data at the present time,
the GSAs should follow guidance by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife that
recommends a conservative approach to groundwater dependent ecosystem
protection in those situations (CDFW 2019).

Date/Time

Response
The primary rationale for the selection of the MTs is
protection of domestic water wells. Initially MTs were
proposed that would be no lower than the observed low
point in 2015, under the rationale that the stakeholders had
managed to obtain household supplies and proceed with
their operations under those extreme conditions, and so
could do it again. See text on evaluating reduced water
levels compared to domestic well depths. Ultimately the
GSC members agreed that an additional 10 feet below
observed low GW elevations would help protect agricultural
businesses in the Edna Valley.

6/3/21

For now, in the lack of data collection outlined in Chapter 7
(Monitoring Network) and Stillwater Sciences TM on GDEs,
three existing wells located adjacent to streams are selected
to monitor, and the MTs are set so that groundwater
elevations will go no lower than observed seasonal low
water levels, and by extension, surface water/groundwater
interaction will not be negatively impacted in these areas.

The MTs associated with the observed severe droughts is
proposed as the MT, which should not be exceeded (I.e.,
water levels lower) under normal operating conditions. The
MTs are not proposed to be the normal operating conditions
of the aquifer.
Page 29, Section 8.9.2: The draft includes the following statement:
DRAFT
Chapter 8
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to the
Response
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Comments
.

To avoid management conditions that allow for lower groundwater elevations than
those historically observed, MTs [Minimum Thresholds]for these wells were set at the
historic low water levels indicated on the hydrographs, which occur with regularity
during every extended dry period evident in the record (Figures 8-9, 8-10).
As noted above, managing to perpetuate historically low groundwater elevations is not
appropriate as a management threshold, since it does not adequately define the
undesirable result of streamflow depletion on aquatic biological resources such as
federally threatened South-Central Coast steelhead. Based upon fundamental
hydrogeologic principles where the depletion
rate is proportional to the difference between the water table and surface water, the
amount of streamflow depletion associated with the proposed minimum thresholds
would be the greatest on record (Sophocleous 2002, Bruner et al. 2011, Barlow and
Leake 2012). This level of streamflow depletion would likely impact surface water
beneficial uses to the extent that threatened steelhead would experience “harm” under

6/3/21

It is not the intent that the MTs are to “perpetuate historically
low groundwater conditions.” It is the intent that the basin
should be managed such that water levels do not go lower
than the MTs. And for the MTs associated with GW/SW
interaction, these MTs have been commonly observed in the
historical period of record of water levels, and so are
assumed to be appropriate to local conditions. Projects and
supplemental water sources in Edna Valley are intended to
improve streamflow conditions.
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the ESA as well as result in adverse impacts to Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
(GDE) supporting a variety of native aquatic species.
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Page 30: Following the discussion on the relation between flow conditions in San Luis
Obispo Creek and the underlying aquifer, the draft Chapter 8 asserts, “in both cases
the amount of flux between the surface water and the groundwater system is small
compared to the volume of water flowing down the creek.” The point of this statement
is unclear but seems to suggest that groundwater levels are not significantly influenced
by the volume (including duration) of stream flow. However, this implication is
contradicted by the statement, “In wetter years, when flows in the San Luis Obispo
Creek are high there is [sic] greater amounts of discharge from the creek to the
groundwater system.” In general, higher and longer the duration flows in SLO Creek
will increase the area of wetted stream bottom (i.e., the area of infiltration) as well as
the duration of the infiltration of surface flows to the underlying groundwater basin.
Furthermore, the assertion that stable groundwater levels at a specific well “suggest
that the mechanisms of surface water/groundwater interaction have not been
negatively impacted since the early 1990’s” does not address the question of whether
these stable conditions have had and are resulting in streamflow depletion impacts as
defined under SGMA. Currently stable groundwater levels are not an indicator of
sustainable groundwater conditions, or, more specifically, avoidance of significant and
unreasonable effects on streamflow. The revised draft Chapter 8 should address this
issue and clearly indicate how existing stable groundwater conditions are protective of
GDE, such as rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead.

The text in this chapter has been revised to address these
issues in greater detail, including discussion of Darcy’s law
and flow direction between stream and aquifer, more
detailed hydrograph analysis of SLO Creek and Corral de
Piedras Creeks, and a conceptual modeling evaluation of
surface water/groundwater interaction. It is important to
recognize that many factors contribute to instream flow
conditions that are beyond the ability of a groundwater
management plan to control (rainfall, temperature, etc.). The
objective with respect to interconnected surface water (ISW)
is to avoid groundwater conditions that result in significant or
unreasonable increase in ISW depletion.

Page 31: The draft Chapter 8 states that, “by defining minimum thresholds in terms of
groundwater elevations….the GSA will….manage potential changes in depletion of
interconnected surface (sic [flows?]).” The draft Chapter 8, however, has not
established the required correlation between groundwater elevations and surface flows
that would justify groundwater levels as a proxy for streamflow depletion, and has not
quantified what level of streamflow depletion represents significant and unreasonable
impacts to GDE, including but not limited to rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. The
draft Chapter 8 should identify the data needed to analyze the relationship of
groundwater levels, streamflow depletion rates, and impacts to GDE, specifically
spawning, rearing and migration of ESA-listed steelhead.

There is no technology or field method to directly measure
depletions in surface water flow attributable to groundwater
development. Estimates must be made using interpretation,
modeling, and other methods of analysis. A discussion of
Darcy’s Law and direction of flow between the stream and
aquifer has been added to the text of this section, as well as
additional well hydrograph analysis, and a conceptual
modeling exercise. However, it is a commonly accepted
hydrologic principle that correlates groundwater elevations
higher than the stream elevation and aquifer discharge to
the stream. Survey data must be collected on stream
channels and groundwater elevations to confirm this
relationship. Proposed improvements to the monitoring
network discussed in Chapter 7 and the Stillwater TM will
improve the understanding of this dynamic.
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General
Comments

Comment

Date/Time

If groundwater elevations have not been observed to decline
below historical levels in the vicinity of a stream, as is the
case along SLO Creek, this is an indicator that
anthropogenic activities have not impacted stream
conditions in this area in the period of record. The objective
of the GSP with respect to ISW is to avoid groundwater
conditions that will significantly or unreasonably increase
depletion of ISW. Hydrograph analysis of wells along corral
de Piedras Creeks indicate that this creek is seasonally
disconnected from the aquifer; additional monitoring data
can confirm or deny this assumption. Additional stream
corridor characterization and monitoring is recommended in
Chapter 7, Monitoring Networks, and in the Stillwater TM on
GDEs that will be included as an appendix to the GSP. . .

Page 31: The draft Chapter 8 establishes minimum thresholds for streamflow
depletions as “the lowest water levels observed in the period of record” for the chosen
monitoring wells. As noted earlier, according to SGMA regulations a minimum
threshold is used to define an undesirable result, in this case streamflow depletion
resulting in significant and unreasonable impact to GDE, including, but not limited to
rearing juvenile steelhead. The use of a streamflow depletion thresholds associated
with the lowest recorded groundwater levels are inappropriate because they will not
avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE. The thresholds are inappropriate
for avoiding impacts to ESA-listed steelhead resulting from streamflow depletion. To be
consistent with the requirements of SGMA, the GSAs must develop thresholds that are
likely to avoid adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other GDE.

The statement “maintaining groundwater levels close to
historically observed ranges will continue to support
groundwater dependent ecosystems.” is intended to apply to
SLO Creek, where there have been no trends of declining
GW levels. If WLs have not declined, and fish populations
have existed during the period of record, it is argued that by
extension, if GW levels continue at levels approximately
equal to those observed in the past 30 years, then
groundwater management will not have allowed conditions
that lead to significant or unreasonable deletion of
interconnected surface water..

Page 32: The draft Chapter 8 includes no information or analysis that supports the
assertion that “maintaining groundwater levels close to historically observed ranges will
continue to support groundwater dependent ecosystems.” As noted above, there is an
assumption embedded within the assertion that current groundwater levels support
groundwater dependent ecosystems; this has not been supported by any data or
analysis because such information is not presented in the draft document. Managing
groundwater levels at historical lows is likely to adversely affect ESA-listed steelhead,
and designated critical habitat for this species. To be consistent with the requirements
of SGMA, the GSAs must develop minimum thresholds that are likely to avoid
adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other GDE.

Chapter 9: Projects & Management Actions. Edna Valley Growers are willing to take
the excess water that now flows to the ocean with no quantity guarantees from the City
of San Luis Obispo. Edna Valley Growers are focused on beneficially utilizing excess
water which is currently being wasted to the ocean for crop irrigation. The Growers can
utilize San Luis Obispo's recycled water in the winter months when City demand is at
its lowest. Water can be applied to dormant vineyards to build the soil moisture profile
for the spring and summer. Deep rooted grape vines can utilize the water through the
spring and summer lowering well water demand through out the valley. Citrus also can
be irrigated in the winter months to offset later irrigation demand in drier periods.
While we acknowledge that the available amount of water may decrease over time as
the City develops additional internal programs, we recommend that grower deliveries
not be characterized as a short term program, but a project that will continue to utilize
excess water supplies whenever they may be available.The City acknowledges that it
has excess capacity in the winter months and can not utilize all the recycled water it
produces. Edna Valley Growers are willing to pay the cost to connect to the City
recycled water system with no obligation by the City to deliver a guaranteed amount.

Response

Conditions in Corral de Piedras Creek will be better
characterized after the implementation of the proposed
monitoring plan discussed in Chapter 7 and in the Stillwater
TM on GDEs.

6/30/2021
2:05:00
PM

Your comments are noted. It is our understanding that
negotiations with the City continue regarding this project,
which could potentially help augment the overdraft in Edna
Valley.
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Edna Valley growers want to partner with the City to maintain the City's greenbelt for
the benefit of all in the area.Connecting to the City's current 8" waterline system will
provide acceptable capacity to the Edna Valley with no need for infrastructure
improvements. Again, we will take what the system can provide. If water need to be
boosted from the delivery point, Edna Valley Growers will install a booster pump and
cover the costs of operation. Edna Valley Growers are willing to pay for the water
supply which now flows to the ocean, including some level of profit to the City above
the cost of pumping and electricity are covered. Based on some of our initial pricing
concepts, up to $200,000 could be recouped annually by the City to provide lower
costs to city customers.Edna Valley Growers want to work collaboratively with the City
of San Luis Obispo to provide supplemental water to the City's Greenbelt. The current
assumed water deficiency threatens not only the agricultural production and residential
use in the Edna Valley but also the viability of the City's Greenbelt., as well as the
City's economy which benefits from ag tourism, tasting rooms and event centers in the
Edna Valley. I believe these comments should be incorporated into Chapter 9,
Projects & Management Actions to show the potential more clearly for utilizing recycled
water to offset agricultural demand and reduce assumed basin over-draft.
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See attached letter memo dated 7/21/2021 appended to the Response to Comments
and submitted on behalf of Edna Ranch East.

I understand the objective of managing the basin in a manner that sustains the existing
water use patterns, however the objectives and goals ignore potential for agricultural,
residential or commercial expansion in the future. In my opinion, it is naive to expect
that the basin development whether ag or otherwise will remain static over time. the
sustainable goals should recognize and include goals for sustaining existing conditions
and forecast future growth within the basin.

7/21/2021
12:34:00
PM

6/24/2021
8:39:00
AM

Thank you for your comments, they are duly notes and kept
for the record.

Residential or commercial expansion in the City will be
supplied from the City’s water supply portfolio, which
currently includes surface water from various sources, but
does not include groundwater. However, as there have been
no declines in groundwater levels in the San Luis Valley
subarea, and the water budget for that subarea indicates a
surplus, there is likely available groundwater for expansion
in that subarea.

It is documented in Chapter 6, and confirmed from
hydrograph analysis, that the Edna Valley is in overdraft. If
expansion of agricultural pumping is pursued in Edna
Valley, the goal of sustainability in the Basin will be difficult
to achieve.
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See letter dated June 22, 2021 appended to the Response to Comments.

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

A letter from Creeklands was attached. Specific comments
are addressed below.

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

The recommendations for improved monitoring locations of
the surface water network were directly incorporated into
recommendations presented in Chapter 7, Monitoring
Network. Text regarding SMCs in Chapter 8 for Depletion of
ISW RMSs also references the eventual construction of new
gages and development of rating curves for existing gages.

Note: Please refer to attachment for proper line and page numbers, as well as
formatting.

Comment 1: “...we interpret the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo to be a supporting
document for the achievement of these steps. We respectfully request that the
information and recommendations provided within the SLO Valley GDE Technical
Memo be consistently incorporated into the Draft GSP Chapters to a greater degree
than currently exists.”

Comment 2: “Groundwater levels and GDEs should have different representative
monitoring site (RMS) selection criteria. Whereas groundwater RMSs require a longer
historical record to establish the definition for undesirable results, GDE undesirable
results are straight-forward and actionable without 1 10 prior years of data for whatever
given SMC and MT that is defined. For example, if a relationship between groundwater
pumping at Well “A” can be correlated with critical habitat impairment using a nearby
stream gage at Site “X”, There is no need for Site X to have multiple years of data to
establish a trend.”
“...The RMSs do not appear to anticipate the 10 eventual inclusion of the stream gage
network in future revisions of the GSP.”

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

The establishment of a quantifiable relationship between
pumping and critical habitat impairment that you suggest is
not straight-forward. Streamflow is dependent on multiple
other factors not manageable in this GSP (rainfall, temp, ET,
etc.). The goal of this groundwater management plan is to
avoid groundwater conditions that can lead to significant or
unreasonable deletion of interconnected surface water. To
that end, groundwater levels are recommended as a proxy
measurement, and conditions that unreasonably lower water
levels in the vicinity of the ISW RMSs are intended to be
avoided.

Text in Chapters 7, 8, and 10 recognizes the data gap in the
present surface water monitoring network and discusses the
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Comment 3: “We find no explanation earlier in Chapter 8, nor in Chapter 7, for why the
flux between the aquifer and the interconnected stream must be measured to create a
minimum threshold that is protective of GDEs... A rate of flow depletion can be
correlated with changes in stage...”

Comment 4: “This section does not adequately address how groundwater level
measurements at the RMSs will be indicative of undesirable results to depletions of
interconnected surface water. In other words, there is no language that qualifies well
level measurements at the selected RMSs as useful indicators for harm that could be
done to GDEs that rely on interconnected surface water or groundwater.

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

Creeklands emphasizes the terms “rate or volume of
surface water depletions” from SGMA regs but does not
acknowledge the significance of the text immediately
following, “...caused by groundwater use...”. It is beyond the
ability of this groundwater management plan to control all
variables that affect surface water depletions. Therefore, the
management criteria proposed are that groundwater
elevations around the ISW RMSs are not reduced such that
depletion of ISW is significantly or unreasonably increased.
If water levels near San Luis Creek are maintained near
current levels, Darcy’s Law implies that the direction of flow
will not be reversed from recent conditions. (Additional
survey data of creek channel elevations and groundwater
elevations is recommended.)
Additional text has been added to discuss the significance of
Darcy’s Law, and the relative elevations of groundwater and
stream flow with respect to the direction of flow between
groundwater in the aquifer and surface water in the stream.
In the case of San Luis Creek, it is stated that because
water levels in the ISW RMS have not declined in the past
30 years, that this represents recent conditions. Therefore, if
water levels are not significantly or unreasonably lowered
below these elevations, no significant or unreasonable
change in depletion of ISW will occur. In Edna Valley,
additional text was added presenting hydrograph analysis
that indicates that West Corral de Piedras are seasonally
disconnected from the surrounding aquifer, and that this has
been the case going back to the 1950s as is seen in the
hydrograph for EV-01; therefore the character of the
relationship between GW and ISW has not been
significantly or unreasonably changed due to groundwater
management practices in recent years.
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Comment 5: “Groundwater levels intermittently measured at the proposed wells (SLV12, EV-01, EV-11) will not necessarily alert groundwater managers to imminent risks to
instream habitat that is reliant on interconnected streamflow...”

General
Comments
, Chapters
7 and 8

“Although the importance of monitoring the gaining and losing reaches of streams
within the groundwater basin is highlighted in Chapter 7, and referenced in Chapter 8,
neither of these chapters give concrete or consequential future steps toward integrating
the monitoring of these features with SMCs or MTs.

See letter
dated
June 22,
2021
appended
to the
Response
to
Comments
.
General
Comments
, Chapters
7 and 8
See letter
dated
June 22,
2021
appended
to the
Response
to

Furthermore, none of the SMCs or MTs properly address GDEs that may be directly
reliant on groundwater. The SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo highlights riparian and
oak woodland GDEs in Table 2 of that document and suggests that groundwater levels
could be used to determine sustainability indicators for them. More work will need to be
done to find the appropriate thresholds for GDEs that are directly reliant on
groundwater levels, but the current draft only discusses GDEs in the context of
interconnected surface water and does not lay the foundation for GDEs that do not rely
directly on surface water depletion.”

“The authors of the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo note (on page 5, paragraph 2)
that several monitoring wells are screened at unknown depths... Creek Lands has not
evaluated the veracity of this particular statement but, if it is true, the potential use of
these wells for establishing an indicator of interconnected surface water SMCs or other
GDE indicators is cast in doubt until the exact screening depths are determined.”

Date/Time

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

Response

It is acknowledged that conditions of groundwater/surface
water interaction vary in time more quickly and frequently
than groundwater levels distant from streams or creeks, and
that twice-annual measurements may not capture important
characteristics of this interaction. It is expected that
pressure transducers will be installed in additional selected
network monitoring wells to collect continuous monitoring
data during the coming 5-year implementation period. It is
recommended that ISW RMSs may be prioritized for
installation of transducers over other wells more distant from
the creeks.

Specific future steps to monitor stream conditions will be
incorporated into scopes of work for implementation of data
collection and annual reporting required under SGMA. The
entities to perform this work have not yet been identified,
and the scopes of work have not yet been specified. It is
stated in the implementation plan *Chapter 10) that these
actions will be pursued.

One of the stated objectives of this GSP with respect is to
avoid groundwater conditions that significantly or
unreasonably alter groundwater conditions due to pumping
that will significantly or unreasonably increase deletion of
ISW. This objective should address conditions for all GDEs.

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

Specific knowledge of some well construction details is an
acknowledged data gap. However, given that the HCM
indicates that the geologic formations in the Basin function
as a single hydrogeologic unit, with no laterally continuous
confining layers existing between formations, this data gap
is not considered a reason to preclude any wells from the
monitoring network.,
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“Although they may not be able to establish numerical MTs for particular
interconnected surface water undesirable results or GDE impacts, what is preventing
the GSP from incorporating tentative or placeholder MTs? It would be much more
promising to have an interconnected surface water MT that stated how the monitoring
network would be used to monitor GDE impacts, without necessarily committing to a
numerical value.
○ For example: “Discharge changes between the Andrews Street Gage and the Marsh
Street
43 Gage will be used to establish a minimum threshold when better data becomes
available”

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

○ or “Minimum surface water elevations dependent on interconnected 1 groundwater in
Stenner Creek will be established when a correlation between near-stream
groundwater elevations and the stream gage monitoring network are established.”

It is beyond the scope or ability of this GSP to define
instream flow conditions as potential objective criteria for
SMCs. This is a groundwater management plan, and the
objective with respect to ISW is to avoid changes in
groundwater conditions that results in significant or
unreasonable increases to depletion of interconnected
surface water.

○ These examples do not hold groundwater managers accountable to any thresholds
that are not supported by good science, but create the necessary impetus for future
research to address data gaps that are directly applicable to creating MTs that meet
SGMA requirements for the proper consideration of GDEs. More specificity at this
stage of the GSP development will benefit everyone in the future.”

As it stands, the current Draft GSP does not create a catalyst for future research or
GSP revisions that achieve the proper level of protection for GDEs. The current drafts
only list the types of data and analyses that may be sought in the future, without
enough actionable language that will hold the GSC accountable for implementing
effective research in pursuit of a monitoring network that protects GDEs.

7/22/2021
5:15:00
PM

SGMA requirements mandate the completion of annual
reports for the Basin throughout the SGMA planning horizon
(through 2042). These annual reports will document the
implementation of many of the recommendations put forth in
the implementation plan. The specific scopes of work or
contractors to perform this work are not yet developed or
selected.
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The note on the bottom of the https://www.slowaterbasin.com/get-involved page regarding
when the next meet is still says "Our next GSC Meeting is scheduled for December 9, 2020 and
will be offered virtually. Click here for details" and links out to the December 9th meeting. Can
this please be updated for this Wednesday's meeting?

8/16/2021
10:19:00
AM

The website has been updated.
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.
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September 5, 2021Re: Public Draft of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on the Public Draft of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan. I
appreciate all of the good work being done to understand and plan for the sustainability of the
SLO Basin. In general, my major concern with this plan is that it relies too much on unrealistic
supply side solutions to the problem of overdraft of the Edna Sub Basin instead of focusing on
demand management practices and changes in land use planning and other public policy
initiatives that can improve that basin. This draft plan relies too much on the uncertain
acquisition of State Water Project (SWP) water to back bill the overdraft of the sub basin.
Given the past history and current reliability problems with the SWP this is a low to no
probability solution. It is improper to suggest it as a solution when there is little to no chance
it can or will be implemented. Focusing on getting access to the SWP will just delay any real
solution to this sustainability issue in the Edna sub basin. While this plan does mention
demand management solutions, they are all voluntary and have a low probability of
implementation. Once again, these voluntary fixes are not real fixes at all and will delay any
real solution to the sustainability problem of the Edna sub basin. An unrealistic reliance on the
SWP and voluntary conservation measures can potentially jeopardize the entire plan and
cause its approval by the State to be delayed and exacerbating the overdraft problem
requiring even more draconian solutions. Below are some specific comments on the Draft
Plan.
All the best, David Blakely

Chapter 9 describes the projects and management actions at a
conceptual level and will be further evaluated including the
development of the Supplemental Water Feasibility Study and
Demand Management Plan.

9/5/2021
3:39:00 PM

Many of your comments will be addressed during the
development of the Supplemental Water Feasibility Study in the
first year of the GSP Implementation which will be conducted in
an open stakeholder environment and will focus on the feasibility
of supplemental water sources including the State Water Project.
As described in Chapter 9 Section 9.5 Management Actions, A
Groundwater Extraction and Metering Plan will be developed and
will provide a key metrics to evaluate the effectiveness of the
demand management strategies that will be included in the
Demand Management Plan.

Comments:
Page ES-16In the Section entitled: The seven projects evaluated as part of the GSP. It does not
seem reasonable, to even consider using potable water from the State Water Project for
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agricultural uses. Given the need for potable water in the state it seems absurd to even
consider this as an option. To even consider this as an option provides an inaccurate tilt to the
conclusions of this study. I believe that any agricultural use of SWP be stricken from this
document.
Page 5-8 It is indicated that there is significant drop in the ground water levels in the Edna
valley. The cause of this drop must be understood. If the drop is because of ground water
pumping to irrigate the agricultural uses it must be contemplated to limit this pumping which
may cause problems for residential uses in this area. The major problem is in the southern
areas (Edna Valley) of the basin. County planning should address this precipitous water level
drop and the city of SLO should understand its impact on the down gradient ground water
levels. The map on page 5-14 illustrates this problem. This is not sustainable.
Page 5-15 This map illustrates the effects of the resent drought and agricultural ground water
pumping in this area. Continued or increased agricultural use in this area will be detrimental
to all users in the basin.
Page 5-35 Section 5.9.1 In the discussion of ground water suitability for drinking water there
appears to be a nitrate problem. Can any of that increase in nitrates be attributed to
agricultural uses overlying the basin? If there is a correlation, there should be a program to
reduce this impact.
Map on 5-3 Shows the areas of Nitrate concentration. These areas should have a plan to
mitigate this impact as part of this document.
Page 6-2 Table 6-11 This table appears to show that pasture uses are the most water intensive
and vineyards tend to be much lower. If that is the case, then there should be a program to
phase out pasture uses and transfer that water to other less demanding uses. Maybe a
program like the one used in the Paso Basin for the open sale of water rights should be
considered.
Page 6-63 From the plan 6.6.1.1. Future Water Demand Assumptions For the purpose of
evaluating the effects of climate change and future baseline water budget development, the
assumption is made that there will be no increase in irrigated acreage or agricultural pumping
over the SGMA planning horizon. There is no evidence in the record to indicate that this
statement is true. It is appearing to be based on the statements of the users that are
contributing to the overdraft. Evidence of the stabilization of this overdraft must be part of
the record. There is no evidence in the record that indicates that there will be no increase in
the amount of pastureland in the Edna Valley and there is no evidence that there will be a halt
to any increases in water usage in this area.
Page 8-58.3.2. Sustainability Strategy The sustainability strategy was developed and discussed
at numerous public meetings of the GSC. Projects and management actions were developed
collaboratively with GSA Staff, GSC members, and the public utilizing the guiding principles of
the Sustainability Goal. A total of seven (7) projects are evaluated in Chapter 9 (Projects and
Management Actions) and are centered around supplemental water sources that could be
brought into the SLO Basin to mitigate the overdraft. In addition to the projects, three (3)
management actions will be implemented. The implementation of a combination of projects
and the management actions listed below will ensure that the SLO Basin will operate within
the sustainable yield and achieve sustainability as described in the following sections of this
Chapter.
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City of SLO Recycled Water for Edna Valley Agriculture
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Stater Water Project Recharge Basin within the Edna Valley area.
State Water Project to the Golden State Water Company

State Water Project to the Edna and Varian Ranch Mutual Water
Companies
Varian Ranch Mutual Water Company Arroyo Grande Subbasin Wells
Price Canyon Discharge Relocation
Expand Monitoring Network
Develop and Implement Groundwater Extraction Metering Plan

Develop Demand Management Plan
It is ludicrous to assume that the SWP will help in any way to solve this problem. The
agricultural stakeholders appear to think that there is a solution by using SWP water to
help replenish their over drafted water supply. There is a very low probability that the
SWP can provide a solution to this problem. There must be an explanation of how it
makes sense to use potable water for agricultural uses and there also must be an
explanation of the reliability of the SWP in suppling water to be used to solve this
overdraft issue. The focus should be on figuring out a way to better utilize the limited
resource that has been determined by this report as the sustainable yield in that sub
region. The solution is not in increasing supply but by demand management. The County
of SLO must develop policies that do not further degrade the sustainability of the Edna
Valley sub basin.
Page 8-24 Agricultural Land Uses and Users the MT for reduction in groundwater storage
may limit or reduce non-de minimis production in the Basin by reducing the amount of
available water. The practical effect of these MTs on agricultural users is that current
levels of agricultural pumping may not be sustainable without development of additional
sources of water to the Basin. Owners of undeveloped agricultural lands that are
currently not irrigated may be particularly impacted because the additional groundwater
pumping needed to irrigate these lands could increase the Basin pumping beyond the
sustainable yield, violating the MT. Existing agricultural operations may also be limited in
their use of more water-intensive crops, expansion of existing irrigated lands, and by
periods of extended drought that decrease the quantity of water naturally returning to
the basin. Once again, this report indicates that the solution to the over drafting of the
Edna Valley is to develop new sources of water. The SWP is an unreliable source. The
focus of this report should be to work on the demand portion of the overdraft problem.
There are many strategies for doing this. Many strategies will have little impact on the
current users and increase sustainability in the basin.
Page 6-9 Chart The city of SLO should not be transferring any of its water to Ag users who
are over pumping their aquifers. The city needs all the water they can get. I have not
heard the city indicate that they have surplus water to sell to anyone. If the city has
excess reclaimed water, they should be developing a delivery system to use it
appropriately within the city. On this chart two projects are listed to deliver water via the
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SWP to GSWC and Mutual Water Companies for a total of 100 AFY of water. Before such
a plan should be considered water reliability from the SWP must be considered. The
sunk cost of any new water deliveries from the SWP must be considered as they may be
so high that the price of this water is not acceptable. Just because you can list the SWP
as a solution to the problem with sustainability in this area does not mean that it a
solution to that issue. The problem is compounded if this new water is growth inducing
leading to no net gain in fixing the sustainability issue. If the new water is growth
inducing an Eir will be required leading to more cost and future delays. To include the
SWP as any mitigation to this problem is a distraction and provide at best a false hope
that the problem of sustainability can be corrected with SWP.
Page 9-11Table 9-5 Once again the plan dishonestly presents the SWP as a potential
solution to the issues of overdraft.
Page 9-12 The SWP water is a treated water supply and may require dichlorination
before being used for agricultural purposes. This statement from this document
illustrates one of the problems with using SWP water. This problem is identified but
there is no discussion on how dichlorination works and what the environmental impacts
might be SWP water for irrigation use to offset pumping could be purchased from 1)
District subcontractors that receive their SWP water through Lopez and Chorro Valley
Participants, 2) Santa Barbara County Participants or 3) a portion of the SLOCFCWCD's
unsubscribed Table A amount (14,463 AFY). Any necessary agreements/terms would
need to be identified, negotiated, and developed amongst relevant parties, and
environmental review would need to be conducted, to facilitate the transfers. The recent
adoption of the Water Management Tools Amendment to the SWP Contracts by the
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. This section illustrates the insurmountable problems
with the notion that the SWP can ever be possible as a solution to the overdraft
issue. This is another reason why it is silly to include it as a potential The model was run
continuously for the time period from water years 1987 through 2044. This project
simulation assumes that 1,000 AFY of SWP water is available for agriculture to offset
irrigation supply currently supplied by groundwater. This statement is misleading at
best. There has never been a year in which the SWP has been able to deliver the full
entitlements of the system. The planning done for this scenario should at least be based
on honest delivery amounts. Another assumption that cannot be made is that the SWP
water will be available in 2026. Given the strong desire for urban use of the SWP water I
do not believe that there will ever be a decision to allow that water to be used for ag
purposes.
Page 9-15 9.4.1.2. Supply Reliability (§ 354.44.6) The latest estimates of anticipated SWP
availability under future conditions are included in the Department of Water Resources
2019 SWP Delivery Capability Report (DCR) (DWR, 2019). The 2019 DCR anticipates
approximately 58% of the SLOCFCWCDs and 59% of the SBCFCWCD. This is evidence that
the SWP indicates a small amount of water can actually be delivered. Therefore, to get
1000 AF of state water a much larger amount will need to be purchased. Even in wet
years the SWP is not able to deliver its contracted amounts. This report identifies this
reliability problem but goes on as if the full entitlement can be delivered. Its analysis
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assumes full delivery and though it states this delivery issue it does not include it in
documentation to justify its use. To use the SWP as a mitigation to the overdraft problem
will make it appear that the basin is working toward a solution. In reality this non
solution and its pursuit will make worse the overdraft problem because no real action
will be taken.9.4.1.4. Project Implementation (§ 354.44.4) Investigating the use of SWP
as a supplemental water source would occur within the first year of implementation.
Following the recommendations of the feasibility study, negotiations to acquire SWP
from the identified sellers could take up to 5 years. The design and construction of the
turnout and pipeline could occur concurrent with the negotiations and occur within 5
years. This is an unrealistic and dishonest timeline. Nothing dealing with the SWP can
happen in 5 years. There is no evidence in this record that indicates this project can
happen in five years. Simply stating that it can happen in 5 years and realistically even
getting to a decision on this solution could take much longer if at all. As stated in 9.4.1.7
the regulatory process will delay any implementation of this solution.
Page 9-16 This section provides information that indicate that the transfer of water from
the city to the over drafted basin is not a viable solution either. At the beginning of this
process the city may be able to provide some water, but the city has indicated that it will
probably be reducing this water to the basin users. May reasons are given as to why the
city will reduce the quantity of available water to outside users. Therefore, this should
be eliminated from the list of potential solutions to the overdraft issue.
Page 9-379.5.3.2. Irrigation Efficiency Improvements. The information in this section may
be correct but it not proper to use this data in connection to demand management in the
Edna valley. This model assumes that crop uses will remain constant and then through
efficiency this constant use will be reduced. The flaw in this scenario is that it does not
control for change in use to a more water intensive use. The report also states that even
the information in this model is conceptual. Without more concrete factual information
to suggest that irrigation efficiency will help to improve the overdraft in the basin this
solution is purely speculative.
Page 9-38 9.5.3.3. Volunteer Water Efficient Crop Conversion. Any mitigation that relies
on voluntary participation is by its nature unreliable and should not be considered as a
mitigation for overdraft. The same is true for Volunteer Land Fallowing. Unless these
solutions are required there is a very low probability of their implementation.
Page 10-2 10.1.3. Implementation Costs. Implementation Cost should be borne by the
entities causing the lack of sustainability not by the general public. The general public
did not cause this problem. It should be fixed by those users contributing to the
overdraft.
Page 10-3 In this timeline the scheduling for the Project Implementation is extremely
optimistic. The report should do a better job of realistically projecting the timing for
Project Implementation. Once again, the cost to develop the Supplemental Water
Feasibility Study should be funded by the property owners who will benefit by its
implementation. The people causing the overdraft and lack of sustainability of the sub
basin should shoulder the cost of the project that will fix the problem they have created.
We are privatizing the benefits and socializing the cost. Section 10.2 makes it appear that
costs are anticipated to be covered by project proponents yet there is no discussion of
methods to be used to make this happen.
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All comments made by NMFS in response to the original response
to comments are noted.
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See attached letter dated September 9, 2021.
9SEP2021_Slo valley draft Final GSP comment letter_MC review.pdf

9/9/2021
12:16:00
PM

The GSAs believe that hydrograph analysis of wells with the
longest period of record indicates that SLO Creek is connected to
the surrounding aquifer, and Corral de Piedras Creeks are
seasonally disconnected from the aquifer. The GSAs also believe
that the hydrograph analysis presented indicates no observable
trends of declining water levels in the alluvial wells, and that this
indicates no change in the character of SW/GW interaction in SLO
Creek or Corral de Piedras Creeks over the past three decades.
Additional data proposed to be collected in the implementation
period, including installation of pressure transducers for
collection of continuous data in select wells, will help to clarify
the nature of SW/GW flux in the Basin.

Darcy’s Law posits that the flux between an aquifer and a stream
is dependent upon the hydraulic gradient of the groundwater
surface (the other components of Darcy’s Law, aquifer hydraulic
conductivity and area of flow, are assumed not to change). If the
GW elevation is decreased and the hydraulic gradient decreased,
the lower GW elevation will correspond to a lesser amount of
GW/SW flux. Thus, a specific GW elevation corresponds to a
specific amount of SW/GW flux. The GSAs believe that although
adequate data are not currently available to numerically quantify
the amount of flux from the aquifer to the stream, that Darcy’s
law supports the contention just presented that specific GW
elevations/gradients correspond to a specific quantity of flux.
This is the rationale for using groundwater elevation as a proxy
for SW/GW flux. Therefore, the groundwater elevation MTs
selected by the GSAs are intended to reflect a quantity of GW/SW
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flux that is not numerically defined or measurable but defined in
terms of the groundwater levels. Significant depletions of ISW as
characterized by GW elevations below the MTs therefore reflect
the quantities of flux between SW and GW that the GSAs
consider unreasonable. And because the groundwater elevation
MTs are defined within the range of water levels observed in the
historical record, that this approach will not cause significant or
unreasonable depletion of interconnected surface water.
Additional text was added to Chapter 8 to clarify this point.

The GSAs recognize that additional data will improve the
understanding and characterization of interconnected SW/GW
interactions in the Basin. Additional wells and stream gages have
been proposed to be added to the monitoring network in the
upcoming implementation period.
The GSA s recognize that the City of SLO has an agreement to
release a prescribed minimum amount of water to SLO Creek
from their Water Reclamation Facility, intended to support and
enhance the surface water flow regime in SLO Creek . These flows
benefit fisheries and GDEs along SLO Creek and are not impacted
by any proposals in this GSP.
In addition, surface water diversions on West Corral de Piedras
Creek upstream from Edna Valley are under the purview of the
SWRCB. They are in the process of regulatory review, and to the
extent that this independent process results in any additional
flows being released from the reservoir to flow downstream, it
will benefit environmental flows and fisheries conditions in Edna
Valley portion of the Basin.
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As currently written, the GSP requires ag production wells to be metered to determine applied
water to crops. This requirement is extremely expensive for growers to install, (many are very
small producing less than 30 GPM) and meters are difficult to maintain. The accuracy of
meters is also questionable. An alternative would be to utilize a satellite based consumptive
use program that is currently being used in the San Joaquin Valley. This program is reliable
and has been approved by DWR. Here is a brief description of the monitoring program: Cal
Poly’s Irrigation Training and Research Center ITRC has pioneered a remote sensing technique
to determine actual plant evapotranspiration using satellite imagery. This technique, called
ITRC METRIC, utilizes data from LandSAT images along with ground based weather to
accurately compute actual evapotranspiration of all vegetation in a region. This data is used by
many in the Central Valley for groundwater management, groundwater modeling, and net
groundwater pumping evaluations. This process has been approved by the DWR as a tool for
basin groundwater sustainability management in lieu of groundwater pump flow meters. In
some areas we have provided actual monthly ETc from 1992 to present. ITRC will provide
monthly and annual ITRC METRIC actual crop evapotranspiration (ETc) for Edna Valley. While
this process does not require crop type/land use information, we will utilize field level crop
type information to inform growers of the average/typical evapotranspiration for the various
crops grown in Edna Valley. We will also provide this information on a field/parcel basis to
individual growers for their own information. The largest outflow from the Edna Basin is ETc.
However, the methods used in the groundwater model for determining ETc has a high degree
of uncertainty. ITRC METRIC results can first be used to determine the actual uncertainty in the
existing model. Eventually, it can be used to improve the groundwater model with much more
accurate evapotranspiration data. The following items will be completed: 1. ITRC METRIC will
be processed for one or two years selected by the Edna Valley growers. Up to two images will
be processed per month for each year. 2. Crop/land use information will be obtained by
surveying the fields in Edna Valley. These will be compared to land use information from NASS
and DWR. A land use shapefile will be developed and made available to Edna Valley growers.
3. The evapotranspiration from each field will be determined and summarized by crop. The
mean and range of ET for each crop will be summarized on a monthly and annual basis. 4. ETc
by field will be provided for growers to examine and use. 5. An irrigation scheduling best
management practices (BMP) guide will be developed with localized evapotranspiration
estimates that more accurately reflect Edna Valley conditions. BMP options will include real
time remote sensing, soil moisture assessment, plant based assessments, evapotranspiration
estimation techniques, etc.I would recommend adding this type of monitoring to the plan to
give growers an option over meters.

Date/Time

9/10/2021
11:21:00
AM

Response

In Section 9.5.2.2 Non-De Minimis Extraction and Reporting
Program the GSP states that “During the first five years of
implementation, this Plan calls for the development of a
Groundwater Extraction Metering and Reporting Plan for non de
minimis users to report extractions using metering devices or
other suitable methods. Water Code Section 10725.8 provides
GSAs the power through their GSPs to measure the use of
groundwater extraction facilities for non de minimis extractions.”
The GSAs may consider alternatives to metering including
satellite based remote sensing techniques during the
development of the Groundwater Extraction and Metering Plan.
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9/11/2021
2:55:00 PM

Groundwater basins in California are in differing levels of
condition across the State. This GSP is drafted to return the SLO
Valley Basin to sustainability and does not have relation to any
other basins within the State. This GSP also does not identify the
purchase of State Water Project water by the City of San Luis
Obispo. The plan does however examine the potential for the
purchase of State Water Project water by non-City entities.
Projects are identified within the GSP to mitigate overpumping of
the Edna Valley subarea of the Basin. Should these projects not
be fully developed or executed, pumping reductions or
restrictions may be required within the basin. The characteristics
of water use within the basin indicate that most of these
pumping reductions would need to be made by agricultural
operations within the basin.

September 13, 2021Comments on the Public Draft of the Groundwater Sustainability Plan
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To whom it may concern: The draft GSP appears to be based on the desires of the largest
consumers of water in the basin and the pipe dream of imported water as the solution to
bringing the basin into long term sustainability. There were about 10 million people in
California when I was born and there are nearly 40 million Californians now. But there is no
more water in California now than 70 years ago. Indeed, there is a lot less, in great part due to
irrigated agriculture pushing into every nook and cranny of the state. Ground water basins
have been pumped dry and now, with climate change upon us, there is great unlikelihood that
recharge is possible in the short timeframe of SGMA. It is shear folly to believe that the State
Water Project will be able to provide the answer. That system is over subscribed and unable
to fulfill current obligations. The City of San Luis Obispo voted, twice, not to buy into the SWP,
and that vote must be honored. And the Plan’s timeframe of 5 years to bring more water is an
unrealistic pipe dream. Clear thinking tells us that sustainability means living within our means.
We have outpaced our available resource base with too many acres planted and irrigated, and
too much residential development welcoming more people than can be served for the long
term. The Plan must be clear. The property owners causing the depletion of the basin must be
the ones who pay to fix the problem. Large water users must cut back substantially, including
removal of some irrigated agriculture. Residential development must be halted until the basin
is balanced. The GSP should be working on modifying land use policy so that each proposed
use of groundwater must prove it will not deplete the resource. And current water pumpers
must be allocated less than now used until balance is restored.
Christine Mulholland San Luis Obispo
please include the following language as a policy within the document.
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Supplemental water projects that are implemented for existing irrigated agriculture are likely
to require proactive demand management, especially with reference to the planting of new
irrigated crops, the replacement of existing crops with those of higher demand, or the
implementation of other related land uses that require additional basin production.
Otherwise, the benefits of a supplemental agricultural supply will be reduced or eliminated by
offsetting increases in demand from new planting. Agricultural demand management
measures are expected to be documented in the Demand Management Plan, in collaboration
with the agricultural stakeholders funding the related supplemental water projects. Such
measures would be implemented in the specific areas that benefit from a given supplemental
water project and may include the following restrictions:
1.

Planting of irrigated crops on acreage that is not currently irrigated, or
irrigated within three years, prior to the publishing of the draft GSP; and

Planting of crops that will generate a higher water demand than that used for existing irrigated
acreage, prior to the publishing of the draft GSP. Crop restrictions that are necessary to

9/15/2021
12:48:00
PM

Text in Section 9.5.3 Demand Management Plan of the GSP has
been added to include the following:
“Water Code Section 10726.4 gives GSAs the power to control
extractions by, among other things, regulating, limiting or
suspending extractions subject to certain requirements or
limitations. This GSP calls for the development of a Demand
Management Plan that will include the documentation of water
conservation measures taken by purveyors, irrigation efficiencies
of the agricultural fields, water efficient crop conversion, and
volunteer crop fallowing. The Demand Management Plan may
also provide for mandatory pumping limitations consistent with
Water Code Section 10726.4 which would be implemented and
enforced via a separately developed regulation. Such regulation
would need to be based on the development of a defensible
methodology under SGMA, and may be based on the
development of a methodology for determining (1) baseline
pumping in specific areas considering groundwater level trends in
areas of decline, estimated available volume of water in those

54

ID

Name

Comment
Subject

Comment

Date/Time

preserve the benefits of any supplemental water project should be an integral part of the
project planning and implementation process.

Response
areas, and land uses and corresponding irrigation requirements;
and (2) whose use must be limited and by how much considering,
though not limited to, water rights, water conservation
measures, and evaluation of anticipated benefits from projects
bringing in supplemental water or other relevant actions
individual extractors take.” The development of the Demand
Management Plan will occur in an open stakeholder process and
your comment will be discussed. The methodology, baseline, and
determination of pumping restrictions would be incorporated
into regulations that could be developed by the County Board of
Supervisors for the unincorporated areas of the Basin and could
consider the progress of the Projects and Management Actions
and the Sustainability Goals described in the Plan.

Mr. Dick Tzou
County of San Luis Obispo
RE: San Luis Obispo Basin Groundwater Sustainability Plan
Dear Mr. Tzou:
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The Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation District (CSLRCD) has for a number of
years been interested in and supportive of efforts to improve groundwater recharge in
the Edna Valley portion of the San Luis Obispo Groundwater Basin. We have worked
in the past with Freeport McMoran, predessesors to Sentinel, regarding beneficial
reuse of their reverse-osmosis treated produced water, which is currently discharged
into Pismo Creek at a location which does not allow for any significant infiltration of
said water into the groundwater table. Our work identified a route to pump said water
up into the Edna Valley to a discharge point some 3-4 miles upstream, where the
discharge would provide both in-stream habitat enhancements to West Corral de
Piedra Creek, and recharge of the Edna Valley groundwater basin. We even identified
a route for the pipeline and completed a mitigated environmental impact report on the
route. Unfortunately, about that time Freeport had other financial issues that occupied
them and our proposal did not move into construction; however, it could still do so
today.

Sep 14,
2021

The Price Canyon Discharge Relocation Project and the City of
SLO RW for Ag Irrigation projects will be further evaluated as part
of the Supplemental Water Feasibility Study as described in
Chapter 10 (Implementation Plan). The development of the
Supplemental Water Feasibility Study will be conducted in an
open stakeholder environment and the GSAs welcome CSLRCDs
participation.

We have also worked with the Edna Valley Growers Association and the City of San
Luis Obispo to identify a route for extension of the recycled water system ("purple
pipe") from its current terminus near Islay Hill Park on into the Edna Valley.
We have offered to serve as the holder of open space or conservation easements for
users of recycled City water to ensure that said water is used strictly for groundwater
recharge and does not become a source of water for unwanted residential growth in
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9/19/2021
4:50:00 PM

Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City of San Luis
Obispo City Council and City staff, as many are unrelated to
SGMA. The GSP included significant public outreach including
direct mailers, paid online advertising, an extensive e-mail list,
City Council Updates, public workshops, etc. Details regarding the
public outreach efforts can be found in the Communication and
Engagement Plan. The GSP contains climate change projections
and if the climate in SLO County becomes dryer than projected,
the same standards for operating the basin in a sustainable
manner will be required.

9/19/2021
7:33:00 PM

Much of this comment is related to the City’s management of
surface water and will be provided to City staff. Regarding climate
change planning, The climate change projections utilized within
the GSP were approved by the GSC and City and County staff.
These climate change projections document likely climate change
scenarios that could impact the groundwater basin. Since SGMA
requires adaptive management of groundwater resources, the
submission of annual reports, and 5-year interim reports, climate
change-related projections may be altered in the future if better
information becomes available or if these models are proven to
be inaccurate.

Edna Valley.
In short, CSLRCD has been involved in efforts addressing sustainability of groundwater
in the Edna Valley for years. We would like to continue that involvement, and ask that
the GSP take advantage of the work that we have done to date, and include our
organization as a member of the sustainability group. Thank you.
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GSP Commission: Since today is the last day to submit comments (Sunday 9/19/21) &
I just heard about it yesterday I am sending this to strongly concur with former mayor
Peg Pinard's insightful comments. It is extremely disappointing that this critical issue
has not received widespread meaningful city resident discussion & input. Due to
Climate Change past water histories are no longer an indicator for our city's future
water sufficiency. Already permitted massive new real estate developments with water
entitlements in addition to new densification of established residential neighborhoods
are a huge water demand gamble. The West has a history of droughts but in the new
reality of Climate Change we cannot afford to take risks with our declining water
supply. Please recognize the disastrous situation you are potentially creating.
Sincerely, Cheryl McLean San Luis Obispo

General
Comments

1) Respectfully, as Andy Pease is, to my knowledge, privately employed in designing
water conservation systems, she has an inherent conflict of interest in overseeing this,
or any other, water policy. She should recuse herself and another person appointed.2)
The report is ridiculously neglectful of climate change projections. The obvious general
trend as the planet warms is for climatic zones to migrate poleward. That means that
we will gradually become part of the Sonoran Desert. If, for example, such small a
change as LA's climate migrating northward to SLO occurs we will go from an average
of about 23 inches of rainfall a year (Calpoly data) to 14 inches (USC data). Such an
apocalyptic change in climate, a reasonable assumption, must be accounted for.3) As
North County also draws from Lake Nacimiento, any water that we can save in SLO
has the potential to be used to make up for North County's catastrophic water
situation/outlook.4) We are, at this very moment, looking at the nightmare scenario, a
scenario that was never considered by city staff in my many communications with
them: THAT LAKE NACIMIENTO COULD GO DRY IN 2022. Ignoring the new climatic
conditions, in the drought of the 1980s there was a year in which Naci got just 8,000
AF of supply, not enough to even cover our County allotment, much less all the other
obligations. And last year, but for one single storm, Naci would have added ZERO
ACRE-FEET. Mind you, this is not a highly likely possibility, but we are planning for
decades, not for a single year. Any SWP must take into consideration the worst case
projected climatic scenario, NOT HISTORIC DATA.5) Previous councils worked
diligently to secure water for our town. Why would this council want to undo their work,
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9/19/2021
7:45:00 PM

Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City of San Luis
Obispo City Council and City staff, as many are unrelated to
SGMA. The GSP included significant public outreach including
direct mailers, paid online advertising, an extensive e-mail list,
City Council Updates, public workshops, etc. Details regarding the
public outreach efforts can be found in the Communication and
Engagement Plan. The GSP contains climate change projections
and if the climate in SLO County becomes dryer than projected,
the same standards for operating the basin in a sustainable
manner will be required.

especially in the face of climate change. There are many faces of climate change
denial and I feel that this plan is one more tragic example
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Over the years there has been a lot of turnover in City staff, and I imagine in county
staff and the various agencies, commissions and committees as well. Too many times
former members of these bodies do not or cannot pass along the depth and breadth of
their knowledge when they leave and, thus, institutional memory and insights can be
lost. This situation seems similar to the recently proposed changes to the City's
Parking District Program update, i.e., changing the plan to accommodate one segment
of the city while ignoring the effects on another segment. In this case it's writing a plan
to accommodate one area of the county without taking into account the potential
effects on other areas of the county. Mrs Peg Pinard has held positions in the city and
the county which have enabled her to gain knowledge about the interrelationships of
various parts and aspects of the county. In the case of her recent correspondence
(Sept 17, 2021) it is about our groundwater - where it is and where it goes, how things
are interconnected, and the history regarding what has been done and why. If you do
not have her correspondence, please check with the San Luis Obispo City Clerk to
obtain a copy.I learned a lot from reading the input she has provided. I hope you do,
too, and that you will incorporate her comments into your discussion(s) and into the
formulation of the plan. If it takes additional meetings and an expansion of participants,
so be it. It's better to do something correctly than to have to deal with unintended
consequences afterward
To whom it may concern: Creek Lands Conservation (CLC) previously submitted
comments on July 22, 2021 for drafts of GSP chapters. We have reviewed responses
to those comments, as well as subsequent revisions that are in the Public Draft GSP.
We are pleased to see some of the comments have resulted in changes, but there are
concerns that have still not been addressed to our satisfaction. Creek Lands has also
reviewed new comments from NMFS, dated September 9, 2021 for this Draft GSP. We
generally concur with the concerns expressed in that letter and would like to see
responses to those comments.
There appears to be some disagreement about whether the GSP should include
surface water sustainability indicators in a groundwater sustainability plan. CLCs
position is that there is a place for surface water indicators in the GSP, or at least the
GSP should include a more detailed defense of how Sustainability Indicators (SI) will
adequately protect Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) and Groundwater Dependent

9/19/2021
4:34:00 PM

As part of the management actions the monitoring network will
expand from the current SLOCFCWCD monitoring network of 12
wells to the new network of 40 monitoring wells as presented in
Chapter 7 (Monitoring Network) within the first two years of the
GSP implementation. Chapter 7 describes a proposed monitoring
network that has adequate spatial resolution to properly monitor
changes to groundwater and surface water conditions relative to
SMCs within the Basin. The network will provide data with
sufficient temporal resolution to demonstrate short-term,
seasonal, and long-term trends in groundwater and related
surface conditions. Included in Chapter 7 are recommendations
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Ecosystems (GDEs) from impacts caused by groundwater management actions,
especially near the Minimum Thresholds (MT). The nexus between groundwater and
surface water is clearly acknowledged by SGMA and groundwater management can
have a direct influence on ISW depletion. Therefore, Sustainability Indicators should
capture the impacts of groundwater management actions on the beneficial uses of
ISW, including GDEs. Unless a clear relationship between the SLO Basin’s
groundwater levels and ISW depletion is established, the GSA will not have a GSP that
can prevent groundwater management actions from unreasonably impacting GDEs or
the beneficial uses of ISW. As it is currently written, the Public Draft GSP does not
provide an ISW Sustainability Indicator that will perform well enough to prevent ISW
depletion that produces undesirable results.

Date/Time

Response
for additional monitoring sites to better understand the
groundwater and surface water interactions which include five
surface water gages which will be paired with five monitoring
wells and includes high resolution transducer data.

Comment 1The statement defining undesirable results for the depletion of ISW is still
inadequate:
The Basin will be considered to have undesirable results if any of the representative
wells monitoring interconnected surface water display exceedances of the minimum
threshold values for two consecutive Fall measurements.
Creek Lands addressed this statement in our previous comments, including a detailed
description of the ways in which this indicator could fail to detect undesirable results.
Two consecutive fall measurements will not necessarily detect the changes in ISW
depletion that can result in impacts to GDEs or threatened species in the creeks. The
time and spatial scales of the Sustainability Indicator need to be similar to the time and
spatial scales of the potential impacts. A single day of creek drying, if attributable to
groundwater management actions, could lead to undesirable results but would not
necessarily be detected using the definition above. A definition that uses a higher
resolution groundwater measurement is requested if a surface water flow indicator
cannot be used.
Comment 2 (Follow-up for response to Comment 4 in CLC’s July 22, 2021 letter) Creek
Lands understands the concept of Darcy’s Law and its implications for the creeks in the
SLO Basin. There are certainly groundwater levels at which the gradient from the
groundwater elevation to the surface water elevation in the creeks is sufficient to
support GDEs. However, the GSP does not provide enough evidence that the hydraulic
gradient at the historically low groundwater levels is a level that will avoid undesirable
results. The MTs should be set higher until the GSA has more confidence about the
relationship between the hydraulic gradient and ISW depletion.
Creek Lands Conservation appreciates the time and effort that has gone into
preparing this draft of the GSP, as well as the time taken to engage with comments
and accept feedback. We hope that our comments have been useful to the GSA and to
stakeholders in this process. Responses to or questions about out comments are
welcome, and you may reach out to us using the contact information below.
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Sincerely,Timothy Delany
Hydrologisttim@creeklands.org
Office: (805) 473-8221

100

Allan
Cooper

General
Comments

Since the deadlines for comments for all 10 chapters of this document have come and
gone, it is unclear what additional topics within this report are being solicited between
July 22, 2021 and September 19, 2021. My comments were sent to the San Luis
Obispo City Council on July 16, 2021 (see below) which applied to Chapter 9 and 10:
Projects & Management Actions and Implementation, but they do not appear in the
GSAs Public Comments section last updated on July 26, 2021. I was hoping that
Council would forward these comments on through the proper channels (i.e., the
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) which is accessed through
www.slowaterbasin.com) but they did not. Is it still possible to enter these comments
into the permanent record? With regards to full transparency, on July 20, 2021 the City
Council was advised that during a public comment period, staff will return to the City
Council on September 7, 2021 to report on the GSP Administrative Draft and an outline
of any significant changes made to the GSP draft chapters. However, on September 7,
2021 this item appears as Item 6.c as on the consent agenda. Though the September
19 deadline for comment on this GSP Administrative Draft was mentioned by Council
Member Pease, this item was not pulled for discussion and we believe it should have
been. Nor did this item, as it appeared in the staff report, elucidate on any significant
changes made to the GSP draft chapters. Nevertheless I would like to add to my
original comments by making the following points: Current in-City recycled water
demands are increasing while influent into the WRRF is decreasing due to high levels
of water conservation. I have heard that recycled water has already been shut off to
City parks and golf courses. Yet, the City still feels that it is in the position to provide
500-700 acre feet of recycled water to Edna Valley. Though, according to my
calculations, we presently have adequate potable water reserves, we clearly do not
have an adequate recycled water supply. So how is this possible? It is commendable
that prior to provision of non-potable/recycled water, the property to be served will
record a conservation, open space, Williamson Act, or other easement instrument to
maintain the area being served in agriculture and open space while nonpotable/recycled water is being provided. But will these easement instruments be
suspended once the recycled water is no longer being provided? I hope not. It is
anticipated that the City could provide 500-700 acre-feet of recycled water annually
with quantities decreasing as new in-City users come online. Currently, new in-City

The City has conducted significant modeling demonstrating that
adequate recycled water is available to potentially be sold
outside of City limits. City parks and the City golf course still
receive recycled water. The statement that adequate recycled
water is unavailable to provide in-City customers is inaccurate.

9/19/2021
3:46:00 PM

The details and limitations of provision of recycled water outside
of City limits would be negotiated between the City and any
potential buyer. This GSP identifies this as a potential project and
identifies existing policies that allow for this use, as well as
certain findings and limitations related to the sale of recycled
water. This plan does not obligate the City or the Edna Valley
Growers to enter into an agreement for the sale/purchase of
recycled water.
On September 7, 2021 the City Council received a report related
to the release of the public draft of the GSP. At this time there
was an opportunity for public comment for this item and none
was received. On several occasions prior to this date the City
Council received items related to SGMA and the GSP, including a
study session. During these meetings one public comment was
received. In addition to opportunities to provide the City Council
with comment, there have been dozens of GSP meetings and
workshops soliciting public feedback, as well as an opportunity to
provide written comment about each individual chapter of the
GSP, as it was drafted.
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I have read Peg Pinard's dissertation on SLO's ground water basin. And I do agree
that much more input is needed from regular users. Either that or no one will be
around when the wells run dry. Climate awareness is one huge factor and must play a
part. Face it! The West is simply getting dryer. Roger Longden 805-234-6666

9/19/2021
12:59:00
PM

Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City of San Luis
Obispo City Council and City staff, as many are unrelated to
SGMA. The GSP included significant public outreach including
direct mailers, paid online advertising, an extensive e-mail list,
City Council Updates, public workshops, etc. Details regarding the
public outreach efforts can be found in the Communication and
Engagement Plan. The GSP contains climate change projections
and if the climate in SLO County becomes dryer than projected,
the same standards for operating the basin in a sustainable
manner will be required.

users are coming online practically every day. So what triggers this decrease? This socalled trigger should be explicitly described somewhere in this document.

101

Roger
Longden

SLOGSP_
Public_Dr
aft.pdf

102

claretta
Longden
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Listen to Peg Pinard.

9/19/2021
11:57:00
AM
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Roberta
Foster

General
Comments

I concur with Peg Pinard's comments on securing sustainable ground water in the SLO
Basin.

9/19/2021
8:22:00 AM

See response to Ms. Pinard’s comment (Comment 106).
Additionally, Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City
of San Luis Obispo City Council.

See response to Ms. Pinard’s comment (Comment 106).
Additionally, Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City
of San Luis Obispo City Council.
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Karen L
Adler

General
Comments

Comment

I concur with Peg Pinard's assessment of the ground water situation! SLO City needs
to curtail their blatant tree cutting so every developer can get the most money out of
the land! What a slap in the face to the residents of SLO!

Date/Time

Response

9/18/2021
7:01:00 PM

See response to Ms. Pinard’s comment (Comment 106).
Additionally, Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City
of San Luis Obispo City Council.

Comments pertaining to the basin water quality tests to be performed as part of the
GSP:The current proposed plan is to perform water quality tests every five years and
make an evaluation of which wells to monitor and test.
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JeanPierre
Wolff
Ph.D.

General
Comments

I suggest that the GSA reviews and references in its GSP the Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Ag Order 4.0 groundwater monitoring
requirements. These requirements will provide easy access and at no extra cost
without duplication of effort groundwater quality trend monitoring and individual wells
data. In addition, the data available will provide a much more robust set of data points
and trends. The following is a brief summary of the information which will become
available. All groundwater quality data will be reported on GeoTracker and publicly
available. Requirements can be implemented individually or through third-party
assistance. On-farm domestic wells starts in 2022, reporting yearly for nitrate, TCP
123 (limited tests based on results), temperature, pH, specific conductance. Primary
irrigation wells starts in 2022, reporting yearly for nitrate, TDS, temperature, pH,
specific conductance. Starting in 2023 a groundwater quality trend monitoring work
plan is to be developed for individual and alternatively third-party approach.
Comments pertaining to the basin surface water aquatic habitat GSP. The San Luis
Obispo County received additional State grant funding to develop a GSP under SGMA
for the Arroyo Grande (AG) groundwater basin. This basin unlike the SLO-Edna Valley
basin is not a high priority basin and did not fall under the same rigorous requirements
of DWR. The technical analysis resulting from the development of the GSP includes
as significant amount of information for the preparation of an Arroyo Grande Creek
habitat Conservation Plan. This will include interconnections of the groundwater basin
and the Arroyo Grande Creek watershed including an emphasis on the steelhead trout,
a designated threatened species as determined by NOAA and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife. When comparing and contrasting the AG and SLO
basin creeks habitat evaluations/considerations there is a much weaker set of analysis
and studies considerations in the SLO basin. Yet It is important to note that in this
instance there are significant similarities between the two basins. Both have reservoirs
and dams and both have creeks discharging directly into the Pacific Ocean specifically
listed by name as of significant importance by NOAA as part of the South Central
California Coast Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) Recovery Plan established in

Thank you for your comments. The monitoring network does
incorporate the relevant water quality data that is collected as
part of the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) Ag Order and any new relevant data will be evaluated
during the annual and five-year update reports.
9/18/2021
6:33:00 PM

During the first five years of Implementation a Supplemental
Water Feasibility Study will further evaluate projects that will
increase streamflow in Corral de Piedras Creek including the Price
Canyon Discharge Relocation Project. As described in Section 9.5
Management Actions, a groundwater extraction and metering
plan will be developed and the data will provide a key metric to
evaluate the effectiveness of the demand management strategies
that will be included in the Demand Management Plan.
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2013. Previous commenters have raised the topic of the SLO basin surface water
aquatic habitat concerns with relatively neutral results, However, as both the AG and
SLO GSP's are now in further development and refinement, the inconsistency and
differences of emphasis between the two plans is becoming more obvious and
questions the balance of aquatic environmental values and focus assigned to each
basin. The AG basin emphasis on aquatic habitat protection has been very obvious
and numerous in public hearings, GSA representatives and technical analysis. The
role of the SLO County Flood Control and Water Conservation District in the AG GSP
does not solely nor contributorily justify the disparity and weaker consideration of
Federal and State Environmental Agencies priorities between the two GSP's. Some of
the lessons learned and aquatic habitat conservation from the AG GSP should be
integrated in to the SLO GSP. In addition, these actions can be supplemented with a
more robust external water augmentation effort to increase instream flow, reduce
ground water pumping along with the increased water conservation activities taking
place by the Edna Valley farming community
.Respectfully submitted,Jean-Pierre Wolff Ph.D
Sept. 17, 2021Submitted by: Peg Pinard

Comments will be provided to the City of San Luis Obispo City
Council and City staff, as many are unrelated to SGMA. The GSP
included significant public outreach including direct mailers, paid
online advertising, an extensive e-mail list, City Council Updates,
public workshops, etc. Details regarding the public outreach
efforts can be found in the Communication and Engagement
Plan. The GSP contains climate change projections and if the
climate in SLO County becomes dryer than projected, the same
standards for operating the basin in a sustainable manner will be
required.

Former Mayor, City of San Luis Obispo and Chairperson, San Luis Obispo County
Board of Supervisors
I am very please to see that the SLO Basin was designated by the State as a highpriority basin which means the basin’s management agencies are required to develop
a groundwater sustainability plan". With this as the goal, there are a number of points I
would like to make regarding this San Luis Obispo Valley Basin (SLO Basin)
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)1.Limited Input2. SLO City’s Water
Supply3.Definition of the Basin4.The Model Used5.Nature of Local
Agriculture6.Environmental Relationship between "Above Ground" and "Below Ground"
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Peg
Pinard

General
Comments

Limited Input The list of people who gave input to this plan appears to have been
garnered from primarily one sector of the basin, ie; Edna Valley. There was a
reference to a forum from some of the respondents but, although I have been very
involved in the city’s water management plan (ever since the city, literally, hit rock
bottom with our available water supply when I was on the city council), I did not hear of
any meeting about this plan (nor did any of the usually informed residents, that I know).
This is unfortunate because there were a lot of statements made that would have
benefitted from a wider discussion had the focus been on the needs of the entire basin
as well as the farmers in the Edna Valley. SLO City’s Water Supply Based on dozens
of previous comments, one thing in particular needs to be clarified. There is no excess
SLO City water that is being "wasted going down the creek to the ocean”. When SLO
residents’ water was being rationed, down to how many gallons they could use a day,
there was a demand for the city to get new water sources any way they could. The
most obvious one available at that crises time was to recycle the water that we already

9/17/2021
7:24:00 PM

Additionally, the SLO Basin and its boundaries have been
identified by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and
were not defined by this GSP or the GSAs. Comments regarding
the extent of the basin, as understood by the commenter, are
technically inaccurate and have been disproven by several studies
of the basin boundaries. The commenter also made several
comments specifically related to land-use management,
especially regarding protection of recharge areas. The GSP is not
a mechanism for controlling land use decisions that are the
authority of land use authorities. Potential groundwater
recharge areas will need research outside of the SGMA process to
better understand, define, and utilize for recharge purposes.
In response to a series of comments related to agricultural water
use in the Edna Valley area, the GSP is written in order to return
the basin to sustainable levels of discharge and recharge. This
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had. In order to achieve this, residents agreed to raise their own water (and sewer)
rates to make this happen. We even negotiated a pipe-line-exchange deal with an oil
company so that we could use the lines they didn’t need anymore in order to get our
recycled water to our largest users mainly our parks and schools. Imagine our surprise
and, yes, dismay, when the regulatory agencies decided that, even though this was
NOT WATER FROM THE CREEK, that we would be required to take our recycled
water and release a good portion of it to the creek. In other words, the amount of water
naturally coming down the creek was going to be artificially augmented from the water
residents had planned (and paid for!) to use from recycling. While the regulatory
agency’s goal was noble, ie, to augment water for downstream fishery needs (and yes,
that release also helped recharge aquifers) the main justification for requiring the
additional release was not what we had planned on when we agreed to the higher level
of treatment. Residents had planned to use that recycled water! So, believe me, that, if
that water was ever to be designated as “extra” the residents of the city would be
demanding that it be available for their uses as they had planned and paid for!
Definition of the Basin It was very surprising to see the definition of the basin pretty
much end at Laguna Lake. That is not what we learned during the drought (in the late
80’s) when we did multiple "well studies" in our efforts to get whatever water we could
from our wells. The most surprising information was when a dye-test was done to try
and understand the basin under the Dalidio property The city wanted to know where it
came from and where it went. Actually, it shouldn’t have been surprising because once
we got the information, the topography all made sense. Historically, it was called Marsh
Street for a reason! Water collected there, seeped into the ground, and was a primary
recharge collection area for water that traveled down the Los Osos Valley. This aquifer
was important for the wells that served Los Osos. This understanding was so important
that, when we were originally having discussions with the Dalidios about the
development for their property, the plans included a new lake that would still allow for
the function of being a primary recharge area for Los Osos. Those original plans tried
to acknowledge what was needed environmentally while still being able to
accommodate appropriate development. Since the sewer plant was nearby, we even
discussed how we could augment that lake by bringing the high tertiary-level-treated,
recycled water across the freeway. The lake" could then function as an asset for
everyone. This concept for the use of recycled water was later put into practice at
Cypress Ridge in Arroyo Grande where the homes are even sold as Lakeside
Homes! One of the main take aways from that whole discussion was the need to
identify where the major recharge areas were so that we could make sure that we
consciously aided the ability to recharge our precious aquifers. The city, and county,
were supposed to red line’ these areas so that we didn’t lose them. This was supposed
to be a priority! We could accommodate development without having to destroy the
very environment we depended on! As mentioned above, they could even become a
selling point! As I see this plan, there does not appear to be any recognition or
designation of important recharge areas that must be kept as sacrosanct. While I’m not
a soil scientist, I doubt that there is much recharge ability through concrete. And, where
is the accountability for the part of this aquifer that serves Los Osos? The Model Used
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GSP will be updated on an ongoing basis to ensure that the basin
is operated in a sustainable manner, including the pumping for
local agricultural operations.
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There were a lot of comments about what years were used for the calculations.
Apparently, the year 2016 caused a lot of discussion. But I can’t help thinking that the
whole focus is wrong no matter what years are used. The past is no longer a reliable
indicator for the future! That’s what the whole issue is about in recognizing Global
Warming and, as we are seeing, it’s happening a lot faster than was originally thought.
We aren’t talking about seasonal differences any more differences where taking
multiple years and averaging them would bring us a fairly reasonable plan. It’s now a
whole different ball game! I haven’t heard of any climate projection that says that
things are going to get better - or even stay the same. In fact, it’s just the opposite. The
west is getting hotter and drier - not just here but all over. Green house gasses and
carbon emissions, continue to accelerate. Where is this current reality taken into
consideration? This is not a time for the proverbial "burying one's head in the sand”
and pretend it isn’t real. If people don’t plan for what is already knowable then people
have to realize that they will be deliberately creating very severe conflicts. much more
severe than the ones that already exist. The Nature of Local Agriculture One property
owner described the situation very accurately when she said that her previously
reliable well had gone dry and that she had doubts about how her new, much deeper
(and costlier) well would last. In the past, the valley had been mostly dry land
farming. At first, I remember that businesses like Talley Farms were doing amazing
things with their existing crops utilizing innovative irrigation practices that reflected, and
respected, the diminishing water availability. But then, the valley changed with the
influx of more intensive water uses. This is exactly the situation that old-timers from the
north county, told me happened in Paso Robles. The aquifers could handle some
increase in production, but not all that had been allowed to happen. "Big business"
could afford to dig deeper, while regular folks were watching their wells go dry. This is
probably a "sacred cow" for the Edna Valley farmers, but the ever-growing level of
agriculture appears to be going beyond the sustainable capacity of the basin. People
who have inhabited this land for decades, shouldn’t be having to bear the cost of
having to dig deeper and deeper for their water while others, who can simply write-off
any of these expenses as a business deduction are allowed to take so much. A Basin
Plan cannot have undiscussed sacred cows. Â It needs "to put everything on the table,
including what level of agriculture the valley can reasonably sustain for ALL the
residents in the valley. The City of San Luis Obispo’s water is not up for grabs - and,
truth be told, the city has its own issues with regard to putting everything on the table in
being honest and responsible regarding sustainability for its residents. Environmental
Relationship between "Above Ground" and "Below Ground" Rick Rogers (NOAA’s
National Marine Fisheries) really tried to get the discussion of a Basin Plan on
a reasonable and responsible track. There is an interrelationship between what
happens above ground and what happens below it. Â Ignore that relationship at one’s
own peril. We are seeing the effects, and, if we don’t change course, the effects are
going to be even greater when combined with other global warming factors. The
exponential curve that we see with regard to carbon emissions holds true for other
factors like deforestation - no matter what chart one uses, the reality is the same. Trees
are the bridge between the two ecosystems above and below the ground. Yet we are
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cutting them down with total disregard for the effects. Besides being the cheapest,
most effective and reliable carbon sequesters that we have, they have multiple other
functions that are seldom discussed. They slow the rain down as it hits the ground,
allowing for more time to percolate the soil. The roots hold that water in the soil, again,
allowing for the water to slow down as it nourishes and sustains the quality of the soil
through its mycorrhizal networks. The leaves not only capture water but they are key
for the tree’s transpiration of moisture into the atmosphere - thus feeding the
atmospheric river and attracting rain clouds for our own areas. This doesn’t even begin
to talk about all the biological benefits of trees. Crops of all kinds need pollinators and
beneficial insects and birds to keep the bad bugs under control. Where do you think
our beneficials and birds live? Many farmers know this, but are silent regarding the
relationship between the trees’ benefits to farmers and the negative effect of cutting the
trees down. As we have experienced in this county, some business investors (I really
can’t call them farmers, sorry) don’t care at all and just cut down thousands of trees
that are in their way’ for making every last buck that they can. The result is that we all
pay the cost for such disregard for this interrelationship. It’s been very short-term
thinking! Â Lest anyone think it’s just the agricultural interests that have been
destructive with the land by destroying the benefits that trees naturally bring to all of us,
just know that the City of San Luis Obispo, a supposedly environmentally-conscious
city has done no better. One of the impacts of cutting down over 560 mature trees with
the San Luis Ranch project (and a couple of other major projects) is that the city just
agreed to put about 22,400 more pounds of carbon into the atmosphere EVERY
YEAR. The city itself added to the amount of carbon being put into the atmosphere
since they cut down even more trees to make room for a new entrance to the project. It
takes a sense of responsibility for a developer to plan building around the mature,
existing trees. It takes a willingness to not push for every dollar that one can make by
simply clearcutting the land. And, when that sense is missing, it takes a city council or
Board of Supervisors willing to stand up to the pressure from the monied interests.
That isn’t happening. This isn’t a comment about not building or not having a farm, it’s
about being truly conscious of what we are doing and taking responsibility for the
factors that will affect all of us, and future generations, in the long run. A Basin Plan
needs to account for all of these significant factors that affect the capacity and
sustainability of the basin. Respectfully submitted, Peg Pinard
Former Mayor, City of San Luis Obispo and Chairperson, San Luis Obispo County
Board of Supervisors
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1.

Hello, I am writing on behalf of Audubon California, Clean Water Action, Clean Water
Fund, Local Government Commission, The Nature Conservancy, and Union of
Concerned Scientists with the attached comments
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Ngodoo
Atume

General
Comments

1. Beneficial uses and users are not sufficiently considered in GSP
2.
3.
4.

development.
Climate change is not sufficiently considered.
Data gaps are not sufficiently identified and the GSP needs additional plans
to eliminate them.
Projects and Management Actions do not sufficiently consider potential
impacts or benefits to beneficial uses and users.

9/17/2021
3:19:00 PM

2.
3.
4.

108

Genevieve
Czech

General
Comments

It is the SLO residents hope that the Groundwater Basin Plan under discussion is taking the
needs of the entire basin as well as the Edna Valley farmers. We cannot forecast present and
future resources and needs based upon past data/analyses. Global warming has put an urgent
timeline on planning. Peg Pinard has stressed the need to maintain our recharge stations for
precious aquifers, and to add the component of trees sequestering carbon dioxide and storing
water, and affecting water flow in our creeks. Allan Cooper has challenged the assurances of
adequate recycled water supply. Please heed their important contributions to the analysis and
ensure that communication on meetings and reports reaches the individuals who are
traditionally included in this planning.
Whale Rock water will be consumed once again by returning students to the Cal Poly campus,
and additional new students.
Nationally we have seen the Colorado River under duress like never before in its water
distribution, and we cannot forecast the severity or duration of the drought in San Luis Obispo
County and California and the American West. May you be well advised in this all important
planning approval. Respectfully, Genevieve Czech, 612 Stanford Drive, SLO

9/19/2021
9:48 PM

The GSP included significant public outreach including
direct mailers, paid online advertising, an extensive email list, City Council and County BOS Updates, public
workshops, etc. Details regarding the public outreach
efforts can be found in the Communication and
Engagement Plan and is summarized in Figure 2-3.
The following groups were targeted stakeholder
groups, general public, land use agencies, private and
rural groundwater users, ag water users,
urban/industrial users, integrated water management,
environmental and conservations orgs, economic
development, human right to water (DAC’s and Rural
Community Assistance Corp) and the Tribes. As
indicated in the GSP, Tribal interests were contacted
and informed of the GSP development process, and
that they indicated that they would engage in the
Implementation Phase of the GSP.
Section 6.6 Projected Water Budget considers climate
change scenarios. When the projects are further
evaluated climate change will be considered.
Data gaps are evaluated in Chapter 7 and will be
further evaluated in the Expand Monitoring Network
Management Action as described in Chapter 9.
The projects are conceptual in nature and the
potential impacts or benefits will be further evaluated
as projects and management actions are developed.

Ms. Pinard’s comments will be provided to the City of San Luis
Obispo City Council and City staff, as many are unrelated to
SGMA. The GSP included significant public outreach including
direct mailers, paid online advertising, an extensive e-mail list,
City Council Updates, public workshops, etc. Details regarding the
public outreach efforts can be found in the Communication and
Engagement Plan. The GSP contains climate change projections
and if the climate in SLO County becomes dryer than projected,
the same standards for operating the basin in a sustainable
manner will be required. Comments regarding inadequate
volumes of recycled water availability will be forwarded to City
staff and have been demonstrated to be inaccurate by the City’s
recycled water availability modeling.
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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
West Coast Region
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 90802-4213

May 29, 2020

John Diodati
Interim Director, Public Works Department
County of San Luis Obispo County
976 Osos St #207
San Luis Obispo, California 93408
Re: NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service comments on the draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (Chapter 5) for the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin
Dear Mr. Diodati:
Enclosed with this letter are NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) comments on
“Chapter 5: Groundwater Conditions” of the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin (SLO
Valley Basin) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP).
The GSP is intended to meet the requirement of the California Sustainability Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). The SMGA includes specific requirements to identify and consider
impacts to Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) that have significant and unreasonable
adverse impacts on all recognized beneficial uses of groundwater and related surface waters
(Water Section 10720), including fish and wildlife and botanical resources.
As explained more fully in the enclosed comments, the draft Chapter 5 does not adequately
address the recognized instream beneficial uses of the SLO Valley Basin, which underlies San
Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek, or other GDE, potentially affected by the management of
groundwater within the SLO Valley Basin. In particular, the draft Chapter 5 does not adequately
recognize or analyze the important relationship between the groundwater extractions and
potential adverse effects on the federally threatened South-Central California Coast steelhead
(Oncorhynchus mykiss). The reasons for this assessment are set forth in the enclosure.
NMFS recommends that the revised draft Chapter 5 be re-circulated to give interested parties an
opportunity to review and comment before it is finalized.
NMFS appreciates the opportunity to provide the enclosed comments on the draft Chapter 5. If
you have a question regarding this letter or enclosure, please contact Mr. Mark H. Capelli in our
Santa Barbara Office (805) 963-6478 or mark.capelli@noaa.gov. Mr. Rick Rogers (707-5788552; rick.rogers@noaa.gov) in our Santa Rosa Office.
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Sincerely,

Anthony P. Spina
Chief, Southern California Branch
California Coastal Office
cc:
Natalie Stork, Chief, DWR, Groundwater Management Program
Mark Nordberg, DWR
Trevor Joseph, CDWR, Senior Engineering Geologist
James Nachbaur, SWRCB
Rick Rogers, NMFS
Julie Vance, Regional Manager, Region 4, CDFW
Kristal Davis-Fadtke, Water Branch, CDFW
Dennis Michniuk, District Fisheries Biologist
Annee Ferranti, Environmental Program Manager Resource Conservation, CDFW
Suzanne De Leon, Region 4, CDFW
Don Baldwin, CDFW
Robert Holmes, CDFW
Mary Ngo, CDFW
Roger Root, USFWS
Chris Dellith, USFWS
Kristie Klose, USFS
Ronnie Glick, CDP&R
Fred Otte, City of San Luis Obispo
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Enclosure
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s Comments on the draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (Chapter 5) for the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin (March
2020)
May 29, 2020
Introduction
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is responsible for protecting and conserving
anadromous fish species listed under the Endangered Species Act, including the federally
threatened South-Central California Coast (SC-CCS) Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) which utilize San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek.
NMFS listed SC-CCS, including the populations in the Santa San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo
Creek watersheds (which overlies a portion of the SLO Valley Basin), as threatened in 1997 (62
FR 43937), and reaffirmed the threatened listing in 2006 (71 FR 5248).
On March 12, 2020, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has designated the
SLO Valley Basin a “Medium” priority for groundwater management, requiring the development
of a final Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by January 31, 2022, pursuant to the 2014
SGMA. Several watercourses that overlie portions of the SLO Valley Basin, including San Luis
Obispo Creek and the headwaters of Pismo Creek, support federally threatened SC-CCS DPS of
steelhead.
Surface water and groundwater are hydraulically linked in the SLO Valley Basin, and this
linkage is critically important in creating seasonal habitat for threatened SC-CCS steelhead.
Where the groundwater aquifer supplements streamflow, the influx of cold, clean water is
essential for maintaining suitable water temperature and surface flow. Pumping from these
aquifer-stream complexes can adversely affect freshwater rearing areas for juvenile steelhead by
lowering groundwater levels and interrupting the hyporheic flow between the aquifer and the
stream, particularly during the naturally low flow summer and fall months. Thus, groundwater
extraction in the SLO Valley Basin can and is expected to adversely affect threatened S-CCC
steelhead through a reduction in the amount and extent of freshwater rearing sites for this
species.
Steelhead Life History: Habitat Requirements
While adult steelhead spend a majority of their adult life in the marine environment, much of this
species’ life history phase (migration to and from spawning areas, spawning, incubation of eggs
and the rearing of juveniles) occurs in the freshwater environment, including in the main stem
and tributaries. Many of the natural limiting factors (such as seasonal variation in rainfall,
runoff, and ambient air and water temperatures) are exacerbated by the artificial modification of
these freshwater habitats. This includes both surface and sub-surface extractions that lower the
water table and can, in turn, affect the timing, duration, and magnitude of surface flows essential
for steelhead migration, spawning and rearing, based on NMFS’ extensive experience assessing
the influence of surface and groundwater withdrawals on this species.
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Seasonal instream conditions can prevent the species from completing its life cycle. In particular,
the over-summering period can be challenging to juvenile steelhead survival and growth.
Lowered water tables that are hydrologically connected to surface flows and subjected to
groundwater pumping during the dry season can affect rearing individuals by reducing vegetative
cover, and directly by reducing or eliminating the summertime surface flows. (Barlow and Leake
2012, Heath 1983).
Groundwater inputs to surface flows can buffer daily temperature fluctuations in a stream (Hebert
2016, Barlow and Leake 2012, Brunke et al. 1996, Heath 1983). Artificially reducing the
groundwater inputs would likely expand or shrink the amount of fish habitat and feeding
opportunities for rearing juvenile steelhead, and reduce the likelihood that juvenile steelhead
would survive the low-flow period and successfully emigrate to the estuary and the ocean (CBEC
and Podlech 2015, Croyle 2009, Glasser et al. 2007, Sophocleous 2002, Fetter 1997).
NMFS’ South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies groundwater extraction from
San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek as likely caused by both surface water diversions and
pumping hydraulically connected groundwater, and is ranked as a “Very High Threat” to steelhead
survival in San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek (NMFS 2013. Table 12-2. Threat source
rankings in the San Luis Obispo Terrace Biogeographic Population Subgroup. p. 12-17).
San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek: Steelhead Recovery
NMFS’ South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan (2013) designated both San Luis
Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek as Core 1 populations within the San Luis Obispo Terrace
Biogeographic Population Group. Core 1 populations are populations identified as having the
highest priority for recovery based on a variety of factors, including:


the intrinsic potential of the population in an unimpaired condition;



the role of the population in meeting the spatial and/or redundancy viability criteria;



the current condition of the populations;



the severity of the threats facing the populations;



the potential ecological or genetic diversity the watershed and population could provide
to the species; and,



the capacity of the watershed and population to respond to the critical recovery actions
needed to abate those threats.

(NMFS 2013, Table 7.1 Core 1, 2, and 3 O. mykiss populations within the South-Central
California Steelhead Recovery Planning Area. pp. 7-7 – 7-8.)
As part of NMFS’ recovery planning for the threatened SC-CCS DPS of steelhead, the intrinsic
potential of individual watersheds to support a viable population of steelhead in an unimpaired
state is assessed and ranked. The intrinsic potential habitat for San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo
Creek ranked in the upper half of all the watersheds within the threatened SC-CCS DPS of
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steelhead based on the amount of potential habitat (in an unimpaired state) in each watershed
within the SC-CCS DPS. See Figure 1 and 2, “Intrinsic Potential Steelhead Spawning and
Rearing Habitat maps for San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek included as part of Enclosure
NMFS also designated critical habitat for the threatened SC-CCS DPS of steelhead in 2005 (70
FR 52488). This designation included the main stem and tributaries of San Luis Obispo Creek
and Pismo Creek, portions of which traverse the SLO Valley Basin. Critical habitat provides: 1)
freshwater spawning habitat with water quality and quantity conditions and substrate supporting
spawning, incubation, and larval development, 2) freshwater rearing sites with water quality and
floodplain connectivity to form and maintain physical habitat conditions and support juvenile
growth and mobility, water quality and forage supporting juvenile development, and natural
cover such as shade, submerged and overhanging vegetation, and 3) freshwater migration
corridors free of passage obstructions to promote adult and juvenile mobility and survival.
Critical habitat throughout the threatened SC-CCS DPS of steelhead has been adversely affected
by loss and modification of primary constituent elements (substrate, water quality and quantity,
water temperature, channel morphology and complexity, riparian vegetation, passage conditions,
etc.) through activities such as groundwater extractions and related surface-water diversions
(NMFS 2013). Thus many of the constituent elements of critical habitats have been significantly
degraded (and in some cases lost) in ways detrimental to the biological needs of steelhead. These
habitat modifications have hindered the ability of designated critical habitat to provide for the
survival and ultimately recovery of the threatened SC-CCS DPS of steelhead. See Figures 3 and
4, “Critical Steelhead Habitat maps for San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek included as part
of this Enclosure.
NMFS has developed a South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan (NMFS 2013) that
provides a strategy for the recovery of the species (including a threats assessment, recovery
actions, and recovery criteria). Among the threats to the steelhead habitats in the San Luis
Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek watersheds identified in this recovery plan are surface-water
diversions for groundwater replenishment, and related groundwater extractions, to support
agricultural and urban developments that utilize groundwater resources (NMFS 2013. pp. 12-1
through 12-20) .
NMFS has also issued a 5-Year Status Review: Summary and Evaluation of the South-Central
California Coast Steelhead Distinct Population Segment (NMFS 2016). This Status
Review noted that the “. . . SWRCB generally lacks the oversight and regulatory authority over
groundwater development comparable to surface water developments for out-of-stream
beneficial uses, though SGMA in 2014 partially addresses this inadequacy for some water
basins.” (p. 38). The Status Review further noted that:
“The below normal precipitation and reduced runoff has adversely affected
aquatic habitat for steelhead in a variety of other ways, resulting in: 1) depleted
groundwater basins which provide base flows that support critical oversummering habitat for rearing O. mykiss; 2) reduced hydrological connectivity
between seasonally wet and dry stream sections in interrupted streams; 3)
restricted instream movement of rearing O. mykiss; 4) delayed or reduced
breaching time of sandbars at the mouth of coastal estuaries, affecting water
quality, and limiting both the upstream migration of adult O. mykiss and the
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downstream emigration of juveniles and kelts. Riparian habitat has also been
adversely affected by the reduction in groundwater levels and the reduction of
surface flows, affecting water temperatures and food availability.” (p. 48).
To address the identified threats to threatened steelhead in the San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo
Creek watersheds NMFS’ South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan identifies a number
of recovery actions targeting surface diversions and groundwater extraction (NMFS 2013, Table
8-1. Recovery Actions Glossary. pp. 8-7 – 8-8).
These include for San Luis Obispo Creek:
SLO-SCCCS-6.1 Conduct groundwater extraction analysis and assessment. Conduct
hydrological analysis to identify groundwater extraction rates, effects on the natural
stream pattern (timing, duration and magnitude) of surface flows in the mainstem and
tributaries, and the estuary, and effects on all O. mykiss life history stages, including adult
and juvenile O. mykiss migration, spawning, incubation, and rearing habitats.
SLO-SCCCS-6.1 Develop and implement groundwater monitoring and management
program. Develop and implement groundwater monitoring program to guide management
of groundwater extractions to ensure surface flows provide essential support for all O.
mykiss life history stages, including adult and juvenile O. mykiss spawning, incubation
and rearing habitats.
Table 12-12. South-Central California Steelhead DPS Recovery Action Table for San
Luis Obispo Creek, p 12-58.
Similarly for Pismo Creek:
Pis-SCCCS-6.1 Conduct groundwater extraction analysis and assessment. Conduct
hydrological analysis to identify groundwater extraction rates, effects on the natural
stream pattern (timing, duration and magnitude) of surface flows in the mainstem and
tributaries, and the estuary, and effects on all O. mykiss life history stages, including adult
and juvenile O. mykiss migration, spawning, incubation, and rearing habitats.
Pis-SCCCS-6.1 Develop and implement groundwater monitoring and management
program. Develop and implement groundwater monitoring program to guide management
of groundwater extractions to ensure surface flows provide essential support for all O.
mykiss life history stages, including adult and juvenile O. mykiss spawning, incubation
and rearing habitats.
Table 12-13. South-Central California Steelhead DPS Recovery Action Table for Pismo
Creek, p. 12-63.
Both San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek currently supports a threatened population of
steelhead that is critical to the future survival and recovery of the broader threatened SCCCS
DPS of Steelhead.
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Management of the groundwater of the SLO Valley Basin has affected the water resources and
other related natural resources throughout the San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek
watersheds. When analyzing impacts on steelhead or other aquatic organisms resulting from
groundwater and related streamflow diversions, identifying flow levels that effectively support
essential life functions of this organism is critical (Barlow and Leake 2012). Specifically, it is
essential to explicitly provide for the protection of habitats, including those recognized instream
beneficial uses that are dependent on groundwater such as fish migration, spawning and rearing,
as well as other Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems GDE (California Department of Water
Resources 2016, Heath 1983).
Specific Comments
On page 21, the draft Chapter 5 states the following with regard to decreasing groundwater
storage in the northern portion of the basin:
“The long-term stability of groundwater elevations in these hydrographs indicates that
groundwater extractions and natural discharge in the areas of these wells are in
approximate equilibrium with natural recharge and subsurface capture, and that no
trends of decreasing groundwater storage are evident.”
However, in Figure 5-11, three of the graphs depicting groundwater trends over time for the
northern basin do not include data from the last few decades (e.g., graphs #1, #3, and #4 present
data up to 1995, 2005, and 2012, respectively). Relying on data that has gaps ranging from
several years to a few decades limits their utility in describing recent or current trends in
groundwater storage. The revised draft should recognize and address this limitation. In addition,
to improve the utility of the graphs, each should include the respective ground-surface elevation
at the well location. Finally, it appears that data collection at some wells was not systematically
collected on a set time schedule. This limitation should recognized and addressed as well.
On page 24, the draft Chapter 5 states:
“The Percolation Zone Study of Pilot-Study Groundwater Basins in San Luis Obispo
County, California identified areas with relatively high natural percolation potential that,
through management actions, could enhance local groundwater supplies for human and
ecological benefits to the aquatic environment for steelhead habitat.”
However, it not clear what specific management actions are referred to here. If the management
actions involve diversion of flows from either San Luis Obispo Creek or Pismo Creek, the effects
of these diversions must be assessed on steelhead use, as well as other GDE.
On page 30, the draft Chapter 5 references a 30-foot difference in surface water and groundwater
elevation as a determinant for evaluating hydraulic disconnection between the two. The 30-foot
metric, as referenced in Rohde et al. (2019), is based upon rooting depths of oak trees. How
groundwater supports oak tree ecology is very different from how groundwater accretion to
surface flow supports stream-dwelling organisms for other GDE (explained below), and the
former should not be used to inform the latter.
This same issue arises in Section 5.8.2 in a discussion of GDE impacts within East and West
Corral de Piedras creeks. Finally, the draft Chapter 5 recognizes that oak rooting depths can be
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up to 70 feet (page 34), which would appear to contradict the basis for using 30 feet within their
GDE analysis.
The life-cycle of steelhead often requires occupying seasonal habitat that may only have flowing
water during wetter periods of the year (Quinn 2015, Boughton et al. 2009), especially in more
arid regions at the southern extent of their range (e.g., central and southern California). The
extent of connection is seasonally transient, and changes in the water table and river flow can
and do alter the state of connection (Cook et al. 2010, Brunner et al. 2011). In short, whether a
stream or river reach is gaining or losing, or whether 30 feet separates groundwater/surface water
at a specific time of year, is not; what is important is how groundwater use influences the
seasonal duration and quality of surface water and, by extension, instream habitat.
The mechanism by which stream-dwelling organisms are impacted by groundwater pumping is
habitat degradation caused by the draw-down of surface flows (Barlow and Leake 2012), and can
occur in both “gaining” and “losing” stream reaches. The impacts can be both physical (e.g.,
pool volume shrinks as water surface elevation declines) and physicochemical (e.g., water
quality can suffer as pools and riffles lose connectivity). Thus, the appropriate method to
determine whether pumping is having “significant and unreasonable adverse impacts” on
beneficial uses of surface water is to understand the level of impact (i.e., volume of streamflow
depletion) and how habitat quality and functionality change because of that impact. Further data
is required throughout the 180/400-foot sub-basin to establish localized relationships between
streamflow depletion and the resulting instream habitat characteristics.
The final GSP should address this data gap by including studies that develop an appropriate
threshold preventing significant and unreasonable impacts to beneficial users of surface water.
The final GSP should also elaborate sufficiently as to when, where, and how this data will be
collected during the first few years of GSP implementation, or at the very least, clearly commit
to developing a detailed data collection plan with interested stakeholders at a later date.
NMFS recommends the final GSP follow guidance from California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (2019) and develop conservative streamflow depletion thresholds as a precautionary
approach until the surface flow/groundwater dynamic in the 180/400 foot sub-basin is better
studied and understood.
Page 30 of the draft chapter 5 states “…since, as presented in the discussion of hydrographs in
the San Luis Valley in Section 5.2, there has been no long- term water level declines in this area,
there is no evidence of long-term depletion of interconnected surface water in this area.”
This statement is not consistent with basic principles of groundwater hydrology or SGMA
regulations. First, as noted above, several of the groundwater elevation plots referenced in
Section 5.2 do not contain full records, and are thus inappropriate for discerning recent trends
and concluding water levels have not been declining in the area. Second, whether or not
groundwater levels are steady over time has no probative value informing streamflow depletion
impacts – the proper method for determining potential streamflow depletion is developing and
using an analytical groundwater/surface water, as required by SGMA regulations.
Page 31 of the draft Chapter 5 notes that:
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“Observations of stream conditions indicate a perennial reach of Pismo Creek that flows
through Price Canyon and supports year-round critical habitat for threatened steelhead
just south of the Basin Boundary.”
A recent study of instream flows of Pismo Creek also indicates, “Groundwater discharge into the channel
(gaining reaches) tends to occur within localized areas in the steep Franciscan Mélange formations, and
within localized areas of Price Canyon, while stream reaches tend to lose water as they cross the
Quaternary sedimentary deposits of Edna Valley (Stillwater 2016).

Rearing juvenile steelhead (as well a resident O. mykiss) respond to changing water conditions
(including seasonal desiccation of stream reaches) by moving to areas with more suitable habitat
conditions, including surface flow conditions. This behavioral response is common in streams
that naturally exhibit diverse flow regimes such as ephemeral, intermittent, or interrupted flow
(i.e., alternating reaches of surface and non-surface flow). In some situations, this situation can
create enhanced feeding and growing conditions for juvenile O. mykiss when they re-occupy
previously desiccated stream reaches. See, Boughton, et al. 2009. Spatial patterning of habitat
for Oncorhynchus mykiss in a system of intermittent and perennial stream. Ecology of
Freshwater Fishes 18:92-105.
Page 47 of the draft Chapter 5 provides references, which appear incomplete. For instance,
Bennett (2015) does not appear in the reference list.
Finally, DWR’s analysis suggests streamflow depletion are potentially influencing GDEs in the
SLO Valley Basin, as evidenced by their updated basin prioritization work (DWR 2018). The
SLO Valley Basin received extra priority points for water quality and streamflow/habitat impacts
during the 2018 basin prioritization process 1. The DWR prioritization handbook (DWR 2018)
makes clear that those points reflect potential impacts to GDEs and their habitat, noting that:
“…habitat and/or streamflow point(s) were not applied to basin prioritization until it was
determined that one or more of the habitats and/or streamflows were potentially being
adversely impacted.”
NMFS suggests that the final GSP develop conclusions regarding streamflow depletion impacts
based on reliably estimating streamflow-depletion rates or volumes using the required
groundwater/surface water model, and relating those depletions to instream habitat impacts that
limit steelhead survival. See for example, Sophocleous 2002, Mercer and Faust 1980.

See the SGMA Basin Prioritization Dashboard tool at https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bp-dashboard/final/ Also, The
Nature Conservancy. 2018. Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems under the Sustainable Groundwater Management
Act. Guidance for Preparing Groundwater Sustainability Plans.
1

10

Figure 1. San Luis Obispo Creek Intrinsic Potential Steelhead Spawning and Rearing Habitat.
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Figure 2. San Luis Obispo Creek Critical Steelhead Habitat.
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Figure 3.Pismo Creek Intrinsic Potential Steelhead Spawning and Rearing Habitat.
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Figure 4. Pismo Creek Critical Steelhead Habitat.
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City of San Luis Obispo, Public Utilities, 879 Morro Street, San Luis Obispo, CA, 93401‐2710, 805.781.7215, slocity.org

DATE: 2/7/2021
TO: The Groundwater Sustainability Commission
FROM: Mychal Boerman, Utilities Deputy Director ‐ Water
SUBJECT: City of San Luis Obispo Recycled Water Limitations
The City of San Luis Obispo has been utilizing recycled water as a component of its multi‐source
water supply since 2006. The City’s goal is to use this water source to the highest and most
beneficial use. The City is committed to the expansion of its non‐potable recycled water programs
and to the development of a potable reuse program to supplement groundwater supplies.
The cumulation of past groundwater usage has resulted in an imbalance in the Edna Valley area’s
groundwater elevation. The delivery of the City’s recycled water to parties within the Edna Valley
area has been identified as a potential short‐term augmentation project to offset further lowering
of groundwater levels.
The purpose of this memo is to provide the Commission with a clear understanding of the City’s
long‐term intent to put recycled water to the greatest beneficial use. While not conclusively
detailing all constraints of future recycled water availability, this memo should serve to document
the nature of the City’s concerns regarding physical constraints on recycled water availability and
delivery, as well as the City’s intention of prioritizing the needs of in‐City users above those of
outside‐City users. This memo does not discuss other topics such as pricing, contract terms,
permitting, water rights, etc.
Seasonal Availability
The quantity of recycled water available for use to City customers is dependent on the quantity of
untreated wastewater flowing into the City’s Water Resource Recovery Facility (WRRF). Unlike most
cities that experience relatively uniform recycled water availability throughout the year, the City of
San Luis Obispo’s availability is drastically impacted by the students from Cal Poly vacating the
community during the summer months and thus decreasing the wastewater influent into the
WRRF. This decrease in wastewater influent occurs during the summer months when the City’s 50+
recycled water accounts increase irrigation to combat the warm, dry conditions. This decrease in
availability, coupled with a substantial increase in demand, abnormally limits the recycled water
available during the summer months.
Long‐Term Versus Short‐Term Availability
While there is currently surplus recycled water available year‐round, with over 150 acre‐feet per
month available in some winter and spring months, it is anticipated that the City will not have a
significant volume of recycled water supply available to sell to any outside users from June‐October
once the internal City demands increase to support new residential and commercial developments.

Recycled water demands from Avila Ranch, San Luis Ranch, Righetti Ranch, and other future in‐City
developments are expected to result in increased recycled water demand of roughly 400‐500 acre‐
feet per year with most of this demand occurring during the summer. These developments are
currently being constructed with many of the Orcutt Area developments already receiving recycled
water deliveries. The City continues to update its recycled delivery projections as any amounts
obligated for delivery beyond availability would need to be made up by use of City potable water
supplies. This concern will continue to increase as both in‐City and Cal Poly users continue to
improve in their conservation of water.
As the City continues to develop its groundwater pumping program, it has been identified that
there is significant recharge potential (upwards of 400 acre‐feet per year) within the City’s portion
of the SLO Valley Groundwater Basin adjacent to the WRRF. Recharge projects in other areas of the
City have not yet been studied but are anticipated to increase the amount of water that could be
recharged within the basin. As the City resumes its groundwater pumping, additional capacity will
likely be created within the basin, increasing the City’s need for recycled water for recharge
projects that may ultimately be used for a potable reuse project. As surface water supplies are
adversely impacted by climate change, augmentation of the groundwater basin will be the City’s
major water supply expansion strategy and will limit water availability for outside‐City interests as
augmentation projects come online. Potable reuse through storage in the groundwater basin may
also address the issues with seasonal availability by creating a prolonged time lag between highly
treated wastewater injection and its withdrawal for use.
Physical Delivery Constraints
The City’s recycled water storage and distribution system was designed to provide intermittent in‐
City deliveries within the southern half of the City. The City’s storage tank, pumps, telemetry, and
pipelines were not designed to provide recycled water to outside‐City customers and may require
upgrades in order to accommodate continuous 24/7 delivery. Additionally, the two potential
pipeline alignments that could be utilized to deliver water to the Edna Valley area are undersized
and limit the ability to deliver recycled water during the winter and spring months when it is most
abundantly available. One pipeline located within Broad Street near the airport is 6” diameter C900
pipe. The other, located within Tank Farm road, is 8” diameter ductile iron pipe. It is estimated that
the larger of the two pipelines could deliver approximately 100/acre‐feet of recycled water per
month if operated 24‐hours per day for a full month. This undersized pipeline significantly restricts
the amount of water that could be delivered to outside City customers during the winter and spring
months.
Summary
While the City is actively pursuing opportunities to sell recycled water in the short‐term, it must be
conveyed that the long‐term prioritization of recycled water is for irrigation of in‐City uses where it
can offset current potable supplies, and for use as a potable reuse project. When examining
available basin augmentation projects, the City’s recycled water supply should not be assumed to
be available as a permanent augmentation project that will provide a consistent amount of water
for basin augmentation through 2042 and beyond. With current in‐City recycled water demands
and influent, it is anticipated that the City could provide 500‐800 acre‐feet of recycled water
annually with quantities decreasing as new in‐City users come online and as the City develops
potable reuse projects to supplement its supplies. In‐City groundwater basin augmentation efforts,
new regulations, drought, additional in‐City customers, and the like could reduce the quantity
available to outside users by several hundred acre‐feet in the foreseeable future.

Please contact me with any questions related to the City’s use of recycled water.
Mychal Boerman
mboerman@slocity.org
(805)781‐7237
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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
West Coast Region
501 West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, California 90802-4213

June 3, 2021

John Diodati
Interim Director, Public Works Department
County of San Luis Obispo
976 Osos St #207
San Luis Obispo, California 93408
Re: NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service comments on the May 6, 2021, draft
Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin
Dear Mr. Diodati:
Enclosed with this letter are NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) comments on
“Chapter 8: Groundwater Conditions” of the draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the
San Luis Obispo (SLO) Valley Groundwater Basin.
The GSP is intended to meet the requirements of the California Sustainability Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA). The SMGA includes specific requirements to identify and consider
impacts to Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) that have significant and unreasonable
adverse impacts on all recognized beneficial uses of groundwater and related surface waters
(Water Section 10720), including fish and wildlife and botanical resources.
As explained more fully in the enclosed comments, the draft Chapter 8 does not adequately
address the recognized instream beneficial uses of the SLO Valley Basin, which underlies San
Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek, or other GDE, potentially affected by the management of
groundwater within the SLO Valley Basin. In particular, the draft Chapter 8 does not adequately
analyze or identify Sustainable Management Criteria that have the potential to affect the
federally threatened South-Central California Coast steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss). This
information is necessary because management of the SLO Valley Basin has consequences for the
amount and extent of surface flows in San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek, both of which
support populations of threatened steelhead.

Our enclosed comments include recommendations for revisions that are intended to assist the
County of San Luis Obispo develop a final GSP that meets the requirements of the SGMA. To
this end, NMFS recommends that the revised draft Chapter 8 be re-circulated to give interested
parties an opportunity to review and comment before it is finalized.
NMFS appreciates the opportunity to provide the enclosed comments on the draft Chapter 8. If
you have a question regarding this letter or enclosure, please contact Mr. Mark H. Capelli in our
Santa Barbara Office (805) 963-6478 or mark.capelli@noaa.gov, or Mr. Andres Ticlavilca in our
Santa Rosa Office (707-575-6054) andres.ticlavilca@noaa.gov.
Sincerely,
Anthony P. Spina
Chief, Southern California Branch
California Coastal Office
cc:
Natalie Stork, Chief, DWR, Groundwater Management Program
James Nachbaur, SWRCB
Annette Tenneboe, Region 4, CDFW
Julie Vance, Regional Manager, Region 4, CDFW
Steve Slack, CDFW
Kristal Davis-Fadtke, Water Branch, CDFW
Dennis Michniuk, District Fisheries Biologist, Region 4, CDFW
Annee Ferranti, Environmental Program Manager Resource Conservation, CDFW
Suzanne De Leon, Region 4, CDFW
Don Baldwin, Region 4, CDFW
Christopher Diel, Ventura Field Office, USFWS
Ronnie Glick, CDP&R
Fred Otte, City of San Luis Obispo
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Enclosure
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s Comments on the draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan (Chapter 8: Sustainable Management Criteria) for the San Luis Obispo
Valley Groundwater Basin (May 6, 2021)
June 3, 2021
Background
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is responsible for protecting and conserving
anadromous fish species listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA), including the
federally threatened South-Central California Coast (SCCC) Distinct Population Segment (DPS)
of Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), which utilize San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek.
NMFS listed SCCC, including the populations in the San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek
watersheds (which overlies a portion of the SLO Valley Basin), as “threatened” in 1997 (62 FR
43937), and reaffirmed the threatened status of the species in 2006 (71 FR 5248).
On March 12, 2020, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) designated the SLO
Valley Basin a “Medium” priority for groundwater management, requiring the development of a
final Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) by January 31, 2022, pursuant to the 2014 SGMA.
Several watercourses that overlie portions of the SLO Valley Basin, including San Luis Obispo
Creek and the headwaters of Pismo Creek, support federally threatened steelhead.
The available information establishes that surface water and groundwater are hydraulically
linked in the SLO Valley Basin, and this linkage is critically important in creating seasonal
habitat for threatened SCCC steelhead. Where the groundwater aquifer supplements streamflow,
the influx of cold, clean water is essential for maintaining suitable water temperature and surface
flow (Brunke and Gosmer 1997). Pumping from these aquifer-stream complexes can adversely
affect freshwater rearing areas for juvenile steelhead by lowering groundwater levels and
interrupting the hyporheic flow between the aquifer and the stream, particularly during summer
and fall months when streamflow is already low. Thus, groundwater extraction in the SLO
Valley Basin has the potential to adversely affect threatened SCCC steelhead through a reduction
in the amount and extent of freshwater rearing sites for this species.
NMFS has previously commented on Chapter 5: Groundwater Conditions of the SLO Valley
Basin GSP and provided background information on steelhead life history habitat requirements,
and the role of both Pismo Creek and San Luis Obispo Creek in NMFS’ South-Central Steelhead
Recovery Plan (2013). See NMFS’ May 29, 2020 letter to John Diodati, Interim Director, Public
Works Department County of San Luis Obispo County).
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Specific Comments
Page 29: The draft Chapter 8 indicates the basin will be considered to have experienced
undesirable results if any of the monitoring wells exceed the minimum threshold for two
consecutive fall measurements. The standard of failing two consecutive fall measurements is not
explained, and thus appears arbitrarily. Steelhead migration, spawning and rearing (beneficial
uses of surface water as set by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 1) are biological
processes that can be impacted by a single streamflow depletion event. SGMA regulations
require a minimum threshold be used to define an undesirable result, in this case streamflow
depletion resulting in significant and unreasonable impact to beneficial uses of surface water.
For a beneficial use such as steelhead rearing, a depletion of adequate streamflow can result in
steelhead mortality, and is therefore irreversible. We therefore recommend that the standard for
determining undesirable results be expressed in terms of minimum pool depth and/or surface
flow during the summer and fall base flow periods.
Page 29: Groundwater elevations may be necessary as a proxy for streamflow depletion due to a
lack of data gathered to this point. However, there appears to be no attempt at correlating
groundwater elevation thresholds with impacts to beneficial uses of surface water. In fact, many
of the groundwater elevation minimum thresholds are set at the lowest (or below the lowest)
groundwater elevations ever recorded within the basin. These thresholds are likely associated
with severe groundwater over-pumping during dry periods, when groundwater depletion was
greatest, and surface water discharge the lowest. Managing streamflow depletion conditions
comparable with the severest drought conditions is not protective of surface water beneficial uses
that support ESA-listed steelhead, and likely would result in adversely affecting steelhead and its
identified critical habitat (see enclosed steelhead critical habitat and intrinsic potential maps for
San Luis Obispo Creek and Pismo Creek). If the GSAs uses groundwater levels as a proxy for
streamflow depletion, it should explain how the chosen minimum thresholds and measurable
objectives adequately avoid adversely impacting surface water beneficial uses that support
steelhead survival throughout the SLO Basin. If that effort proves problematic due to a lack of
data at the present time, the GSAs should follow guidance by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife that recommends a conservative approach to groundwater dependent ecosystem
protection in those situations (CDFW 2019).
Page 29, Section 8.9.2: The draft includes the following statement:
To avoid management conditions that allow for lower groundwater elevations than
those historically observed, MTs [Minimum Thresholds]for these wells were set at
the historic low water levels indicated on the hydrographs, which occur with
regularity during every extended dry period evident in the record (Figures 8-9, 810).
As noted above, managing to perpetuate historically low groundwater elevations is not
appropriate as a management threshold, since it does not adequately define the undesirable result
of streamflow depletion on aquatic biological resources such as federally threatened SouthCentral Coast steelhead. Based upon fundamental hydrogeologic principles where the depletion
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rate is proportional to the difference between the water table and surface water, the amount of
streamflow depletion associated with the proposed minimum thresholds would be the greatest on
record (Sophocleous 2002, Bruner et al. 2011, Barlow and Leake 2012). This level of
streamflow depletion would likely impact surface water beneficial uses to the extent that
threatened steelhead would experience “harm” under the ESA as well as result in adverse
impacts to Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) supporting a variety of native aquatic
species.
Page 30: Following the discussion on the relation between flow conditions in San Luis Obispo
Creek and the underlying aquifer, the draft Chapter 8 asserts, “in both cases the amount of flux
between the surface water and the groundwater system is small compared to the volume of water
flowing down the creek.” The point of this statement is unclear but seems to suggest that
groundwater levels are not significantly influenced by the volume (including duration) of stream
flow. However, this implication is contradicted by the statement, “In wetter years, when flows in
the San Luis Obispo Creek are high there is [sic] greater amounts of discharge from the creek to
the groundwater system.” In general, higher and longer the duration flows in SLO Creek will
increase the area of wetted stream bottom (i.e., the area of infiltration) as well as the duration of
the infiltration of surface flows to the underlying groundwater basin. Furthermore, the assertion
that stable groundwater levels at a specific well “suggest that the mechanisms of surface
water/groundwater interaction have not been negatively impacted since the early 1990’s” does
not address the question of whether these stable conditions have had and are resulting in
streamflow depletion impacts as defined under SGMA. Currently stable groundwater levels are
not an indicator of sustainable groundwater conditions, or, more specifically, avoidance of
significant and unreasonable effects on streamflow. The revised draft Chapter 8 should address
this issue and clearly indicate how existing stable groundwater conditions are protective of GDE,
such as rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead.
Page 31: The draft Chapter 8 states that, “by defining minimum thresholds in terms of
groundwater elevations….the GSA will….manage potential changes in depletion of
interconnected surface (sic [flows?]).” The draft Chapter 8, however, has not established the
required correlation between groundwater elevations and surface flows that would justify
groundwater levels as a proxy for streamflow depletion, and has not quantified what level of
streamflow depletion represents significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE, including but not
limited to rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. The draft Chapter 8 should identify the data
needed to analyze the relationship of groundwater levels, streamflow depletion rates, and impacts
to GDE, specifically spawning, rearing and migration of ESA-listed steelhead.
Page 31: The draft Chapter 8 establishes minimum thresholds for streamflow depletions as “the
lowest water levels observed in the period of record” for the chosen monitoring wells. As noted
earlier, according to SGMA regulations a minimum threshold is used to define an undesirable
result, in this case streamflow depletion resulting in significant and unreasonable impact to GDE,
including, but not limited to rearing juvenile steelhead. The use of a streamflow depletion
thresholds associated with the lowest recorded groundwater levels are inappropriate because they
will not avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE. The thresholds are inappropriate
for avoiding impacts to ESA-listed steelhead resulting from streamflow depletion. To be
consistent with the requirements of SGMA, the GSAs must develop thresholds that are likely to
avoid adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other GDE.
5

Page 32: The draft Chapter 8 includes no information or analysis that supports the assertion that
“maintaining groundwater levels close to historically observed ranges will continue to support
groundwater dependent ecosystems.” As noted above, there is an assumption embedded within
the assertion that current groundwater levels support groundwater dependent ecosystems; this
has not been supported by any data or analysis because such information is not presented in the
draft document. Managing groundwater levels at historical lows is likely to adversely affect
ESA-listed steelhead, and designated critical habitat for this species. To be consistent with the
requirements of SGMA, the GSAs must develop minimum thresholds that are likely to avoid
adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other GDE.
Finally, it is unclear if the reference in the draft Chapter 8 to the Water Budget is to Chapter 5
and/or Chapter 6. If the draft Chapter 8 is referring to Table 6-20 (Current Water Budget – Basin
Total), the comparison between the annual groundwater/ surface water interaction with an annual
outflow volume of the watershed does not provide an indication of aquatic habitat conditions
during low flow periods. We would note that intermittent stream reaches can provide seasonally
important rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. Reaches that temporarily lose surface flow
through the natural seasonal reduction in groundwater levels can be re-occupied by fish rearing
in other parts of the stream system as groundwater levels rebound and surface flows are
reinitiated in the temporarily desiccated reaches (Boughton et al. 2009). However, artificially
reduced groundwater levels can accelerate the temporary cessation of surface flows, and then
delay the re-initiation of surface flows, thus reducing the amount and quality of rearing habitat
with the stream system and adversely affect GDE.
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Central Coast Salmon
Enhancement, Inc. dba Creek
Lands Conservation

7-22-2021
To whom it may concern:
Thank you for accepting my comments regarding the document titled “Groundwater-Dependent
Ecosystems in the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin Technical Memorandum” (SLO Valley
GDE Technical Memo), as well as chapters from the Draft San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Groundwater
Sustainability Plan. Creek Lands Conservation (CLC) works collaboratively with non-profits and local
agencies to protect and enhance groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs) in SLO County on behalf of
all freshwater aquatic species including but not limited to federally threatened steelhead trout
(Onchorychus mykiss). GDEs are those ecosystems that rely on groundwater to supply surface water.
When groundwater is in an overdraft condition, these systems suffer. Overdraft can result in the loss of
plants and animals in a basin, or in the worst case, extinction. Groundwater dependent ecosystems in the
San Luis Obispo Valley Basin include San Luis Obispo Creek and all its tributaries, Pismo Creek and all
its tributaries, Laguna Lake, and various seeps, springs, and wetlands associated with these systems.
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) contains numerous provisions to consider and
address the environment in groundwater sustainability plans and actions. SGMA requires that all
beneficial uses and users be considered in the development and implementation of Groundwater
Sustainability Plans. GDE’s are one type of beneficial user of groundwater. CLC hopes to continue to
work with other non-profits, local, and state agencies to ensure that GDE’s are clearly identified and
mapped, to improve our understanding of surface-groundwater interactions, to identify potential adverse
impacts on GDE’s, and to help set appropriate minimum thresholds and measurable objectives for GDE’s
under SGMA.
The comments on the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo and applicable Draft GSP Chapters herein are
provided with the understanding that the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo provides the most recent and
most detailed study of GDEs within the groundwater basin as they relate to the SGMA process. With that
understanding, CLC is commenting not only on the recently released SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo
but also on Draft GSP Chapters 7 and 8, Monitoring Networks and Sustainable Management Criteria,
respectively. Because the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo was referenced in Chapter 7 prior to its
release, and because sustainable management criteria (SMC) described in Chapter 8 rely on the
monitoring network described in Chapter 7, CLC finds that the content of the GDE Memo is
fundamentally tied to language within Chapter’s 7 and 8. Thus, to provide meaningful comments on the
GDE memo, CLC also provides comments on these draft chapters within this comment period.
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General Comments

2
3
4
5
6

1. Using the best available science and expert review that includes water agencies, state agencies,
academics, technical consultants, and NGO’s, a framework on how to address GDE’s under SGMA has
been developed. This framework is titled “Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems under the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (TNC 2018)”. The framework is based on the structure provided by the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) and proposes seven steps as follows:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Identify Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs)
Determine Potential Effects on GDEs
Determine the Sustainability Goal
Set Minimum Thresholds
Establish Measurable Objectives and 5-year Interim Milestones
Incorporate GDEs into the Monitoring Network
Identify Projects and Management Actions

In the context of this framework, we interpret the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo to be a supporting
document for the achievement of these steps. We respectfully request that the information and
recommendations provided within the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo be consistently incorporated
into the Draft GSP Chapters to a greater degree than currently exists. To our knowledge, there are no
other publicly available studies on GDEs in the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin that identify
sustainable GDE indicators, nor any studies other than the technical memo that describe a monitoring
network specifically suited to tracking GDE indicators and indicator target values. Therefore, we find that
the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo is a part of the best available science that the GSC has at its
disposal for creating a GSP that describes both a monitoring network and SMC that sufficiently protects
GDEs under SGMA.
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Specific Comments on Chapter 7
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2. Chapter 7, Page 3, Paragraph 2 and bulleted list, under heading 7.1.2 Representative Monitoring Sites
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“Representative monitoring sites are the locations at which sustainability indicators are
monitored, and for which quantitative values for minimum thresholds, measurable objectives, and
interim milestones are defined. The criteria that were used to determine which wells to utilize are
as follows:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

A minimum 10-year period of record of historical measurements spanning wet and dry
periods.
Available well information (well depth, screened interval).
Access considerations.
Proximity and frequency of nearby pumping wells.
Spatial distribution relative to the applicable sustainability indicators.
Groundwater use.
Impacts on beneficial uses and Basin users.”

Groundwater levels and GDEs should have different representative monitoring site (RMS) selection
criteria. Whereas groundwater RMSs require a longer historical record to establish the definition for
2
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undesirable results, GDE undesirable results are straight-forward and actionable without 10 prior years of
data for whatever given SMC and MT that is defined. For example, if a relationship between groundwater
pumping at Well “A” can be correlated with critical habitat impairment using a nearby stream gage at Site
“X”, There is no need for Site X to have multiple years of data to establish a trend. Rather, undesirable
effects correlated with Site X can be sufficiently defined using a relatively short data record. To expand
on this example: we can know the stage at which Site X goes dry (an undesirable result) and, to the extent
that this can be correlated to groundwater extraction, the stage or discharge data at Site X can be used
immediately to set MTs for the interconnected surface flows.
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Another limitation of the Draft GSP can be highlighted here. The RMSs do not appear to anticipate the
eventual inclusion of the stream gage network in future revisions of the GSP. Although the exact criteria
for determining undesirable results for interconnected surface water and GDEs has yet to be determined
through scientific analysis, the Draft GSP should already be considering which surface water monitoring
network components will become RMSs. If separate RMS selection criteria for interconnected surface
water indicators are not developed now, groundwater managers will be delayed in properly protecting
GDEs because the GSP will not provide a framework for the future studies that are referenced in chapters
7 and 8.
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Specific Comments on Chapter 8
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3. Chapter 8, Page 28, Paragraph 3 under heading 8.9 DEPLETION OF INTERCONNECTED
SURFACE WATER SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR § 354.28(C)(6)

21
22

“Direct measurement of flux between an aquifer and an interconnected stream is not feasible
using currently available data.”
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We find no explanation earlier in Chapter 8, nor in Chapter 7, for why the flux between the aquifer and
the interconnected stream must be measured to create a minimum threshold that is protective of GDEs.
Language cited under section 8.9.2 Minimum Thresholds (page 29) restates the following SGMA
regulation language:
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“...‘The minimum threshold for depletions of interconnected surface water shall be the rate or
volume of surface water depletions caused by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on
beneficial uses of the surface water and may lead to undesirable results.’” (emphasis added)

30

The next paragraph then continues:

31
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“Current data are insufficient to determine the rate or volume of surface water [depletions] in
the creeks. Therefore, groundwater elevations in the RMSs intended to monitor surface
water/groundwater interaction (SLV-12, EV-01, EV-11) are used as a proxy for the Depletion of
Interconnected Surface Water Sustainability Indicator.” (emphasis added)
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The rate or volume of surface water depletions do not need to be synonymous with the flux measurement
presently described in Chapter 8. A rate of flow depletion can be correlated with changes in stage and
does not necessarily require a rating curve to draw a correlation between groundwater and surface water
fluctuations. We do agree that the eventual development of rating curves for all existing and proposed
stream gages is a wise step in creating the monitoring network, however.
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Although the precise fluxes of groundwater in a given interconnected reach of these creeks have not yet
been determined, the existing stream stage monitoring network, combined with existing low flow
3

1
2
3

measurements (e.g. Stillwater Sciences 2014, Creek Lands Conservation 2019) and/or additional manual
flow measurements in the dry season that could be collected in a few days of work effort would provide a
basic, minimum supplement to the groundwater level indicator that is currently proposed.
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4. Chapter 8, Page 28, Paragraph 1 under heading 8.9.1 Undesirable Results § 354.26(a)-(d)
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“The undesirable result for Depletions of Interconnected Surface Water is a result that causes
significant and unreasonable adverse effects on beneficial uses of interconnected surface water
within the Basin over the planning and implementation horizon of this GSP. As discussed in
Section 8.9, measurement of the fluxes between the aquifer and Basin creeks is not feasible with
currently available data. Therefore, water level measurements at the RMSs designated for the
Depletion of Interconnected Surface Water Sustainability Indicator will be used as the basis MTs
and Undesirable Results until better data becomes available under future monitoring activities.”

13
14
15
16
17
18

This section does not adequately address how groundwater level measurements at the RMSs will be
indicative of undesirable results to depletions of interconnected surface water. In other words, there is no
language that qualifies well level measurements at the selected RMSs as useful indicators for harm that
could be done to GDEs that rely on interconnected surface water or groundwater.
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5. Chapter 8, Page 29, Paragraph 2 under heading 8.9.1 Undesirable Results § 354.26(a)-(d)
“The Basin will be considered to have undesirable results if any of the representative wells
monitoring groundwater/surface water interaction display exceedances of the minimum threshold
values for two consecutive Fall measurements.”
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Groundwater levels intermittently measured at the proposed wells (SLV-12, EV-01, EV-11) will not
necessarily alert groundwater managers to imminent risks to instream habitat that is reliant on
interconnected streamflow. As stated in the quoted section above, at least two sequential years of
exceedances will be required to generate an undesirable result. However, this does not properly address
the life cycle constraints of organisms that make up our local GDEs.
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For example, if the selected representative wells exceeded the minimum threshold value in the fall of year
1, leading to the stranding of some steelhead trout or desiccation of some California red-legged frog
(CRLF) eggs, but then was not exceeding this threshold in the fall of year 2, the MT would indicate no
problems with the groundwater extraction regime. Furthermore, we could see some hypothetical cycle
such as this:

4

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Where the indicator well oscillates around the minimum threshold value, but never triggers the two
consecutive fall measurements rule for the MT. If the years where fall measurements fell below the
minimum threshold value caused greater GDE species mortality, this MT would never correct for that.
This is, of course, a hypothetical situation, but nonetheless shows a potential blind spot that could be
mitigated with simple surface water monitoring that is less rigorous than the measurement of groundwater
flux into the interconnected stream.
To expand on why this MT type is a weak indicator for the protection of GDEs, please consider this
excerpt from Stanford’s Water in the West document titled “Guide to Compliance with California’s
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act” by Alleta Belin:
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Source: Belin 2018, excerpt from page 9.

14
15

It is our opinion that the current SMCs will create a risk that groundwater managers will inadvertently
cause or contribute to take of listed species or adversely affect critical habitat. As noted in footnote #50
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from the excerpt above, even a single day of drying or mortally high water temperatures in our creeks can
harm the long term survivability of listed species. The current MT for undesirable results defined in
Section 8.9.1 relies solely on a metric that is only monitored once each year and is only actionable after a
minimum of two years. The MT in this draft of Chapter 8 will not provide the appropriate temporal
resolution for protecting listed species.
Although future revisions of the GSP might include better indicators that use a higher temporal
resolution, the protection of endangered and threatened species cannot be subordinated to the timelines
that govern those future revisions. Those administrative timelines are even slower to respond to the
immediate needs of GDEs than the currently proposed MT. This should be especially salient when there
is an opportunity in the current process to avoid that.
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General Comments on Chapter 7 and Chapter 8
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Although the importance of monitoring the gaining and losing reaches of streams within the
groundwater basin is highlighted in Chapter 7, and referenced in Chapter 8, neither of these
chapters give concrete or consequential future steps toward integrating the monitoring of these
features with SMCs or MTs.
Furthermore, none of the SMCs or MTs properly address GDEs that may be directly reliant on
groundwater. The SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo highlights riparian and oak woodland
GDEs in Table 2 of that document and suggests that groundwater levels could be used to
determine sustainability indicators for them. More work will need to be done to find the
appropriate thresholds for GDEs that are directly reliant on groundwater levels, but the current
draft only discusses GDEs in the context of interconnected surface water and does not lay the
foundation for GDEs that do not rely directly on surface water depletion.
The authors of the SLO Valley GDE Technical Memo note (on page 5, paragraph 2) that several
monitoring wells are screened at unknown depths.
“...however, the screening depth is known only for 6 of the 17 wells. Wells where the screened
depth is unknown may be measuring groundwater levels for deeper aquifers that are unconnected
to the shallow groundwater system and thus groundwater deeper than 30 ft for a given well may
not reflect the absence of shallow groundwater, but instead reflects the absence of data.”
(emphasis added)
Creek Lands has not evaluated the veracity of this particular statement but, if it is true, the
potential use of these wells for establishing an indicator of interconnected surface water SMCs or
other GDE indicators is cast in doubt until the exact screening depths are determined.
Although they may not be able to establish numerical MTs for particular interconnected surface
water undesirable results or GDE impacts, what is preventing the GSP from incorporating
tentative or placeholder MTs? It would be much more promising to have an interconnected
surface water MT that stated how the monitoring network would be used to monitor GDE
impacts, without necessarily committing to a numerical value.
○

For example: “Discharge changes between the Andrews Street Gage and the Marsh Street
Gage will be used to establish a minimum threshold when better data becomes available”
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○

or “Minimum surface water elevations dependent on interconnected groundwater in
Stenner Creek will be established when a correlation between near-stream groundwater
elevations and the stream gage monitoring network are established.”
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○

These examples do not hold groundwater managers accountable to any thresholds that are
not supported by good science, but create the necessary impetus for future research to
address data gaps that are directly applicable to creating MTs that meet SGMA
requirements for the proper consideration of GDEs. More specificity at this stage of the
GSP development will benefit everyone in the future.
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●

As it stands, the current Draft GSP does not create a catalyst for future research or GSP revisions
that achieve the proper level of protection for GDEs. The current drafts only list the types of data
and analyses that may be sought in the future, without enough actionable language that will hold
the GSC accountable for implementing effective research in pursuit of a monitoring network that
protects GDEs.
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Creek Lands Conservation appreciates the opportunity to comment on this document and participate in
the SGMA process. We also value the public process and the willingness of the other participants to
consider our comments. We hope that these comments will inspire more conversation about how our
groundwater resources support critical habitat within the SLO Valley Groundwater Basin. Responses or
questions about these comments are welcome, and you may reach out to us using the contact information
below.

Sincerely,

Timothy Delany
Hydrologist
tim@creeklands.org
Office: (805) 473-8221
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Allan Cooper’s comments on draft Chapters 9 and 10 of the GSP submitted to the SLO
City Council on July 20, 2021:
The Current Water Crisis Will Negatively Impact Paso Robles, Atascadero and Templeton - But
Not the City of San Luis Obispo
When considering whether SLO can risk selling City Recycled Water to the Edna Valley
Growers, I revisited our current reliance on Nacimiento, Whale Rock and Salinas reservoir
water. What seems interesting when checking the acre feet of water stored in our three
reservoirs is that SLO appears to be drawing water exclusively out of the Nacimiento Reservoir.
As of today Nacimiento has dropped down to 18% capacity. This while Whale Rock has
remained steady at around 76% capacity and Salinas has remained steady at 63% capacity.
Compare this with March 11, 2016 where Nacimiento was at 28% but Whale Rock had slipped
down to 36% and Salinas had slipped down to 13% capacity. So it appears to me that SLO is
doing a better job holding a reserve of water in both Whale Rock and Salinas. Also bear in
mind that Nacimiento lost 86,375 cubic feet of water over the last four months. At this rate
Nacimiento will be below “dead pool”, perhaps even empty, 4 months from now when the rains
might eventually return. SLO County has rights to 15,750 acre feet per year of Nacimiento
water and it’s hard to tell if that allocation has already been exhausted (our City has a
contractual entitlement to 5,482 AFY of Nacimiento water). Although Morro Bay, Pismo Beach,
Oceano and Avila Beach are reliant on the State Water Project, Paso Robles (which is entitled
to 17,500 acre feet per year), Templeton and Atascadero depend on both well water and
Nacimiento Reservoir water.

ffi

When the Nacimiento water runs out, SLO will be switching over to what water remains in
Whale Rock and Salinas. This will give SLO - at a consumption rate of 4,700 acre-feet per year
- a supply su cient to see us through next winter. The City’s capacity rights to Whale Rock
water is 55.5% which is currently 14,403 acre feet. Salinas will currently provide us with 13,164
acre feet of water. This totals an ample 29,567 acre feet (or 6 years worth) of water for our own
use.

Sept. 17, 2021

Submitted by: Peg Pinard
Former Mayor, City of San Luis Obispo and Chairperson, San Luis Obispo County
Board of Supervisors

I am very please to see that the SLO Basin was designated by the State as a highpriority basin "which means the basin’s management agencies are required to develop a
groundwater sustainability plan".
With this as the goal, there are a number of points I would like to make regarding
this San Luis Obispo Valley Basin (SLO Basin) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Limited Input
SLO City’s Water Supply
Definition of the Basin
The Model Used
Nature of Local Agriculture
Environmental Relationship between "Above Ground" and "Below Ground"

Limited Input
The list of people who gave input to this plan appears to have been garnered from
primarily one sector of the basin, ie; Edna Valley. There was a reference to a forum
from some of the respondents but, although I have been very involved in the city’s water
management plan (ever since the city, literally, hit rock bottom with our available water
supply when I was on the city council), I did not hear of any meeting about this plan (nor
did any of the usually informed residents, that I know). This is unfortunate because
there were a lot of statements made that would have benefitted from a wider discussion
had the focus been on the needs of the entire basin as well as the farmers in the Edna
Valley.

SLO City’s Water Supply
Based on dozens of previous comments, one thing in particular needs to be clarified.
There is no excess SLO City water that is being "wasted going down the creek to the
ocean”. When SLO residents’ water was being rationed, down to how many gallons
they could use a day, there was a demand for the city to get new water sources any way
they could. The most obvious one available at that crises time was to recycle the water
that we already had. In order to achieve this, residents agreed to raise their own water
(and sewer) rates to make this happen. We even negotiated a pipe-line-exchange deal
with an oil companiy so that we could use the lines they didn’t need anymore in order to
get our recycled water to our largest users…mainly our parks and schools.
Imagine our surprise and, yes, dismay, when the regulatory agencies decided that, even
though this was NOT WATER FROM THE CREEK, that we would be required to take
our recycled water and release a good portion of it to the creek. In other words, the
amount of water naturally coming down the creek was going to be artificially augmented
from the water residents had planned (and paid for!) to use from recycling. While the
regulatory agency’s goal was noble, ie, to augment water for downstream fishery needs
(and yes, that release also helped recharge aquifers) the main justification for requiring
the additional release was not what we had planned on when we agreed to the higher
level of treatment. Residents had planned to use that recycled water! So, believe me,
that, if that water was ever to be designated as “extra” the residents of the city would be
demanding that it be available for their use….as they had planned and paid for!
Definition of the Basin
It was very surprising to see the definition of the basin pretty much end at Laguna Lake.
That is not what we learned during the drought (in the late 80’s) when we did multiple
"well studies" in our efforts to get whatever water we could from our wells. The most
surprising information was when a dye-test was done to try and understand the basin
under the Dalidio property The city wanted to know where it came from and where it
went. Actually, it shouldn’t have been surprising because once we got the information,
the topography all made sense.

Historically, it was called Marsh Street for a reason! Water collected there, seeped into
the ground, and was a primary recharge collection area for water that traveled down the
Los Osos Valley. This aquifer was important for the wells that served Los Osos. This
understanding was so important that, when we were originally having discussions with
the Dalidios about the development for their property, the plans included a new lake that
would still allow for the function of being a primary recharge area for Los Osos. Those
original plans tried to acknowledge what was needed environmentally while still being
able to accommodate appropriate development. Since the sewer plant was nearby, we
even discussed how we could augment that lake by bringing the high tertiary-leveltreated, recycled water across the freeway. The “lake" could then function as an asset
for everyone. This concept for the use of recycled water was later put into practice at
Cypress Ridge in Arroyo Grande where the homes are even sold as “Lakeside Homes”!
One of the main “take aways” from that whole discussion was the need to identify where
the major recharge areas were so that we could make sure that we consciously aided
the ability to recharge our precious aquifers. The city, and county, were supposed to
‘red line’ these areas so that we didn’t lose them. This was supposed to be a priority!
We could accommodate development without having to destroy the very environment
we depended on! As mentioned above, they could even become a selling point!
As I see this plan, there does not appear to be any recognition or designation of
important recharge areas that must be kept as sacrosanct. While I’m not a soil scientist,
I doubt that there is much recharge ability through concrete. And, where is the
accountability for the part of this aquifer that serves Los Osos?
The Model Used
There were a lot of comments about what years were used for the calculations.
Apparently, the year 2016 caused alot of discussion. But I can’t help thinking that the
whole focus is wrong…no matter what years are used. The past is no longer a reliable
indicator for the future! That’s what the whole issue is about in recognizing Global
Warming…and, as we are seeing, it’s happening a lot faster than was originally thought.
We aren’t talking about seasonal differences any more — differences where taking
multiple years and averaging them would bring us a fairly reasonable plan.

It’s now a whole different ball game! I haven’t heard of any climate projection that says
that things are going to get better - or even stay the same.
In fact, it’s just the opposite. The west is getting hotter and drier - not just here but all
over. Green house gasses and carbon emissions, continue to accelerate.
Where is this current reality taken into consideration? This is not a time for the
proverbial "burying one's head in the sand” and pretend it isn’t real. If people don’t plan
for what is already knowable then people have to realize that they will be deliberately
creating very severe conflicts….much more severe than the ones that already exist.
The Nature of Local Agriculture
One property owner described the situation very accurately when she said that her
previously reliable well had gone dry and that she had doubts about how her new, much
deeper (and costlier) well would last. In the past, the valley had been mostly dry land
farming. At first, I remember that businesses like Talley Farms were doing amazing
things with their existing crops utilizing innovative irrigation practices that reflected, and
respected, the diminishing water availability. But then, the valley changed with the influx
of more intensive water uses. This is exactly the situation that old-timers from the north
county, told me happened in Paso Robles. The aquifers could handle some increase in
production, but not all that had been allowed to happen. "Big business" could afford to
dig deeper, while regular folks were watching their wells go dry. This is probably a
"sacred cow" for the Edna Valley farmers, but the ever-growing level of agriculture
apears to be going beyond the sustainable capacity of the basin. People who have
inhabited this land for decades, shouldn’t be having to bear the cost of having to dig
deeper and deeper for their water while others, who can simply write-off any of these
expenses as a business deduction are allowed to take so much.
A Basin Plan cannot have undiscussed ‘sacred cows”. It needs "to put everything on
the table,” including what level of agriculture the valley can reasonably sustain for ALL
the residents in the valley. The City of San Luis Obispo’s water is not up for grabs and, truth be told, the city has its own issues with regard to “putting everything on the
table” in being honest and responsible regarding sustainability for its residents.

Environmental Relationship between "Above Ground" and "Below Ground"
Rick Rogers (NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries) really tried to get the discussion of a
Basin Plan on a reasonable and responsible track. There is an interrelationship
between what happens above ground and what happens below it. Ignore that
relationship at one’s own peril. We are seeing the effects, and, if we don’t change
course, the effects are going to be even greater when combined with other global
warming factors. The exponential curve that we see with regard to carbon emissions
holds true for other factors like deforestation - no matter what chart one uses, the reality
is the same.
Trees are the bridge between the two ecosystems…above and below the ground. Yet
we are cutting them down with total disregard for the effects. Besides being the
cheapest, most effective and reliable carbon sequesters that we have, they have
multiple other functions that are seldom discussed. They slow the rain down as it hits
the ground, allowing for more time to percolate the soil. The roots hold that water in the
soil, again, allowing for the water to slow down as it nourishes and sustains the quality
of the soil through its mycorrhizal networks. The leaves not only capture water but they
are key for the tree’s transpiration of moisture into the atmosphere - thus feeding the
atmospheric ‘river’ and attracting rain clouds for our own areas. This doesn’t even
begin to talk about all the biological benefits of trees. Crops of all kinds need pollinators
and beneficial insects and birds to keep the bad bugs under control.
Where do you think our beneficials and birds live?
Many farmers know this, but are silent regarding the relationship between the trees’
benefits to farmers and the negative effect of cutting the trees down. As we have
experienced in this county, some business investors (I really can’t call them farmers,
sorry) don’t care at all and just cut down thousands of trees that are ‘in their way’ for
making every last buck that they can. The result is that we all pay the cost for such
disregard for this interrelationship. It’s been very short-term thinking!
Lest anyone think it’s just the agricultural interests that have been destructive with the
land by destroying the benefits that trees naturally bring to all of us, just know that the
City of San Luis Obispo, a supposedly environmentally-conscious city has done no
better. One of the impacts of cutting down over 560 mature trees with the San Luis
Ranch project (and a couple of other major projects) is that the city just agreed to put

about 22,400 more pounds of carbon into the atmosphere EVERY YEAR. The city itself
added to the amount of carbon being put into the atmosphere since they cut down even
more trees to make room for a new entrance to the project.
It takes a sense of responsibility for a developer to plan building around the mature,
existing trees. It takes a willingness to not push for every dollar that one can make by
simply clearcutting the land. And, when that sense is missing, it takes a city council or
Board of Supervisors willing to stand up to the pressure from the monied interests. That
isn’t happening.
This isn’t a comment about not building or not having a farm, it’s about being truly
conscious of what we are doing and taking responsibility for the factors that will affect all
of us, and future generations, in the long run.

A “Basin Plan" needs to account for all of these significant factors that
affect the capacity and sustainability of the basin.

September 9, 2021

John Diodati, Director
County of San Luis Obispo GSA - San Luis Obispo Valley
976 Osos Street, Room 206
San Luis Obispo, California 93408
Re: NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service comments on the draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan for the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin
Dear Mr. Diodati:
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) is the federal agency responsible for
managing, conserving, and protecting living marine resources in inland, coastal, and offshore
waters of the United States. We derive our mandates from numerous statutes, including the
Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The purpose of the ESA is to conserve threatened and
endangered species and their ecosystems.
On August 19, 2021, the San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater Sustainability
Agencies (hereafter, “GSAs”) released the draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the
San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin (SLO Valley Basin). The California Department of
Water Resources has designated the SLO Valley Basin a “high” priority for groundwater
management, necessitating the development of a final GSP by January 31, 2022, as required
under California’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA). Several
waterways that overlie portions of the SLO Valley Basin, including San Luis Obispo Creek and
the headwaters of Pismo Creek, support federally threatened South-Central California Coast (SCCC) steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss).
Surface water and groundwater are hydraulically linked in the SLO Valley Basin, and this
linkage is critically important in creating seasonal habitat for S-CCC steelhead. Where the
groundwater aquifer supplements streamflow, the influx of cold, clean water is critically
important for maintaining temperature and flow volume. Pumping from these aquifer-stream
complexes can adversely affect juvenile salmon and steelhead habitat by lowering groundwater
levels and interrupting the hyporheic flow between the aquifer and stream. Low groundwater
elevations caused by unsustainable groundwater pumping can combine with low surface flow
discharge to impact instream aquatic habitat, as was demonstrated during California’s protracted
2012-2016 drought when the above two factors led to desiccation of streams throughout the SLO
Valley Basin (CDFW 2019a). Based upon these past results and the return of dry conditions
beginning with the 2020 water year, NMFS believes that groundwater extraction in the SLO
Valley Basin is currently compromising S-CCC steelhead instream habitat. This letter transmits
NMFS’ comments regarding the draft GSP.
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NMFS previously commented on the draft Chapter 8 of the draft GSP via letter dated June 3,
2021, and the GSAs responded to our comments as part of the Appendices of the draft GSP. We
first offer comment on those responses.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #1 (p. 29): “The draft Chapter 8 indicates the basin will be
considered to have experienced undesirable results if any of the monitoring wells exceed the
minimum threshold for two consecutive fall measurements. The standard of failing two
consecutive fall measurements is not explained, and thus appears arbitrarily. Steelhead
migration, spawning and rearing (beneficial uses of surface water as set by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board) are biological processes that can be impacted by a single streamflow
depletion event. SGMA regulations require a minimum threshold be used to define an
undesirable result, in this case streamflow depletion resulting in significant and unreasonable
impact to beneficial uses of surface water. For a beneficial use such as steelhead rearing, a
depletion of adequate streamflow can result in steelhead mortality, and is therefore irreversible.
We therefore recommend that the standard for determining undesirable results be expressed in
terms of minimum pool depth and/or surface flow during the summer and fall base flow
periods.”
GSA Response to Comment #1: “The standard of two consecutive fall measurements was
adopted to avoid triggering any far reaching management actions such as pumping reductions
on the basis of a single dry season. As has been discussed, groundwater systems react very
slowly to changed conditions, and it was judged appropriate by the GSC and GSA members to
utilize two consecutive measurements to avoid triggering any actions based on temporary
conditions. Additionally, in the future more wells in the network will be equipped with
transducers to gather continuous monitoring data. It may be appropriate to prioritize monitoring
wells designated for depletion of ISW for transducers. At that point, the definition of the MT may
need to be revised, as continuous data will be available. This text will be updated for
clarification in Chapter 8.
The GSP is intended to be a groundwater monitoring plan. Because there are numerous factors
that affect instream flow conditions (rainfall, temperature, ET, etc.), it is not within the ability of
this GSP to mandate instream flow conditions such as pool depth as an MT. The objective of the
plan with respect to interconnected groundwater such that there is no significant or
unreasonable increase in depletion of ISW. As such, MTs are defined to disallow water levels
from declining lower than recently historically observed conditions. Stillwater Sciences has
prepared a TM on GDEs in the Basin that will be included as an appendix to the GSP.”
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: While the GSA response explains the reasoning and origin of
the proposed “two consecutive fall measurements” standard, the GSA fails to explain how the
minimum threshold will avoid adversely affecting ESA-listed steelhead, or satisfy the following
requirement stated within the SGMA regulations:
“The relationship between the minimum thresholds for each sustainability
indicator, including an explanation of how the Agency has determined that basin
conditions at each minimum threshold will avoid undesirable results for each of the
sustainability indicators”. (CCR §354.28(b)(2))
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The GSA has failed to adequately explain how the proposed minimum threshold for streamflow
depletion will avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to surface water beneficial uses,
including ESA-listed steelhead. NMFS has noted in the past that historically low minimum
thresholds and measurable objectives proposed for the streamflow depletion correspond with
historically high streamflow depletion rates. Historically high depletion rates consistent with, or
worse than, those experienced during the California drought of record (2011-2016) will likely
adversely impact ESA-listed steelhead and their critical habitat, as well as significantly impact
surface water beneficial uses. If the GSA has information that would contradict this assumption,
they should present it within the final GSP.
SGMA language and its associated regulatory requirements clearly indicate that, despite the
GSA’s assertion, GSPs are not intended to just “monitor groundwater.” While monitoring
groundwater conditions is an important component of a GSP, the clear intent of SGMA is to
achieve sustainable groundwater management through setting sustainable management criteria
and undertaking actions that ensure the basin is sustainably managed 1 by 2042. Furthermore,
SGMA requires significant and unreasonable impacts to surface water beneficial uses be
avoided. Thus, a plan objective of “no significant or unreasonable increase in depletion of ISW
(interconnected surface water)” is inconsistent with SGMA regulations and the basic purposes of
SGMA
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #2 (p. 29): “Groundwater elevations may be necessary as a
proxy for streamflow depletion due to a lack of data gathered to this point. However, there
appears to be no attempt at correlating groundwater elevation thresholds with impacts to
instream beneficial uses of surface water. In fact, many of the groundwater elevation minimum
thresholds are set at the lowest (or below the lowest) groundwater elevations ever recorded
within the basin. These thresholds are likely associated with severe groundwater over-pumping
during dry periods, when groundwater depletion was greatest, and surface water discharge the
lowest. Managing streamflow depletion conditions comparable with the severest drought
conditions is not protective of surface water beneficial uses that support ESA-listed steelhead,
and likely would result in adversely affecting steelhead and its identified critical habitat (see
enclosed steelhead critical habitat and intrinsic potential maps for San Luis Obispo Creek and
Pismo Creek). If the GSAs uses groundwater levels as a proxy for streamflow depletion, it
should explain how the chosen minimum thresholds and measurable objectives adequately avoid
adversely impacting surface water beneficial uses that support steelhead survival throughout the
SLO Basin. If that effort proves problematic due to a lack of data at the present time, the GSAs
From the Department of Water Resources’ “Sustainable Management Criteria – Best Management Practices
(DWR 2017):

1

“SGMA defines sustainable groundwater management as the management and use of groundwater in a manner that
can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable results.”
“The GSP Regulations focus the development of GSPs on locally-defined, quantitative criteria, including
undesirable results, minimum thresholds, and measurable objectives. Undesirable results must be eliminated through
the implementation of projects and management actions, and progress toward their elimination will be demonstrated
with empirical data (e.g., measurements of groundwater levels or subsidence).”

3

should follow guidance by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife that recommends a
conservative approach to groundwater dependent ecosystem protection in those situations
(CDFW 2019b).”
GSA Response to comment #2: “The primary rationale for the selection of the MTs is protection
of domestic water wells. Initially MTs were proposed that would be no lower than the observed
low point in 2015, under the rationale that the stakeholders had managed to obtain household
supplies and proceed with their operations under those extreme conditions, and so could do it
again. See text on evaluating reduced water levels compared to domestic well depths. Ultimately
the GSC members agreed that an additional 10 feet below observed low GW elevations would
help protect agricultural businesses in the Edna Valley. For now, in the lack of data collection
outlined in Chapter 7 (Monitoring Network) and Stillwater Sciences TM on GDEs, three existing
wells located adjacent to streams are selected to monitor, and groundwater elevations will go no
lower than observed seasonal low water levels, and by extension, surface water/groundwater
will not be negatively impacted in these areas. The MTs associated with the observed severe
droughts is proposed as the MT, which should not be exceeded (I.e., water levels lower) under
normal operating conditions. The MTs are not proposed to be the normal operating conditions of
the aquifer.”
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: The explanation offered above only clarifies that domestic
and agricultural groundwater production were considered when developing streamflow depletion
criteria. How the criteria actually avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to instream
beneficial uses of surface water is not explained within the draft Final GSP. The statement
“groundwater elevations will go no lower than observed seasonal low water levels, and by
extension, surface water/groundwater will not be negatively impacted in these areas” ignores the
adverse effects on surface flows resulting from “observed seasonal low [ground]water levels”..
The necessary reasoning of how a minimum threshold consistent with historically high
streamflow depletion avoids impacts to surface water beneficial uses is absent within the draft
Final GSP. Finally, although the proposed minimum thresholds are not “proposed to be the
normal operating conditions of the aquifer”, that is essentially what will occur during the initial
several years of plan implementation when further data for refining the threshold is gathered. If
groundwater management actions will engage at groundwater elevations above the identified
minimum thresholds to reduce the possibility of undesirable results, the GSP should thoroughly
explain this engagement plan. Without that engagement or action by the GSA at groundwater
elevations above the minimum thresholds, the GSP is in essence managing to those minimum
threshold elevations as normal operating conditions.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #3 (p. 29): “The draft includes the following statement:
To avoid management conditions that allow for lower groundwater elevations than
those historically observed, MTs [Minimum Thresholds] for these wells were set at
the historic low water levels indicated on the hydrographs, which occur with
regularity during every extended dry period evident in the record (Figures 8-9, 810).
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As noted above, managing to perpetuate historically low groundwater elevations is not
appropriate as a management threshold, since it does not adequately define the undesirable result
of streamflow depletion on aquatic biological resources such as federally threatened SouthCentral Coast steelhead. Based upon fundamental hydrogeologic principles where the depletion
rate is proportional to the difference between the water table and surface water, the amount of
streamflow depletion associated with the proposed minimum thresholds would be the greatest on
record (Sophocleous 2002, Bruner et al. 2011, Barlow and Leake 2012). This level of streamflow
depletion would likely impact surface water beneficial uses to the extent that threatened
steelhead would experience “harm” under the ESA as well as result in adverse impacts to
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) supporting a variety of native aquatic species.”
GSA Response to comment #3: “It is not the intent that the MTs are to “perpetuate historically
low groundwater conditions.” It is the intent that the basin should be managed such that water
levels do not go lower than the MTs. And for the MTs associated with GW/SW interaction, these
MTs have been commonly observed in the historical period of record of water levels, and so are
assumed to be appropriate to local conditions. Projects and supplemental water sources in Edna
Valley are intended to improve streamflow conditions.”
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: A minimum threshold identifies when groundwater conditions
may cause an undesirable result in the basin (DWR 2017). NMFS maintains that the historically
high streamflow depletion rates that would result from the proposed groundwater elevation
thresholds do not delineate the point where conditions “may” cause unreasonable and significant
impacts to surface water beneficial uses (including ESA-listed salmonids), but instead very likely
represent conditions where severe impacts are expected to occur.
The GSA response also notes, “MTs have been commonly observed in the historical period of
record of water levels, and so are assumed to be appropriate to local conditions.” The reference
to “appropriate conditions” is confusing -- SGMA does not include any requirement concerning
appropriate conditions, nor does the term even appear within the SGMA regulations. SGMA
regulations require an explanation of how the Agency has determined that basin conditions at
each minimum threshold will avoid undesirable results for each of the sustainability indicators 2.
The Final Draft GSP should clearly explain how this requirement is met now, or describe a
proposed course of action to meet the requirement in the future.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #4 (p. 30): “ Following the discussion on the relation between
flow conditions in San Luis Obispo Creek and the underlying aquifer, the draft Chapter 8 asserts,
“in both cases the amount of flux between the surface water and the groundwater system is small
compared to the volume of water flowing down the creek.” The point of this statement is unclear
but seems to suggest that groundwater levels are not significantly influenced by the volume
(including duration) of stream flow. However, this implication is contradicted by the statement,
“In wetter years, when flows in the San Luis Obispo Creek are high there is [sic] greater amounts
of discharge from the creek to the groundwater system.” In general, higher and longer the
duration flows in SLO Creek will increase the area of wetted stream bottom (i.e., the area of
infiltration) as well as the duration of the infiltration of surface flows to the underlying
groundwater basin. Furthermore, the assertion that stable groundwater levels at a specific well
2

23 CCR §354.28(b)(2)
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“suggest that the mechanisms of surface water/groundwater interaction have not been negatively
impacted since the early 1990’s” does not address the question of whether these stable conditions
have had, or are currently resulting in, streamflow depletion impacts as defined under SGMA.
Currently stable groundwater levels are not an indicator of sustainable groundwater conditions,
or, more specifically, avoidance of significant and unreasonable effects on streamflow. The
revised draft Chapter 8 should address this issue and clearly indicate how existing stable
groundwater conditions are protective of GDE, such as rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead.”
GSA Response to comment #4: “The text in this chapter has been revised to address these issues
in greater detail, including discussion of Darcy’s law and flow direction between stream and
aquifer, more detailed hydrograph analysis of SLO Creek and Corral de Piedras Creeks, and a
conceptual modeling evaluation of surface water/groundwater interaction. It is important to
recognize that many factors contribute to instream flow conditions that are beyond the ability of
a groundwater management plan to control (rainfall, temperature, etc.). The objective with
respect to interconnected surface water (ISW) is to avoid groundwater conditions that result in
significant or unreasonable increase(sic) in ISW depletion.”
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: The GSA includes modeling results evaluating surface
water/groundwater interaction in the Final Draft GSP that suggest significant streamflow
depletion occurred during the summer seasons of 2014-2016. While the modeling exercise was
unavoidably imprecise due to a basin-wide dearth of groundwater and streamflow data, the
modeling results presented in the Final Draft GSP likely underestimate historical surface water
depletion and the potential degree to which it could impact surface water beneficial uses. The
modeling analysis was focused on “groundwater pumping in the San Luis Valley watershed”,
and estimated average streamflow over July, August and September. Given the varied spatial
diversity of potential gaining and losing stream reaches across the watershed, the current analysis
is inappropriate for discerning streamflow depletion impacts at the spatial scale where
groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDE) experience them. Future studies should refine the
modeling analysis based upon stream reaches defined by their hydrologic and geologic
characteristics, and not generalize impacts at a spatial scale with little relevance to GDE impacts.
Likewise, averaging the three summer months minimizes the potential effect of streamflow
depletion, since depletion impact likely progressively worsen over the summer and typically
reach their peak just prior to the onset of fall rains (i.e., early October). Future analysis should
avoid “averaging” when analyzing streamflow depletion impacts, but should instead focus on the
period when the impact is expected to be most significant.
Finally, with regard to the final sentence of the GSA response referring to avoiding
“groundwater conditions that result in significant or unreasonable increases in ISW depletion”,
please see NMFS comment #1 above.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #5 (p. 31): “The draft Chapter 8 states that, “by defining
minimum thresholds in terms of groundwater elevations….the GSA will….manage potential
changes in depletion of interconnected surface (sic [flows?]).” The draft Chapter 8, however, has
not established the required correlation between groundwater elevations and surface flows that
could justify groundwater levels as a proxy for streamflow depletion, and has not quantified what
level of streamflow depletion represents significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE, including
6

but not limited to rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead. The draft Chapter 8 should identify the
data needed to analyze the relationship of groundwater levels, streamflow depletion rates, and
impacts to GDE, specifically spawning, rearing and migration of ESA-listed steelhead.”
GSA Response: “There is no technology or field method to directly measure depletions in
surface water flow attributable to groundwater development. Estimates must be made using
interpretation, modeling, and other methods of analysis. A discussion of Darcy’s Law and
direction of flow between the stream and aquifer has been added to the text of this section, as
well as additional well hydrograph analysis, and a conceptual modeling exercise. However, it is
a commonly accepted hydrologic principle that correlates groundwater elevations higher than
the stream elevation and aquifer discharge to the stream. Survey data must be collected on
stream channels and groundwater elevations to confirm this relationship. Proposed
improvements to the monitoring network discussed in Chapter 7 and the Stillwater TM will
improve the understanding of this dynamic.
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: We reiterate that the GSA has not “quantified what level of
streamflow depletion represents significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE, including but not
limited to rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead”, nor has the GSA proposed any plan for
addressing this data gap within the Final Draft GSP. Although the data may not be readily
available to specify the precise groundwater elevations that avoid streamflow depletion
undesirable results, the GSA can and should nevertheless outline the general concept of how the
threshold will be set in the future. For example, if the GSA wishes to use groundwater elevation
as a proxy metric for avoiding the streamflow depletion undesirable result, the relationship
between groundwater elevations, the resulting streamflow depletion at those elevations, and
ultimately the impact on spawning, migration, and rearing habitat condition in the stream should
analyzed. The Draft Final GSP makes no mention of their intent to carry out these necessary
studies, and we recommend DWR not accept the document until this commitment is included.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #6 (p. 31): “The draft Chapter 8 establishes minimum thresholds
for streamflow depletions as “the lowest water levels observed in the period of record” for the
chosen monitoring wells. As noted earlier, according to SGMA regulations a minimum threshold
is used to define an undesirable result, in this case streamflow depletion resulting in significant
and unreasonable impact to GDE, including, but not limited to rearing juvenile steelhead. The
use of streamflow depletion thresholds associated with the lowest recorded groundwater levels
are inappropriate because they will not avoid significant and unreasonable impacts to GDE. The
thresholds are inappropriate for avoiding impacts to ESA-listed steelhead resulting from
streamflow depletion. To be consistent with the requirements of SGMA, the GSAs must develop
thresholds that are likely to avoid adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other GDE.”
GSA Response: “If groundwater elevations have not been observed to decline below historical
levels in the vicinity of a stream, as is the case along SLO Creek, this is an indicator that
anthropogenic activities have not impacted stream conditions in this area in the period of
record. The objective of the GSP with respect to ISW is to avoid groundwater conditions that will
significantly or unreasonably increase depletion of ISW. Hydrograph analysis of wells along
corral de Piedras Creeks indicate that this creek is seasonally disconnected from the aquifer;
additional monitoring data can confirm or deny this assumption. Additional stream corridor
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characterization and monitoring is recommended in Chapter 7, Monitoring Networks, and in the
Stillwater TM on GDEs that will be included as an appendix to the GSP.”
NMFS Final Draft GSP response: Groundwater elevations remaining above historical low levels
is not an indicator that “anthropogenic activities have not resulted in lowered water levels.”
Anthropogenic activities can (and likely have been) lowering groundwater levels during wet,
average, and even dry years without those levels approaching “historical levels.” Groundwater
pumping during an above average water year which depress groundwater elevations down to
those characteristic of a below average water year in the past is but one example that contradicts
the above reasoning. Likewise, consistent groundwater levels do not “imply that stream
conditions have not been impacted…due to groundwater usage” without further elaboration. For
instance, how is “impacted” defined—does it refer to less flow in the creek, or degraded water
quality? What are the specific “stream conditions” being referred to? Furthermore, the well
readings presented in the hydrographs appear to be twice yearly measurements; were they
measured on the same day every year? If not, how was this discrepancy accounted for in the
GSA’s comparison of groundwater elevation between different years? How was climatic
variability between years accounted for? As mentioned above, streamflow depletions don’t
manifest as an “annual” impact, nor does groundwater usage remain constant throughout a whole
water year – how did the analysis account for impacts to stream conditions that occur on a daily,
weekly or monthly time-step. Finally, please explain the analysis method from which you
conclude groundwater elevations have been “consistent” over the past thirty years. Wells
31S/12E-03P01, 31S/12E-10F03, 31S/13E-17Q04, as well as others appear to show trends of
lower spring high elevations and/or lower fall low elevations for groundwater elevation over
time, or at best appear inconclusive with regard to historical trends.
NMFS June 3, 2021 comment #7 (p. 32): “The draft Chapter 8 includes no information or
analysis that supports the assertion that “maintaining groundwater levels close to historically
observed ranges will continue to support groundwater dependent ecosystems.” As noted above,
there is an assumption embedded within the assertion that current groundwater levels support
groundwater dependent ecosystems; this has not been supported by any data or analysis because
such information is not presented in the draft document. Managing groundwater levels at
historical lows is likely to adversely affect ESA-listed steelhead, and designated critical habitat
for this species. To be consistent with the requirements of SGMA, the GSAs must develop
minimum thresholds that are likely to avoid adversely impacting steelhead, as well as other
GDE.”
GSA Response: “The statement “maintaining groundwater levels close to historically observed
ranges will continue to support groundwater dependent ecosystems.” is intended to apply to SLO
Creek, where there have been no trends of declining GW levels. If WLs have not declined, and
fish populations have existed during the period of record, it is argued that by extension, if GW
levels continue at levels approximately equal to those observed in the past 30 years, then
groundwater management will not have allowed conditions that lead to significant or
unreasonable deletion of interconnected surface water. Conditions in Corral de Piedras Creek
will be better characterized after the implementation of the proposed monitoring plan discussed
in Chapter 7 and in the Stillwater TM on GDEs.”
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NMFS Final Draft GSP response: As noted earlier, the assertion that groundwater levels have not
declined during the period of record is suspect without further explanation, especially when
several groundwater hydrographs appear to show the opposite. In addition, the GSA response
maintains that GDEs have been supported in the past and are currently supported by historically
observed groundwater levels. What information supports this assertion? Were past studies
conducted? Past monitoring? Finally, the argument that since fish populations have “existed”
during periods of low groundwater elevation, therefore low groundwater levels “will not have
allowed conditions that lead to significant or unreasonable deletion of interconnected surface
water” is absurd. CCC steelhead populations throughout central and southern California have
collapsed during the last several decades due largely to instream habitat degradation caused by,
among other things, groundwater pumping (NMFS 2013). The argument offered in the GSA
response is not supported by data and inconsistent with basic principles of salmonid population
dynamics.
Additional Comments on the Draft Final GSP
Page 8-34: The draft plan states the following:
“It is not within the scope or capability of this plan to mandate specific instream
flow requirements deemed necessary for the recovery of native steelhead
populations, such as minimum instream flows or minimum pool depths. Rather, it
is the objective to plan for management of groundwater resources such that
depletion of interconnected surface water is not significantly increased due to
projects or management actions proposed in the plan.”
Establishing instream flow requirements deemed necessary for the full recovery of CCC
steelhead is not within the scope of a GSP. However, SGMA requires that GSAs achieve
sustainable groundwater management in their groundwater basins by 2042, with sustainable
groundwater management defined as the “management and use of groundwater in a manner that
can be maintained during the planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable
results.” 3 Thus, the objective of the GSP, all SGMA-related groundwater management activities,
should be to achieve sustainable groundwater management, not to manage groundwater
resources “such that depletion of interconnected surface water is not significantly increased due
to projects or management actions proposed in the plan” as described above. For the purpose of
meeting SGMA requirements, the important consideration is whether significant and
unreasonable impacts to beneficial uses of surface water that result from groundwater extraction
will be avoided during the planning and implementation horizon. Protecting identified surface
water beneficial uses (e.g., spawning and early development, migration, and cold-water fisheries)
within the SLO Valley Basin is critically important to CCC steelhead survival, and we
recommend the final GSP establish minimum thresholds and measurable objectives that
appropriately protect them.
A similarly problematic sentence appears at the bottom of page 8-34:
https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/Web-Pages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/SustainableGroundwater-Management/Best-Management-Practices-and-Guidance-Documents/Files/BMP-6-SustainableManagement-Criteria-DRAFT_ay_19.pdf
3
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“If groundwater elevations in the vicinity of a stream are maintained such that the
direction and magnitude of hydraulic gradient between the creek and the aquifer
are not significantly changed, it follows that the flux between stream and aquifer
will not be significantly impacted.”
This sentence again misconstrues the requirement of SGMA regulations that undesirable results
must be avoided in order to achieve sustainable groundwater management. Whether the
groundwater/surface water hydraulic gradient are not significantly changed does not inform
whether groundwater pumping is impacting beneficial uses of surface water, nor does any
conclusion that the stream/aquifer flux will not be impacted. The GSP should clarify how this
statement relates to avoiding significant and unreasonable impacts to surface water beneficial
uses caused by groundwater pumping.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Mark Capelli
(805) 963-6478 in our Santa Barbara office, or Mr. Rick Rogers (707) 578-8552;
rick.rogers@noaa.gov) our Santa Rosa Office.
Sincerely,

Anthony P. Spina
South Coast Branch Chief
California Coastal Office
Cc:

Kristie Klose, USFS, Fisheries Biologist, Los Padres National Forest
(kristieaklose@fs.fed.us)
Angela Murvine, CDFW Statewide SGMA Coordinator
(Angela.Murvine@wildlife.ca.gov)
Annette Tenneboe, CDFW Senior Environmental Scientist Specialist - Central Region
(Annette.Tenneboe@wildlife.ca.gov)
Bob Stafford, CDFW Environmental Program Manager - Central Region
(Bob.Stafford@wildlife.ca.gov)
Matt Owens, San Luis Obispo SGMA Point of Contact, South Central Region Office
(Matthew.Owens@water.ca.gov)
Ronnie Glick, Resource Ecologist, California Department of Parks and Recreation
(Ronnie.Glick@parks.ca.gov)
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Central Coast Salmon
Enhancement, Inc. dba Creek
Lands Conservation

9-19-2021
To whom it may concern:
Creek Lands Conservation (CLC) previously submitted comments on July 22, 2021 for drafts of GSP
chapters. We have reviewed responses to those comments, as well as subsequent revisions that are in the
Public Draft GSP. We are pleased to see some of the comments have resulted in changes, but there are
concerns that have still not been addressed to our satisfaction.
Creek Lands has also reviewed new comments from NMFS, dated September 9, 2021 for this Draft GSP.
We generally concur with the concerns expressed in that letter and would like to see responses to those
comments.
1

Comments

2
3
4
5
6
7

There appears to be some disagreement about whether the GSP should include surface water
sustainability indicators in a groundwater sustainability plan. CLC’s position is that there is a place for
surface water indicators in the GSP, or at least the GSP should include a more detailed defense of how
Sustainability Indicators (SI) will adequately protect Interconnected Surface Water (ISW) and
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) from impacts caused by groundwater management actions,
especially near the Minimum Thresholds (MT).

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

The nexus between groundwater and surface water is clearly acknowledged by SGMA and groundwater
management can have a direct influence on ISW depletion. Therefore, Sustainability Indicators should
capture the impacts of groundwater management actions on the beneficial uses of ISW, including GDEs.
Unless a clear relationship between the SLO Basin’s groundwater levels and ISW depletion is established,
the GSA will not have a GSP that can prevent groundwater management actions from unreasonably
impacting GDEs or the beneficial uses of ISW. As it is currently written, the Public Draft GSP does not
provide an ISW Sustainability Indicator that will perform well enough to prevent ISW depletion that
produces undesirable results.

16

Comment 1

17

The statement defining undesirable results for the depletion of ISW is still inadequate:

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

“The Basin will be considered to have undesirable results if any of the representative
wells monitoring interconnected surface water display exceedances of the minimum
threshold values for two consecutive Fall measurements.”
Creek Lands addressed this statement in our previous comments, including a detailed description of the
ways in which this indicator could fail to detect undesirable results. Two consecutive fall measurements
will not necessarily detect the changes in ISW depletion that can result in impacts to GDEs or threatened
species in the creeks. The time and spatial scales of the Sustainability Indicator need to be similar to the
time and spatial scales of the potential impacts. A single day of creek drying, if attributable to
groundwater management actions, could lead to undesirable results but would not necessarily be

1
2

detected using the definition above. A definition that uses a higher resolution groundwater measurement
is requested if a surface water flow indicator cannot be used.

3

Comment 2 (Follow-up for response to Comment 4 in CLC’s July 22, 2021 letter)

4
5
6
7
8
9

Creek Lands understands the concept of Darcy’s Law and its implications for the creeks in the SLO
Basin. There are certainly groundwater levels at which the gradient from the groundwater elevation to
the surface water elevation in the creeks is sufficient to support GDEs. However, the GSP does not
provide enough evidence that the hydraulic gradient at the historically low groundwater levels is a level
that will avoid undesirable results. The MTs should be set higher until the GSA has more confidence
about the relationship between the hydraulic gradient and ISW depletion.

Creek Lands Conservation appreciates the time and effort that has gone into preparing this draft of the
GSP, as well as the time taken to engage with comments and accept feedback. We hope that our
comments have been useful to the GSA and to stakeholders in this process. Responses to or questions
about out comments are welcome, and you may reach out to us using the contact information below.

Sincerely,

Timothy Delany
Hydrologist
tim@creeklands.org
Office: (805) 473-8221

2

September 19, 2021
San Luis Obispo Valley Groundwater Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agencies
Submitted via web: https://portal.slowaterbasin.com/comment/new
Re: Public Comment Letter for San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Draft GSP
Dear Chung-te "Dick" Tzou,
On behalf of the above-listed organizations, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin being prepared under the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). Our organizations are deeply engaged in and
committed to the successful implementation of SGMA because we understand that groundwater is critical
for the resilience of California’s water portfolio, particularly in light of changing climate. Under the
requirements of SGMA, Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) must consider the interests of all
beneficial uses and users of groundwater, such as domestic well owners, environmental users, surface
water users, federal government, California Native American tribes and disadvantaged communities
(Water Code 10723.2).
As stakeholder representatives for beneficial users of groundwater, our GSP review focuses on how well
disadvantaged communities, tribes, climate change, and the environment were addressed in the GSP.
While we appreciate that some basins have consulted us directly via focus groups, workshops, and
working groups, we are providing public comment letters to all GSAs as a means to engage in the
development of 2022 GSPs across the state. Recognizing that GSPs are complicated and resource
intensive to develop, the intention of this letter is to provide constructive stakeholder feedback that can
improve the GSP prior to submission to the State.
Based on our review, we have significant concerns regarding the treatment of key beneficial users in the
Draft GSP and consider the GSP to be insufficient under SGMA. We highlight the following findings:
1. Beneficial uses and users are not sufficiently considered in GSP development.
a. Human Right to Water considerations are not sufficiently incorporated.
b. Public trust resources are not sufficiently considered.
c. Impacts of Minimum Thresholds, Measurable Objectives and Undesirable Results on
beneficial uses and users are not sufficiently analyzed.
2. Climate change is not sufficiently considered.
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3. Data gaps are not sufficiently identified and the GSP needs additional plans to eliminate
them.
4. Projects and Management Actions do not sufficiently consider potential impacts or benefits to
beneficial uses and users.
Our specific comments related to the deficiencies of the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Draft GSP along
with recommendations on how to reconcile them, are provided in detail in Attachment A.
Please refer to the enclosed list of attachments for additional technical recommendations:
Attachment A
Attachment B
Attachment C
Attachment D

GSP Specific Comments
SGMA Tools to address DAC, drinking water, and environmental beneficial uses
and users
Freshwater species located in the basin
The Nature Conservancy’s “Identifying GDEs under SGMA: Best Practices for
using the NC Dataset”

Thank you for fully considering our comments as you finalize your GSP.
Best Regards,

Ngodoo Atume
Water Policy Analyst

Clean Water Action/Clean Water Fund

Samantha Arthur
Working Lands Program Director
Audubon California

E.J. Remson
Senior Project Director, California Water Program
The Nature Conservancy
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J. Pablo Ortiz-Partida, Ph.D.
Western States Climate and Water Scientist
Union of Concerned Scientists

Danielle V. Dolan
Water Program Director
Local Government Commission

Melissa M. Rohde
Groundwater Scientist
The Nature Conservancy
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Attachment A
Specific Comments on the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Draft Groundwater
Sustainability Plan

1. Consideration of Beneficial Uses and Users in GSP development
Consideration of beneficial uses and users in GSP development is contingent upon adequate
identification and engagement of the appropriate stakeholders. The (A) identification, (B) engagement,
and (C) consideration of disadvantaged communities, drinking water users, tribes, groundwater
dependent ecosystems, streams, wetlands, and freshwater species are essential for ensuring the GSP
integrates existing state policies on the Human Right to Water and the Public Trust Doctrine.

A. Identification of Key Beneficial Uses and Users
Disadvantaged Communities, Drinking Water Users, and Tribes
The identification of Disadvantaged Communities (DACs), drinking water users, and tribes is
insufficient. We note the following deficiencies with the identification of these key beneficial
users.
●

The GSP states in the Communication and Engagement Plan (Appendix E) that the city
of San Luis Obispo is recognized as a DAC and references the DWR Disadvantaged
Communities Mapping Tool. The GSP however does not show the city boundaries on a
map or give the population of the DAC area.

●

The GSP provides a map of domestic well density in Figure 3-5 but fails to provide depth
of these wells (such as minimum well depth, average well depth, or depth range) within
the basin.

●

The GSP fails to identify the population dependent on groundwater as their source of
drinking water in the basin. Specifics are not provided on how much the DAC community
relies on a particular water supply (e.g., what percentage is supplied by groundwater).

These missing elements are required for the GSA to fully understand the specific interests and
water demands of these beneficial users, to support the development of water budgets using the
best available information, and to support the development of sustainable management criteria
and projects and management actions that are protective of these users.

RECOMMENDATIONS

●

Provide a map of the boundaries of San Luis Obispo, the recognized DAC in the basin.
Provide the population of the DAC.

●

Include a map showing domestic well locations and average well depth across the
basin.
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●

Identify the sources of drinking water for DAC members, including an estimate of how
many people rely on groundwater (e.g., domestic wells, state small water systems, and
public water systems).

Interconnected Surface Waters
The identification of Interconnected Surface Waters (ISW) is insufficient, due to lack of clarity
around the monitoring well data (spatial and temporal) used to map interconnected stream
reaches.
The GSP states that the groundwater and surface water are generally connected in the San Luis
Valley and generally disconnected in the Edna Valley, but only two wells and stream gauges are
mentioned in the assessment in that area. More data is needed to make these claims. The plan
concludes that no surface water depletion has been caused by groundwater decline in the basin.
This statement is not supported by sufficient spatial and temporal data based on the location of
groundwater wells and stream gauges in the basin and the frequency with which they have been
sampled.
The GSP states (p. 5-26): “In cases where average springtime water levels were greater than the
elevation of the adjacent San Luis Obispo Creek channel, the stream reach was considered as
potentially ‘gaining’. In cases where average springtime water levels were below the adjacent
channel elevation, the stream reach was considered ‘losing’ and potentially ‘disconnected’.” The
GSP implies with this statement that losing streams equate to disconnected streams, but this is
not true because losing reaches are still connected with the saturated zone. The regulations [23
CCR §351(o)] define ISW as “surface water that is hydraulically connected at any point by a
continuous saturated zone to the underlying aquifer and the overlying surface water is not
completely depleted”. “At any point” has both a spatial and temporal component. Even short
durations of interconnections of groundwater and surface water can be crucial for surface water
flow and supporting environmental users of groundwater and surface water.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

Provide more discussion in the GSP about the groundwater elevation data used to
verify interconnected reaches. Include a map of the interpolated groundwater
elevations and spatial extent of groundwater monitoring wells used to produce the
map.

●

On Figure 5-16 (Losing and Gaining Reaches Within the Basin), also denote
interconnected and disconnected reaches within the basin. Clarify in the text that losing
reaches do not equate to disconnected reaches.

●

On Figure 5-16, clearly label the areas with data gaps. While the GSP identifies data
gaps in the text, we recommend that the GSP considers any segments with data gaps
as potential ISWs and clearly marks them as such on maps provided in the GSP.
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Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
The identification of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDEs) is insufficient, due to a lack of
comprehensive, systematic analysis of the basin’s GDEs.
The GSP took initial steps to identify and map GDEs using the Natural Communities Commonly
Associated with Groundwater dataset (NC dataset) and other sources. However, we found that
some mapped features in the NC dataset were improperly disregarded, as described below.
●

●

NC dataset polygons were incorrectly removed based on groundwater levels that were
greater than 30-ft in 2019, a single point in time. This is a technically incorrect approach
since groundwater levels fluctuate over seasonal and interannual time scales due to
California’s Mediterranean climate and intensifying flood and drought events due to
climate change. Justifying the removal of NC dataset polygons solely based on this
criterion does not acknowledge that groundwater levels temporally vary and the fact that
many plant species within GDEs can access groundwater depths beyond 30-feet or have
adapted water stress strategies to deal with intermittent periods of deep groundwater
levels. Using this methodology disregards groundwater fluctuations and may result in the
omission of ecosystems that are groundwater dependent.
The GSP is not clear on its use of depth thresholds to analyze GDEs. The GSP states (p.
5-32): “Oak woodlands were considered potentially groundwater dependent due to their
deep rooting depths (up to 70 feet (Lewis, 1964)).” However, the next sentence is:
“Potential vegetation and wetland GDEs were retained if the underlying depth to water in
2019 was inferred to be 30 feet or shallower based on the existing well network (Figure
5-17).”

We commend the GSA for listing special-status species and sensitive natural communities
(Appendix F, Table 1) and a summary of GDE types in the basin (Appendix F, Table 2) using
TNC’s freshwater species list and Critical Species Lookbook, among other sources.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

Develop and describe a systematic approach for analyzing the basin’s GDEs. For
example, provide a map of the NC Dataset. On the map, label polygons retained,
removed, or added to/from the NC dataset (include the removal reason if polygons are
not considered potential GDEs, or include the data source if polygons are added).
Discuss how local groundwater data was used to verify whether polygons in the NC
Dataset are supported by groundwater in an aquifer. Refer to Attachment D of this
letter for best practices for using local groundwater data to verify whether polygons in
the NC Dataset are supported by groundwater in an aquifer.

●

Clarify the use of depth thresholds in the GDE analysis. Refer to Attachment B for
more information on TNC’s plant rooting depth database. Deeper thresholds are
necessary for plants that have reported maximum root depths that exceed the
averaged 30-ft threshold, such as valley oak (Quercus lobata). We recommend that the
reported max rooting depth for these deeper-rooted plants be used. For example, a
depth-to-groundwater threshold of 80 feet should be used instead of the 30-ft
threshold, when verifying whether valley oak polygons from the NC Dataset are
connected to groundwater. It is important to re-emphasize that actual rooting depth
data are limited and will depend on the plant species and site-specific conditions such
as soil and aquifer types, and availability to other water sources.
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●

Use depth-to-groundwater data from multiple seasons and water year types (e.g., wet,
dry, average, drought) to determine the range of depth to groundwater around NC
dataset polygons. We recommend that a baseline period (10 years from 2005 to 2015)
be established to characterize groundwater conditions over multiple water year types.
Refer to Attachment D of this letter for best practices for using local groundwater data
to verify whether polygons in the NC Dataset are supported by groundwater in an
aquifer.

●

Provide depth-to-groundwater contour maps, noting the best practices presented in
Attachment D. Specifically, ensure that the first step is contouring groundwater
elevations, and then subtracting this layer from land surface elevations from a digital
elevation model (DEM) to estimate depth-to-groundwater contours across the
landscape.

●

If insufficient data are available to describe groundwater conditions within or near
polygons from the NC dataset, include those polygons as “Potential GDEs” in the GSP
until data gaps are reconciled in the monitoring network.

Native Vegetation and Managed Wetlands
Native vegetation and managed wetlands are water use sectors that are required1,2 to be included
in the water budget. The integration of native vegetation into the water budget is insufficient. The
GSP states that native vegetation is one of the land use types included in developing the water
budget. However, the water budget did not include a separate item for the current, historical, and
projected demands of native vegetation. The omission of explicit water demands for native
vegetation is problematic because key environmental uses of groundwater are not being
accounted for as water supply decisions are made using this budget, nor will they likely be
considered in project and management actions. Managed wetlands are not mentioned in the
GSP, so it is not known whether or not they are present in the basin.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

Quantify and present all water use sector demands in the historical, current, and
projected water budgets with individual line items for each water use sector, including
native vegetation.

●

State whether or not there are managed wetlands in the basin. If there are, ensure that
their groundwater demands are included as separate line items in the historical,
current, and projected water budgets.

1

“’Water use sector’ refers to categories of water demand based on the general land uses to which the water is
applied, including urban, industrial, agricultural, managed wetlands, managed recharge, and native vegetation.” [23
CCR §351(al)]
2
“The water budget shall quantify the following, either through direct measurements or estimates based on data: (3)
Outflows from the groundwater system by water use sector, including evapotranspiration, groundwater extraction,
groundwater discharge to surface water sources, and subsurface groundwater outflow.” [23 CCR §354.18]
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B. Engaging Stakeholders
Stakeholder Engagement during GSP development
Stakeholder engagement during GSP development is insufficient, based on lack of targeted
engagement and outreach to environmental stakeholders. The Communication and Engagement
Plan (Appendix E) identifies environmental users as stakeholders but does not include targeted
engagement opportunities for them, and only provides details on engagement opportunities for all
stakeholders listed. Therefore, SGMA’s requirement for public notice and engagement of
stakeholders3 is not fully met by the description in the Stakeholder Communication and
Engagement Plan.
We commend the GSAs for targeted outreach and engagement to DACs in the basin. These
opportunities include hosting informational events at local Farmers Markets, promoting meetings
and updates around city kiosks and places where utility bills are paid, the parks and recreation
departments where after school programs take place, and the senior citizens center. The
Communication and Engagement Plan also includes general stakeholder engagement such as
access to public meetings, access to SGMA-related material and GSP development notifications
in non-English languages, surveys and workshops.
We also commend the GSAs for engaging with the Northern Chumash Tribe, which encompasses
the County area. The Communication and Engagement Plan refers to DWR’s Engagement with
Tribal Governments Guidance Document.
The Communication and Engagement Plan does not include a plan for continued opportunities for
engagement through the implementation phase of the GSP targeted to DACs, domestic well
owners, tribes, and environmental stakeholders.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

In the Communication and Engagement Plan, describe outreach and engagement
targeted specifically to environmental stakeholders.

●

In the Communication and Engagement Plan, describe active and targeted outreach to
engage DAC members, domestic well owners, tribes, and environmental stakeholders
throughout the GSP implementation phase. Refer to Attachment B for specific
recommendations on how to actively engage stakeholders during all phases of the
GSP process.

●

Include a map showing the jurisdictional boundaries of tribal lands within the basin.

3

“A communication section of the Plan shall include a requirement that the GSP identify how it encourages the active
involvement of diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the basin.” [23 CCR
§354.10(d)(3)]
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C. Considering Beneficial Uses and Users When Establishing Sustainable
Management Criteria and Analyzing Impacts on Beneficial Uses and Users
The consideration of beneficial uses and users when establishing sustainable management criteria (SMC)
is insufficient. The consideration of potential impacts on all beneficial users of groundwater in the basin
are required when defining undesirable results4 and establishing minimum thresholds.5,6
Disadvantaged Communities and Drinking Water Users
For chronic lowering of groundwater levels, the GSP describes impacts to domestic drinking
water wells when defining undesirable results, and the GSP describes how the existing minimum
threshold groundwater levels are consistent with avoiding undesirable results in the basin. These
are described through an analysis presented in the GSP (p. 8-15) to evaluate potential water level
of minimum thresholds compared to the depths of private domestic wells identified in County
data. The basin-wide fall 2015 groundwater elevations were mapped and compared to the total
depths of domestic wells in the County’s well permitting database.
The GSP does not however, specifically analyze direct and indirect impacts on DACs, drinking
water users and tribes when defining undesirable results or evaluate the cumulative or indirect
impacts of proposed minimum thresholds on these stakeholders.
The GSP states that the constituents of concern (COCs) in the basin are total dissolved solids
(TDS), nitrate, arsenic, boron, and volatile organic compounds tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and
trichloroethylene (TCE). The minimum thresholds for TDS, nitrate, arsenic, boron, PCE and TCE
are presented in Table 8-3 and are based on the primary or secondary maximum contaminant
limit (MCL). No minimum threshold is set for boron.
For degraded water quality, the GSP only includes a very general discussion of indirect impacts
to drinking water users when defining undesirable results and evaluating the cumulative or
indirect impacts of proposed minimum thresholds. The GSP does not, however, mention or
discuss impacts to DACs, drinking water users or tribes, or otherwise consider these
stakeholders, when discussing SMC for degraded water quality.
The GSP states that for water quality SMCs, minimum thresholds are equal to measurable
objectives. The plan also states that sustainability indicator constituents selected for groundwater
quality are total dissolved solids (TDS), nitrate, and arsenic; the GSP excludes the PCE plume,
also known as the South San Luis Obispo (SLO) PCE Plume, and a TCE plume, also known as
the Buckley Road Area plume. It also excludes selenium which has been observed at
concentrations that affect well operations at individual wells in the basin.

4

“The description of undesirable results shall include [...] potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, on land uses and property interests, and other potential effects that may occur or are occurring from
undesirable results.” [23 CCR §354.26(b)(3)]
5
“The description of minimum thresholds shall include [...] how minimum thresholds may affect the interests of
beneficial uses and users of groundwater or land uses and property interests.” [23 CCR §354.28(b)(4)]
6
“The description of minimum thresholds shall include [...] how state, federal, or local standards relate to the relevant
sustainability indicator. If the minimum threshold differs from other regulatory standards, the agency shall explain the
nature of and the basis for the difference.” [23 CCR §354.28(b)(5)]
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Chronic Lowering of Groundwater Levels
● Describe direct and indirect impacts on DACs and tribes when describing undesirable
results and defining minimum thresholds for chronic lowering of groundwater levels (in
addition to describing impacts to drinking water users).
Degraded Water Quality
● Describe direct and indirect impacts on drinking water users, DACs and tribes when
defining undesirable results for degraded water quality. For specific guidance on how to
consider these users, refer to “Guide to Protecting Water Quality Under the
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.” 7
●

Evaluate the cumulative or indirect impacts of proposed minimum thresholds for
degraded water quality on drinking water users, DACs, and tribes.

●

In Table 8-3, state explicitly what value the minimum thresholds listed are based on
(e.g., primary or secondary MCL).

●

Select lower values for groundwater quality measurable objectives.

●

Include SMC for all constituents of concern within the basin. Ensure they align with
federal, state or local drinking water standards8.

Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems and Interconnected Surface Waters
The GSP only considers GDEs with respect to the depletion of interconnected surface water
sustainability indicator, but not the chronic lowering of groundwater levels sustainability indicator.
No analysis is done to set SMC that consider GDEs directly dependent on groundwater.
The GSP states the following with respect to the depletion of interconnected surface water SMC
(p. 8-37): “The Basin will be considered to have undesirable results if any of the representative
wells monitoring interconnected surface water display exceedances of the minimum threshold
values for two consecutive Fall measurements.” The GSP states further (p. 8-38): “Because there
have been no historical groundwater level declines in the ISW RMS [Representative Monitoring
Site] wells, the MTs are defined at these three RMSs as the lowest historically observed water
level in the period of record.”
Establishing minimum thresholds based on the lowest historically observed water level does not
consider any impacts on beneficial users and can result in ‘significant and unreasonable’ impacts.
This is especially problematic for GDEs and ISW habitats, since managing the basin to
historically low (drought) conditions can result in irreparable harm to these sensitive ecosystems.
Groundwater conditions that deplete streamflow and lower groundwater elevations such that
GDEs, particularly those with listed species, experience mortality and are unable to perform key
life processes (e.g., reproduction, migration) are ‘significant and unreasonable’. The GSP does
not explain how the chosen minimum thresholds and measurable objectives avoid significant and
7

Guide to Protecting Water Quality under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/communitywatercenter/pages/293/attachments/original/1559328858/Guide_to
_Protecting_Drinking_Water_Quality_Under_the_Sustainable_Groundwater_Management_Act.pdf?1559328858.
8
“Degraded Water Quality [...] collect sufficient spatial and temporal data from each applicable principal aquifer to
determine groundwater quality trends for water quality indicators, as determined by the Agency, to address known
water quality issues.” [23 CCR §354.34(c)(4)]
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unreasonable effects on surface water beneficial users in the basin, such as the federally
threatened South-Central California Coast steelhead.
RECOMMENDATIONS
●

When defining undesirable results for chronic lowering of groundwater levels, provide
specifics on what biological responses (e.g., extent of habitat, growth, recruitment
rates) would best characterize a significant and unreasonable impact to GDEs.
Undesirable results to environmental users occur when ‘significant and unreasonable’
effects on beneficial users are caused by one of the sustainability indicators (i.e.,
chronic lowering of groundwater levels, degraded water quality, or depletion of
interconnected surface water). Thus, potential impacts on environmental beneficial
uses and users need to be considered when defining undesirable results9 in the basin.
Defining undesirable results is the crucial first step before the minimum thresholds10
can be determined.

●

When defining undesirable results for depletion of interconnected surface water,
include a description of potential impacts on instream habitats within ISWs when
defining minimum thresholds in the basin11. The GSP should confirm that minimum
thresholds for ISWs avoid adverse impacts to environmental beneficial users of
interconnected surface waters as these environmental users could be left unprotected
by the GSP. These recommendations apply especially to environmental beneficial
users that are already protected under pre-existing state or federal law6,12.

2. Climate Change
The SGMA statute identifies climate change as a significant threat to groundwater resources and one that
must be examined and incorporated in the GSPs. The GSP Regulations 13 require integration of climate
change into the projected water budget to ensure that projects and management actions sufficiently
account for the range of potential climate futures.
The integration of climate change into the projected water budget is insufficient. The GSP does
incorporate climate change into the projected water budget using DWR change factors for 2070.
However, the GSP did not consider multiple climate scenarios (e.g., the 2070 extremely wet and
extremely dry climate scenarios) in the projected water budget. The GSP should clearly and transparently
incorporate the extremely wet and dry scenarios provided by DWR into projected water budgets or select
9

“The description of undesirable results shall include [...] potential effects on the beneficial uses and users of
groundwater, on land uses and property interests, and other potential effects that may occur or are occurring from
undesirable results”. [23 CCR §354.26(b)(3)]
10
The description of minimum thresholds shall include [...] how minimum thresholds may affect the interests of
beneficial uses and users of groundwater or land uses and property interests.” [23 CCR §354.28(b)(4)]
11
“The minimum threshold for depletions of interconnected surface water shall be the rate or volume of surface water
depletions caused by groundwater use that has adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water and may
lead to undesirable results.” [23 CCR §354.28(c)(6)]
12
Rohde MM, Seapy B, Rogers R, Castañeda X, editors. 2019. Critical Species LookBook: A compendium of
California’s threatened and endangered species for sustainable groundwater management. The Nature Conservancy,
San Francisco, California. Available at:
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/public/uploads/pdfs/Critical_Species_LookBook_91819.pdf
13
“Each Plan shall rely on the best available information and best available science to quantify the water budget for
the basin in order to provide an understanding of historical and projected hydrology, water demand, water supply,
land use, population, climate change, sea level rise, groundwater and surface water interaction, and subsurface
groundwater flow.” [23 CCR §354.18(e)]

San Luis Obispo Valley Basin Draft GSP

Page 10 of 13

more appropriate extreme scenarios for their basins. While these extreme scenarios may have a lower
likelihood of occurring, their consequences could be significant, therefore they should be included in
groundwater planning.
The GSP includes climate change into precipitation, evapotranspiration, and surface water flow terms of
the projected water budget. However, the GSP does not calculate a sustainable yield based on the
projected water budget with climate change incorporated. If the water budgets are incomplete, including
the omission of extremely wet and dry scenarios, and sustainable yield is not calculated based on climate
change projections, then there is increased uncertainty in virtually every subsequent calculation used to
plan for projects, derive measurable objectives, and set minimum thresholds. Plans that do not
adequately include climate change projections may underestimate future impacts on vulnerable beneficial
users of groundwater such as ecosystems, DACs, and domestic well owners.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

Integrate climate change, including extremely wet and dry scenarios, into all elements
of the projected water budget to form the basis for development of sustainable
management criteria and projects and management actions.

●

Calculate sustainable yield based on the projected water budget with climate change
incorporated.

●

Incorporate climate change scenarios into projects and management actions.

3. Data Gaps
The consideration of beneficial users when establishing monitoring networks is insufficient, due to lack
of RMSs in the monitoring network that represent water quality conditions and shallow groundwater
elevations around DACs and domestic wells in the basin. These beneficial users of groundwater may
remain unprotected by the GSP without adequate monitoring and identification of data gaps in the shallow
aquifer. The Plan therefore fails to meet SGMA’s requirements for the monitoring network14.
The six groundwater level monitoring sites and five surface water flow monitoring sites appear sufficient to
fill shallow monitoring well data gaps around GDEs and ISWs in the monitoring network. The GDE
Technical Memo (Appendix F) states: “Wells where the screened depth is unknown may be measuring
groundwater levels for deeper aquifers that are unconnected to the shallow groundwater system and thus
groundwater deeper than 30 ft for a given well may not reflect the absence of shallow groundwater, but
instead reflects the absence of data. To determine the hydraulic connectivity between potential perched
aquifers to the regional aquifer, additional monitoring with nested piezometers could be utilized.” This
noted data gap appears to be filled by the additional monitoring sites, but the GSP does not explicitly
state this.

14

“The monitoring network objectives shall be implemented to accomplish the following: [...] (2) Monitor impacts to the
beneficial uses or users of groundwater.” [23 CCR §354.34(b)(2)]
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RECOMMENDATIONS
●

Provide maps that overlay monitoring well locations with the locations of DACs,
domestic wells, and GDEs to clearly identify potentially impacted areas. Increase the
number of RMSs across the subbasin for all groundwater condition indicators. Prioritize
proximity to DACs and drinking water users when identifying new RMSs.

●

State in the GSP whether the additional six groundwater level monitoring sites and five
surface water flow monitoring sites will fill the data gap noted in Appendix F.

●

Determine what biological monitoring can be used to assess the potential for significant
and unreasonable impacts to GDEs or ISWs due to groundwater conditions in the
subbasin. The GSP states (p. 5-29): “Additional field reconnaissance is necessary to
verify the existence and extent of these potential GDEs and may be considered as part
of the monitoring effort for future planning efforts.” No further detail, however, is
provided.

●

Clarify the symbols used on Figure 7-1 (Water Level Monitoring Network). Many wells
are shown on this map but only a few have the teal box representing chronic water
level decline monitoring well locations.

4. Addressing Beneficial Users in Projects and Management Actions
The consideration of beneficial users when developing projects and management actions is insufficient,
due to the failure to completely identify benefits or impacts of identified projects and management actions
to beneficial users of groundwater such as DACs and drinking water users.
We commend the GSAs for including projects and management actions with explicit benefits to the
environment, particularly the Price Canyon Discharge Relocation. The GSP does not discuss the manner
in which DACs and drinking water users may be benefitted or impacted by identified projects and
management actions. Therefore, potential project and management actions may not protect these
beneficial users. Groundwater sustainability under SGMA is defined not just by sustainable yield, but by
the avoidance of undesirable results for all beneficial users.

RECOMMENDATIONS
●

For DACs and domestic well owners, include discussion of a drinking water well impact
mitigation program to proactively monitor and protect drinking water wells through GSP
implementation. Refer to Attachment B for specific recommendations on how to
implement a drinking water well mitigation program.

●

For DACs and domestic well owners, include a discussion of whether potential impacts
to water quality from projects and management actions could occur and how the GSA
plans to mitigate such impacts.
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●

Recharge ponds, reservoirs, and facilities for managed stormwater recharge can be
designed as multiple-benefit projects to include elements that act functionally as
wetlands and provide a benefit for wildlife and aquatic species. For guidance on how to
integrate multi-benefit recharge projects into your GSP, refer to the “Multi-Benefit
Recharge Project Methodology Guidance Document”15.

●

Develop management actions that incorporate climate and water delivery uncertainties
to address future water demand and prevent future undesirable results.

15

The Nature Conservancy. 2021. Multi-Benefit Recharge Project Methodology for Inclusion in Groundwater
Sustainability Plans. Sacramento. Available at:
https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/sgma-tools/multi-benefit-recharge-project-methodology-guidance/
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Attachment B
SGMA Tools to address DAC, drinking water, and
environmental beneficial uses and users

Stakeholder Engagement and Outreach

Clean Water Action, Community Water Center and Union of
Concerned Scientists developed a guidance document
called Collaborating for success: Stakeholder engagement
for Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
Implementation. It provides details on how to conduct
targeted and broad outreach and engagement during
Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development and
implementation. Conducting a targeted outreach involves:
•

Developing a robust Stakeholder Communication and Engagement plan that includes
outreach at frequented locations (schools, farmers markets, religious settings, events)
across the plan area to increase the involvement and participation of disadvantaged
communities, drinking water users and the environmental stakeholders.

•

Providing translation services during meetings and technical assistance to enable easy
participation for non-English speaking stakeholders.

•

GSP should adequately describe the process for requesting input from beneficial users
and provide details on how input is incorporated into the GSP.
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The Human Right to Water
The Human Right to Water Scorecard was developed
by Community Water Center, Leadership Counsel for
Justice and Accountability and Self Help Enterprises to
aid Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs) in
prioritizing drinking water needs in SGMA. The
scorecard identifies elements that must exist in GSPs
to adequately protect the Human Right to Drinking
water.

Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation Framework
The Drinking Water Well Impact Mitigation
Framework was developed by Community Water
Center, Leadership Counsel for Justice and
Accountability and Self Help Enterprises to aid
GSAs in the development and implementation of
their GSPs. The framework provides a clear
roadmap for how a GSA can best structure its
data gathering, monitoring network and
management actions to proactively monitor and
protect drinking water wells and mitigate impacts
should they occur.
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Groundwater Resource Hub
The Nature Conservancy has
developed a suite of tools based on
best available science to help GSAs,
consultants, and stakeholders
efficiently incorporate nature into
GSPs. These tools and resources are
available online at
GroundwaterResourceHub.org. The
Nature Conservancy’s tools and
resources are intended to reduce
costs, shorten timelines, and increase
benefits for both people and nature.

Rooting Depth Database

The Plant Rooting Depth Database provides information that can help assess whether
groundwater-dependent vegetation are accessing groundwater. Actual rooting depths
will depend on the plant species and site-specific conditions, such as soil type and
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availability of other water sources. Site-specific knowledge of depth to groundwater
combined with rooting depths will help provide an understanding of the potential
groundwater levels are needed to sustain GDEs.
How to use the database
The maximum rooting depth information in the Plant Rooting Depth Database is useful
when verifying whether vegetation in the Natural Communities Commonly Associated
with Groundwater (NC Dataset) are connected to groundwater. A 30 ft depth-togroundwater threshold, which is based on averaged global rooting depth data for
phreatophytes1, is relevant for most plants identified in the NC Dataset since most
plants have a max rooting depth of less than 30 feet. However, it is important to note
that deeper thresholds are necessary for other plants that have reported maximum root
depths that exceed the averaged 30 feet threshold, such as valley oak (Quercus
lobata), Euphrates poplar (Populus euphratica), salt cedar (Tamarix spp.), and
shadescale (Atriplex confertifolia). The Nature Conservancy advises that the reported
max rooting depth for these deeper-rooted plants be used. For example, a depth-to
groundwater threshold of 80 feet should be used instead of the 30 ft threshold, when
verifying whether valley oak polygons from the NC Dataset are connected to
groundwater. It is important to re-emphasize that actual rooting depth data are limited
and will depend on the plant species and site-specific conditions such as soil and
aquifer types, and availability to other water sources.
The Plant Rooting Depth Database is an Excel workbook composed of four worksheets:
1.
2.
3.
4.

California phreatophyte rooting depth data (included in the NC Dataset)
Global phreatophyte rooting depth data
Metadata
References

How the database was compiled
The Plant Rooting Depth Database is a compilation of rooting depth information for the
groundwater-dependent plant species identified in the NC Dataset. Rooting depth data
were compiled from published scientific literature and expert opinion through a
crowdsourcing campaign. As more information becomes available, the database of
rooting depths will be updated. Please Contact Us if you have additional rooting depth
data for California phreatophytes.

1

Canadell, J., Jackson, R.B., Ehleringer, J.B. et al. 1996. Maximum rooting depth of vegetation types at the global
scale. Oecologia 108, 583–595. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00329030
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GDE Pulse

GDE Pulse is a free online tool that allows Groundwater Sustainability Agencies to
assess changes in groundwater dependent ecosystem (GDE) health using satellite,
rainfall, and groundwater data. Remote sensing data from satellites has been used to
monitor the health of vegetation all over the planet. GDE pulse has compiled 35 years of
satellite imagery from NASA’s Landsat mission for every polygon in the Natural
Communities Commonly Associated with Groundwater Dataset. The following datasets
are available for downloading:
Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) is a satellite-derived index that
represents the greenness of vegetation. Healthy green vegetation tends to have a
higher NDVI, while dead leaves have a lower NDVI. We calculated the average NDVI
during the driest part of the year (July - Sept) to estimate vegetation health when the
plants are most likely dependent on groundwater.
Normalized Difference Moisture Index (NDMI) is a satellite-derived index that
represents water content in vegetation. NDMI is derived from the Near-Infrared (NIR)
and Short-Wave Infrared (SWIR) channels. Vegetation with adequate access to water
tends to have higher NDMI, while vegetation that is water stressed tends to have lower
NDMI. We calculated the average NDVI during the driest part of the year (July–
September) to estimate vegetation health when the plants are most likely dependent on
groundwater.
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Annual Precipitation is the total precipitation for the water year (October 1 st –
September 30th) from the PRISM dataset. The amount of local precipitation can affect
vegetation with more precipitation generally leading to higher NDVI and NDMI.
Depth to Groundwater measurements provide an indication of the groundwater levels
and changes over time for the surrounding area. We used groundwater well
measurements from nearby (<1km) wells to estimate the depth to groundwater below
the GDE based on the average elevation of the GDE (using a digital elevation model)
minus the measured groundwater surface elevation.

ICONOS Mapper
Interconnected Surface Water in the Central Valley

ICONS maps the likely presence of interconnected surface water (ISW) in the Central
Valley using depth to groundwater data. Using data from 2011-2018, the ISW dataset
represents the likely connection between surface water and groundwater for rivers and
streams in California’s Central Valley. It includes information on the mean, maximum,
and minimum depth to groundwater for each stream segment over the years with
available data, as well as the likely presence of ISW based on the minimum depth to
groundwater. The Nature Conservancy developed this database, with guidance and
input from expert academics, consultants, and state agencies.
We developed this dataset using groundwater elevation data available online from the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR). DWR only provides this data for the
Central Valley. For GSAs outside of the valley, who have groundwater well
measurements, we recommend following our methods to determine likely ISW in your
region. The Nature Conservancy’s ISW dataset should be used as a first step in
reviewing ISW and should be supplemented with local or more recent groundwater
depth data.
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Attachment C
Freshwater Species Located in the San Luis Obispo Valley
To assist in identifying the beneficial users of surface water necessary to assess the undesirable result
“depletion of interconnected surface waters”, Attachment C provides a list of freshwater species located in
the San Luis Obispo Valley Basin. To produce the freshwater species list, we used ArcGIS to select
features within the California Freshwater Species Database version 2.0.9 within the basin boundary. This
database contains information on ~4,000 vertebrates, macroinvertebrates and vascular plants that depend
on fresh water for at least one stage of their life cycle. The methods used to compile the California
Freshwater Species Database can be found in Howard et al. 2015 1. The spatial database contains locality
observations and/or distribution information from ~400 data sources. The database is housed in the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s BIOS 2 as well as on The Nature Conservancy’s science
website3.

Scientific Name
BIRDS
Actitis macularius
Actitis macularius
Aechmophorus
clarkii
Aechmophorus
clarkii
Aechmophorus
occidentalis
Aechmophorus
occidentalis

Common Name

Legal Protected Status
Federal
State

Other

Spotted Sandpiper
Spotted Sandpiper
Clark's Grebe
Clark's Grebe
Western Grebe
Western Grebe

Agelaius tricolor

Tricolored Blackbird

Agelaius tricolor

Tricolored Blackbird

Aix sponsa
Anas acuta
Anas acuta
Anas americana
Anas americana
Anas clypeata
Anas clypeata
Anas crecca
Anas crecca
Anas cyanoptera
Anas cyanoptera

Wood Duck
Northern Pintail
Northern Pintail
American Wigeon
American Wigeon
Northern Shoveler
Northern Shoveler
Green-winged Teal
Green-winged Teal
Cinnamon Teal
Cinnamon Teal

Bird of Conservation
Concern
Bird of Conservation
Concern

Special
Concern
Special
Concern

BSSC - First
priority
BSSC - First
priority

1 Howard, J.K. et al. 2015. Patterns of Freshwater Species Richness, Endemism, and Vulnerability in California.
PLoSONE, 11(7). Available at: https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0130710
2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife BIOS: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/data/BIOS
3 Science for Conservation: https://www.scienceforconservation.org/products/california-freshwater-speciesdatabase
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Anas discors
Anas discors
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas platyrhynchos
Anas strepera
Anas strepera

Ardea alba
Ardea alba
Ardea alba
Ardea herodias
Ardea herodias
Aythya affinis
Aythya affinis

Blue-winged Teal
Blue-winged Teal
Mallard
Mallard
Mallard
Mallard
Gadwall
Gadwall
Greater Whitefronted Goose
Greater Whitefronted Goose
Great Egret
Great Egret
Great Egret
Great Blue Heron
Great Blue Heron
Lesser Scaup
Lesser Scaup

Aythya americana

Redhead

Aythya collaris
Aythya marila
Botaurus
lentiginosus
Botaurus
lentiginosus
Bucephala albeola
Bucephala albeola

Ring-necked Duck
Greater Scaup

Anser albifrons
Anser albifrons

Bucephala clangula
Butorides virescens
Calidris alpina
Calidris mauri
Calidris mauri
Calidris minutilla
Calidris minutilla
Chen caerulescens
Chen caerulescens
Chen rossii
Chen rossii
Chen rossii
Chroicocephalus
philadelphia
Chroicocephalus
philadelphia
Cistothorus
palustris palustris
Cistothorus
palustris palustris
Egretta thula

Special
Concern

BSSC - Third
priority

American Bittern
American Bittern
Bufflehead
Bufflehead
Common
Goldeneye
Green Heron
Dunlin
Western Sandpiper
Western Sandpiper
Least Sandpiper
Least Sandpiper
Snow Goose
Snow Goose
Ross's Goose
Ross's Goose
Ross's Goose
Bonaparte's Gull
Bonaparte's Gull
Marsh Wren
Marsh Wren
Snowy Egret
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Egretta thula
Egretta thula
Fulica americana
Fulica americana
Fulica americana
Gallinago delicata
Gallinago delicata
Grus canadensis
Himantopus
mexicanus
Himantopus
mexicanus

Snowy Egret
Snowy Egret
American Coot
American Coot
American Coot
Wilson's Snipe
Wilson's Snipe
Sandhill Crane
Black-necked Stilt
Black-necked Stilt

Ixobrychus exilis
hesperis

Western Least
Bittern

Limnodromus
scolopaceus
Limnodromus
scolopaceus
Lophodytes
cucullatus
Lophodytes
cucullatus
Megaceryle alcyon
Megaceryle alcyon

Long-billed
Dowitcher
Long-billed
Dowitcher

Mergus merganser
Mergus merganser
Numenius
americanus
Numenius
americanus
Nycticorax
nycticorax
Nycticorax
nycticorax
Oxyura jamaicensis
Oxyura jamaicensis
Pelecanus
erythrorhynchos
Pelecanus
erythrorhynchos
Phalacrocorax
auritus
Phalacrocorax
auritus
Phalacrocorax
auritus

Special
Concern

BSSC Second
priority

Special
Concern
Special
Concern

BSSC - First
priority
BSSC - First
priority

Special
Concern
Watch list
Watch list

BSSC - First
priority

Hooded Merganser
Hooded Merganser
Belted Kingfisher
Belted Kingfisher
Common
Merganser
Common
Merganser
Long-billed Curlew
Long-billed Curlew
Black-crowned
Night-Heron
Black-crowned
Night-Heron
Ruddy Duck
Ruddy Duck
American White
Pelican
American White
Pelican
Double-crested
Cormorant
Double-crested
Cormorant
Double-crested
Cormorant

Piranga rubra

Summer Tanager

Plegadis chihi
Plegadis chihi

White-faced Ibis
White-faced Ibis
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Pluvialis squatarola
Pluvialis squatarola
Podiceps nigricollis
Podiceps nigricollis
Podilymbus
podiceps
Podilymbus
podiceps
Porzana carolina
Rallus limicola
Rallus limicola
Recurvirostra
americana
Recurvirostra
americana

Black-bellied Plover
Black-bellied Plover
Eared Grebe
Eared Grebe

Setophaga petechia

Yellow Warbler

Tachycineta bicolor
Tachycineta bicolor
Tringa melanoleuca
Tringa melanoleuca
Tringa semipalmata
CRUSTACEANS

Tree Swallow
Tree Swallow
Greater Yellowlegs
Greater Yellowlegs
Willet

Branchinecta lynchi
Branchinecta lynchi
Crangonyx spp.
Cyprididae fam.
Gammarus spp.
Hyalella spp.
FISH

Pied-billed Grebe
Pied-billed Grebe
Sora
Virginia Rail
Virginia Rail
American Avocet
American Avocet

Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp
Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp
Crangonyx spp.
Cyprididae fam.
Gammarus spp.
Hyalella spp.

Oncorhynchus
mykiss irideus

Coastal rainbow
trout

Oncorhynchus
mykiss irideus

Coastal rainbow
trout

Oncorhynchus
mykiss - SCCC

South Central
California coast
steelhead

HERPS
Actinemys
marmorata
marmorata
Actinemys
marmorata
marmorata
Actinemys
marmorata
marmorata

BSSC Second
priority

Threatened

Special

Threatened

Special

IUCN Vulnerable
IUCN Vulnerable

Least
Concern Moyle 2013
Least
Concern Moyle 2013
Special
Concern

Vulnerable Moyle 2013

Western Pond
Turtle

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Western Pond
Turtle

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Western Pond
Turtle

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Threatened
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Ambystoma
californiense
californiense
Anaxyrus boreas
boreas
Rana boylii
Rana draytonii
Rana draytonii
Taricha torosa
Thamnophis
hammondii
hammondii
Thamnophis sirtalis
sirtalis
Actinemys
marmorata
marmorata
Pseudacris regilla

California Tiger
Salamander

Threatened

Threatened

ARSSC

Under Review in the
Candidate or Petition
Process

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Boreal Toad
Foothill Yellowlegged Frog
California Redlegged Frog
California Redlegged Frog

Threatened
Threatened

Coast Range Newt
Two-striped Gartersnake

Special
Concern
Special
Concern
Special
Concern

ARSSC
ARSSC
ARSSC

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Special
Concern

ARSSC

Common
Gartersnake
Western Pond
Turtle

Northern Pacific Chorus Frog
California RedRana draytonii
Threatened
legged Frog
INSECTS & OTHER INVERTS
Agabus spp.
Agabus spp.
Antocha spp.
Antocha spp.
Apedilum spp.
Apedilum spp.
Wawona Riffle
Atractelmis wawona
Beetle
Baetis spp.
Baetis spp.
Baetis tricaudatus
A Mayfly
Blepharicera spp.
Blepharicera spp.
Brillia spp.
Brillia spp.
Cheumatopsyche
Cheumatopsyche
spp.
spp.
Chironomidae fam.
Chironomidae fam.
Chironomus spp.
Chironomus spp.
Corixidae fam.
Corixidae fam.
Cricotopus spp.
Cricotopus spp.
Cryptochironomus
Cryptochironomus
spp.
spp.
Ephydridae fam.
Ephydridae fam.
Eubrianax
edwardsii
Eukiefferiella spp.
Eukiefferiella spp.
Helochares
normatus
Hydropsyche spp.
Hydropsyche spp.
Hydropsychidae
Hydropsychidae
fam.
fam.

Special

Not on any
status lists
Not on any
status lists
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Hydroptila spp.
Laccobius spp.
Lepidostoma spp.
Marilia flexuosa

Hydroptila spp.
Laccobius spp.
Lepidostoma spp.
A Caddisfly
Not on any
status lists

Maruina lanceolata
Micrasema spp.
Micropsectra spp.
Microtendipes spp.

Micrasema spp.
Micropsectra spp.
Microtendipes spp.
Not on any
status lists

Narpus angustus
Ochthebius spp.
Optioservus spp.

Ochthebius spp.
Optioservus spp.
Not on any
status lists

Ordobrevia nubifera
Parametriocnemus
spp.
Paraphaenocladius
spp.
Paratanytarsus spp.
Phaenopsectra spp.
Polypedilum spp.
Rheotanytarsus
spp.
Simuliidae fam.
Simulium spp.
Sperchon spp.
Sperchontidae fam.
Sympetrum
madidum
Tanytarsus spp.
Tinodes spp.
Tricorythodes spp.
Tvetenia spp.
MAMMALS

Parametriocnemus spp.
Paraphaenocladius spp.
Paratanytarsus spp.
Phaenopsectra spp.
Polypedilum spp.
Rheotanytarsus
spp.
Simuliidae fam.
Simulium spp.
Sperchon spp.
Sperchontidae fam.
Red-veined Meadowhawk
Tanytarsus spp.
Tinodes spp.
Tricorythodes spp.
Tvetenia spp.

Castor canadensis

American Beaver

Ondatra zibethicus

Common Muskrat

MOLLUSKS
Ferrissia spp.
Hydrobiidae fam.
Menetus
opercularis
Physa spp.
Pisidium spp.
Valvata spp.
PLANTS
Cirsium fontinale
obispoense

Not on any
status lists
Not on any
status lists

Ferrissia spp.
Hydrobiidae fam.
Button Sprite

CS

Physa spp.
Pisidium spp.
Valvata spp.
Chorro Creek Bog
Thistle

Endangered

Endangered

CRPR - 1B.2
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Eryngium
aristulatum hooveri
Cirsium fontinale
obispoense
Cotula coronopifolia
Eryngium
aristulatum hooveri
Eryngium
aristulatum hooveri

Hoover's Coyotethistle
Chorro Creek Bog
Thistle
NA
Hoover's Coyotethistle
Hoover's Coyotethistle

Persicaria punctata

NA

Persicaria punctata

NA

Psilocarphus
tenellus
Psilocarphus
tenellus
Salix breweri
Schoenoplectus
acutus occidentalis
Schoenoplectus
acutus occidentalis
Veronica anagallisaquatica
Veronica anagallisaquatica
Veronica anagallisaquatica

Endangered

Special

CRPR - 1B.1

Endangered

CRPR - 1B.2

Special

CRPR - 1B.1

Special

CRPR - 1B.1
Not on any
status lists
Not on any
status lists

NA
NA
Brewer's Willow
Hardstem Bulrush
Hardstem Bulrush
NA
NA
NA
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IDENTIFYING GDEs UNDER SGMA
Best Practices for using the NC Dataset
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires that groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs) be identified in Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs). As a starting point, the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) is providing the Natural Communities Commonly Associated with
Groundwater Dataset (NC Dataset) online1 to help Groundwater Sustainability Agencies (GSAs),
consultants, and stakeholders identify GDEs within individual groundwater basins. To apply information
from the NC Dataset to local areas, GSAs should combine it with the best available science on local
hydrology, geology, and groundwater levels to verify whether polygons in the NC dataset are likely
supported by groundwater in an aquifer (Figure 1)2. This document highlights six best practices for
using local groundwater data to confirm whether mapped features in the NC dataset are supported by
groundwater.

Figure 1. Considerations for GDE identification.
Source: DWR2
NC Dataset Online Viewer: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/
California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2018. Summary of the “Natural Communities Commonly Associated
with Groundwater” Dataset and Online Web Viewer. Available at: https://water.ca.gov/-/media/DWR-Website/WebPages/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Data-and-Tools/Files/Statewide-Reports/Natural-Communities-DatasetSummary-Document.pdf
1
2
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The NC Dataset identifies vegetation and wetland features that are good indicators of a GDE. The
dataset is comprised of 48 publicly available state and federal datasets that map vegetation, wetlands,
springs, and seeps commonly associated with groundwater in California3. It was developed through a
collaboration between DWR, the Department of Fish and Wildlife, and The Nature Conservancy (TNC).
TNC has also provided detailed guidance on identifying GDEs from the NC dataset4 on the Groundwater
Resource Hub5, a website dedicated to GDEs.

BEST PRACTICE #1. Establishing a Connection to Groundwater
Groundwater basins can be comprised of one continuous aquifer (Figure 2a) or multiple aquifers stacked
on top of each other (Figure 2b). In unconfined aquifers (Figure 2a), using the depth-to-groundwater
and the rooting depth of the vegetation is a reasonable method to infer groundwater dependence for
GDEs. If groundwater is well below the rooting (and capillary) zone of the plants and any wetland
features, the ecosystem is considered disconnected and groundwater management is not likely to affect
the ecosystem (Figure 2d). However, it is important to consider local conditions (e.g., soil type,
groundwater flow gradients, and aquifer parameters) and to review groundwater depth data from
multiple seasons and water year types (wet and dry) because intermittent periods of high groundwater
levels can replenish perched clay lenses that serve as the water source for GDEs (Figure 2c). Maintaining
these natural groundwater fluctuations are important to sustaining GDE health.
Basins with a stacked series of aquifers (Figure 2b) may have varying levels of pumping across aquifers
in the basin, depending on the production capacity or water quality associated with each aquifer. If
pumping is concentrated in deeper aquifers, SGMA still requires GSAs to sustainably manage
groundwater resources in shallow aquifers, such as perched aquifers, that support springs, surface
water, domestic wells, and GDEs (Figure 2). This is because vertical groundwater gradients across
aquifers may result in pumping from deeper aquifers to cause adverse impacts onto beneficial users
reliant on shallow aquifers or interconnected surface water. The goal of SGMA is to sustainably manage
groundwater resources for current and future social, economic, and environmental benefits. While
groundwater pumping may not be currently occurring in a shallower aquifer, use of this water may
become more appealing and economically viable in future years as pumping restrictions are placed on
the deeper production aquifers in the basin to meet the sustainable yield and criteria. Thus, identifying
GDEs in the basin should done irrespective to the amount of current pumping occurring in a particular
aquifer, so that future impacts on GDEs due to new production can be avoided. A good rule of thumb
to follow is: if groundwater can be pumped from a well - it’s an aquifer.

For more details on the mapping methods, refer to: Klausmeyer, K., J. Howard, T. Keeler-Wolf, K. Davis-Fadtke, R. Hull,
A. Lyons. 2018. Mapping Indicators of Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems in California: Methods Report. San Francisco,
California. Available at: https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/public/uploads/pdfs/iGDE_data_paper_20180423.pdf
4 “Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act: Guidance for Preparing
Groundwater Sustainability Plans” is available at: https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/gde-tools/gsp-guidance-document/
5 The Groundwater Resource Hub: www.GroundwaterResourceHub.org
3
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Figure 2. Confirming whether an ecosystem is connected to groundwater. Top: (a) Under the ecosystem is
an unconfined aquifer with depth-to-groundwater fluctuating seasonally and interannually within 30 feet from land
surface. (b) Depth-to-groundwater in the shallow aquifer is connected to overlying ecosystem.
Pumping
predominately occurs in the confined aquifer, but pumping is possible in the shallow aquifer. Bottom: (c) Depthto-groundwater fluctuations are seasonally and interannually large, however, clay layers in the near surface prolong
the ecosystem’s connection to groundwater. (d) Groundwater is disconnected from surface water, and any water in
the vadose (unsaturated) zone is due to direct recharge from precipitation and indirect recharge under the surface
water feature. These areas are not connected to groundwater and typically support species that do not require
access to groundwater to survive.
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BEST PRACTICE #2. Characterize Seasonal and Interannual Groundwater Conditions
SGMA requires GSAs to describe current and historical groundwater conditions when identifying GDEs
[23 CCR §354.16(g)]. Relying solely on the SGMA benchmark date (January 1, 2015) or any other
single point in time to characterize groundwater conditions (e.g., depth-to-groundwater) is inadequate
because managing groundwater conditions with data from one time point fails to capture the seasonal
and interannual variability typical of California’s climate. DWR’s Best Management Practices document
on water budgets6 recommends using 10 years of water supply and water budget information to describe
how historical conditions have impacted the operation of the basin within sustainable yield, implying
that a baseline7 could be determined based on data between 2005 and 2015. Using this or a similar
time period, depending on data availability, is recommended for determining the depth-to-groundwater.
GDEs depend on groundwater levels being close enough to the land surface to interconnect with surface
water systems or plant rooting networks. The most practical approach8 for a GSA to assess whether
polygons in the NC dataset are connected to groundwater is to rely on groundwater elevation data. As
detailed in TNC’s GDE guidance document4, one of the key factors to consider when mapping GDEs is
to contour depth-to-groundwater in the aquifer that is supporting the ecosystem (see Best Practice #5).
Groundwater levels fluctuate over time and space due to California’s Mediterranean climate (dry
summers and wet winters), climate change (flood and drought years), and subsurface heterogeneity in
the subsurface (Figure 3). Many of California’s GDEs have adapted to dealing with intermittent periods
of water stress, however if these groundwater conditions are prolonged, adverse impacts to GDEs can
result. While depth-to-groundwater levels within 30 feet4 of the land surface are generally accepted as
being a proxy for confirming that polygons in the NC dataset are supported by groundwater, it is highly
advised that fluctuations in the groundwater regime be characterized to understand the seasonal and
interannual groundwater variability in GDEs. Utilizing groundwater data from one point in time can
misrepresent groundwater levels required by GDEs, and inadvertently result in adverse impacts to the
GDEs. Time series data on groundwater elevations and depths are available on the SGMA Data Viewer9.
However, if insufficient data are available to describe groundwater conditions within or near polygons
from the NC dataset, include those polygons in the GSP until data gaps are reconciled in the monitoring
network (see Best Practice #6).
Figure 3. Example seasonality
and interannual variability in
depth-to-groundwater
over
time. Selecting one point in time,
such
as
Spring
2018,
to
characterize
groundwater
conditions in GDEs fails to capture
what groundwater conditions are
necessary
to
maintain
the
ecosystem status into the future so
adverse impacts are avoided.

DWR. 2016. Water Budget Best Management Practice. Available at:
https://water.ca.gov/LegacyFiles/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/BMP_Water_Budget_Final_2016-12-23.pdf
6
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Baseline is defined under the GSP regulations as “historic information used to project future conditions for hydrology,
water demand, and availability of surface water and to evaluate potential sustainable management practices of a basin.”
[23 CCR §351(e)]
8 Groundwater reliance can also be confirmed via stable isotope analysis and geophysical surveys. For more information
see The GDE Assessment Toolbox (Appendix IV, GDE Guidance Document for GSPs4).
9 SGMA Data Viewer: https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=SGMADataViewer
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BEST PRACTICE #3. Ecosystems Often Rely on Both Groundwater and Surface Water
GDEs are plants and animals that rely on groundwater for all or some of its water needs, and thus can
be supported by multiple water sources. The presence of non-groundwater sources (e.g., surface water,
soil moisture in the vadose zone, applied water, treated wastewater effluent, urban stormwater, irrigated
return flow) within and around a GDE does not preclude the possibility that it is supported by
groundwater, too. SGMA defines GDEs as "ecological communities and species that depend on
groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near the ground surface" [23 CCR
§351(m)]. Hence, depth-to-groundwater data should be used to identify whether NC polygons are
supported by groundwater and should be considered GDEs. In addition, SGMA requires that significant
and undesirable adverse impacts to beneficial users of surface water be avoided. Beneficial users of
surface water include environmental users such as plants or animals10, which therefore must be
considered when developing minimum thresholds for depletions of interconnected surface water.
GSAs are only responsible for impacts to GDEs resulting from groundwater conditions in the basin, so if
adverse impacts to GDEs result from the diversion of applied water, treated wastewater, or irrigation
return flow away from the GDE, then those impacts will be evaluated by other permitting requirements
(e.g., CEQA) and may not be the responsibility of the GSA. However, if adverse impacts occur to the
GDE due to changing groundwater conditions resulting from pumping or groundwater management
activities, then the GSA would be responsible (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Ecosystems often depend on multiple sources of water. Top: (Left) Surface water and groundwater
are interconnected, meaning that the GDE is supported by both groundwater and surface water. (Right) Ecosystems
that are only reliant on non-groundwater sources are not groundwater-dependent. Bottom: (Left) An ecosystem
that was once dependent on an interconnected surface water, but loses access to groundwater solely due to surface
water diversions may not be the GSA’s responsibility. (Right) Groundwater dependent ecosystems once dependent
on an interconnected surface water system, but loses that access due to groundwater pumping is the GSA’s
responsibility.

For a list of environmental beneficial users of surface water by basin, visit: https://groundwaterresourcehub.org/gdetools/environmental-surface-water-beneficiaries/
10
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BEST PRACTICE #4. Select Representative Groundwater Wells
Identifying GDEs in a basin requires that groundwater conditions are characterized to confirm whether
polygons in the NC dataset are supported by the underlying aquifer. To do this, proximate groundwater
wells should be identified to characterize groundwater conditions (Figure 5).
When selecting
representative wells, it is particularly important to consider the subsurface heterogeneity around NC
polygons, especially near surface water features where groundwater and surface water interactions
occur around heterogeneous stratigraphic units or aquitards formed by fluvial deposits. The following
selection criteria can help ensure groundwater levels are representative of conditions within the GDE
area:
●

Choose wells that are within 5 kilometers (3.1 miles) of each NC Dataset polygons because they
are more likely to reflect the local conditions relevant to the ecosystem. If there are no wells
within 5km of the center of a NC dataset polygon, then there is insufficient information to remove
the polygon based on groundwater depth. Instead, it should be retained as a potential GDE
until there are sufficient data to determine whether or not the NC Dataset polygon is supported
by groundwater.

●

Choose wells that are screened within the surficial unconfined aquifer and capable of measuring
the true water table.

●

Avoid relying on wells that have insufficient information on the screened well depth interval for
excluding GDEs because they could be providing data on the wrong aquifer. This type of well
data should not be used to remove any NC polygons.

Figure 5. Selecting representative wells to characterize groundwater conditions near GDEs.
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BEST PRACTICE #5. Contouring Groundwater Elevations
The common practice to contour depth-to-groundwater over a large area by interpolating measurements
at monitoring wells is unsuitable for assessing whether an ecosystem is supported by groundwater. This
practice causes errors when the land surface contains features like stream and wetland depressions
because it assumes the land surface is constant across the landscape and depth-to-groundwater is
constant below these low-lying areas (Figure 6a). A more accurate approach is to interpolate
groundwater elevations at monitoring wells to get groundwater elevation contours across the
landscape. This layer can then be subtracted from land surface elevations from a Digital Elevation Model
(DEM)11 to estimate depth-to-groundwater contours across the landscape (Figure b; Figure 7). This will
provide a much more accurate contours of depth-to-groundwater along streams and other land surface
depressions where GDEs are commonly found.

Figure 6. Contouring depth-to-groundwater around surface water features and GDEs. (a) Groundwater
level interpolation using depth-to-groundwater data from monitoring wells. (b) Groundwater level interpolation using
groundwater elevation data from monitoring wells and DEM data.

Figure 7. Depth-to-groundwater contours in Northern California. (Left) Contours were interpolated using
depth-to-groundwater measurements determined at each well. (Right) Contours were determined by interpolating
groundwater elevation measurements at each well and superimposing ground surface elevation from DEM spatial
data to generate depth-to-groundwater contours. The image on the right shows a more accurate depth-togroundwater estimate because it takes the local topography and elevation changes into account.

USGS Digital Elevation Model data products are described at: https://www.usgs.gov/core-sciencesystems/ngp/3dep/about-3dep-products-services and can be downloaded at: https://iewer.nationalmap.gov/basic/
11
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BEST PRACTICE #6. Best Available Science
Adaptive management is embedded within SGMA and provides a process to work toward sustainability
over time by beginning with the best available information to make initial decisions, monitoring the
results of those decisions, and using the data collected through monitoring programs to revise
decisions in the future. In many situations, the hydrologic connection of NC dataset polygons will not
initially be clearly understood if site-specific groundwater monitoring data are not available. If
sufficient data are not available in time for the 2020/2022 plan, The Nature Conservancy strongly
advises that questionable polygons from the NC dataset be included in the GSP until data
gaps are reconciled in the monitoring network. Erring on the side of caution will help minimize
inadvertent impacts to GDEs as a result of groundwater use and management actions during SGMA
implementation.

KEY DEFINITIONS
Groundwater basin is an aquifer or stacked series of aquifers with reasonably welldefined boundaries in a lateral direction, based on features that significantly impede
groundwater flow, and a definable bottom. 23 CCR §341(g)(1)
Groundwater dependent ecosystem (GDE) are ecological communities or species
that depend on groundwater emerging from aquifers or on groundwater occurring near
the ground surface. 23 CCR §351(m)
Interconnected surface water (ISW) surface water that is hydraulically connected at
any point by a continuous saturated zone to the underlying aquifer and the overlying
surface water is not completely depleted. 23 CCR §351(o)
Principal aquifers are aquifers or aquifer systems that store, transmit, and yield
significant or economic quantities of groundwater to wells, springs, or surface water
systems. 23 CCR §351(aa)

ABOUT US
The Nature Conservancy is a science-based nonprofit organization whose mission is to conserve the
lands and waters on which all life depends. To support successful SGMA implementation that meets the
future needs of people, the economy, and the environment, TNC has developed tools and resources
(www.groundwaterresourcehub.org) intended to reduce costs, shorten timelines, and increase benefits
for both people and nature.
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